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Preface

Genocide is a global problem of the first magnitude. It has been for hundreds, if not thousands, of years, but in the 20th century it assumed hitherto unparalleled dimensions. Numerically, more people were murdered at the hands of others, as part of deliberate policies, than at any other time in recorded history.

While the 20th century was the century of total war—two global conflicts that began in Europe in 1914 and 1939 testify to that—it was also, concurrently, the century of genocide. The destruction of entire human groups, as policy, saw mass annihilation on a scale much greater than that of military deaths in wartime. And not only that: frequently, war (whether international or civil conflict is immaterial) served as a mask for genocide, even though the nature of genocidal destruction is such that war need not be present in order for genocide to take place.

While whole libraries of studies have been written attempting to analyze the actions of governments, responses of bystanders, and failures to rescue the victims, collections laying out both the key reference entries and the major primary source documents of genocide are relatively rare. The purpose behind a collection of this kind is itself singular: to provide, in an easy-to-read format, the most important reference entries and documents about the century of genocide. It is intended that this will be of particular benefit to teachers and students, as well as to those not engaged in the formal study of genocide but who are interested in learning more. Much thought was put into the selection of primary source material; not only have we provided important official statements, acts, memoranda, reports, and the like, we have also included a number of personal accounts from those who were in some way involved in the genocides under examination. These range from those who were victims to those who were witnesses—and, in some cases, even to those who actually perpetrated the genocide. It is hoped, by doing so, that we have managed to retain something of the very necessary human dimension of what genocide really is: a thoroughly antihuman activity that is, in its essence, all too human is its execution.

When considering what content to include in this encyclopedia, it was decided from an early date that we would adhere to the widely accepted UN definition of genocide, as embodied in the UN Convention. The definition, located at Article 2, is as follows:

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


	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Based on this definition, the encyclopedia includes the following genocides, in alphabetical order: Armenia (1915–1923), Bosnia (1992–1995), Cambodia (1975–1979), Darfur (2003–2006), East Timor (1975–1999), Guatemala (1981–1983), Herero (Namibia) (1904–1907), the Holocaust (1941–1945), Kurdistan (1988), and Rwanda (1994).

Despite our use of the term, it must be pointed out that the UN definition of genocide is imperfect, and has been interpreted in various ways by politicians to rationalize their own agendas. There is tremendous debate over what constitutes genocide. At least one scholar has argued that there are only three historical case studies that can truly be termed genocide: Armenia, the Holocaust, and Rwanda. Critics might argue that there is no justification for including Bosnia, Cambodia, Darfur, East Timor, Guatemala, Kurdistan, or Namibia in this encyclopedia. For these latter cases, the applicability of the UN Convention can be debated or questioned, but we should certainly not discount them. We also should not dismiss other events that some consider genocide. For that reason, we have included in Appendix I over one hundred reference entries on other atrocities, massacres, and war crimes that do not neatly fit the UN definition of genocide.

Some scholars place the issue of “intentionality” at the forefront of their genocide definitions. In other words, they believe that an event only qualifies as genocide if there is proven intent to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Unfortunately, there is often no “smoking gun” that leads back to the government or groups responsible for genocidal violence, making it difficult to prove that a perpetrator possesses the requisite intention to destroy a victim group based on his or her nationality, race, ethnicity, and/or religion. However, in criminal law a repeated pattern of actions resulting in the same outcome is frequently adjudged to infer intent on the part of a perpetrator, regardless of an expressed statement of intent. It is therefore our judgment that the events covered in this encyclopedia all conform, in one way or another, to the UN definition of what constitutes genocide.

In assembling this work, two people have provided particular assistance that it is our pleasure to acknowledge. Padraic (Pat) Carlin, our editor at ABC-CLIO, has at all times been professional while keeping a benevolent eye on the time and personal demands that can sometimes draw professors’ attention away from deadlines and other publishing obligations. We are indeed grateful to Pat for all his support and his gentle (though necessary) prodding.

At a time when help was sorely needed, Paul Bartrop’s graduate student at Florida Gulf Coast University, Sara Gottwalles, stood up and provided invaluable assistance in tracking down some hard-to-come-by documents, as well as helping to supplement the list on her own initiative. We are both personally grateful to Sara for adding to her workload, while holding down two jobs and writing her thesis, in order to help us with this project.

The entries and documents included here provide some of the most horrible reading conceivable. Horrible because of its content, yes; but also horrible because it not only happened, but isn’t science fiction. The entries and documents point to events that were all too real, took place within living memory, and—tragically—are still with us today. It is in the hope that such reference material and primary source documents will one day only be historical rather than contemporary, that we dedicate this volume to our grandchildren. May they, and their generation, not know a world in which genocide is a fact of their daily lives, as it has been in ours.


Introduction 

Genocide is a new word for an ancient practice, and has taken many forms in the far distant and too recent past. Death and destruction, in which innocent people were killed (often in large numbers), had always occurred during wartime. Massacres and other violations of human rights on a massive scale also frequently occurred, in which non-combatants were often deliberately targeted. But war was not, and is not, the same as genocide. This must be understood clearly. Even World War I, the greatest conflict in history up to that time—a war which resulted in the death of nearly 10 million combatants—hit civilians to the extent of 5 percent of all those who died. While this was to rise enormously as the 20th century proceeded (World War II, e.g. saw a 60 percent death rate of all casualties), it should be borne in mind that death on such a scale was essentially a phenomenon of the modern era. Genocide, though while occurring often throughout history, reached its zenith during the 20th century.

This new word—genocide—was coined by Polish-Jewish-American lawyer Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959), who has, together with his voluminous writings (much of which went unpublished during his lifetime), become the subject of renewed scholarly and popular interest. Now recognized as the “father” of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948, awards have been given in his name, biographical accounts of his fascinating life have been published, and edited and commented upon texts of his writings on genocide have now appeared in print.

With regard to the specific genocides included in these volumes, we offer the following overviews. It is important to note that all of them have been—and remain—the subject of much scholarly and other investigation, and continue to generate both controversy and fresh insights.

The Herero of German South-West Africa

The German assault against the Herero people in 1904–1907, in Germany’s colonial possession of South-West Africa (now Namibia), was the 20th century’s first true instance of genocide. During this time, the destruction of up to 80 percent of the total population took place. The devastation was not isolated, as at least 50 percent of the Nama, or “Hottentot,” population, were also wiped out at this time.

In January 1904, the Hereros rebelled with the intention of driving the Germans out of their historic lands. At this time, according to the best estimates, the Hereros numbered some 80,000. After a German counterattack, reinforcement, and a widespread campaign of annihilation and displacement that forced huge numbers of Hereros of both sexes and all ages into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert, tens of thousands perished. The situation was exacerbated by the policy of German General Lothar von Trotha (1848–1920), who arrived on June 11, 1904, with more than 14,000 troops, and ordered that all waterholes be located and poisoned in advance of the arrival of those Herero who might have survived the desert. Von Trotha saw the only military solution as one of extermination and annihilation, as his infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (“Extermination Order”), issued on October 1, 1904, demonstrated.

Before his return to Germany, initially in disgrace but rather quickly rehabilitated, von Trotha was also responsible for the death of thousands of Nama people, with over half the population destroyed during that year alone.

The second stage of the genocide saw the introduction and implementation of so-called concentration camps and work camps under his successors. Together, these might more appropriately be termed “death camps,” as diseases such as typhoid were rampant, together with other debilitating conditions such as malnutrition, extreme overwork, and constant brutality to men, women, and children.

By the time the uprising was over, the Herero and Nama populations had been destroyed by military action, starvation and thirst, disease, and by overwork in the concentration and labor camps. Evidence exists of medical experiments having been carried out as well, and of sexual crimes committed against Herero women. In 1911, when a count was made of the surviving Herero, only about 15,000 could be found. The vast majority of the rest had been killed, either directly or indirectly, by German forces over the preceding half-dozen years, though the majority of the killing had taken place during the years 1904–1905. Though somewhat contested, scholars remain divided on the issue of whether or not the behavior of the Germans in South-West Africa later set the stage for the Nazi assault on the Jews and others.

The Ottoman Genocide of Christians

Genocide was committed against the Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian populations of the Ottoman Empire by the regime of the Committee of Union and Progress (Ittihad ve Terakki Jemyeti), also known as the Young Turks, in the period following April 24, 1915. According to most accounts, closer to 1.5 million Armenians were slaughtered as a direct result of deliberate Turkish policies seeking the Armenians’ permanent eradication.

Massacres of Armenians had already been carried out by different regimes within the Ottoman Empire during two time-frames, between 1894–1896, and 1909. In the first, Sultan Abdulhamid II carried out a series of pogroms, the worst occurring in 1895. Estimates of those killed range widely, from anywhere between 100,000 and 300,000, with thousands more maimed and rendered homeless.

The massacre of 1909, by contrast, which occurred in the region surrounding the city of Adana, was largely the result of civil strife between supporters of the Sultan and the Young Turk reformers, in which the Armenians appeared to be scapegoats for both sides. The Adana Massacres claimed possibly up to 30,000 victims.

The reasons for these persecutions are varied. As the size of the Ottoman Empire shrank during the 19th century, conditions deteriorated for the Christian minority populations as well, who became scapegoats blamed for the deterioration of the empire. With the weakening of the Sultan’s authority and respectability, a militant group of Turkish nationalists, the Young Turks, launched a revolution in 1908. Their goal was to create a modern, revitalized and pan-Turkic empire that would stretch all the way to Central Asia. The revivified Turkish state would thus need to be modernized: to achieve this, the Young Turks saw that the state would have to become militarized, industrialized, and much more nationalistic. Led by the triumvirate of Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat Pasha (1874–1921), Minister of War Ismail Enver Bey (1881–1922), and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal Pasha (1872–1922), the new regime instituted a plan that would transform the multicultural Ottoman society into a much more homogeneous Turkish and Islamic one.

The year 1915 saw a massive military defeat for Turkey at the hands of the Russians at the Battle of Sarikamish (December 22, 1914, to January 17, 1915) in the Caucasus Mountains, and further defeats in Egypt and Sinai in February. On April 20, an Armenian revolt occurred in the city of Van, and on April 25, 1915, British, French, Indian, Australian, and New Zealand (ANZAC), and Newfoundland troops landed on the Gallipoli Peninsula. The Young Turk leadership considered the regime—indeed, the Empire—to be in a state of dire peril.

Looking for a scapegoat, the Young Turk government responded swiftly and forcefully. They implemented confidential plans that had been formulated in secret party meetings several months earlier. On the night of April 24, 1915, some 250 Armenian leaders in Constantinople were arrested, in an action that precipitated the genocide to follow. Scarce military resources were then diverted to the campaign of murdering the Armenian and other Christian populations. These measures saw all the relevant agencies of government directed toward the singular aim of totally destroying the Armenian population.

At the same time as the Armenian Genocide, the Young Turks also carried out genocides against the empire’s Assyrians, and the Pontic and Anatolian Greeks.

In all cases, most fatalities occurred as a result of death marches into the Syrian desert. These were the victims of heat, starvation and thirst, exposure, and incessant brutality at the hands of their captors.

The eventual result was a loss of life—in a relatively short space of time—of what had hitherto been unimagined proportions. The worst of the killing was over within about 18 months, but this did not stop the killing, and Armenian and other communities in various parts of the empire, where they were found, continued to be attacked up through the early 1920s. Today—a century later—the modern Turkish state refuses to acknowledge that what transpired at the hands of its predecessors was, in truth, genocide.

The Nazi Holocaust of the Jews

The Holocaust is the term in English most closely identified with the attempt by Germany’s National Socialist regime, together with its European allies, to exterminate the Jews of Europe during World War II. While an exact number of those murdered is impossible to determine, the best estimates settle at a figure approximating 6 million Jews, 1 million of whom were children under the age of 12 and 0.5 million of whom were aged between 12 and 18.

On March 20, 1933, Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) announced the establishment of the regime’s first concentration camp, Dachau, while others quickly followed. These were places of political imprisonment. Jews started being victimized from 1935 onward, due largely to the effects of the so-called Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race, according to which the formal status of Jews was defined and put into practice.

The first large-scale arrests of Jews were made after November 9, 1938, in an event that has gone down in history as Kristallnacht, the “Night of Broken Glass.” The pogrom resulted in greater concentrated destruction than any previous anti-Jewish measure under the Nazis, and spelled out to those Jews who had up to now thought the regime was a passing phenomenon that this was not the case.

Henceforth, Jews were targeted for the sole reason of their Jewishness: not what they did, but who they were. From now on, physical acts of an antisemitic nature became state policy.

The outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, saw the establishment of a system of ghettos in occupied Poland from October 1939 onward. Here, Jews were persecuted and terrorized, starved, and deprived of all medical care. From the summer of 1942 onward the ghettos began to be liquidated, with the Jews sent to one of six death camps located throughout occupied Poland.

Prior to this, however, mobile killing squads known as Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), accompanying the German military during the Nazi assault on the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941, had been at work murdering all Jews found within their areas of control. The Einsatzgruppen would round up their captive Jewish populations—men, women, and children—take them outside of village and town areas, force the victims to dig their own mass graves, and then shoot them to death. When the repetition of that activity provided psychologically troublesome, mobile gas vans using carbon monoxide poisoning were brought in both to remove the intimacy of contact and to sanitize the process. It is estimated that between 1941 and 1943 the Einsatzgruppen were responsible for the death of more than 1 million Jews.

It is not known precisely when the decision to exterminate the Jews of Europe was made, though best estimates settle on sometime in the late spring or early summer of 1941, commensurate with Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union (“Operation BARBAROSSA,” June 22, 1941). At a conference convened by SS General Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942) held at Villa Wannsee, Berlin, on January 20, 1942, the process was systematized and coordinated among Nazi Germany’s relevant government departments, and, in the months following, a number of camps were established in Poland by the Nazis for the express purpose of killing large numbers of Jews. These six camps—Auschwitz-Birkenau, Bełzec, Chełmno, Majdanek, Sobibór, and Treblinka—were a departure from anything previously visualized, in both their design and character. These were the Vernichtungslager, the death (or extermination) camps.

These camps were institutions designed to methodically and efficiently murder Europe’s entire Jewish population. Mass murder took place in specially designed gas chambers, employing either carbon monoxide from diesel engines (in fixed installations or mobile vans) or crystallized hydrogen cyanide (“Zyklon B”) which on contact with air oxidized to become hydrocyanic (or prussic) acid gas.

As the Nazi armies on the eastern front began to retreat before the advancing Soviet forces (and later from American and British troops in the west), renewed efforts were made to annihilate Jews while there was still time. Then, in March 1944, a shock of cataclysmic proportions then fell upon the Jews of Hungary, the last great center of Jewish population still untouched by the killing. Over 500,000 Jews were annihilated in the space of four months, in the fastest-killing operation of any of the Nazi campaigns against Jewish populations in occupied Europe.

With the Soviet armies advancing toward Germany through the second half of 1944, the evacuation of Auschwitz, the largest of these killing centers, was ordered for January 17, 1945. The earliest date of free contact with Soviet forces was January 22, 1945; when the site was formally occupied two days later, there were only 2,819 survivors left. Most of the prisoners had already been evacuated so as not to fall into Russian hands.

The evacuations have properly been called death marches, as vast numbers of prisoners died or were killed while en route. When the prisoners arrived at their new destination their trials were hardly eased, as they faced massive overcrowding in the camps to which they had been evacuated.

Painfully slowly, as German units both west and east surrendered, the camps were liberated, and with their liberation—and the end of the war—the objectives of those who shaped the post-1945 became dominated by the call for “Never Again.” As time wore on, however, this became more and more muted owing to the onset of the Cold War. The traumatic effects of the Holocaust reverberate in Jewish communities today around the world, but most especially in the state of Israel and the United States, Jewry’s two largest population centers.

The Cambodian Genocide

In April 1975, a Communist tyrant named Pol Pot won a bloody civil war in Cambodia, and began one of the most radical and dramatic attempts at remodelling an existing society the world had ever seen. In taking the Cambodian people back to the Year Zero, as he put it, at least 1.7 million (and possibly up to 2 million) people lost their lives. This would appear to be a clear-cut case of genocidal mass murder, though for some, there is a major difficulty associated with appreciating the massive human destruction that took place, based around the question of whether or not the events of that terrible time can be described as genocide according to the definition embedded in the United Nations Convention on Genocide. Some scholars, however, have chosen to label it a case of either “auto-genocide” or “self-genocide.”

The difficulty lies in the fact that the majority of the deaths that took place at the hands of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge were perpetrated against his own Khmer (Cambodian) people. Most of the victims were not targeted for reason of their membership of any of the groups identified under the United Nations definition, but were instead killed for social or political reasons. We are therefore confronted with a primary definitional issue: under what circumstances may we depart from the UN definition in order to apply the classification of genocide to an event of massive human destruction, and what are the implications of our doing so? Under international law, of course, no charge could stick, particularly in a case where those killed came from a political or social group. The task would be made harder again if there was any doubt as to the perpetrator’s intention. Pol Pot intended to create a new type of communist utopia, to be sure; but did he intend to annihilate millions of his own people in order to do so—and were his victims targeted for the sole reason of their existence? The answer for Cambodia is, sometimes, yes, and at other times no. The issues of target group and of intent are key points of difficulty militating against a satisfactory blanket application of the UN Convention.

The East Timor Genocide

While the cataclysm of Cambodia was being played out, another Cold War genocide was taking place elsewhere in Asia, in the former Portuguese territory of East Timor. In 1975, one of the political factions jockeying for power in the aftermath of Portuguese decolonization, FRETILIN (Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor), declared the territory’s independence. Within weeks Indonesian military forces invaded, declared East Timor to be that country’s 27th state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights abuses which resulted in the death of up to 200,000 people—about a third of the pre-invasion population.

For many years the international response to what was happening in East Timor was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the large nation to its north. United Nations resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw were ignored, and the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach be seen by the Indonesians as a reason to look elsewhere for support, trod softly on the whole issue. Only in 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression and the threat of another outbreak of genocidal violence, was East Timor freed. In 2002 the first parliament, elected by universal suffrage and guaranteed by the United Nations, took its place in the community of nations.

The Guatemala Genocide

Throughout the late 1970s, the 1980s, and into the early 1990s, government death squads and government-supported militias in the Central American country of Guatemala killed up to 200,000 people, primarily impoverished Maya residing in tiny countryside villages. They were victims of terror, extrajudicial killings, hundreds of massacres, and, ultimately, genocide.

During the 1960s and 1970s Guatemala experienced a period of almost unbroken military rule. By way of response, political activism, in the form of Catholic “liberation theology,” emerged. This emphasized solidarity with the poor, employed Marxist analysis to critique capitalist exploitation, and organized local development projects. The movement spread throughout the Guatemalan highlands, and at the same time opposition guerrilla organizations extended their reach into the Mayan regions.

On March 23, 1982, following a disputed presidential election, General José Efraín Ríos Montt (b. 1926) seized power in a coup d’état. A military junta immediately suspended the constitution, shut down the legislature, set up secret tribunals, and began a campaign against political dissidents that included kidnapping, torture, and extrajudicial assassinations. At first, many welcomed Ríos Montt’s tough approach, as it portended an end to corruption. Moreover, he appeared to have a vision for Guatemala that included education, nationalism, an end to want and hunger, and a sense of civic pride that until now seemed to have been lacking.

However, a number of guerrilla factions that predated his ascent to power united as a group called the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity organization (URNG). They denounced the junta and intensified their attacks against the central government.

On April 20, 1982, the military high command officially launched Operation “VICTORIA 82” (“Victory 82”), a campaign designed to destroy the support base of the guerrillas. The slaughter that followed was aimed directly at those of Mayan descent who eked out an impoverished existence in the highlands where the insurgency was being carried out, and civilian villages were attacked in large numbers.

Little or no distinction was made, inducing widespread terror. Ríos Montt’s regime saw the bloodiest single period in Guatemala’s independent history. Maya suspected of sympathizing with the leftist antigovernment guerrillas were killed en masse and subjected to atrocities that included mutilation, torture, and rape. Hundreds of villages were destroyed by government troops, and up to a million Maya were displaced from their homes. It is estimated that more than 600 individual massacres took place in the Mayan highlands, including the widespread killing of women, children, and the elderly. And this, it should be pointed out, was but a part of a much larger civil war that plagued Guatemala between 1960 and 1996, during which time at least 200,000 people were killed.

The Kurdistan Genocide in Iraq

The Kurds are the largest national entity in the world without a sovereign state of their own. Comprising anywhere between 25 million and 35 million people living primarily in four nation-states—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—they are a Muslim people who do not see themselves as Arabs and are united by language, culture, and history.

Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein (1937–2006) possessed what can only be described as an outright hatred of the Kurds. Ali Hassan al-Majid (1941–2010) commonly known as “Chemical Ali” was minister of defense in Saddam’s Ba’ath Party regime and, in addition to being Saddam’s cousin, was one of his senior advisers and a brutally tough “enforcer” for the regime.

In March 1987, al-Majid was given the post of secretary-general of the Northern Bureau, the location of Iraqi Kurdistan. He issued orders for the Kurds to vacate their ancestral villages and homes, and to move into camps where they could be controlled by the Iraqi government. Those who refused to move from the “prohibited zones” were deemed traitors and targeted for annihilation. The Iraqi attack, when it came, included gassing and machine-gunning Kurds after they had been captured and taken to remote locations. The campaign, which began in 1987, was code-named al-Anfal, the title of one of Saddam’s favorite chapters (Sura) from the Qur’an, referring to the “bounties of war.”

The campaign continued through 1988, and saw Iraqi troops, military police, and reserve forces of the National Defense Battalions destroy a thousand or more Iraqi Kurdish villages and kill nearly 200,000 people, most of whom were unarmed and many of whom were defenseless women and children. Those who survived were, generally, forced into areas bereft of water, food, housing, or medical care. The genocide took place within the space of just six months. For international observers, there was little doubt that the Iraqi campaign was systematic, state-driven, and genocidal in nature.

It was here that al-Majid earned his nickname of “Chemical Ali,” from the crime for which he was finally convicted: attacks in which he ordered the indiscriminate use of chemical weapons such as mustard gas, sarin, tabun, and VX against Kurdish targets.

Included among those killed were some 5,000 who died on March 16, 1988, when the town of Halabja was saturated with chemical weapons. The attack on Halabja was the largest chemical weapons assault directed against a civilian-populated area in history. For many people, the attack on Halabja is considered to be separate event from the al-Anfal genocide, though the destruction took place simultaneously with the broader campaign.

By 1988, up to 4,000 villages had been destroyed, at least 180,000 Kurds had been killed and some 1.5 million had been deported to the south of Iraq.

The Bosnian Genocide

The disaster of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in the former Yugoslavia, dominated international news for much of the 1990s. It was the first outbreak of genocide taking place in Europe since the Holocaust, and involved the killing and displacement of Bosnia’s Muslims (Bosniaks) by both local Serbs and Serbian forces from the Yugoslav National Army. These actions were justified by the perpetrators on the grounds of ethnoreligious ideology and the need to acquire (or retain) territory seen as sacred by the Serbs. The questions thrown up by the genocide were many, but of greater concern was the position of the bystanders. In a world climate, especially among Western nations including the United States, which pledged after the Holocaust that such a phenomenon would never again be permitted to happen, efforts to stop the genocide while it was in progress were neither effective nor quick to emerge.

The genocide in Bosnia, between April 1992 and December 1995, was yet another case of international inaction in the face of massive human rights violations. The Western powers, led by the UN, the European Community, and NATO (and preeminently, the USA and Britain), failed consistently both to resolve the war and to stop the killing. Diplomatic efforts were subjected to ridicule, and military efforts reached their lowest ebb with what was effectively the surrender, by Dutch peacekeepers acting as part of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), of the so-called safe haven of Srebrenica in July 1995. In the days following this surrender, nearly 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were hunted down and killed; it was the greatest massacre on European soil since World War II.

The Rwandan Genocide

The international community’s guilty conscience, if indeed one existed, did not help the Tutsi population of the tiny African country of Rwanda between April and July 1994. All it took was one little spark for an intricate machinery of death to swing into operation, and this happened on April 6, 1994, with the assassination of Rwanda’s authoritarian president, Juvénal Habyarimana (1937–1994).

Once in train, the genocide could only have been stopped by outside intervention—but this, when it came, did not arrive from the West, but rather from an army of Tutsi rebels known as the Rwandan Patriotic Front, who had grown up outside the country, the legacy of earlier anti-Tutsi pogroms.

In the space of 100 days, perhaps as many as 1 million people were killed in a genocide that shocked the world. Dumbfounded, the United Nations did practically nothing to stop the killing until the two peoples involved—extremist Hutu killers on the one side, and innocent Tutsi and moderate Hutu victims on the other—had exhausted the killing machine. The killings were for the most part done by hand, with the murderers using machetes (pangus) or nail-studded clubs (masus). There was nothing sophisticated or “clean” about these murders, though the genocide was carefully planned in advance, to such a degree that death lists of names marked for murder had already been prepared long before the killing actually began.

The Genocide in Darfur

In the first years of the 21st century, the Government of Sudan (GOS), aided by Arab militias known as Janjaweed (“devils on horseback”), carried out a campaign of terror, economic destruction, rape, and murder against the non-Arab “black Africans” of Sudan’s Darfur region.

Roughly the size of France, Darfur is located in the western part of Sudan. Prior to the outbreak of violence in 2003, the population of some 6 million people consisted of dozens of different tribal groups, of which 39 percent were considered “Arab” and 61 percent were considered “non-Arab” or “black African.” Due to intermarriage, distinctions owe more to lifestyle differences and cultural affiliation than race. Darfuri Arabs tend to lead nomadic lives, herding cattle and camels throughout the region, while non-Arabs tend to be sedentary farmers.

Beginning in 2003, the regime of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir engaged in a scorched earth campaign against the black Africans of Darfur. For years, the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa ethnic groups had been calling on the government in Khartoum to help them develop the region through the building of roads, schools, and hospitals. They were also aggrieved that Arabs were given preferential treatment over black Africans.

A rebel group, the Sudanese Liberation Army, was formed, and in early 2003 began carrying out attacks against government and military installations. Al-Bashir recruited nomadic Arabs to join forces with GOS troops to fight the rebels, but instead the army and the Janjaweed militias carried out a scorched earth policy against all black Africans, which saw the indiscriminate killing of men, women, and children. Young girls and women were raped. Plunder was widespread prior to hundreds of entire villages being torched. By 2006, estimates of those killed ranged upward to 400,000, with over 2 million Darfuris internally displaced and another 250,000 in refugee camps in Chad.

Eyewitness accounts describe how Sudanese government forces and Janjaweed would sweep into villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, frequently, murdered. These tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands. Once gone, Arab populations would resettle the land, effectively eradicating the rebels’ power base. Even today the United Nations has been reluctant to declare—and therefore, act upon—this tragedy as genocide, with far too many individual nations following suit.

The Century of Genocide?

It would seem as though the century between 1904 and 2004 was a century in which genocide characterized world events. Indeed, the cases reflected in these volumes, as well as in the massive scholarly and popular literature related to the field (including films both documentary and fiction), all testify and provide concrete evidences of this reality.

More disturbing, however, is that contemporary nation-states appear to have learned little if anything in a preventative sense from previous genocides; if anything, the opposite appears to be the case. It might well be that successful genocides appear to inspire later iterations, almost as if only the génocidaires do their homework in a truly significant and meaningful way. Furthermore, political gridlock on an international level (i.e., the ongoing reluctance of nation-states to label these events as what they truly are—genocides) appears to manifest itself continuously by a failure to intervene during the worst excesses of mass slaughter; it seems as if state actors only to flex their political and military muscle after the fact when the greatest numbers of casualties have already taken place.

Then, too, while the work of such scholars as Israel W. Charny (b. 1931) in Israel and Franklin H. Littell (1917–2009) in the United States vigorously pursued the idea of a Genocide Early Warning System, neither the United Nations collectively nor individual nation-states have seriously sought to adopt such instruments. Much scholarly work has been done since the latter half of the 20th century to isolate those recurring factors which, when actualized, would lead and have led to these various genocides. More controversial, however, have been the questions of both prevention and intervention. Questions such as the following have dominated discourse: At what point in the genocidal process do the surrounding nation-states intervene to prevent further slaughter? What of those further away? What other options (e.g., economic boycotts, trade embargos, bank account freezes) are available to halt the process of genocide? Regarding intervention: At what point does knowledge of what is about to transpire and/or is transpiring early on energize others to act?

Finally, there is the question of humanitarian aid during a given genocide—despite the horror stories of repeated failures to get the aid of those most in need (specifically food, water, and medical supplies) and corruption of government workers at all levels siphoning off such good for their personal and familial use. Coupled with this is the ongoing (the keyword here being “ongoing”) support on all levels once the genocide is over. What obligations and roles do the various nation-states of world assume in respect of rebuilding efforts? And for how long? Are those most responsible for bringing about the cessation of a given genocide also responsible for the judicial system of punishments? And for how long?

Questions such as these and others reflect the seriousness with which these volumes and the publisher, editors, and contributors have attempted to address these tragedies and their ongoing blights on any sense of civilization’s progress. Our hope is that by educating a new generation to what has transpired in the century just concluded we can break this cycle of violence, death, and destruction and move humanity forward positively.


Armenian Genocide


Essays

Armenian Genocide Overview

The Armenian Genocide took place during World War I and its immediate aftermath, and involved the forced deportations and systematic mass killing of the Armenian people by the Young Turk military dictatorship, which ruled over the Ottoman Empire. The events of 1915 and the years just after are often described as the first major genocide in the 20th century. Following the Young Turk revolution of 1908, a more centralized and violence-prone Turkish state soon arose. The Armenians, as an ethnic and religious minority, were targeted by the Turkish nationalistic regime that deported and killed many of its non-Muslims. Armenians, Greeks, and Assyrians were among the great many victims. Between 1915 and 1923, as many as a million and half Armenians were killed in massacres or died from having to endure severe conditions such as forced deportations, starvation, dehydration, disease, and exposure to harsh weather.

The formal beginning of the genocide, particularly for memorial services, is usually denoted as April 24, 1915. On that date, several hundred leading Armenian public figures (e.g., clergy, educators, professionals, intellectuals, and businesspersons) were arrested in Constantinople (now Istanbul). They were soon deported inland and shortly thereafter most were killed. At about the same time, hundreds of Armenian leaders from across the Ottoman Empire were also murdered. The removal of the Armenian leadership would be the opening stages of the mass deportations and extermination of almost all the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. While the magnitude and scope were greater than seen in the past, the Young Turk revolutionaries drew upon a history of discrimination and ethnic killings.

For centuries the Christian Armenian population, along with other religious minorities, had experienced both legal and social discrimination and even persecution in the Ottoman Empire. They were considered an inferior subject people by the autocratic Islamic state. As the empire dramatically declined in territory and population, conditions became more difficult for the remaining minority Christian population. They became scapegoats and targets of mass ethnic killings in the latter part of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th centuries. An estimated 200,000 Armenians died in the 1894–1896 Hamidian Massacres and another 20,000 in 1909 in Adana and the surrounding region of Cilicia. The perpetrators of the earlier massacres of Armenians went largely unpunished. This fostered a sense of impunity and increased the likelihood of more killings. World War I would provide that opportunity.

A younger generation of Turkish nationalists took power in the military coup of 1908. The goals of the Young Turks included restoring Turkish military might and the Ottoman Empire’s expanse and glory. To achieve this, they believed that they needed to modernize the country and create a more homogeneous nation, with far fewer non-Muslim minorities. Given that Armenians were located on both sides of the Ottoman-Russian border, the Ottoman Armenians were increasingly portrayed by the Young Turk leadership as potentially disloyal. Reinforcing this view was the fact that in the 19th century during the massacres, Armenians had appealed to foreign European governments for help. Armenian calls for democratic reforms and equal rights were also seen as disruptive to the autocratic regime.
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Step by step more radical measures were utilized by the Young Turk regime. This greatly accelerated with the increased concentration of state power following the 1908 revolution and was accentuated in the lead-up to
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and during World War I. Amid the crisis atmosphere, the Young Turk revolutionary regime undertook its harshest and most draconian acts. It decided to deport and kill the Armenians as a final solution to the “Armenian Question.”

In August 1914, the Ottoman government had signed a secret treaty with Germany. The Young Turk leaders had ambitious plans for territorial expansion in the East, which had potentially dire consequences for the Armenian people and its historic lands. In October, the Ottoman Turks, with substantial German assistance, launched an attack on the Russian Black Sea fleet. A fatal war between the two empires and their rival military alliance systems was unleashed. In December, the Ottoman Army commenced an ambitious and disastrous winter invasion of the Russian-held Caucasus region.

At the outset of the war, the Young Turk regime had annulled extraterritorial legal rights for foreigners and voided treaties such as the 1914 Armenian Reform Agreement with Russia. The latter had been drafted to protect the Armenian Christian minority in the Ottoman Empire.

Concerned about the threat of external wartime enemies, the Young Turk dictatorship imposed state censorship and increasingly relied upon secret executive decrees. It blamed so-called internal enemies for Turkish misfortunes. As a result, persecution and attacks on Armenians and other Christians magnified. Nationalists boycotted Christian (particularly Greek) businesses. Armenian shops in Diyarbekir were burned. In that same year, Armenians, who held Ottoman government jobs, were arbitrarily dismissed.

On the eve of war, mass compulsory state conscription had taken place, resulting in the mobilization of all men, including Armenians, into the Ottoman armed forces. However, in contrast to Muslim conscripts, the Armenian men were forced into unarmed labor battalions, where they worked under brutally difficult conditions and soon perished or were killed. The emergency wartime conscription separated Armenian men from their wives, children, and elderly relatives, and had profound consequences. When the Armenian households and villages were targeted for mass deportations and killings, they were without able-bodied men to help defend them from the Ottoman state’s genocidal deeds.

During the war, the Young Turk leadership had suspended the constitution, dramatically increased executive power, secrecy, and imposed deadly deeds. The year 1915 would prove to be catastrophic for Armenians. The full force of the state would be mobilized to deport and kill them.

Amid growing external military threats, with actual or potential defeats confronting the Ottoman Empire in three major regions (the Caucasus Mountains, Sinai Desert, and the Dardanelles Straits/Gallipoli), the besieged Young Turk leadership launched its most severe measures to deal with its perceived Armenian Christian “internal enemies.”

In 1915, senior Young Turk officials sent secret-coded telegraph messages with orders spanning the different phases of the genocide. In February, young Armenian men in the Ottoman Army (who had previously been conscripted) were disarmed, later put into hard labor units, and soon thereafter killed. The dramatic expansion and reorganization of the armed paramilitary “Special Organizations” in March were key preparatory steps in the genocide. Approximately 10,000 of the men had been recently released convicts, and many were convicted killers. They were now freed from jail and underwent training for their assigned tasks to target and kill Armenian civilians. In April, a test run of deportations of Armenians took place in Zeitoun. In Van, the Armenian population resisted the deadly deportations, but was unable to stop the slaughter.

On April 24, the genocide began in earnest with the arrest and eventual killing of hundreds of key Armenian leaders, clergy, and intellectuals in Constantinople and other cities. This was followed by rounding up of Armenian men in each city and village, marching them out of town, and killing them en masse in isolated locales. In May, the regime issued the Law of Deportations ordering the remaining Armenians, mostly women, children, and the elderly, to commence a forced march. They were given only a day or two-advance notice and were unable to take their possessions or adequate supplies. They were told they would eventually return, but would not be able to do so in fact. Most were deported to the inhospitable south-eastern desert region of Deir ez Zor in Syria. In September, the Young Turk regime issued the Law of Confiscation where all Armenian lands, goods, money, and animals were to be taken by the state officially. In practice, plundering mobs and officials often took the items ahead of the state. Armenians had been told they would be reimbursed later, but this would not be so in fact.

A hallmark of the Armenian Genocide was the long forced marches into inhospitable mountains and deserts. Without sufficient food, water, or shelter, many perished through hunger, thirst, exposure, and disease (typhus, dysentery, and pneumonia). Others were the targets of marauding gangs that robbed, raped, and tortured the civilian deportees. Countless numbers were victims of brutal mass killings. In October, cattle cars were used to ship thousands of Armenians into the desert. In total, approximately a million and half Armenians would die.

Ongoing accounts of the killings and atrocities were reported by foreign embassy officials, missionaries, and the world press. The allied governments of Britain, France, and Russia issued a formal diplomatic warning on May 24, 1915. They noted the “crimes against humanity” being committed by the Young Turk regime against the Armenian people. The Entente Allies warned that the guilty officials would be punished. The postwar Ottoman courts-martial, however, were not very effective. Subsequent Turkish governments denied the genocide, despite overwhelming documentary evidence.

The largest number of killings took place primarily in 1915 and 1916, but continued for several more years, even after World War I. Today, all that remains of historic Armenia is a tiny landlocked stated based on the Eastern fragment from the former Russian Empire/Soviet Union.

The Armenian Genocide of 1915 became an important precedent for later genocides such as the Holocaust. The Armenian Genocide reveals the enormously destructive effect of ethnic and religious intolerance and arbitrary violent state power. The indifference of bystanders enabled dictatorial leaders to pursue their plan to eradicate an ethnic and religious minority. Those who survived endured great hardships and were scattered in a global Diaspora. Today only a very small portion of the Armenian people is left in its historic lands in what is now Turkey.

The Armenian Genocide is a reminder of the risks of not learning the lessons of history, the dangers of genocide denial, and the long-term negative consequences of allowing perpetrators to go unpunished. These were contributing factors to subsequent genocides. The knowledge of past genocides, such as the Armenian case, is key to understanding and preventing future genocide. The mass slaughter of the Armenians was, however, instrumental in the birth of two important human rights concepts: “crimes against humanity” and “genocide.”
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Armenian Genocide Causes 

At the beginning of the 20th century, the Armenian nation was divided politically into two main parts; the western half constituted a religious minority of about 2 million in the Ottoman Empire, while the eastern half was an ethnic minority of about 1.5 million within the Russian Empire (later the Soviet Union).

The Ottoman Empire was one of the larger multinational empires in history. Under its rule, minorities had some autonomy in a religiously defined millet (community) system. However, since Armenian Christians were considered an inferior religious minority, they were officially subordinate “subjects.” They experienced widespread discrimination in an autocratic Islamic state ruled by a sultan. As the Ottoman Empire dramatically declined in territory and population in the 19th and 20th centuries, conditions became even more difficult for the remaining minority Christian population. They became a scapegoat and target of ethnic mass killings in the last decade of the 19th century and the first decades of the 20th century. An estimated 200,000 Armenians died in the 1894–1896 Hamidian Massacres and another 20,000 in 1909 in Adana and the surrounding region of Cilicia. The perpetrators of these massacres of Armenians went largely unpunished. This fostered a sense of impunity and increased the probability of even more killings.

The systematic discrimination, inequality, and periodic ethnic massacres of the Armenians led them to call for ethnic safeguards, equality, and freedom. They wished to become citizens rather than vulnerable subordinate subjects. In desperation, they even pleaded for help from foreign governments, such as Russia and Britain. Most Armenians sought peaceful democratic reforms within the Ottoman Empire. However, in the absence of improved conditions, calls for revolutionary change came from some Turks and Armenians alike. As a Christian minority nation in an Islamic state, the successes of the independence movements of Balkan Christians led a number of Armenians to call for national self-rule, while others sought outright independence. However, the bulk of Armenians simply wanted better treatment within the Ottoman Empire. The growing Armenian demands for equality and the economic wealth of its middle class were often resented by Turks.

With the Ottoman Empire weakening, rival European major powers (e.g., France, Britain, Russia, and Germany) continued to seek preferential financial access and special legal (extraterritorial) status within the country. This privileged foreign intrusion into domestic Ottoman society (often referred to as “the Capitulations”) was greatly resented by Turkish nationalists. It would be one of the first things the Young Turk revolutionaries would abolish with the commencement of World War I. Armenian pleas for help following earlier mistreatment and massacres generated considerable sympathy in Christian European states. As a result, special protections for Armenians had been negotiated (e.g., the Treaty of San Stefano [1878]) which was swiftly superceded by the Treaty of Berlin (July 13, 1878). The Armenian Reform Agreement was signed between the Ottoman and Russian empires on the eve of war in February 18, 1914. These treaties were much resented by the Turkish elite and population and were often bypassed in practice by the Ottoman state.

Czarist acquisition of former Muslim-held lands in the Caucasus, combined with Ottoman losses in the Balkans in the 19th and early 20th centuries, accentuated Turkish fears that Russia had further imperialist ambitions at the Ottoman Empire’s expense. Russia seemed intent to press its historic goal of direct access to the Mediterranean Sea via the Straits of the Dardanelles. Accordingly, anti-Russian sentiments were key factors in the Young Turks joining the German alliance in World War I. Given that nearly half of the Armenian people lived under czarist Russian rule, the Young Turks were able to portray Ottoman Armenians as sympathetic to Russia and as potential “enemies within” Ottoman Turkey.

As the Ottoman Empire shrank, waves of Muslim refugees fled the newly independent Balkan Christian states. Muslim refugees also arrived from the disruptions of the expanding Russian Empire. The Ottoman Empire was faced with a growing number (over a million) of Muslim refugees to feed and house. In choosing to relocate many in historic Armenian lands in the eastern part of the empire, the Young Turk leadership sought to alter the ethnic makeup of key border regions. Angry Muslims, who had been displaced by Balkan Christians and had lost their homes, property, and jobs, were placed amid Armenian communities. It was a calculated and explosive situation.

As the sultan’s Ottoman regime increasingly faltered, a militant group of young Turkish nationalists launched a revolution in 1908. The ambitious goal of the Young Turks (Committee of Union and Progress) was to create a modern, revitalized and pan-Turkic empire that would stretch all the way to Central Asia. It would include Muslim-populated czarist lands. Given the Christian Armenians’ geographic location, they were seen as an obstacle to such ambitions. Led by Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat (1874–1921), Minister of War Ismail Enver (1881–1922), and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal (1872–1922), the ruling trio pursued a revolutionary nationalist blueprint that sought to alter the existing demographic landscape. It involved forced depopulation and annihilation of Christian Armenians, and also of Assyrians and Greeks. It also included the resettlement of Muslim refugees from the Balkans and Russia into those same areas. It was a fervent nationalist plan to transform radically and violently an Ottoman society into a more homogeneous Turkish one. It was a plan for genocide. As a disciplined, hierarchical revolutionary party willing to employ violence, the Young Turks created special paramilitary units to conduct mass killing of unarmed Armenian civilians.

With its naval attacks on the Russian Black Sea coast, the Young Turks launched its entry into World War I in October 1914. Given Turkey’s historic rivalry with the Russian Empire, the Young Turks chose as their allies the Central powers of Germany and the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Russia was their historic common enemy.

While the initial war hopes of the Young Turks were to expand the empire to the East, 1915 was decisive militarily for the Ottoman Empire. The year commenced with catastrophic battle losses (70,000) at Sarikamish in the Caucasus Mountains in January and the Ottoman Army’s defeat in Egypt and the Sinai in February. The seemingly impregnable British and French naval fleets arrived in the Dardanelles Straits and opened bombardment in February and March and threatened a swift naval capture of the Ottoman capital of Constantinople. Unable to succeed solely by naval assault, the British, Australian, New Zealand, and Newfoundland troops landed shortly thereafter on the Gallipoli Peninsula on April 25. The Young Turk leadership felt in grave peril; public uncertainty and concern were extremely high. The government prepared to abandon the capital on short notice. Amid these dramatic war developments, a domestic Armenian revolt occurred in the city of Van on April 20. It was motivated in part by news of earlier deportations in Zeitun and deaths of Armenians in labor battalions. The conscription call in Van was seen by Armenians as tantamount to deportation and certain death. They chose to revolt rather than die passively.

Under these tumultuous wartime conditions, the Young Turk government, feeling besieged and looking for a scapegoat, responded swiftly and forcefully. They implemented confidential plans that had been formulated in secret party meetings months earlier. On the night of April 24, the Armenian leadership of Constantinople was arrested en masse.

Prior to and during the war, German military influence and presence had grown enormously in the Ottoman Empire. An important component of German military doctrine at the time was “total war,” in which even civilians were perceived as legitimate targets if it ensured swift and decisive victory. The deportation of ethnic minorities, such as the Armenians on the Russian border, was portrayed as necessary to secure the rear flank of Ottoman military troops. The rationale of “military necessity” became, in the mind of the Young Turk dictatorship, both a contributing cause and a stated justification of mass murder. Others strongly disagreed, particularly given that the deportations occurred throughout the empire, even far from the Russian border war zone.
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Armenian Genocide Consequences 

The consequences of the genocide were both short term and long term, lasting even to this day. The most immediate challenge was the very survival of the Armenian nation itself. Estimates, both at the time and later, suggested that about a million and half Ottoman Armenians died between 1915 and 1923. The Western Armenians who had lived in the Ottoman Empire were largely eradicated from their ancestral homeland. The mortality rate was higher among men—particularly those in leadership roles—the youngest children, and the very old. Those who had survived the mass killings of family and kin also endured the horrific conditions of the deportations and were greatly traumatized. Many women had been raped and torture was widespread.

The impact of the genocide was far-ranging and enduring. There were hundreds of thousands of refugees who desperately and urgently needed shelter, food, and clothing. Those who remained in the Ottoman Empire were highly vulnerable to renewed ethnic attacks. Others, who could, had fled to czarist Russia/Soviet Union, elsewhere in the Near East, and even overseas, such as to the United States. The result was a sizable Diaspora of vulnerable, displaced persons.

Among the most desperate were over 100,000 orphans. The International Red Cross, the Near East Relief, and missionaries provided aid, where they could. Overseas, Christian churchgoers of all denominations were moved by such suffering and raised substantial funds. The Near East Relief organization played a pioneering role in international aid. Amid the mass slaughter, many persons were listed as missing and presumed dead, the location of their remains unknown. Extended families had been decimated; entire Armenian villages and towns emptied. So much of the historic community was destroyed forever.

As a result of the mass killings of the Armenian Christian minority, the demographic composition of Ottoman Turkey was dramatically altered. The Armenian people, who had inhabited the lands for thousands of years, had suddenly been annihilated from their historic ancestral lands. Over a thousand churches and monasteries were destroyed or left in ruin. This was clear archeological evidence of cultural genocide. The harsh demographic reality is that there are far more Armenians living today in the global Diaspora (in the United States, France, and Russia, etc.) than in their ancestral homelands in contemporary Turkey.

The politics of genocide is not without financial cost to the perpetrator state. In slaughtering the Armenians, a key segment of its merchant class was wiped out. Its wealth had been confiscated by the state and Muslims.

The Armenian Genocide, combined with the Ottoman and Turkish governments’ expulsions and killings of the Christian Greeks and Assyrians, meant that the once ethnically and religiously diverse large Ottoman Empire was transformed into a more homogenous and smaller Turkish Islamic state. The attacks upon minorities continued in later years, when ethnic Greeks and Kurds were targeted. The authoritarian pattern of making Turkey a less pluralistic and less tolerant unitary state continued. A much-cited rationale for the 1915 genocide was military necessity. The prevalence of military priorities was a contributing factor not only for the Young Turk dictatorship but also for subsequent decades of authoritarian rule, military coups, and repression.

For some Armenians the need for revenge was a powerful motive. With the help of the German government, the Young Turk triumvirate of Mehmet Talaat, Ismail Enver, and Ahmed Djemal had escaped, from the Ottoman courts and punishment. They had been sentenced to death in absentia. In the absence of effective international justice, a secret Armenian nationalist project (Operation NEMESIS) was organized by the Armenian Revolutionary Federation to punish those political leaders responsible for mass murder. Talaat was shot and killed in Berlin in March 1921; others later. Talaat’s assassin, Soghomon Tehlirian, was arrested immediately and put on trial in a high-profile German court case. In the end, he was found not guilty. The trial would have a profound impact on young Polish university student Raphael Lemkin, who would go on to create a new word—“genocide”—to describe the crime of targeted ethnic, racial, and religious mass murder.

The terrible events of 1915 led statespersons, reporters, and academics to search for words to describe the indescribable. A new phrase in international law, “Crimes against Humanity,” was first employed in that fateful year. Later, the Polish lawyer Raphael Lemkin, inspired in significant part by the Armenian massacres, would give birth to the pioneering concept of genocide. Together these two terms would become key elements in the promotion of international human rights. Rights, however, also need judicial mechanisms of enforcement. The Ottoman courts-martial of 1919, while finding the Young Turk leadership guilty, were unable to execute their rulings. The emergence of war crimes tribunals at the end of World War I was a first, but faltering, step. Yet, it would be an important precedent for the Nuremberg and Tokyo Trials that followed World War II.

The Armenian Genocide, and its continuing denial by the Turkish government, has greatly embittered Armenian-Turkish relations. Even now, almost a century later, trust levels are extremely low between the two peoples and their state officials. Turkey, in a somewhat aggressive act, has closed the border with landlocked Armenia. This, in turn, has greatly accentuated Armenia’s economic difficulties. Russian troops are stationed on the Armenian frontier to protect Armenia from the risk of a possible Turkish military incursion. This hostile situation complicates an already unstable and highly dangerous region.
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Armenian Genocide Perpetrators 

The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) was a disciplined and hierarchical revolutionary party, commonly known as the Young Turks. They came to power in the 1908 revolution. Their goal was to create a modern, revitalized Islamic Ottoman Empire. They were led by three key individuals: Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat (1874–1921), a former telegraph operator; Minister of War Ismail Enver (1881–1922), a military officer; and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal (1872–1922), also a military officer. Since they were frequently referred to only by their last name and official title of “pasha,” some foreign reference books mistakenly refer to their last names as “pasha.”

The ruling trio pursued a revolutionary nationalist blueprint that sought to change the demographic landscape of Anatolia. It involved forced depopulation and annihilation not only of Christian Armenians but also of Assyrians and Greeks. Drawing upon prewar policies of massacres and ethnic cleansing, the Young Turks’ revolutionary plan was to transform even more radically and violently Turkish society. The end result was genocide.

While the regime was led by that trio, Talaat dominated in implementing the annihilation of the Armenians. As minister of the interior, he was constantly sending public and secret telegrams, both from his office and from his home, directing the campaign against the Armenians.

Revolutionaries usually embrace a radical ideology. The Young Turks drew inspiration from Ziya Golkap and his pan-Turan vision of a revitalized Ottoman Empire that would draw together in one state all Turkic peoples and reach into Central Asia. In his view, one Christian minority—the Armenians—seemed to block that path and needed to be removed.

The radical nationalist ideology was reinforced by religion. Christian inequality and subservience in the Ottoman Empire was rooted in large part in religion. As an Islamic theocratic state, Muslims ruled over the Christians who were considered inferior and thus treated as unequals. Just after the outbreak of World War I, a jihad—holy war—was declared against the “unbelievers.” Friday prayers at the mosque were often catalysts for fostering anti-Armenian sentiment and deeds.

While the plan to slaughter and deport the Armenians was conceived by the revolutionary Young Turk party leadership, it was administered by both CUP central party officials and regional Ottoman state officials, including the military and police. It involved draconian public decrees (e.g., the Temporary Law of Deportations on May 27, 1915, and the Temporary Law of Expropriation and Confiscation on September 26, 1915) and was directed by Talaat’s secret instructions on the deportations and killing of the Armenians. Throughout, it was the CUP party leadership that directed and supervised government officials, the military, police, militia, and Muslim and Kurdish groups to attack and kill the Armenians.

Continuing a practice during the 1912–1913 Balkan Wars, the Young Turks utilized special paramilitary units (Special Organization) to conduct mass killing of unarmed Armenian civilians. A great many Special Organization members were convicts and murderers recently released from prison for this gruesome task. They worked under the supervision of Dr. Behaeddin Shakir, who in turn was directed by Talaat.

In the 1890s, to quell rising Armenian national aspirations, Sultan Abdulhamid II employed armed Kurdish irregulars to deal harshly with the Armenians. About 200,000 Armenians died in the Hamidian Massacres. Given that it was state sponsored, the perpetrators went unpunished. In 1915, in addition to the Special Organization militia, Turkish gendarmes and Turkish and Kurd civilians were used to kill unarmed Armenian civilians.

Another group that was used to kill Armenians in 1915 were recent Muslims immigrants. Some (i.e., Circassians) had been forcefully displaced from czarist Russia in the 19th century, while others had been driven out of the Balkans following the independence of Christian states in the Balkan Wars of 1912–1913. The greatly frustrated, displaced Muslims had lost their homes, lands, possessions, and livelihood, and had fled to the shrinking Ottoman Empire. Perhaps not surprisingly, the Christian Armenians became a scapegoat for the Young Turk leadership and Muslim immigrants alike. The Ottoman state accentuated this when they deliberately redirected the Muslim refugees to the East, where large numbers of Armenians lived. When the Armenians were forced by government decree to leave their homes, the immigrant Muslims were eager recipients of the abandoned Christian properties.

As the senior foreign advisers in the modernization of the Ottoman Army, the German diplomatic and military officials played a crucial role. The German military presence was sizable (at its peak about 800 officers and 12,000 troops) and operated throughout the entire Ottoman military hierarchy, including command headquarters. The overarching German nationalist goals were to win the war and greatly extend German imperial influence in the Near and Far East. This required keeping the Ottoman Empire, a pivotal ally, in the war at all costs.

Prussian military doctrine, at the time, was committed to aggressive “total war” in which civilians were considered legitimate targets, even for ethnic cleansing, if it ensured more secure frontiers and swift, decisive military victory. Humanitarianism would prove secondary to war aims. The mix of militarist doctrine, nationalist loyalty, military orders, and state censorship meant that many German officials felt unable to speak out, let alone stop the genocide. At the end of the war, the German government even provided military transport for the top Young Turk leaders to flee from the Ottoman courts-martial. All too soon, history would reveal that German responsibility for genocide would not be confined to only World War I.
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Armenian Genocide Victims 

If understanding the perpetrators and killers is key to understanding the causes of genocide, insight and empathy for the great suffering of the victims is essential to fully grasp the vast impact of genocide. The Armenians killed in the 1915 genocide were subjects in the Ottoman Empire. Meanwhile, their Eastern Armenian compatriots in the Russian Empire, by comparison, lived. Today, the former Ottoman Armenians population is either annihilated or surviving as fragments scattered in the Diaspora.

The Young Turk dictatorship drew upon past discriminatory attitudes and violence toward the Armenians. During the earlier centuries of Ottoman Muslim rule, Armenians, as a religious minority, endured stereotyping, discriminatory policies, exclusions, and massacres. They were forced to wear distinctive clothing to differentiate them from the ruling Muslims; they were banned from possessing weapons, segregated, and generally treated as inferior subjects unequal under the sultan’s law.

The greatest potential threat to a regime intent on genocide is usually from men of military age. On the eve of entering World War I, the Ottoman Empire commenced general mobilization for war and Armenian men (aged from 20 to 45; later 15 to 60) were initially conscripted for military service. But soon after the disastrous Battle of Sarikamish, the men were disarmed (February 25, 1915) and forced into exhausting labor battalions. Working under long and brutally strenuous conditions, with insufficient food and water, the men quickly weakened. They died either from the dreadful conditions or were murdered en masse by Turkish soldiers.

In planning a successful genocide, a despotic state seeks to identify potential leadership figures and draws up lists of those who might rally the victims in self-defence. This rival elite is accordingly targeted and removed swiftly. A genocide can initially look like a coup. On the night of April 24 the religious, educational, business, and political leadership of the Armenian community in Constantinople was rounded up arrested, exiled, and later killed. Those who could have guided the Armenian people were removed and silenced permanently. In effect, the Armenian community was decapitated.

One aspect of genocide involves stripping away the wealth of the victim group. The Turkish Muslim boycott of Armenian and Greek shops had occurred earlier in August 1914. In 1915, Armenian properties were confiscated with little or no compensation. The financial expropriation of the group’s property was made easier by decrees ordering Armenian women, children, and the elderly to leave their villages immediately. They were told they must abandon their homes, farms, villages, towns, churches, and monasteries. Family homes, community churches, and ancestors’ gravesites were taken abruptly from them. Their religious and cultural properties were often looted or destroyed.

Women, children, and the elderly were sent on forced marches, with little advance warning and inadequate food, water, and clothing. Marched into the desert, these deportations soon became caravans of death, where robbery, rape, and torture were commonplace. While most deportees travelled arduous, long distances by foot, some were shipped inland by rail in crowded, dirty cattle cars. This was a grim precursor to the Holocaust.

Those too ill to continue on the long trek were abandoned to die or killed outright. Desperate mothers offered their children to those passers-by who might hear their pleas. Other mothers opted to take their own lives and that of their children, rather than endure even more horrendous suffering. Those who somehow survived were not allowed to bury the bodies of family or kin in proper graves. Turkish gendarmes or marauding gangs often stripped the dead naked. The bodies, some of which had been mutilated, were left for vultures or wild animals to pick apart. Even in death, dignity and respect were denied.

Many of those who witnessed those scenes of emaciated survivors described them as having blackened, blistered, and sunburned flesh. Eyewitnesses struggled, then and later, with the nightmarish, enduring images.

Still more indignity was in store for those victims who survived: orphans, refugees, immigrants, adoptees at the time, and later their children and grandchildren. The Ottoman Young Turk regime then and recent Turkish governments have denied that genocide and deliberate ethnic slaughter occurred. Genocide denial constitutes, in effect, a “second death” for the Armenians.

Reviewing the criteria used in the United Nation’s definition of genocide, the following historical observations were reported in the Armenian Genocide: (1) forced migration, (2) stripping of property, (3) denial of food and medical services, (4) torture, and (5) destruction of cultural sites and ethnic massacres.

The different stages of genocide can all be seen in the case of the Armenian Genocide: (1) classification (differentiation), (2) symbolization (labelling), (3) dehumanization, (4) organization by the state, (5) polarization with increasing inequality, (6) preparation such as drawing up targeted death lists, (7) extermination, and (8) genocide denial. In summary, all aspects of the definition and stages of genocide can be observed in the case of the Armenian Genocide.

It is estimated that of the more than 2 million Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, as many as a million and half perished. The Armenian people had now largely vanished from the lands they had inhabited for thousands of years since biblical times. Unique and important religious and cultural sites were lost for all of humanity. Thousands of churches and monasteries were greatly damaged or destroyed, thus giving vivid meaning to the terms “cultural genocide” and “crimes against humanity.”

The responses of the victims were varying. First and foremost were extraordinary efforts just to survive. The refugee camps were crucial in this regard. Attempts by Armenians to return to their homeland in Turkey proved exceedingly hazardous. The anti-Christian hostility remained and Muslims now occupied their homes. To survive, most Armenians had to emigrate. But which countries would accept them and how many persons would they allow? Many, who were able to emigrate, found talking about their horrific experiences exceedingly painful and chose to focus instead on rebuilding normal family life in new lands. For some the losses of kin were so painful they sought vengeance to punish guilty Turkish officials.

All Armenians called for international recognition of the genocide. Most demanded restitution, a return of family and lost Armenian lands. The quest for financial reparations was a plausible goal, but still rejected by the Turkish government. In recent decades, there have been urgent calls for rebuilding and refurbishing crumbling historic Armenian churches and monasteries in Turkey. Most Diaspora Armenians still worry about the future of the Armenian nation. The painful legacy of genocide endures.
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Armenian Genocide Bystanders 

The literature on perpetrators and victims in violent situations, whether it be bullying or genocide, suggests that the role of the bystander can be crucial. What witnesses do or do not do can affect the fate and number of victims.

Despite state-imposed penalties and thus great personal risk, some bystanders tried to help Armenians. They provided food and shelter, and even hid or rescued those that they could. Some took notes or photographs and in so doing provided a key documentary record. They served as important historical witnesses to the “crimes against humanity.”

What is striking about the Armenian Genocide is the important role of foreign bystanders who tried to provide assistance. In previous centuries, treaties and agreements had been signed granting extraterritorial legal privileges and protections to foreigners residing in the Ottoman territory. As the Ottoman Empire weakened, European powers sought to expand their extraterritorial status, and the provisions (often referred to as the Capitulations) became a wedge for foreign imperialist interference in domestic Ottoman affairs. The European’s special status was sometimes extended to Ottoman Christians as a means for foreign states to try to protect minorities such as the Armenians. In addition, several foreign treaties included clauses to protect Ottoman Armenians. During this period, Christian missionary schools and clinics expanded. Thus, when the 1915 deportations commenced, foreign missionaries and aid workers, profoundly moved by the unfolding catastrophe, endeavored to assist the Armenians. While the special protection clauses for foreigners and minorities had been abruptly annulled by the Ottoman state upon its declaration of war, the historic pattern of foreigners’ efforts to protect Armenians was already firmly established.

Despite wartime secrecy, ongoing harrowing reports were arriving in April 1915 about systematic mass deportations and widespread massacres of Armenians in the Young Turk dictatorship. In response, on May 24, Russia, Britain, and France, as Triple Entente war allies, issued a historic warning to their military rival. They formally took note of the “new crimes of Turkey against humanity and civilization . . . “and warned that they would hold “personally responsible . . . all members of the Ottoman government . . . “It was a landmark international human rights declaration outlining, in effect, a “responsibility to protect” 1 citizens in another country, even in wartime. The determined Young Turks did not stop their planned slaughter of Armenian civilians. Accordingly, the British government compiled a massive documentary volume by James Bryce and Arnold Toynbee on The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915–1916 (1916). For decades, it was the most comprehensive account of the genocide. For complex geopolitical reasons, the victorious Allied powers did not vigorously pursue the criminal prosecutions of the Young Turk leadership at the end of World War I. It would require another genocide in World War II before such an international war crimes tribunal would prevail.

Perhaps the most notable efforts to help the Armenians during the genocide were the high-profile and sustained actions by the American ambassador and his staff. The United States was initially officially neutral in World War I up to April 1917, so Ambassador Henry Morgenthau had considerable access and could be a persistent and passionate voice for the Armenians. He spoke directly to key Young Turk officials such as Mehmet Talaat and Ismail Enver, but was unable to dissuade them to alter their violent deeds that would remake the ethnic makeup of Anatolia. His State Department reports and postwar memoirs Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story (1918) would provide invaluable insight into the thoughts and deeds of the Young Turk’s genocide of Armenians. The American ambassador was assisted by a number of American officials such as Leslie Davis, the U.S. consul in Harput (his reports would later become the book entitled Slaughterhouse Province [1989]).

Also of note were the dedicated and often heroic efforts of American missionaries, medical workers, and aid workers. Preeminent was the Morgenthau-inspired, U.S.-based Near East Relief (1915–1930) organization that helped as many as 130,000 orphans. Among prominent figures providing medical assistance and humanitarian relief were Dr. Clarence Ussher (who became the inspiration for the movie Ararat [2002]), Rev. James Barton, and Dr. Tacy Atkinson. Europeans such as the Swiss medic Jacob Kunzler and his wife Elizabeth, along with Danish missionaries Maria Jacobsen and Karen Jeppe also worked tirelessly to save Armenians. All of them subsequently wrote about their efforts.

Even though Germany was a powerful ally of the Ottoman Empire and its officials sought to foster the war effort, some prominent Germans protested the civilian killings. Dr. Johannes Lepsius, who had been head of the German relief mission following the 1890s massacres, returned to Constantinople to document firsthand the situation in 1915. Despite censorship, his accounts of the humanitarian crisis were dramatic and damning. Armin T. Wegner, a German Army nurse, defied the military ban and risked his life to take rare photos of the genocide. While many pictures were confiscated, enough photos would emerge to provide important archival records. Several have become powerful visual symbols of the Armenian Genocide. As a decorated military veteran, Wegner would later bravely challenge Adolf Hitler’s persecution of the Jews. Wegner is a hero worthy of far more coverage.

Scholars have often noted the importance of the media and writers in influencing awareness about genocide. The New York Times led the way and provided over a hundred articles in 1915 on the deportations and massacres of the Armenians. Those articles and others have been reprinted in Richard Kloian’s volume The Armenian Genocide: News Accounts from the American Press: 1915–1922 (1985). Novelist Franz Werfel’s Forty Days of Musa Dagh (1933) provides an inspirational account of Armenian suffering and their will to defend themselves, despite overwhelming odds.

Defying state public decrees and secret party orders to deport and kill the Armenians, a number of ordinary Turks, Kurds, and Muslims chose to shelter them, particularly children and young women. This saved some from almost certain death. Motives varied: neighborly assistance, religious morality, or a quest for financial reimbursement. All who provided help risked their own lives and that of their families, since the regime had forbidden any assistance to the Armenians. Armenians who survived usually did so because of help from others. The deeds, however, were not enough to save most, but did help save a nation from extermination.

Highly respected foreign witnesses’ accounts wove together a multidimensional profile of the genocide. It was documented by foreign diplomats, missionaries, and even military allies. The events were reported extensively in international newspapers. Together these outsiders’ documents help to preserve, even to this day, the memory of the victims, particularly when confronted with ongoing official Turkish state denial almost a century later.

American president Woodrow Wilson had been highly sympathetic to the plight of smaller nations and Armenia in particular. He was supportive of Armenia in the postwar peace process. He even considered American involvement in a possible League of Nations mandate to protect Armenians. In July 1919, he sent Gen. James Harbord on a special mission to document the living conditions of Armenians. However, “great power” politics and domestic American political factors thwarted his efforts.

Despite eloquent voices and dedicated deeds by righteous people to help the Armenians, far too many did nothing to help or too little. Ultimately, too many ordinary Muslims and Turks were too afraid or cared too little to provide a helping hand. Much of the rest of the world had other priorities. As a result of this apparent indifference, a revolutionary elite was able to commit genocide.
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Armenian Genocide International Reaction 

Despite wartime secrecy, a number of reports from reliable international sources emerged in the spring of 1915 about the deportations and massacres of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. The confidential telegrams and reports by American ambassador Henry Morgenthau and his consuls were pivotal. Morgenthau’s plea on behalf of the Armenians inspired the creation of the U.S.-based Armenian Atrocities Committee. The blue ribbon committee gained unprecedented assess to confidential U.S. State Department files. With the help of The New York Times and other newspapers, the committee documented and publicized the desperate conditions of the Armenians. The urgent calls for funding emergency aid were part of the genesis of the birth of the Near East Relief, a humanitarian organization that would eventually help over 130,000 orphans.

Clergy and medical personnel from the United States (e.g., Dr. Clarence Ussher and Rev. James Barton) and Europe were central in providing humanitarian relief. Even from Germany, the Ottoman Empire’s wartime ally, Dr. Johannes Lepsius documented the precarious situation of Armenians in 1915. Armin T. Wegner, the German Army medic, risked his life to take crucial photos of the genocide.

Drawing on extensive materials from the U.S. State Department files, the British government in 1916 published a massive documentary volume by James Bryce and Arnold Toynbee on The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915–1916 (1916). To this day, it remains the preeminent official British government source on the genocide.

The magnitude of the deportations and killings were such that even within a month of the April 24 arrest of prominent Armenian clergy and secular leaders in Constantinople, the wartime allies of czarist Russia, Britain, and France issued a formal warning on May 24, 1915. The document stated that they would personally hold responsible all members of the Ottoman Young Turk government involved in “crimes against humanity.” It would become a landmark human rights declaration and a pioneering step in the formation of international law. Unfortunately, it did not stop the Ottoman regime from its campaign of ethnic slaughter and genocide. The killings continued for the duration of the war.

With the Ottoman military surrender in October 1918, the end of the war brought hope that a new era would bring relief for the Armenians. The urgent task was for overseas international organizations to provide humanitarian assistance. A new Ottoman government came to power and established military courts to judge and punish the former Young Turk leadership. While there was initial optimism about the trials and a new openness in society, the hopes were short-lived. The major European powers, while having arrested a number of Young Turk officials, soon opted to exchange them for the release of British prisoners.

As part of the Paris peace treaty process, the topics of “subject nations” and the fate of the Armenians arose. President Woodrow Wilson, with his famous Fourteen Points of January 8, 1918, had outlined his vision for a more just and peaceful world. Clause 12 assured the nationalities under Turkish rule would be assured of “security of life” and “autonomous development.”

Concern for Armenia was also expressed in the ill-fated Treaty of Sèvres (August 10, 1920), which was signed by the Allied powers and Turkey, but was never fully ratified. The treaty attempted to address the injustices of the “crimes against humanity.” Article 142 noted the forced religious conversions, massacres, and the disappeared. Article 144 addressed the issue of properties taken and the properties of those who died and disappeared. Article 145 endeavored to provide democratic representation for minorities in a post–World War I Turkey. Article 228 called upon Turkey to furnish documents for the prosecution of offenders, and Article 230 called for the formation of a tribunal for those guilty of massacres.

An independent Armenia seemed one solution to deal with the hundreds of thousands of refugees and orphans. President Wilson was selected as the key figure to work on a proposed Arbitration Award that would delineate the lands and borders for a new, stable, and viable Armenian homeland. While the report was completed by November 22, 1920, the plan was stillborn.

Turkish nationalism reawakened. Mustafa Kemal (later called Ataturk), the Turkish nationalist military hero of Gallipoli, opposed any treaty that would weaken, let alone partition, the Ottoman Empire. Instead of the Treaty of Sèvres, he favored the Treaty of Lausanne (July 24, 1923) in which Turkish war crimes and Armenian nationhood were ignored. The Armenian people were greatly disappointed by the turn in international diplomacy. Yet again a small country was the victim of “big power” politics.

On the eve of the invasion of Poland and the beginning of World War II, German Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler declared on August 22, 1939: “Who today, after all, speaks of the annihilation of the Armenians?” He too believed he could get away with ethnic mass killings during an aggressive imperialist war.

Raphael Lemkin, a Jewish Polish lawyer, had to flee the German invasion. During his university days, he had been greatly influenced by the suffering of the Armenians in Ottoman Turkey. In 1944, he created the term “genocide” to describe the mass slaughter of ethnic, religious, and racial minorities.
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The recognition of the Armenian Genocide is tied up with international geopolitics. In the Soviet Union there was no desire to focus on histories of minority nations, such as the Armenians. During the Cold War, North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies were reluctant to raise the genocide issue with Turkey, a key border state with the Soviet Union. Today, cooperation on the “war on terrorism” and the desire for an ally in the unstable Near East are offered as reasons not to upset Ankara. Turkey has certainly threatened and acted against governments that recognized the Armenian Genocide. Even genocide scholars in overseas countries have been targets of Turkish efforts to silence and intimidate them.

Despite America’s pioneering role in publicizing and documenting the deadly slaughter of 1915, the United States today does not formally recognize the Armenian Genocide. Focus upon trade and national security cooperation with Turkey prevail over humanitarian principles of genocide recognition. By contrast, 21 other countries, including France and Canada, have formally recognized the genocide.

Genocide recognition is important to the victim community (to give closure), to the perpetrator state (to know its own history and foster a more open society), to future would-be genocidal dictators (to issue an important cautionary warning), and to the rest of the world (in promoting collective security, international law, and human rights).

Despite the post–World War I Ottoman government’s courts-martial of key Young Turks for their leadership role in the mass killings of Armenians, contemporary Turkish governments have all vigorously denied that any genocide took place. In fact, using Article 301 of the Turkish legal code, anyone who writes about the Armenian Genocide can be charged with a criminal offence. This has contributed significantly to the silencing of voices. Nevertheless, in recent years, Turkish journalists, academics, and activists have increasingly spoken up. Overseas, the Turkish government threatens others states if they consider passing resolutions on the genocide. As scholars have noted, the final stage of genocide is denial. This is perhaps a key reason to remember the Armenian Genocide and all those who died as victims of state-sponsored hatred and violence.

With the gradual growth of key concepts such as crimes against humanity, genocide, war crimes, and the “responsibility to protect” (R2P), along with the creation of the International Criminal Court in the Hague, the world has made significant progress since the Armenian Genocide of almost a century ago. But there is still much to be done.
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Timeline

301CE

Armenia becomes the first Christian state in the world.

October 1853–February 1856

In the Crimean War, Tsarist Russia fights the Ottoman Empire, England, and France.

March 30, 1856

Peace of Paris includes proposals for Ottoman Armenians to be treated better.

February 18, 1856

As part of the Tanzimat Reforms, an edict by Sultan promises equality of all subjects in the Ottoman Empire; the measure is a response to European pressure.

1877–1878

Russo-Ottoman War.

February 19, 1878

Treaty of San Stefano calls for improvements in Armenians’ conditions in the Ottoman Empire and independence for Serbia, Montenegro, and Romania.

July 13, 1878

Treaty of Berlin includes Article 61 regarding protection of Armenians and religious freedom and equality in the Ottoman Empire.

1894–1896

Hamidian Massacres where between 200,000 and 300,000 are killed.

1894

Armenians in Sasun rebel against Ottoman repression.

July 23, 1908

Young Turk (CUP) Revolution commences with a military coup.

March 31, 1909

Despite earlier counterrevolution displacing them initially from power, Young Turks resume power.

April, 1909

Mobs attack and kill Armenians in Adana in Cilicia; deaths total 20,000–30,000.

October 8, 1912

First Balkan War (October 18, 1912–May 30, 1913) Serbia, Greece, and Bulgaria versus Ottoman Empire; Ottoman defeats lead to loss of European lands and Muslim refugees.

January 26, 1913

Young Turk seizure of power within the CUP, ascendancy of Djemal, Enver, and Talaat.

February 8, 1914

Armenian Reform Agreement with European international inspectors to monitor fate of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire.

February 21, 1914

Armenian businesses are boycotted by the Young Turks.

August 1, 1914

Germany declares war on Russia.

August 2, 1914

A secret treaty is signed between Germany and the Ottoman Empire.

August 3, 1914

Ottoman government orders military mobilization.

Formation of the Special Organization (SO) paramilitary to deal with “internal enemies.”

August 8, 1914

Ottoman government commences censorship of telegraph messages.

August 22, 1914

Military conscription of males, including Armenian men, between the ages of 20 and 45.

September 8, 1914

Young Turk government abrogates the Capitulations (extraterritorial rights of Europeans).

October 13, 1914

Government requisitions on Armenian businesses for the war effort.

October 29, 1914

Ottoman navy, using recently acquired German ships, attacks Russian ports and ships.

November 2, 1914

Russia declares war on the Ottoman Empire; Ottoman Empire declares war on Russia.

November 11–13, 1914

Sultan Mehmed V declares jihad against Entente alliance Christian countries (England, France, and Russia).

November 26, 1914

Special Organization (SO) units recruit criminals released from prisons.

December 22, 1914

Ottoman Army launches winter campaign against Russians at the Battle of Sarikamish in the Caucasus Mountains.

January 16, 1915

Large Ottoman Turk losses (70,000 of 85,000) and defeat at the Battle of Sarikamish.

January 19, 1915

Draft age is extended to younger (18 to 20) and older (45–52) males.

February 12, 1915

Dismissal of Armenian officials, imprisonment of Armenian officers in the Ottoman Army, and formation of labor detachments composed of now-disarmed Armenian soldiers, who soon thereafter are either killed or most worked to death.

February 19, 1915

British warships attack on the Dardanelles.

February 25, 1915

Enver signs decree ordering disarming of Armenians in the Ottoman Army; they are either transferred to labor battalions or killed soon thereafter.

March 1, 1915

Armenians in the Ottoman Army in Marash region are disarmed and disrobed of their uniforms.

March 18, 1915

British and French naval attack of the Dardanelles.

Ottoman forces arrest and kill prominent Armenians in Zeitun.

March 20–25, 1915

Young Turk Central Committee decides to exterminate the Armenians.

March 28, 1915

Governor general of Diyarbekir region is removed for opposing massacre of Armenians orders.

April 1, 1915

Arrests of Armenian political leaders in Sivas and other provinces.

April 8, 1915

Mass deportations and massacres in Zeitun and arrival of Muslim immigrants from Balkans.

April 12, 1915

Attacks on and looting of Armenian villages in Bitlis and Erzerum provinces.

April 15, 1915

In addition to tens of thousands Armenians killed around the region, refugees arrive at the city of Van.

April 17–18, 1915

Armenians organize defence of the city of Van and refuse to surrender their weapons of self-defence; Ottoman forces commence on April 20 to shoot upon the city; siege of Van will last until May 16.

April 20, 1915

The April deportation of 25,000 Armenians from Zeitun is completed.

April 24, 1915

Over 250 Armenian community leaders and intellectuals are arrested and deported from Constantinople; most would later be killed; date of mourning of the Armenian Genocide.

April 25, 1915

Entente (British, Australian, New Zealander) landings at Gallipoli commence, with French diversionary landings on the Asian shore of the Dardanelles.

April 29, 1915

Disarming of Armenians in Constantinople.

May 3, 1915

Ottoman government directs Macedonian Turkish immigrants to former Armenian homes in Zeitun.

May 21, 1915

Russian troops reach the besieged Armenian city of Van and cremate the remains of some of the 55,000 thousand bodies they find in the region.

May 24, 1915

Entente powers of Russia, England, and France formal warning to the Young Turk government about massacres of Armenians and “the crimes against humanity” is delivered through the U.S. Embassy.

May 25, 1915

Armenians in the Ottoman Parliament are arrested and later killed.

May 27, 1915

“Temporary Law of Deportations” is declared.

June 1, 1915

12,000 soldiers working in labor units since the fall of 1914 are murdered in Tigrankert-Khaberd route.

June 15, 1915

Armenian political members are publicly hanged in Constantinople.

June 15–20, 1915

Armenian hospital patients in Trabzon are taken by boat in the Black Sea and drowned.

June 23, 1915

Commission on Abandoned Goods to be in charge of resettling Muslim immigrants in emptied Christian homes.

June 24, 1915

Prominent Armenians in Trebizond are taken by boat into the Black Sea, tied up together, and drowned.

June 25, 1915

30,000 Armenians of Trebizond are ordered to leave within five days.

July 8–14, 1915

At Mush, massacres of Armenian men, women, and children; some are burned alive.

July 12, 1915

Instructions that Armenian orphans to be distributed to Turkish homes.

July 18, 1915

Most of the Kurdish population of Dersim refuses to participate in massacres of Armenians.

July 21, 1915

Armenians organize resistance at Musa Dagh; Ottoman troops attack.

July 23, 1915

Italian consul reports atrocities he has witnessed at Trebizond.

July 28, 1915

Interior Ministry telegram instructing that Muslim population to be settled in larger Armenian villages.

August 10, 1915

Special Organization battalion kills 1,500 Armenians and Assyrians in forced labor units.

August 13, 1915

Instructions on liquidating “abandoned goods of Armenians.”

August 21, 1915

Order for liquidation of closed commercial stores of Armenians.

August 28, 1915

Purchasing property of Armenians is forbidden.

September 6, 1915

Interior Ministry orders Armenian schools to be placed under Ottoman administration.

September 10, 1915

After almost two months under siege, over 4,000 Armenians from Musa Dagh are rescued by French and British warships and transported to Egypt to safety; inspiration for novel Forty Days of Musa Dagh.

Thousands of women and children from convoys are killed between Diyarbekir and Mardin.

September 17, 1915

Thousands of deportees are killed by Kurdish gangs at Golcuk Lake.

September 24, 1915

American consul Leslie Davis discovers large mass graves around Golcuk Lake.

September 26, 1915

Law on Abandoned Goods ratified; enables liquidation of Armenian property.

September 28, 1915

Telegram advises that all Armenian property belongs to the Ottoman government.

September 29–October 23, 1915

Armenians of Urfa resist for almost a month; men killed, women and children deported.

October 4, 1915

American Committee on Armenian Atrocities releases major press release; much of the material comes from confidential State Department records.

October 7, 1915

British House of Lords discusses Armenian massacres and refugees.

October 12, 1915

Ottoman orders forbidding marriage with Armenian women.

October 18, 1915

Public meeting in New York City to protest Armenian massacres.

December 12, 1915

Most of 180,000 Ottoman Armenian refugees in Tiflis, Georgia, are in grave condition.

December 20, 1915

Entente troops’ evacuation of Gallipoli.

January 11, 1916

Ottoman instructions are sent to prevent foreign officers from photographing dead Armenians.

January 23–March 10, 1916

Reports that over 300,000 of the nearly half million deportees killed in less than a two-month period.

January 28, 1916

Ottoman telegram orders death of Armenian orphans.

February 16, 1916

Reports of only a handful of Armenian women left in Erzerum Province.

February 22, 1916

Talaat orders liquidation of Armenian deportees in concentration camps.

March 17, 1916

Approximately 40,000 concentration camp internees are killed within a week.

March 20, 1916

Reports from Aleppo that almost 100,000 Armenians died in the past week.

March 29, 1916

Ottoman government declines foreign aid for Armenian deportees.

April 15, 1916

Reports of only a few Armenians, who had hidden, remain in Trebizond.

May 24, 1916

New York Times reports that 80,000 Armenians died of starvation around Damascus.

June 3, 1916

American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions reports on massacres at Erzerum.

July–December, 1916

Almost 200,000 deportees in Der er Zor are killed.

July 1, 1916

Lord Bryce submits official British government report on massacres in The Treatment of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire.

July 10 and 19, 1916

U.S. Congress suggests a fund-raising day for Armenian humanitarian relief.

August 1, 1916

Ottoman government abolishes Armenian Patriarchate and the legal rights of the Armenian millet.

September 5, 1916

Ottoman government orders all Armenian orphans be given Turkish names.

October 5, 1916

Ottoman government confiscates Armenian properties.

October 9, 1916

Several thousand children from Der er Zor orphanage are burned alive.

October 24, 1916

Several thousand orphans from Der er Zor are drowned.

March 15, 1917

Ottoman government declines American offers to aid Armenian refugees.

October 25, 1917

Bolshevik Revolution in Russia; Russian troops shortly thereafter cease military operations in the Caucasus and eastern Anatolia.

January 8, 1918

Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points are presented to Congress and published; includes mention of minority nationality rights in Turkey.

March 3, 1918

Treaty of Brest-Litovsk is signed between Ottoman Empire, Germany, and Russia.

May 24, 1918

Armenians successfully resist Ottoman Army at the Battle of Sardarabad, near Yerevan.

May 28, 1918

Armenian Republic is proclaimed in Russian Transcausasia.

September 15–17, 1918

Tens of thousands of Armenians are massacred in Baku; directed by Dr. Bahaeddin Shakir.

October 1918

Publication of U.S. Ambassador Henry Morgenthau Sr’s book Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story.

October 8, 1918

Young Turk cabinet of Enver, Talaat, and Djemal resign.

October 30, 1918

Ottoman Empire signs armistice at Mudros.

November 1–2, 1918

Key Young Turk leaders secretly depart Istanbul with help of the German government.

November 5, 1918

Young Turk/Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) is officially dissolved; in fact, survives renamed.

November 11, 1918

Armistice between Entente and Central powers; end of World War I.

December 1918

Publication of book Ravished Armenia, autobiography of Armenian genocide survivor Aurora Mardiganian.

January 8, 1919

Armenian massacres film Ravished Armenia (later renamed Auction of Souls) is first screened in New York; perhaps the first Hollywood-made film on genocide.

February 6, 1919

Mehmed Reshid, former governor general of Diyakbekir and accountable for Armenian massacres, commits suicide.

March 8, 1919

Government decree calls for courts-martial of Young Turk leaders.

February 28, 1919

Massacres of Armenians in Aleppo.

April 10, 1919

Mehmed Kemal, found responsible by military tribunal for Armenian massacres, is hanged.

May 14, 1919

Greek troops land at Smyrna (Izmir).

July 5, 1919

Military courts-martial rule Talaat, Enver, Djemal, and Dr. Nazim guilty of war crimes; the three key Young Turk leaders are sentenced to death in absentia, while Nazim is given 15 years in prison.

September, 1919

U.S. general James Harbord’s fact-finding mission on Anatolia and Armenia arrives.

January 19, 1920

Court ruling of guilty for Dr. Behaeddin Shakir (death in absentia).

January 21, 1920

Law to restore Armenian properties is passed, but never applied.

February 5, 1920

Massacres of Armenians in Marash.

April 25, 1920

U.S. president Woodrow Wilson is asked to determine border between Ottoman Turkey and Armenia.

August 10, 1920

Treaty of Sèvres, signed by the Constantinople Ottoman government, recognizes Armenia as independent state and addresses Turkish war crimes and massacres of Armenians.

September 28, 1920

Turko-Armenian War of 1920.

November 22, 1920

President Wilson rules upon his Arbitral Award of the borders of Armenia.

December 2, 1920

Former czarist Armenia becomes part of the Soviet Union.

January 13, 1921

Ottoman government abolishes the courts-martial.

March 15, 1921

Mehmet Talaat, former Young Turk Minister of War, is assassinated in Berlin by Soghomon Tehlirian, an Armenian.

June 2–3, 1921

Soghoman Tehlirian trial takes place in Berlin where he is acquitted.

October 13, 1921

Treaty of Kars is signed between the Soviet Union and Turkey.

April 17, 1922

Dr. Behaeddin Shakir, a former director of Special Organization militia, is assassinated by members of Armenian “Nemesis” unit.

July 25, 1922

Ahmed Djemal, former Young Turk military commander in Syria, is assassinated.

September 9 onward, 1922

Greek and Armenian sections of the city of Smyrna are burned by Turkish forces; tens of thousands of Greeks and Armenians perish; hundreds of thousands of others flee by sea.

November 30, 1922

Deportations of Armenians and Greeks from Pontus.

March 31, 1923

Ottoman government decrees general amnesty for all convicted at Ottoman courts-martial.

July 23, 1923

Treaty of Lausanne is signed; no mention of massacres of Armenians or an Armenian state.

September 1923

Turkish law prevents return of Cilicia and Eastern Anatolia Armenians.

October 29, 1923

Republic of Turkey is established.

1933

Publication of Franz Werfel’s novel Forty Days of Musa Dagh.

Raphael Lemkin proposes twin terms “barbarity” and “vandalism” to describe mass killings and cultural destruction.

August 22, 1939

On the eve of Nazi Germany’s invasion of Poland, Adolph Hitler poses the question: “Who, after all, speaks today of the extermination of the Armenians?”

1944

Raphael Lemkin creates the term “genocide” and publishes the landmark book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe.

1967

Armenian Genocide Memorial is completed in Yerevan, Armenia Republic, in the Soviet Union.

January 27, 1973

Assassination by an Armenian American of two Turkish Consular officials in Los Angeles over the issue of the Armenian Genocide and continued Turkish government denial; other assassinations follow.

April 13–16, 1984

Permanent People’s Tribunal in Paris, France, weighs evidence of Ottoman Empire’s guilt on the Armenian Genocide; evidence is conclusive.

February 19, 1988

Persecutions and killings of Armenians in Sumgait, Azerbaijan, evoke memories for Armenians of the 1915 genocide; Armenians flee en masse from Azerbaijan.

September 21, 1991

Armenia becomes an independent state following the break-up of the Soviet Union.
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A

Abdulhamid II

Ruling from 1876 to 1909, Sultan Abdulhamid II was the last autocratic sultan of the Osman dynasty, which had ruled the Ottoman Empire since 1299. (He was succeeded by his brothers, Mehmet V and Mehmet VI, who were constitutional monarchs, until the sultanate was abolished in 1922.) As sultan, he was not only the head of the Ottoman state, but also caliph—successor to Muhammad, spiritual leader of its Muslim subjects, and protector of Islam.

Abdulhamid was born in the royal palace in the Ottoman capital of Constantinople (now Istanbul, Turkey) on September 21, 1842. His father, Abdulmecid I, was the reigning sultan, having ascended to the throne three years earlier. His mother, Tirmujgan, was an Armenian dancer in Abdulmecid’s harem. Abdulhamid was only seven when his mother died, and his care was entrusted to a slave woman in the harem, and later to Peresto Hanum, one of his father’s four official wives. The neglect that he experienced in his childhood caused him to become estranged from everyone around him, and he came to develop a strong distrustfulness of others. His father died in 1861 and was succeeded on the throne by Abdulmecid’s brother, Abdulaziz. With the ousting of Abdulaziz from power by the army in May 1876, Abdulhamid’s older brother Murat V was put on the throne. Due to Murat’s mental incapacity, however, Abdulhamid managed to ascend the throne as Sultan Abdulhamid II a few months later on August 31.

When the new sultan assumed the throne, the Ottoman Empire had been going through a decades-long process of legal, political, and social reform. The purpose of these reforms was less to institute greater security and more rights for the disadvantaged non-Muslim minorities, however, than to appease European pressure, as well as to modernize the political, social, economic, and military structure of the Ottoman Empire to better withstand challenges from within and outside the realm. Powerful conservative forces entrenched in the government, nominally responsible for reform, actually did everything they could to block it.

After the defeat of the Ottoman Army in the Russo-Turkish War of 1877–1878, the Treaty of San Stefano and the Treaty of Berlin arrived at during the peace process enshrined significant rights for the Armenian subjects of the Ottoman Empire. Abdulhamid was so incensed at criticism leveled against him for the failure of the war that he dismissed the Ottoman Parliament and suspended the new 1876 constitution. Thus, the reforms promised the Armenians would never materialize.

As the demands for greater security and political reform increased in the following years, several Armenian nationalist political groups were organized and conducted activities that threatened the sovereignty of the sultan. Beginning in 1894, Abdulhamid ordered the Ottoman military to quash the Armenians’ separatist aspirations, by force if necessary. The result was a series of massacres, the most publicized of which occurred between 1894 and 1896, but which lasted until 1905. More than 200,000 Armenians were killed. By now, Abdulhamid’s rule had become ever more repressive and violent, and he had been nicknamed the “Red Sultan,” chiefly because of his brutality against the Armenians.

Although he realized that the empire had to modernize in order to survive, Abdulhamid feared most modernization programs because he believed that his subjects would be exposed to foreign influences that might erode his power. This stance placed the already-waning Ottoman Empire at a distinct disadvantage, and whenever Abdulhamid felt threatened, his rule became more despotic. Early in his reign, he created the dreaded Hamidiyeh Cavalry to turn the Kurdish tribes into a force to keep the Armenians in check, instituted a force of secret police to keep track of his enemies, and maintained strict censorship over newspapers. In the end, he was unable to modernize his empire and lost the confidence of his subjects, Muslim and non-Muslim alike, including many in his inner circle.

The Young Turk Revolution broke out in the summer of 1908. This momentous event led to the seizing of power by a coalition of nationalists and constitutionalists who declared the empire a constitutional monarchy on July 23. The parliament was reestablished, and Abdulhamid was allowed to remain on the throne (although in a diminished capacity) as the constitutional monarch. When a counterrevolution by forces on the right reclaimed power on April 13, 1909, Abdulhamid took advantage of the opportunity to restore his old powers. In addition to a clash of two armies in Constantinople, there was a wave of violent outbreaks across Anatolia, during which some 20,000–25,000 Armenians were massacred in Adana, in two separate episodes. Opposition to the modernization represented by the 1908 revolution motivated the coup, and as the Armenians were viewed as allies of the Committee of Union and Progress and agents of modernization, they were targeted.

The Young Turks were able to overthrow the counter-revolutionaries with the help of the Ottoman Third Army, which marched into Constantinople from Saloniki and restored them to power and reestablished the constitution. The parliament was also restored as the Grand National Assembly, and one of its first acts was to depose Abdulhamid for his complicity in the counterrevolution. The 66-year-old dethroned sultan and his family were sent into exile in Salonika but recalled back to the capital when war in the Balkans began to spread westward. The complacent Abdulhamid lived out the rest of his life under house arrest in the Beylerbeyli Palace in Constantinople, where he died on February 10, 1918.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Adana Massacre

Adana Massacre was the second series of large-scale massacres of Armenians to break out in the Ottoman Empire. The atrocities committed in the province of Adana, in April 1909, coincided with the counterrevolution staged by supporters of Sultan Abdulhamid II who had been forced to restore the Ottoman Constitution as a result of the 1908 Young Turk Revolution led by the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP). A prosperous region on the Mediterranean coast encompassing the old principality of Cilicia, once an independent Armenian state between the 11th and 14th centuries, the province of Adana had been spared the 1890s massacres. The disturbances were most severe in the city of Adana where a reported 4,437 Armenian dwellings were torched, resulting in the razing of nearly half the town and prompting some to describe the resulting inferno as a “holocaust.” The outbreaks spread throughout the district and an estimated 30,000 Armenians were reported killed. While attempts at resistance in Adana proved futile, and Armenians in smaller outlying villages were brutally slaughtered, two towns inhabited mostly by Armenians organized a successful defense. Hadjin (Hajen in Armenian) in the Cilician Mountains withstood a siege, while the 10,000 Armenians of Dortyol (Chorkmarzban in Armenian) held off 7,000 Turks who had surrounded their town and cut off its water supply.

The intensity of the carnage prompted the government to open an investigation, but the failure to prosecute dashed Armenian expectations of liberal reforms by the new regime. The reactionary elements of the Ottoman Empire were suspected of instigating the massacres to discredit the CUP, but the Young Turks were also implicated. The Adana Massacre exposed the twin composition of the Young Turk movement, which consisted of both liberal and radical nationalist elements. It also demonstrated the convergent interests of the nationalists with the reactionary and conservative elements of Ottoman state in their policies toward a progressive-minded minority. For the Young Turks, the Adana Massacre proved a rehearsal for gauging the depth of Turkish animosity in the Ottoman Empire toward Christian minorities and for testing their skills in marshaling those forces for political ends. Despite the restoration of a constitutional government, the specter of mass violence was reintroduced as a mechanism of state power.


[image: Ruins of a street in the Christian section of Adana, Turkey, following the Adana Massacre in April 1909. Ottoman government forces, under the leadership of the Young Turks, fired upon Christian residents from the minaret, at center. (Library of Congress)]
Ruins of a street in the Christian section of Adana, Turkey, following the Adana Massacre in April 1909. Ottoman government forces, under the leadership of the Young Turks, fired upon Christian residents from the minaret, at center. (Library of Congress)
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Aghet-Ein Volkermord (Aghet-A Genocide) 

Aghet-Ein Volkermord is a highly acclaimed German-produced documentary on the Armenian Genocide that was directed by Eric Friedler and released in 2010. It was originally a 90-minute film in German with eyewitness statements and reports from the 1915 era read by contemporary German actors. In recent years, other versions translated or subtitled into English and other languages have emerged. The word “aghet” is used by Armenians in reference to the genocide. The documentary examines the Armenian Genocide from 1915 through the early 1920s. It outlines the key role the Young Turk dictatorship played in the deportations and killings. The film brings to light eyewitness accounts of the atrocities as reported by numerous Europeans and Americans who were stationed in or near the region at the time. Also included are photos and film footage of clandestinely shot death marches, shootings, and suffering Armenian victims. The film has been praised by critics and many scholars alike, and has won numerous awards in Germany, the United States, and Canada. The documentary proved highly unpopular in Turkey, as the Turkish government has rejected the use of the word “genocide” to describe the events that occurred and has consistently tried to deny or downplay the atrocities that took place, despite the overwhelming evidence.

Turkish genocide deniers in Germany organized protests against the documentary when it first came out. In addition to making known the atrocities that occurred, the film focuses on the Turkish government’s continuing efforts to deny or cover up the genocide, and how such actions have affected the world’s perception of the tragedy. The documentary film has been described by many as “powerful,” “convincing,” and “moving.”

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Denial of the Armenian Genocide; Young Turks


Further Reading

Akcam, Taner. The Young Turks’ Crime against Humanity: The Armenian Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing in the Ottoman Empire. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012.



Akcam, Taner

Taner Akcam is a Turkish-born sociologist, historian, and scholar of the Armenian Genocide. He currently resides in the United States.

Akcam was born in Olcet (near Ardahan), Turkey, on October 23, 1953. He began his college studies at the Middle East Technical University (Ankara) and soon became interested in Turkish politics. In 1974, he was arrested for participating in a demonstration against the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. A year later, he was again arrested for distributing antigovernment literature in Ankara. Akcam remained at the Technical University to pursue graduate studies, but in March 1976 he was arrested a third time for his involvement in a student-run journal that publicized the Turkish government’s treatment of the country’s Kurdish ethnic minority. He reportedly took on the editorship of the journal knowing full well that it might lead to another arrest. He was imprisoned in Ankara’s Central Prison, and later that same year Amnesty International publicized his plight and adopted him as a prisoner of conscience. In March 1977, Akcam managed to escape by digging a hole with an iron stove’s leg. He fled to West Germany, where he was given political asylum.

In the summer of 1988, Akcam took a position as a researcher for the Hamburg Institute for Social Research, where he worked on a project documenting and analyzing political violence and torture during the late Ottoman period and the early years of the Turkish Republic. In 1995, he was awarded a PhD from the University of Hanover; his dissertation dealt extensively with the interplay of Turkish nationalism and the Armenian Genocide. Akcam was among the first Turkish scholars to study or formally acknowledge the genocide, which remains a highly contentious topic in Turkey for most persons.

Akcam was a visiting professor of history at the University of Michigan during 2000–2002 and a visiting professor at the University of Minnesota from 2002 until 2008. Akcam has continued to study and write about the Armenian Genocide and has asserted that the differing narratives of the genocide must be reconciled to achieve a true and balanced account of the tragedy. This, he argues, will help both the Turks and Armenians deal with the genocide and its consequences. He also asserts that in-depth studies of the culture and society of both peoples will yield a deeper understanding of the Armenian Genocide.

Since 2008, Akcam has held an endowed chair in Armenian Genocide Studies at Clark University in Worcester, Massachusetts. A number of his books have been published in Turkish (often first) and have had a significant impact in Turkey. While these in-depth and pioneering studies have continued to rankle the Turkish government, increasing numbers of Turkish academics, journalists, and human rights activists in the country have been positively influenced by his writings.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Andonian, Aram

Aram Andonian was an Armenian columnist, editor of periodicals, author of novellas, Armenian-language textbooks, children’s books, and a multivolume illustrated history of the Balkan Wars, Patkerazard endardzak patmutiun Balkanian Paterazmin (Complete Illustrated History of the Balkan War, 1912–13). He was often persecuted by Ottoman authorities for his outspoken articles and was jailed for publishing a piece by Avedis Aharonian. Aharonian was an Eastern Armenian writer, considered a revolutionary by the Ottoman government.

Andonian was born in Constantinople (some dates suggest in 1875, others on September 1, 1879). Perceived as a dangerous revolutionary, Andonian was among the first group of Armenian notables to be arrested on the eve of April 11, 1915, at the start of the Armenian Genocide. He was imprisoned in Chankiri, then exiled to the interior. On the way, he fell off the carriage and broke his hip, and stayed behind to recover. Meanwhile the others continued on and were all murdered. After recuperating, he managed to escape but was discovered and jailed. He escaped and was rearrested a few times until he joined a caravan of deportees.

In early 1916 he reached Meskene, the infamous refugee camp. After a few months among the deportees, he fled to Aleppo where he stayed with the Mazlumian brothers (owners of the Baron Hotel) and was exiled with them to Lebanon, only to return to Aleppo in October 1918, as the British entered the city. There he met Naim Sefa, the Ottoman petty officer who had helped him escape from Meskene. Disobeying orders to destroy sensitive telegrams and documents after reading, Naim passed many of them on to Andonian in exchange for money. Andonian published them, adding his own analysis and Naim Bey’s eyewitness accounts, in Mets vochire (The Great Crime, 1921). Although the Turkish government denounced the book as a fabrication, established historians have verified the authenticity of all the documents, which were offered at the Paris Peace Conference as valuable proof of intent to annihilate a nation. They were also used in the German court to exonerate Soghomon Tehlirian who had assassinated the principal Young Turk architect of the Armenian Genocide, Mehmet Talaat, in Berlin in 1921.

From his personal experience and the plethora of eyewitness accounts he collected, Andonian chose six episodes to develop into short stories in Ain sev orerun (In Those Dark Days, 1919). These stories expose outrageous atrocities, such as the hundreds of children set on fire and dumped in a pit from which wailing and moaning were heard for days; mothers gone mad, eating their dead children; a boy tortured and executed for attempting to escape. A recurring theme is the victims’ desperate selfishness in striving to survive at all costs.

From 1928 to 1951, Andonian served as director of the Nubarian Library in Paris. Tragically, the library was raided by the German Nazi occupiers in 1941, and thousands of books and papers were confiscated and sent to Berlin. The incident and terrible loss of documentary materials affected Andonian’s frail health. Over the next 10 years until his death, he penned 25 articles portraying a number of Armenian intellectuals with whom he had shared prison cells and deportation routes. He was commissioned to write about Komitas Vartabet, another Armenian detainee who lost his mind to the horrors of the genocide. This series of articles kept him going, but remained unfinished at the time of his death.

Andonian died on December 23, 1952, in Paris, France.

RUBINA PEROOMIAN
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Armenia 

Ancient Armenia, located in a geographic triangle between the Black, Caspian, and Mediterranean seas, was once strong enough to challenge the Roman Empire. Its past is marked by cultural sophistication during its periods of independence and a nationalism bred from intervening centuries struggling for survival from domination.

Armenia’s mountain plateaus were cultivated by the people of an ancient kingdom called Urartu as early as 1000 BCE. Armenians, part of an Indo-European tribe with roots in Phrygia, with the people of Urartu during the sixth century BCE. They called themselves the Hay from a folk hero named Hayk. Ruled as a province by Persia until Alexander the Great overran the region in 331 BCE, Armenia in 301 became a member of the Seleucid Empire, part of the Asian territory administered by dynastic Greece. When Rome conquered that empire in 189 BCE, Armenia was split in two, which prompted Armenian king Artashes I to declare Greater Armenia independent from Greek domination.

Armenia was reunited under Tigranes II the Great (95–55 BCE) who made Armenia the strongest state of the Roman East and expanded its territory into ancient Caucasian Albania and Syria. Following a battlefield defeat by the Romans in 66 BCE, Tigranes was forced to give up territory and form an alliance with Rome. Roman ruler Nero then crowned a new Armenian king, giving birth to the second Armenian dynasty, known as the Arsacid dynasty, which lasted until 428 CE. Armenia became a buffer zone between Persia and Rome into the third century, during which it was evangelized by the Christian apostles Thaddaeus and Bartholomew. A lasting break with Persia happened when Armenia became the first nation to accept Christianity as its state religion in about 301, after a Christian bishop, St. Gregory the Illuminator, cured King Tiridates III of a disease.

In about 390, Armenia was divided between Persia and Rome into Byzantine Armenia and Persian Armenia. Despite those competing influences, Armenia fostered national identity in creating its own alphabet at the beginning of the fifth century. As Persia’s power declined, Armenia gravitated toward Byzantine control and enjoyed relative independence, before and after the Arab conquest. Seljuk Turks invaded Armenia in the 11th century, and Mongol hordes swept in during the 13th century. Some Armenians founded a new state, Lesser Armenia, on the coast of the Mediterranean Sea in 1080. Known as the Kingdom of Cicilia, it grew as a center of trade and a base for the crusades and soaked up Frankish culture via crusading families from the West until its demise at the hands of Egyptian Mamluk invaders in 1375. From the 16th to the 18th centuries, Armenia was once more torn between two hostile states, the Ottoman Empire (Turkey) and Persia (which partitioned it in 1639), but Armenians still managed to function as a trade link between Europe and the East.

A cultural renaissance was sparked, in part, by Russia’s 1828 annexation of the part of Armenia previously controlled by Persia. Armenians living under Ottoman control enjoyed fewer social rights than those under Russian rule, a difference that was acknowledged by Russia’s insistence after the Russo-Turkish War of 1877–1878 that reforms be instituted for Armenians under the sultan’s rule. Rallying for greater equality and self-determination, Armenians in the late 1800s called for reform that irritated the Ottoman Turks, who responded to the “Armenian question” with repression and atrocities, such as the Turkish and Kurdish massacre of some 300,000 Armenians during 1894–1896.

At the outbreak of World War I, in what would later be called the “first genocide” of the 20th century, the Ottoman Empire killed or forcibly exiled its Armenian population of some 2 million people to Ottoman Syria and Mesopotamia. The Muslim Turks were motivated by a fear that the Christian Armenians might conspire with czarist Russia. An estimated 1.5 million Armenians were killed or perished in the forced deportations, but hundreds of thousands of refugees managed to emigrate to Russia, Syria, Lebanon, France, and the United States to form an important Diaspora.

Much of Ottoman Armenia fell to the Russian Army in 1916, and following the Russian Revolution of 1917, from 1918 to 1920 Armenia enjoyed a brief period of independence before it was invaded by the Red Army and became a Soviet republic on December 2, 1920. Armenia then joined with its fellow Transcaucasian states, Azerbaijan and Georgia, in an alliance that was incorporated into the Soviet Union in 1922. In 1936, Armenia became a Soviet republic in the USSR.

During its seven decades under Moscow-dominated Soviet rule, the Armenian people survived as a nation and experienced economic growth, despite the brutal repression of the Armenian elite, intellectuals, peasants, and the church under the purges and repression of Communist dictator Joseph Stalin. Rapid industrialization of the mostly agricultural republic resulted in the urbanization of nearly two-thirds of the population. The capital city of Yerevan became the dominant urban center. Under Mikhail Gorbachev’s political liberalization and reforms of the late 1980s, a revitalized nationalist movement emerged that, in part, focused on the recovery from Azerbaijan of the Armenian-populated Nagorno-Karabakh region. That movement became the basis for a popular organization, the Armenian National Movement, which led the Soviet Armenian Republic to independence in 1991. Armenia’s subsequent war and ongoing military tensions with Azerbaijan for control of the Armenian enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh has bled the tiny landlocked Armenian economy. The Republic of Armenia is a tiny country (the smallest former Soviet republic) with two of its borders closed by Turkey and Azerbaijan. Armenia faces continued military threats and incursions from Islamic Azerbaijan. Armenia’s other borders are with the unstable Georgian and Iranian regimes. The South Caucasus remains a highly fractured and volatile region in the world. With high levels of unemployment and a sharp decline in per capita income after independence, Armenia continues to experience high levels of both temporary and permanent emigration. In important ways, Armenia is still trying to recover from the traumatic losses of the genocide of World War I. Its future as a secure, democratic, and independent state is an ongoing challenge.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Armenian Atrocities Committee 

Amid mounting reports in 1915 of mass deportations and killings of Armenian Christians by the Young Turk regime in the Ottoman Empire, a New York–based committee of prominent American public figures was formed. Its twin purposes were to raise awareness about the genocide and to mobilize urgently needed assistance for hundreds of thousands of refugees and orphans.

On September 3, 1915, Henry Morgenthau, the American ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, had sent a confidential telegram to the U.S. State Department warning that the destruction of the Armenian people was rapidly occurring. He urged creation of a committee to raise funds for humanitarian relief and suggested contact names.

While aware of the harrowing U.S. consular accounts, State Department officials were constrained, given that the United States was still a neutral country in World War I. Bypassing normal government secrecy, the department granted two highly trusted American public figures unprecedented full access to the department’s detailed confidential telegrams and reports. Dr. James L. Barton, a missionary leader, and Charles R. Crane, a businessman, were selected.

Barton and Crane were key participants at meetings in New York in September that led to the creation of the Armenian Atrocities Committee and became its chairman and treasurer, respectively. The committee was headquartered in New York and drew upon a range of high-profile public figures that included diverse religious leaders, former ambassadors to the Ottoman Empire, area experts, leaders of overseas missionaries, corporate executives, and wealthy donors.

Based on the confidential State Department documents, the committee released a major report on October 4, 1915. The report provided a detailed compilation of eyewitness accounts on the genocide. Names and places were initially withheld to protect those testifying, but, in fact, most of the reports cited were official ones by the U.S. ambassador and American consuls, along with missionaries’ accounts.

Through its confidential State Department access, the committee provided pioneering and extensive documentary information about the Armenian deportations and massacres. It estimated that hundreds of thousands of Armenians were already dead in 1915 and far more were in imminent danger, unless urgent substantial relief was provided. The committee, with the help of the media and religious organizations, dramatically increased public awareness and raised an unprecedented number of donations.

Internationally, the committee forwarded a great deal of the documentary evidence that would be used by British politicians in Parliament. The 677-page documentary volume The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire issued by the British Foreign Office drew extensively on the committee’s work.

Soon after the Armenian Atrocities Committee was formed, it underwent several name changes to better reflect its focus upon relief activities. It was initially renamed the Armenian Relief Committee, but ultimately was known as the Near East Relief. This pioneering aid organization was the principal source of humanitarian assistance in the region during the post–World War I era. Its widespread distribution of documentation on the genocide and its provision of urgent humanitarian assistance saved the lives of many Armenians.

ALAN WHITEHORN
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Armenian Deportations in the Ottoman Empire, 1915

The deportation of civilians during World War I was a device used by the Young Turk government to eliminate its Armenian, Assyrian, and Greek minorities, whom it viewed as a threat to the survival of the Ottoman Empire. As a method of eliminating unwanted elements, forced deportation had already been used against the Ottoman Greek population in 1913. When the decision was taken to eliminate these minorities, the first step was to disarm those who had been conscripted and were serving in the military (February 25, 1915), put them into labor battalions, and ultimately to kill them. The political and intellectual leadership of the community were similarly rounded up and executed. The remaining population was largely women, children, and the elderly, who did not have the ability to resist.

The deportation of the Armenians began in February 1915, ostensibly as a security measure in the war zone in Cilicia. British espionage activity in the area was given as the reason. News soon traveled that young men who had been taken to work on the roads were murdered. In March deportations began in Zeytun and the authorities dealt with the situation very violently.

The change from these ostensibly strategic deportations to general, empire-wide relocations took place after the Armenian resistance in Van on April 20, 1915. On May 27, 1915, the “Temporary Law of Deportation” was announced, even before it could be ratified by the Cabinet. Without naming the Armenians, it authorized military commanders to order the deportation of the local civilian population on any suspicion of espionage, treason, or military necessity.

A supplementary law enacted on June 10, 1915, provided instructions for the handling of the land and personal property of the deportees. In spite of the regulations, they were never returned to the deportees, whether or not they survived. It was sold to help pay for the cost of the war; much of it was stolen by local officials.

The orders for deportation were issued by the Ministry of the Interior often by encrypted telegram, sometimes by officials of the ruling Committee of Union and Progress. The pattern of the deportation was similar in all cases. The local population was given a short time (sometimes days, sometimes hours) to assemble with whatever goods they could take at a central point and then be marched to their destination. En route Special Organization units, in cooperation with the gendarmes accompanying the deportees, would set on the civilians and murder them. In some regions, massacres were carried out directly by the military.

Descriptions by eyewitnesses of the conditions of the deportees are horrifying. Along the deportation route, local villagers and townspeople were forbidden from giving the deportees food or water. The emaciated civilians were easy picking for robbery, kidnapping, rape, and murder. Those who survived the thirst, starvation, disease, and killing were deported to Der Zor and the Syrian desert, where there was no provision for food or shelter.

As U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau Sr. wrote, “The real purpose of the deportation was robbery and destruction; it really represented a new method of massacre. When the Turkish authorities gave the orders for these deportations, they were merely giving the death warrant to a whole race.”

The Temporary Law of Deportation was repealed on November 4, 1918, after the war’s end, as being unconstitutional.

GEORGE N. SHIRINIAN
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Armenian Genocide, Germany and the

Wilhelm II visited Constantinople in 1889, just a year after becoming Kaiser. Allied propaganda during World War I depicted German policy as sinister, far-reaching, and brutal, but Germany’s interest in the eastern Mediterranean was the same as that of the other European powers—to share in the partition of the Ottoman Empire in the likelihood of its eventual collapse. After the commencement of World War I, Germany’s strategy was to preserve the Ottoman Empire, its military ally, and keep it participating in the war and thereby drain Allied manpower and resources.

Imperial Germany and the Austro-Hungarian Empire were known as the Central powers. The Ottoman Empire secretly joined this alliance on August 2, 1914, and later officially entered World War I on their side when it declared war on Russia in November 1914. Germany provided the financing and material for the Ottoman war effort, trained Turkish officers, and assigned military attachés to every Turkish commander. German officers even commanded Ottoman armies or directed army staffs.

There is a great deal of confidential information about German activities and attitudes related to the Armenians in the archives of the German Foreign Office. Germany maintained an embassy in Constantinople, as well as consulates in Adana, Adrianople, Aleppo, Alexandretta, Baghdad, Basra, Beirut, Chanak, Damascus, Erzerum, Haifa, Jerusalem, Jaffa, Mersina, Mosul, Rodosto, Saida, Samsun, Smyrna, Trebizond, and Tripoli (Syria), as well as in neighboring Persia. In addition, there were German Christian missions and charities and officials of the Baghdad Railway, whose staffs provided eyewitness reports to the embassy and consular officials. During World War I, German military officials and, to a lesser extent, diplomats were able to enter areas in which the Armenian Genocide took place relatively unhindered and send uncensored reports out of the country. As their correspondence was strictly for internal use, and often designated “secret,” they were unusually candid.

German attitudes regarding the Armenian Genocide were complex. Some, especially military officials, saw the elimination of the Armenians as helpful not only to the German-Ottoman war effort, but also to clearing the path for Germany’s future plans in the area. Others argued with the Ottoman authorities to delay the deportation of those Armenians who were necessary for the building of the Baghdad Railway, though they were hostile to the Armenians, generally. German analysts complained that the Armenians were pro-British, pro-American, or pro-Western and anti-German. They felt the same disdain for the Armenians that they had for Jews, and sometimes made unflattering, racist comparisons of the two peoples. Still others, especially diplomatic officials and missionaries, argued that Germany should intervene to stop the deportations and massacres on religious or humanitarian grounds.

There are a few cases whereby German military officers actively participated in attacks on Armenians. Major Count Eberhard Wolffskeel von Reichenberg took part in the pursuit of Armenian refugees on Musa Dagh and bombarded the Armenian quarter Urfa. Lieutenant Colonel Boettrich, head of the railroad department at Ottoman Supreme Headquarters, signed deportation orders and, therefore, death sentences for the Armenian employees of the Baghdad Railway. The deputy director of the Railway remarked ruefully at the time:


There will come a time when our adversaries will pay a lot of money to own this document because with the signature of a member of the military mission they will prove that not only did the Germans do nothing to prevent the persecution of the Armenians, but that certain orders towards this objective were even sent out (i.e., signed by them).



On the other hand, after the deportation of several hundred Armenians from Smyrna, the head of the German military mission in Turkey, Otto Liman von Sanders, forbade further such measures in the region. This was primarily for military considerations, however, and is the only known case where the German military stopped the deportations.

One of the most urgent voices on behalf of the Armenians was that of Count Paul Wolff-Metternich, who took up his post as ambassador to Constantinople in November 1915. He soon presented a suggestion to the Imperial Chancellor that, if the annihilation of the Armenians could not be stopped, it should at least be condemned. Having failed to persuade the Young Turk leaders, even with “exceedingly sharp language,” he recommended that an article critical of them be published in a German newspaper. At first, Germany’s policymakers agreed with Metternich’s idea. However, Chancellor Theobald von Bethmann Hollweg completely rejected his ambassador’s wish. He wrote, “The proposed public reprimand of an ally in the course of a war would be an act which is unprecedented in history. Our only aim is to keep Turkey on our side until the end of the war, no matter whether as a result Armenians do perish or not.”

General Liman von Sanders showed what the German military could have done to save Armenians, if they had wanted to. The response by Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg showed that officially Germany was not interested in stopping the killing of the Armenians.

Pastor Johannes Lepsius was an outspoken advocate for the Armenians and constantly pressed the German government for a policy that would help save the Armenians. Officials treated him as a nuisance at the time, but sought him after the war. Drawing on his reputation for high integrity, they persuaded him to publish a collection of documents to explain Germany’s position during World War I. It was discovered only in the 1990s that the documents had been censored or edited to make Germany appear less guilty for its decisions, actions, and inactions during the war.

On June 15, 2005, the German Bundestag unanimously passed a resolution, saying, in part, “The Bundestag deplores the deeds of the Young Turk government in the Ottoman Empire, which have resulted in the almost total annihilation of the Armenians in Anatolia. It also deplores the inglorious role played by the German Reich which, in spite of a wealth of information on the organized expulsion and annihilation of Armenians, made no attempt to intervene and stop these atrocities.”

GEORGE N. SHIRINIAN

See also: Special Organization; Turkish Nationalism; World War I


Further Reading

Dadrian, Vahakn N. German Responsibility in the Armenian Genocide: A Review of the Historical Evidence of German Complicity. Watertown, MA: Blue Crane Books, 1996.

Freely, John. Inside the Seraglio: Private Lives of the Sultans in Istanbul. London: Penguin Books, 2000.

German Bundestag, Motion of June 15, 2005 Commemorating the Expulsion and Massacre of the Armenians in 1915. http://-www.armenian-genocide.org/Affirmation.339/current_category.7/affirmation_detail.html. Accessed December 19, 2013.

Gust, Wolfgang, compiler and editor. The Armenian Genocide: Evidence from the German Foreign Office Archives, 1915–1916. New York and Oxford: Berghahn Books: 2014.



Armenian Genocide, International Recognition of 

During and immediately after World War I, the atrocities committed against the Armenians of the Ottoman Empire were public knowledge. In their May 24, 1915, joint declaration, the Allied powers, namely Great Britain, France, and Russia, had accused the Young Turk regime of crimes against humanity and civilization. In 1919 the postwar Ottoman government prosecuted a number of Young Turk conspirators of the crimes of massacre and plunder. By signing the Treaty of Sèvres on August 10, 1920, Turkey obligated itself to the apprehension of those “responsible for the massacres.” The international community did not question at the time the veracity of the reports on the extermination of the Armenians.

Developments intervening between the first quarter and the last quarter of the 20th century, however, altered public perception and created the conditions for the denial of the Armenian Genocide. This regressive transformation in historical memory became the basis of the search by later generations of Armenians, descendants of the survivors, to seek international reaffirmation of the Armenian Genocide as a gesture of public acknowledgment of the terrible sufferings endured and of the crime committed against their forebears.

In 1923, the international community abandoned the Armenians when the European powers agreed to the Treaty of Lausanne in which Turkey was absolved of further responsibility for the consequences of the policies of the expired Ottoman state. Turkey took license from this posture to embark upon a policy of denial, suppression of public discussion, and prevention of any official mention of the criminal treatment of the Armenians. The mood in Europe of escape from the horrors of World War I, isolationism in the United States, and revolutionary utopianism in Russia further stigmatized the Armenian survivors as witnesses of a catastrophe policymakers and the public wanted to forget or bury. World War II, however, brought the problem of mass extermination into sharp relief as the revelation of the Holocaust revived the sense of international obligation toward victimized peoples. As this sense of duty to a moral order respectful of human life and of the dignity of the individual became embodied in a number of international covenants forged under the auspices of the United Nations, Armenians began to find renewed hope that their case would receive attention again. The 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide attached a label to mass slaughter and a new word entered the postwar political vocabulary: genocide. With it came the realization among Armenians that they had been victims of a crime which at the time still lacked a name.

To retrieve the memory of their forgotten genocide, Armenians worldwide in their Diaspora domiciles initiated efforts for national and international recognition. These began with the introduction of commemorative resolutions in the U.S. Congress in 1975 and with efforts to enter the subject on the record at the United Nations, which occurred with the 1985 adoption of a report on genocide by the UN Commission on Human Rights. In 1987 broader recognition was achieved with the adoption of a resolution by the European Parliament, which stated that “the tragic events of 1915–1917 . . . constitute genocide.” In the following years, the legislatures of countries such as Belgium, Canada, Cyprus, France, Greece, and Russia adopted resolutions affirming the historical record on the Armenian Genocide. Acknowledgment also came through declarations by heads of states and pronouncements by legislators. Among these have been the statements issued by presidents of the United States and many members of Congress on or about April 24 extending official condolences to the Armenian people on their day of mourning, although, bowing to Turkish government pressure, U.S. presidents to date have avoided the word genocide. These efforts have contributed to greater media attention and the education of the broader public about the legacy of genocide in the 20th century. The continued denial by the Republic of Turkey, however, has created conditions, which, in the view of many Armenians, necessitates the continuation of the search for international reaffirmation until such time as acknowledgment is made universal and irreversible.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN
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Armenian Genocide, Missionaries and the

Missionaries were the first foreign eyewitnesses of the Armenian Genocide. With their successful evangelizing among Armenians of the Ottoman Empire, Protestant missionaries, mostly associated with the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions (ABCFM), had created an extensive network of school, orphanages, hospitals, and colleges across Anatolia and Armenia. On account of U.S. neutrality during the first three years of World War I, the missionaries were allowed to stay in the Ottoman Empire. Their institutions, however, were devastated by the destruction of the Armenian population. The missionaries made heroic attempts to provide for the care and feeding of the destitute, especially orphans, only to face hardships of their own at the hands of Turkish officials. Attempts to provide refuge proved futile and only provoked the ire of the government, which came to look upon them with increasing suspicion. Next to the U.S. consuls, the American missionaries collectively became the second most important group of witnesses to the Armenian Genocide. Virtually every mission sent reports, which, together with the official consular communiqués, came to constitute the body of English-language eyewitness and documentary evidence about the Ottoman policy of extermination filed with the American Embassy in Constantinople and forwarded to the U.S. Department of State in Washington. Many of these reports were compiled by Arnold Toynbee, then a young historian, and were published in Lord (James) Bryce’s The Treatment of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire presented to the British Parliament in 1916 as proof of “the gigantic crime that devastated the Near East in 1915.” While the Department of State classified the cables from the Embassy in Constantinople as confidential, the ABCFM was able to release the contents of the reports it received and alerted the U.S. media and the American public. Formal U.S. reaction to the deportations and massacres did not go beyond verbal protests to the Ottoman government. Strong public sympathy generated by the atrocity reports, however, helped in subsequent relief efforts. Swiss, Danish, and German missionaries also witnessed the Armenian Genocide. Johannes Lepsius of the Deutsche-Orient Mission, whose wartime report was suppressed by Germany upon the protest of the Turkish government, with the authorization of the postwar German government published Deutschland und Armenien 1914–1918: Samlung diplomatischer Aktenstucke (1919), the second important volume of documentary evidence released during the time of the genocide.
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Armenian Genocide, The Republic of Turkey and 

Turkey is the successor state of the Ottoman Empire, and its official policy on the Armenian Genocide is the denial of its occurrence. Whereas the convening of courts-martial to try the Young Turks for war crimes by the post–World War I Ottoman government amounted to an admission of guilt on the part of the state, the rival Nationalist government based in Ankara rejected Turkish responsibility for the acts committed against the Armenian population. After gaining military mastery over Turkey, the Nationalists, led by Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), obtained a series of concessions from France and England, which absolved Turkey of any further political or material responsibilities vis-à-vis the surviving Armenians. These concessions were formalized in the 1923 Treaty of Lausanne, which extended formal international recognition to the Turkish Republic.

The Treaty of Lausanne marked a watershed because it legitimized the Turkish Nationalist program of ethnic consolidation by expelling or repressing minorities. It reversed all terms agreed upon by the Ottoman Empire in the 1920 Treaty of Sèvres, which had legally obligated the Turkish government to bring accused war criminals to justice. It also provided for the transfer of populations between Greece and Turkey, thus completing the exodus of the Greeks from Anatolia.

Turkey immediately turned its attention to the suppression of the Kurds, whose language was banned in 1924 and whose ethnic identity was officially denied by the Turkish state until the 1980s. By forcefully promoting Turkism, the Ankara government sought to create an ethnically homogeneous state. In the course of the following decades, its treatment of the remnant minorities oscillated from neglect to repression. As it remained neutral during World War II and continued trading with Nazi Germany until nearly the end of the war, Turkey used the occasion of the world crisis to impose extraordinary taxes upon Greeks, Jews, and Armenians. The discriminatory exactions economically ruined these small minority communities already confined mostly to Istanbul by the 1940s. In a more violent episode, such as the 1955 rampage in Istanbul, the government encouraged the expulsion of the majority of Greeks remaining in Turkey. Many Jews emigrated to Israel after independence, and the Armenian population dwindled from an estimated 150,000 after World War I to less than half that number by the 1990s.

Soon after its founding, the Turkish Nationalist government adopted a policy of denying the Armenian Genocide and in increasingly strident steps sought to suppress discussion of the Armenian Genocide in international and public forums. In the 1930s it prevented the making of a film version of The Forty Days of Musa Dagh, and successfully stamped out all mention of the Armenian atrocities in any government setting until the 1960s.

Since the 1970s, Turkey has waged a vociferous campaign to prevent official recognition of the Armenian Genocide or the adoption of commemorative legislation in countries such as the United States and Canada by threatening to cancel business contracts and reduce levels of military cooperation. In view of Turkey’s North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) membership in the context of the Cold War, the threats were taken seriously.

Turkey has also sponsored publications challenging the basic facts of the Armenian Genocide in a well-financed campaign to spread confusion and plant seeds of doubt even among informed circles. Turkey’s overseas embassies have been engaged as its primary instruments for the dissemination of this denial literature. Its ambassadors regularly challenge mention of the Armenian Genocide by the media. Turkey has also pressured governments in an attempt to prevent the convening of international conferences, such as one convened in Israel in 1982, where despite strong pressures to cancel it, the Armenian Genocide was one of the topics presented. This campaign to rewrite history extends to the point of seeking to influence universities worldwide through sophisticated grant-making programs attendant with the expectation of generating scholarship placing Turkey in a better light. These programs constitute part of the overall design to legitimate internationally the viewpoint denying the Armenian Genocide through purportedly disinterested academic production.

Turkey’s policy of denial has had more than an obstructionist character. For example, while Turkey continues to interfere in the construction of memorial monuments by Armenian Diaspora communities, it also regularly misinforms its own citizenry by raising a false specter of accusations of atrocities committed by Armenians. Turkey has gone so far as to rehabilitate the Young Turk criminals by according them posthumous honors and reburials. It has repatriated the remains of the masterminds of the Armenian Genocide, Mehmet Talaat from Nazi Germany in 1943 and Ismail Enver from Tajikistan in 1996, after the breakup of the Soviet Union.

Indicative of the destructive dimension of denial and the uninterrupted policy of erasing even the record of the once-Armenian presence in Turkey, historical Armenian structures ranging from thousand-year-old churches to entire ancient cities have been subjected to willful vandalism and in numerous instances to complete obliteration. Despite the 3,000-year existence of the Armenians and their continuous construction of civilization in their historic homeland, no archeological site in Turkey is permitted designation as historically Armenian. While Ottoman Turkey persecuted and sought to destroy the living Armenian population, Republican Turkey has been methodically erasing the physical record of an extinguished civilization with the goal of blotting out even the memory of its existence.

As late as 2007, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, Turkey’s prime minister, instructed Turkish government agencies to use “1915 events” instead of the word “genocide” when referring to the Armenian Genocide. There has been some talk in Turkey of convening a board of inquiry made up of Turkish and Armenian historians to investigate “Armenian allegations,” but that idea has run into strong headwinds both in Turkey and in Armenia.

The Republics of Armenia and Turkey currently have very strained relations, and Turkey’s denial of the genocide has contributed to that poor relationship. Although Turkey recognized Armenian independence in 1991, it consistently refused to establish formal diplomatic ties with Armenia, meaning among other things that the two nations do not have reciprocal embassies. In 2010, both nations announced that they were ready to establish formal ties, but Turkey has since held back because of ongoing issues related to the Nagorno-Karabakh War (1988–1994). Turkey and Armenia had backed different sides in that struggle.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN
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Armenian Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the 

Turkish leaders orchestrated propaganda campaigns to undermine Armenians’ position in Ottoman society and to justify a genocidal campaign, which culminated in the mass murder of at least 1 million Armenians. Dehumanizing propaganda functioned as an important tool to gain approval and mobilize national support to eradicate Christians in the Ottoman Empire. The three central currents of propaganda were: (1) Armenians were a threat to Ottoman nationalism, (2) Armenians were in league with the Russians, and (3) Armenians were an internal enemy.

Long-standing Muslim prejudice toward Armenians primed reception to propaganda during the genocide. Throughout their history, Christians in the Ottoman Empire were defined as a dhimmi millet, a non-Muslim religious community. They were free to practice their religion, but by and large dhimmis were considered inferior to their Muslim countrymen. In the 1800s, Armenians in the Ottoman Empire began to challenge their status as a subordinate subject people, but the Muslim government responded by intensifying its repression of the Christian minority.

In the early 1900s, German theories of ethnic conformity as a key factor of nationalism gained traction in Turkey, building upon preexisting prejudice in the region. The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), the leaders of the Ottoman Empire during the genocide, advocated a homogeneous nationalistic view that excluded Armenians and defined them as biologically “other.” The CUP came to view the Armenian religious community (dhimmi millet) as an alien nation within Turkey. Removed from nationalistic visions of the Ottoman Empire, Armenians were painted as an impure racial threat to a unitary Turkish identity.

When Turkey joined the Central powers (German Empire, Austro-Hungarian Empire, Kingdom of Bulgaria) against Russia during World War I, the CUP labeled Armenians as potential traitors, allowing the Young Turk regime to carry out mass murder under the guise of war. Part of this charge was rooted in the fact that a significant number of Armenians resided in Eastern Anatolia, which bordered Russia. A sizable amount of Armenians also lived in Russia at this time and the CUP accused Armenians in Eastern Anatolia of being aligned with Russian Armenians. This propaganda claim prompted increasing numbers of Turkish civilians to view Armenians in Eastern Anatolia and through the Ottoman Empire as Russian conspirators. The CUP depicted Armenians as in league with the Russians in order to create an image of Armenians as disloyal and a threat to the Ottoman Empire. The CUP used this claim to deport Armenians from Eastern Anatolia and murder them en masse in the process.

The characterization of Armenians as an internal enemy was strengthened by demonizing terms the CUP used to define the ethnic minority as traitors, saboteurs, spies, conspirators, vermin, and infidels. The myth of Armenians as Russian spies helped to fuel these false claims, as well as propaganda images of Armenians hoarding weapons.

In studying propaganda campaigns we can understand how communities can come to support annihilationist agendas during genocide. During the Armenian Genocide, the path for accepting misinformation about Armenian was supported by centuries of discriminatory policies toward Christians. New theories of racial homogenous nationalism encouraged the CUP to view Armenians as an internal racial threat and supported their decision to commit genocide. War was used to justify their murderous aims.

ALEXIS HERR

See also: Committee of Union and Progress; Ottoman Empire; World War I


Further Reading

Akçam, Taner. A Shameful Act: The Armenian Genocide and the Question of Turkish Responsibility. New York: Metropolitan Books, 2006.

Bloxham, Donald. The Great Game of Genocide: Imperialism, Nationalism, and the Destruction of the Ottoman Armenians. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005.



Armenian Genocide, Role of Turkish Physicians in the 

Turkish physicians played a fairly sizable role in the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, during which 1.5 million or more Armenians living in the Ottoman Empire died chiefly at the hands of the Young Turks. Most of the adherents of the Young Turk movement, who were rabidly nationalistic, sought to purge Turkey of all non-Turkish and non-Muslim populations, including its sizable Armenian minority. Turkish physicians played two primary roles in the genocide. First, some physicians tried to justify the extermination and mass deportations of the Armenians by concocting “scientific” reasons why the Armenians were a threat to the Turkish majority and by asserting that they were a distinctly inferior, subhuman species. These justifications were, however, based on faulty assumptions and highly questionable science. Second, some Turkish physicians took part in human experimentations involving Armenians and aided in the mass extermination of Armenians.

Beginning in the late 19th century, a number of Turkish physicians began to postulate that Armenians were detrimental to Turkish society because they were biologically and mentally inferior to Turks and therefore posed a burden—and quite possibly a threat—to the Turkish culture and gene pool. Certainly, intermarriage between Turks and Armenians was actively discouraged, and those Turks who did engage in intermarriage were often ostracized or punished. By the turn of the century, numerous publications by Turkish doctors had developed outlandish biological theories concerning the Armenians, and a widespread belief system had been set into motion that reduced Armenians to the status of vermin. One physician coined the term “dangerous microbes” to describe the Armenian people. By the time the Armenian Genocide commenced in 1915, these ideas had conditioned a sizable number of Turks to believe that Armenians had to be eliminated, and that the means by which to do this were unlimited because they were subhumans.

One physician in particular, Dr. Mehemet Reshid, devised particularly cruel ways in which to treat Armenians. These included nailing them on crosses, to mimic the death of Jesus Christ, and nailing horseshoes to their feet and forcing them to walk through Turkish streets. He also engaged in bizarre human experimentation on Armenians, which usually resulted in the deaths of his victims. Reshid’s and other Turkish physician’s attempts to scientifically rationalize the abhorrent treatment of Armenians and their eventual mass extermination eerily presaged the way in which Nazi doctors attempted to rationalize their treatment—and eventual extermination—of European Jews during the 1930s and 1940s.

During the actual Armenian Genocide, Turkish doctors were also involved in mass killings of Armenians. There are many reports of Armenian children and those with physical and mental limitations being killed en masse by injections of various poisons, even in Turkish hospitals. Beginning in late 1917, Trabzon became one of the epicenters of the Armenian Genocide. At Trabzon’s Red Crescent Hospital, Turkish doctors murdered untold numbers of infants and small children by poisoning them and then falsifying their death certificates. Other Armenians were killed at the hospital with overdoses of morphine. Their bodies were subsequently dumped into the nearby Black Sea. Armenian women and young girls were frequently housed in the same Red Crescent Hospital, where they used as prostitutes by local Turkish officials and other dignitaries. Two doctors at Trabzon reportedly gathered Armenian school children into a classroom building and gassed them to death. Turkish doctors also experimented on Armenians using untested inoculations for typhus, which killed scores. Again, these horrifying lapses in medical ethics presaged similar lapses in Nazi Germany. Although some Turkish doctors were tried for their crimes in the immediate aftermath of World War I, most were acquitted.
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Armenian Genocide, U.S. Response to the 

When the Armenian Genocide began in 1915, American missionaries, journalists, and diplomats operating in the Ottoman Empire began to report on the atrocities being committed by the Young Turks. Within months, news articles and diplomatic dispatches covering the genocide had outraged many Americans and began to galvanize efforts to bring relief to the beleaguered Armenians. The reports also turned many Americans against the Ottoman Empire, even though the United States was officially neutral in the first years of World War I. The U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau Sr., played a critical role in publicizing the Armenian Genocide in the United States. Morgenthau immediately began assembling consular and missionary reports, which became ever more alarming, that detailed widespread reports of mass murders and deportations, starvation, mass rapes, and other atrocities toward the Armenians. In July 1915, Morgenthau sent a cable to the U.S. State Department in Washington, explaining that a “campaign of race extermination is in progress.”

U.S. religious leaders, missionaries, and select politicians, with the aid of the U.S. State Department, quickly swung into action to organize formal relief efforts to aid the Ottoman Armenians. In 1915, upon the urging of the U.S. secretary of state, and with the blessing of President Woodrow Wilson, the State Department decided humanitarian relief was needed for the beleaguered Armenians. After reaching out to the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign Missions, the State Department authorized Cleveland H. Dodge and James L. Barton to establish the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian Relief (ACASR), later named Near Eastern Relief, which would raise money and arrange for humanitarian aid for Armenians in Syria and the Ottoman Empire. Between 1915 and 1930, when the Near Eastern Relief became the Near East Foundation (NEF), the organization raised $116 million, chiefly from U.S. donors. It cared for more than 130,000 Armenian orphans, and built refugee centers, schools, hospitals, and other institutions to benefit the Armenians.
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After the American entry into World War I in April 1917, President Wilson, a dedicated progressive, used the plight of the Armenians as one justification for the right of self-determination for ethnic minorities. This he specifically outlined in his famous Fourteen Points in January 1918, which announced ambitious, but progressive war aims, and established the blueprints of a new, postwar world order.

In the August 10, 1920, Treaty of Sèvres, a peace agreement between 13 Allied powers (most notably France, Britain, and Italy) and the Ottoman Empire signed at Sèvres, France, President Wilson was to determine the borders of a new state of Armenia. Unfortunately for the Armenians, Wilson’s ruling was never implemented. Almost immediately, the Young Turks and other Turkish nationalists in the Ottoman Empire balked at the treaty and worked to undermine it. Within only two years, the Treaty of Sèvres had been superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne, signed on July 24, 1923. It overturned virtually all of the Sèvres protocol, including any reference to an independent Armenian state or punishing those Turkish officials guilty of war crimes or massacres.

There were other reasons why Wilson’s vision was never realized. First, the president suffered a debilitating stroke in late 1919, which left him unable to carry out his duties with any vigor. Second, he became embroiled in a bitter debate with Senate Republicans over the Treaty of Versailles, which drew attention away from the Sèvres negotiations. Third, Wilson, a Democrat, left office in 1921 and was replaced by Warren G. Harding, a Republican politician who was easily manipulated by the isolationist wing of his party and who did not share Wilson’s idealist internationalism and moralistic view of America’s place in the world. Fourth, the change in administrations and tone in Washington encouraged many Americans to turn inward and focus on their own well-being, meaning that they were far less inclined to concern themselves with a genocide unfolding thousands of miles away. Finally, U.S. oil companies, with substantial financial interests in the Middle East, sought greater commercial access to the new Turkish regime and pressured successive U.S. administrations into soft-peddling the Armenian Genocide. Thus, the genocide faded quickly into obscurity for much of the American public.

Since the 1920s, every American administration—from Warren Harding to Barack Obama—has been complicit in Turkey’s denial of the genocide. Business interests and strategic interests have kept the United States from formally recognizing the events of 1915–1923, and all Turkish governments during that time have steadfastly denied the events. When the Cold War began in the late 1940s, U.S. policymakers worked assiduously to keep Turkey in the Western orbit and to keep the Soviets out of the region. This necessitated placating the Turks vis-à-vis the issue of the Armenian Genocide. When Turkey became a charter member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in 1949, that country’s importance to American strategic interests trumped any U.S. recognition of the genocide. More recently, with the focus on the War on Terror, particularly after 2001, American policymakers have continued to avoid overt recognition of the genocide in order to enlist Turkey’s co-operation in the ongoing military and intelligence operations in the Middle East.

During the past decade, some U.S. politicians have made efforts to recognize the Armenian Genocide. In 2007, the House of Representatives Democrats introduced a resolution that would have officially recognized the genocide at the congressional level. That legislation has since stalled, both in the House and Senate. In 2008, as a presidential candidate, Barack Obama indicated that he would move as president to formally recognize the events of 1915–1923 as genocide, but as of 2014, President Obama has not done so.
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Armenian Genocide, Women and the

As a result of the systematic destruction of Armenian life in the Ottoman Empire during the period between the Hamidian Massacres of 1894–1896 and the establishment of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, an estimated 1.5 million individuals lost their lives and some 500,000 fled the country. The presence of Armenians in their historic homeland of 3,000 years was reduced to a mere 50,000 persons residing in Istanbul and thousands of forcibly or voluntarily Islamized Armenians living discreetly and anonymously throughout Turkey.

During these exceedingly difficult times, Armenian women experienced a prolonged agony. More vulnerable physically and emotionally, especially during the deportations of 1915, and with almost all the men gone, they took charge of the remnants of their families and faced terribly tragic choices. None offered true salvation, yet all demanding heavy compromises or extraordinary courage.

Eyewitness accounts of the plight of Armenian women during the massacres of 1894–1896 and 1909 portray a morbid landscape of murder, rape, and plunder: mothers witnessing daughters being violated and sons and husbands being tortured and killed; young women being forced into conjugal relations with their Turkish or Kurdish abductors, bearing their children and, in extreme cases of madness, rage, or revenge, killing the offspring and taking flight. These accounts also describe women taking up arms and fighting shoulder to shoulder with fedayees (freedom fighters) in the incomparably scant defense against Ottoman Turkish troops and Kurdish tribesmen. Tormenting memories lived on within the confines of every Armenian household, yet total destruction did not occur during this period. The survivors of the earlier massacres continued living in their ravaged homes and ransacked towns and villages. Rebirth was possible despite continuing discrimination and persecution, and women played a major role in this revival.

Total genocidal destruction occurred in calculated phases beginning in the spring of 1915. First, all able-bodied Armenian men were conscripted, then disarmed, tortured, and murdered. Next, a disarmament decree was implemented with the utmost brutality—bastinado (foot whipping), horse-shoeing, the extraction of nails, eyebrows, and beards—forcing Armenians to reveal any hidden weapons. Women were treated with the same cruelty, stripped naked, whipped, or beaten and even raped. Then, on the night of April 23–24, 1915, the Armenian secular and religious leaders in Istanbul and other cities, and soon after all Armenian men in every town and village, were arrested and executed outright or sent to be killed on the road to exile. This calculated strategy turned the Armenian population into defenseless and frantic masses of women, children, and elderly men.

The deportation decree, the last blow to the remnant Armenian population, ordered them to unknown destinations, allowing only a few days or virtually no time at all for preparation. It was up to the women to assume responsibility, first, to cope with the loss of their murdered or imprisoned husband or son, and then to prepare for the arduous journey. What to take along? Whether or not entrust a young child or precious possessions to a Turkish neighbor in hopes of returning to reclaim them? Many were given the option of converting to Islam and thereby avoiding deportation. Women had to make that difficult decision and face long-term compunction for having betrayed the Christian faith of their ancestors. But even with this sacrifice their troubles did not end. They had to marry a Muslim to prove their sincerity and surrender their children to Turkish orphanages, with the children to be brought up as Muslims.

Eyewitness accounts depict the most horrible and poignant scenes. The caravans of deportees were accompanied by gendarmes for “protection.” Instead, they alerted Muslim villagers or criminal gangs (chetes) of the approaching convoy, then stepped aside and allowed them to loot, rape, and kill at will. Older and weaker men and women who could no longer continue after weeks of walking without food and water were shot or left to die by the roadside. Mothers wrapped cloth, if they had any left, around their children’s bare feet, but this covering easily ripped on thorns and stones. Others begged strangers to take their infants, so that at least they might survive. Still others taught their children the Armenian alphabet, using a stick to draw in the desert sand, in the hope that after their own certain death, their children would keep the memory of their identity. Those who still had their Bibles would read to the children to soothe the pain of hunger and thirst. At night, gendarmes or bandits would attack the deportees and prey upon young girls, rape them and leave them to die, or take them away to sell as slaves or use as wives or concubines. Gendarmes would push women into the raging waters of the Euphrates River and shoot them if they tried to swim away. Women jumped into the river themselves, with their children in their arms, to end their torturous life and avoid surrender to the Turks. Men who had not been arrested before the deportation and older boys were rounded up and shot or bayoneted, often in front of their wives or mothers. Pregnant women were prodded with bayonets; the fetus was taken out and tossed in the air or crushed on a rock.

From April to October 1915, thousands of wretched women and children filled the roads, prey to continuous assaults, hunger, thirst, disease, and the scorching desert sun. The death march passed along circuitous country roads and through rugged mountain passes crowded with the rotting, maggot-ridden corpses left behind by previous caravans. The chosen route avoided villages so that the deportees could not get food, water, or any other help. Even when the route took them by a stream or a well, the gendarmes prevented them from approaching the water.

Despite unspeakable hardships, some survived, but their ordeal continued. In many cases, lingering shame and remorse for the price of survival they had paid ruined their chance of living a normal life. Others fought back, putting their eyewitness accounts into writing, speaking out against Turkish denial, in the belief that “recognition of the crime does not bring the victims back, but it eases somewhat the pain of the living.” These survivors, almost all of whom have now passed on, were denied the satisfaction of seeing the criminal admit the crime. They carried the burden of horrifying memories and transmitted it to their offspring. Now, it is the men and women of the second- and third-generation survivors who live with these unsettled accounts of the past and strive for justice, restitution, healing, and reconciliation.
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Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust Compared 

The Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust were the quintessential instances of total genocide in the modern era. Four reasons may be cited for this claim. First, both mass-murders were the products of state-initiated policies whose intentions were the elimination of the Armenian community from the Ottoman Empire and of the Jews from Germany and Europe and even beyond Europe. These were unmistakable instances of what the United Nations (UN) has called “genocide-in-whole,” or “total genocide,” to distinguish such instances from “genocide-in-part” or “partial genocide.” Examples of partial genocide from which both differ are the destruction of Overseas Chinese in Indonesia in 1965, Ibos in Northern Nigeria in 1967, and Muslims in Bosnia in 1992–1996.

Second, both victimized groups were ethno-religious communities that had been partially integrated and assimilated into the larger society, the Ottoman Empire and European society, respectively. Their destruction was not only a war against foreign strangers. It was a mass murder that commenced with an attack on an internal domestic segment of the state’s own society. Thus the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust were instances not only of “total genocide” but of “total domestic genocide”—to differentiate these two cases from the genocide of foreign groups, that is, foreign with regards to the borders of the state. For example, the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust differ from the destruction of foreign peoples such as the men of Melos by the Athenians, Carthage by Rome, and a host of native communities by the Europeans in the New World and Africa.

Third, Armenians and Jews were unmistakably communal or ethnic groups, not political groups or classes whose non-inclusion under the original UN definition of genocide has generated much criticism. Although Armenians and Jews may have occupied certain strata in the social structures of the Ottoman Empire, Germany, and Europe, they were not social classes like, for example, the kulaks of the Soviet Union and the urban Cambodians who were destroyed by the Stalinists and the Khmer Rouge, respectively.

Fourth, both the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust were the products of modern ideologies and the circumstances of revolution and war. The Armenian Genocide occurred under the circumstances of the Turkish revolution and World War I, while the Holocaust was a product of the Nazi revolution and World War II.

For centuries Armenians had been tolerated as a minority (dhimmi) millet in the Ottoman Empire. They welcomed the Young Turk revolution of 1908, hoping that it would improve their situation, which had become increasingly desperate under the regime of Sultan Abdulhamid II. However, following the Ottoman military disasters of 1908–1912, the Young Turks abandoned Ottoman tolerance for the ideology of Pan-Turkism, a variant of contemporary organic or integral nationalism, and by 1915, under the circumstances of World War I, they deported and destroyed the Armenian community.

The Jews of Imperial Germany had been emancipated by 1871, and, despite the rise of the anti-Semitic movement, they hoped to be assimilated and accepted in the wider German and European society. Following the disasters of World War I, the inflation of the 1920s, and the Great Depression, the democratic Weimar Republic collapsed and the Nazis rose to power. They were motivated by a world view that fused radical anti-Semitism with racism and under the circumstances of World War II they committed total genocide against the Jews and Roma and Sinti (Gypsies) and partial genocide against other groups like the Poles.

Although there are striking similarities between the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust, there are differences as well. Three may be briefly listed: First, the Armenian millet in the Ottoman Empire, like the Jews of Europe, occupied a distinctively inferior status; however, unlike the Jews, Armenians were never stigmatized as deicides, killers of God. The Jews being viewed as deicides, on the one hand, and their demands for inclusion, on the other, may explain why the Jews were met by a racialist anti-Semitic movement that demonized and excluded them in a manner quite distinct from the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire.

Second, Armenians were largely a peasant society living on its own lands in Cilicia and the eastern provinces of Anatolia, while the Jews were largely an urban community scattered throughout Germany and Europe and not concentrated on its ancestral lands. The result was that in the period of nationalism, there existed Armenian nationalist political parties demanding territorial autonomy and self-administration; while, with the exception of the Zionist movement, the Jews of Europe were hoping for assimilation and inclusion in their countries of domicile. The Armenian Genocide, in contrast to the Holocaust, therefore, included not only a destruction of the Armenian community but also the loss of ancestral Armenian lands dating back to the pre-Christian era.

Third, in contrast to the Young Turks who had nationalist and imperial aspirations, the Nazis were a totalitarian movement whose racialist anti-Semitic ideology had global scope. The result was that the Holocaust, in contrast to the Armenian and other genocides, was global in its intentions and scope as well. For example, the Nazis demanded of their Japanese allies that they hand over their Jews for destruction. Although the Japanese refused, this example illustrates the difference in ideological intentions between the Nazis and the Young Turks. The former saw themselves in a global war against the Jews, while the latter wished to eliminate the Armenians from Anatolia and the rest of their Pan-Turkic realm. Unlike the Nazis, the Young Turks did not aspire to exterminate their victims the world over.
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Armenian Genocide Institute-Museum

The Armenian Genocide Institute-Museum opened to the public in 1995 to commemorate the 80th anniversary of the start of the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide. The museum and the institute are located in Tsitsernakaberd, a forested park, on a high hill overlooking Yerevan, Armenia. They share their location with the Armenian Genocide Memorial and its eternal flame, which were completed in 1967. The Institute-Museum has two chief missions: to serve as a depository of artifacts and documentation related to the genocide that may be used by researchers; and to operate as an educational organization to increase the general public’s knowledge and awareness about the Armenian Genocide.

The architects, including the Armenian Sashur Kalashian, who designed the museum and archive, built the two-story building into the hillside, so that it did not draw attention away from the nearby Memorial and its eternal flame. The first floor houses administrative offices, a small theater, and archives and storage facilities for documents, photographs, artifacts, and other items related to the genocide. The second floor is dedicated to public exhibit space, where visitors can walk through many different and varying exhibits, which are changed and updated on a regular basis.

The Institute-Museum continues to search for and collect material related to the Armenian Genocide and also sponsors academic conferences and seminars. Recently, it commenced publishing The International Journal of Armenian Genocide Studies. Its staff cultivates relationships with genocide scholars and educational institutions around the world and helps translate documents from Turkish and Armenian into other languages for scholarly purposes. The Institute-Museum and Memorial complex is frequently on the official itinerary of visiting dignitaries and foreign leaders. Among world leaders who have visited the facility and planted memorial trees in the historic park are Jacques Chirac, president of France, Pope John Paul II, and Vladimir Putin, president of Russia.
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Armenian Genocide Memorial 

The Armenian Genocide Memorial is a pilgrimage site located in Yerevan, Armenia. Its paramount purpose is to help the Armenian public and the world remember and commemorate the 1.5 million victims of the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide. The Armenian Genocide Memorial was erected in 1966/1967 on a high hill (known as Tsitsernakaberd) overlooking Yerevan, Armenia’s capital and largest city. The catalyst for the memorial was the mass public demonstration held by Armenians in Yerevan on April 24, 1965, where they sought to commemorate the 50th anniversary of the beginning in 1915 of the Armenian Genocide. At the time, Armenia was a small, subordinate republic in the Moscow-dominated Soviet Union. Surprised by the huge demonstration, Soviet authorities in Moscow later permitted the construction of an Armenian Genocide Memorial in Yerevan. It was largely an attempt to pacify the Armenian population and head off any possible future nationalist outbursts.
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Designed by architects Arthur Tarkhanian and Sashur Kalashian, along with sculptor Hovhannes Khachaturian, the memorial includes a 144-foot-high pointed obelisk, symbolizing the lofty aspirations of Armenian culture and nation. Circling the soaring obelisk are 12 huge stone slabs, each one representing the 12 lost Western Armenian provinces in Turkey. In the center of the solemn stone circle, there is an eternal flame, symbolizing the spirit of the 1.5 million Armenians who were killed in the genocide. Also located at the site is a 325-foot-long wall listing the names of towns and villages that were partly or wholly destroyed during the genocide. On the opposite side of the wall are the names of righteous individuals (e.g., Johannes Lepsius, Armin T. Wegner, Henry Morgenthau Sr., Fridtjof Nansen) who heroically aided the Armenian people during and after the genocide or who bravely helped inform the world about the genocide. These inscriptions were not made until the late 1990s, however, as Soviet Communist authorities would not permit any such nationalist histories, while they controlled the Republic of Armenia.

A memorial sanctuary was also built at the site, including a large rotunda, where visitors may enter and contemplate or give silent prayer to the genocide victims. The design, site, and architecture of the memorial are solemn, contemplative, and also inspiring. In 1995, an important addition to the memorial was completed—the Armenian Genocide Museum—billed as the largest and most complete Armenian Genocide Museum in the world. It has since been visited by millions of people. When the Armenian government hosts foreign heads of state and other dignitaries, they are usually given an official private tour of the museum. Despite being a huge, two-story structure, the museum is built into a nearby hillside and thereby does not detract from the rest of the memorial.

Since its initial completion in 1967, but particularly after the establishment of the modern Republic of Armenia in 1991, the Armenian Genocide Memorial has become a unifying symbol for Armenians, both from within Armenia and for those in the worldwide Diaspora. Each year, on April 24, several hundred thousand Armenians gather at the memorial to pay silent homage to the fallen. Typically, each visitor carries a single flower and deposits it around the eternal flame. By day’s end, a massive circular wall of flowers as high as five feet surrounds the flame. Each flower poignantly represents a life lost during the genocide. Since the building of the memorial in Yerevan, and as the Armenian Genocide has attracted increased international recognition and scholarship, many smaller memorials have been constructed in Armenian communities around the world. These include sites in Argentina, Australia, Austria, Brazil, Canada, and France, among others. In the United States, many local communities have built their own genocide memorial sites. The Turkish government continues to denounce the memorials, as it still denies its perpetrator role in the Armenian Genocide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Armenian Genocide Institute-Museum; Zoryan Institute for Contemporary Armenian Research and Documentation


Further Reading

Dadrian, Vahakn N. The History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict from the Balkans to Anatolia to the Caucasus. Oxford: Berghahn Books, 1995.

Kiesling, Brady. Rediscovering Armenia: Guide. Yerevan, Armenia: Matit Graphic Design Studio, 2005.



Assyrian Genocide

The Assyrian Genocide refers to the mass killing and deportation of hundreds of thousands of Assyrians living in the Ottoman Empire during and after World War I. The genocide, perpetrated by the Young Turk movement and allied Kurds, occurred roughly between 1915 and 1918 and again between 1922 and 1925. Many historians view this development as part of a larger campaign to drive out or exterminate all Christians residing in the Ottoman Empire and Turkey. The Assyrian Genocide unfolded concurrently with the much-better known Armenian Genocide and the Pontic Greek Genocide, all perpetrated by the Young Turks.

The Assyrians are a distinct Semitic ethnic group whose roots can be traced to ancient Mesopotamia; most Assyrian victims of the genocide were Christian. Like the Armenians and Greek, the Assyrians had been routinely subjected to unequal status, repression, violence, and deportation under Ottoman rule, but not until World War I did this pattern of structural violence become a full-fledged genocide.

Many of the Assyrians died while being forcibly relocated to the desert regions of Syria, where the Young Turk dictatorship also relocated large numbers of Armenians and Greeks. Those who resisted the forced relocations were summarily killed. Many thousands died on brutal forced-marches in blistering heat. Along the way, death by starvation, heat stroke, thirst, and disease were commonplace. Some women were subjected to mass rapes, while resistors were beaten and tortured. Whole Assyrian villages were occupied by Turkish forces and destroyed; survivors were then forcibly deported.

The narrative of the Assyrian genocide has been largely ignored by historians and other scholars, or it has been relegated in a footnote in works about the larger Armenian and Greek genocides. And unlike the Armenian Genocide, there has been little national or international recognition of the event. In recent years, legal scholar Hannibal Travis and historian David Gaunt have probed the Assyrian Genocide with significant depth and analysis, but the subject remains ripe for further study. In April 2001, then-New York governor George Pataki specifically acknowledged the Assyrian Genocide, along with the Armenian and Greek genocides. This was one of the first official governmental acknowledgments of the tragedy. In 2010, the Swedish Parliament officially recognized the Assyrian tragedy, but very few national governments have done so. In 2007, the International Association of Genocide Scholars voted to recognize the Assyrian Genocide. The Turkish government has denied the Ottoman Young Turks’ perpetrator role in the genocide, as it has on the mass killings of Armenian and Greek.

The precise death toll during the Assyrian Genocide is difficult to determine with any real accuracy, a situation undoubtedly made worse by the lack of research into the events. Current estimates are at least 250,000 killed, which represented about half of the total population.
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Ataturk, Mustafa Kemal 

Mustafa Kemal Ataturk (1881–1938) was an Ottoman general, political leader, the founder of the Republic of Turkey, and the consummator of the Armenian Genocide. Born in Salonika, then in the Ottoman Empire, he later attended military school. Kemal was a senior officer in the Turkish Army whose defense of Gallipoli in 1915–1916 defeated the Entente Allied campaign to breach the Dardanelles and quickly eliminate the Ottoman Empire from World War I. A supporter of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), he stayed out of politics until 1919 when he organized the Turkish Nationalist Movement in the drive to oust the Allies who had placed strategic portions of the country under occupation after its defeat. Kemal established headquarters in Ankara, amnestied CUP members who joined his movement, and regrouped the remaining Ottoman army and other irregular units under his general command.
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Kemal first directed his forces against the French in Cilicia with fatal consequences for the Armenians. With Allied encouragement and promises of protection, most surviving Armenians had repatriated to their hometowns in Cilicia in 1919. The attack by Kemalist units against the city of Marash in January 1920, which was accompanied by large-scale slaughtering of the Armenians, spelled the beginning of the end for the remnant Armenian population. The Armenians of Hajen (Hadjin) put up a last desperate fight for seven months only to be reduced by October 1920 to fewer than 500 survivors who fled from a city completely torched by the besieging Turks. When the French formally agreed to evacuate Cilicia in October 1921, the debacle signified a second deportation for the Armenians of the region. In the meantime, the Turkish Nationalist forces had gone to war against the Republic of Armenia. With secret instructions from the Ankara government to proceed with the physical elimination of Armenia, General Kiazim Karabekir seized half the territories of Armenia in November 1920 as Red Army units Sovietized the remaining areas. Once again the Armenian population was driven out at the point of the sword with heavy casualties as the city of Kars and its surrounding region were annexed by Turkey.

The final chapter of the Armenians in Anatolia was written in Smyrna (Izmir) as Kemalist forces routed the Greek army and entered the city in September 1922. Soon after, a fire begun in the Armenian neighborhood consumed the entire Christian sector of the city and drove the civilian population to the shore whence they sailed into exile bereft of all belongings. With this exodus from the mainland, Mustafa Kemal completed what the Young Turk leadership of Talaat and Enver had started in 1915, the eradication of the Armenian population of Anatolia and the termination of Armenian political aspirations in the Caucasus. With the expulsion of the Greeks, the Turkification and Islamification of Asia Minor was nearly complete.

With the restoration of Turkish sovereignty over Anatolia, Kemal turned his attention to the modernization of the country. Designated president of the newly proclaimed Republic of Turkey in 1923, he embarked upon a thorough-going process of Westernization while promoting a secular Turkish national identity. This effort was epitomized in the adoption of the Latin alphabet for the modern Turkish language. In 1934 the Turkish Grand National Assembly hailed Kemal with the surname of Ataturk, meaning the father of the Turks, in tribute to his singular contribution in forging modern Turkey. With an eye toward securing his legacy, in 1931 Kemal founded the Turkish Historical Society, which was charged with the guardianship of the state’s official history. In 1936, Kemal began to pressure France to yield the Sanjak of Alexandretta, or Iskenderun, a district on the Mediterranean under French administrative rule whose inhabitants included 23,000 Armenians. Preoccupied with the deteriorating situation in Europe, France yielded when Turkey sent in its troops in 1938. Kemal died on November 10, 1938, in Istanbul, having already prepared for the annexation of this district. His action precipitated the final exodus of Armenians from Turkey in 1939 as most opted for the French offer of evacuation to Syria and Lebanon rather than risk mistreatment yet again.
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Balakian, Peter 

Peter Balakian is an Armenian American poet, writer, and scholar. Balakian is well known for his academic work on the Armenian Genocide, particularly for his book The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (2003).

Balakian was born on June 13, 1951, in Teaneck, New Jersey; he was raised in Teaneck and Tenafly, New Jersey. He was educated at Bucknell and New York universities, and earned his PhD from Brown University. He has been a professor of English at Colgate University, New York, since 1980. Balakian is currently Donald M. and Constance H. Rebar Professor of the Humanities, and director of creative writing. He was the first director of Colgate’s Center for Ethics and World Societies.

Balakian was cofounder and coeditor (with the poet Bruce Smith) of the poetry magazine Graham House Review, published between 1976 and 1996. Throughout that time he published four books of poetry, notably Father Fisheye (1979), Sad Days of Light (1983), Reply from Wilderness Island (1988), and Dyer’s Thistle (1996). Most recently, Balakian has published a selection of his work, entitled June-Tree: New and Selected Poems 1974–2000. His poems have appeared widely in American magazines and journals such as The Nation, The New Republic, Antaeus, Partisan Review, Poetry, Agni, and The Kenyon Review, as well as in a number of anthologies.

As a poet and memoirist, Balakian has not focused solely on genocide, though much of his poetry deals with issues of historical memory and the traumatic past as they pertain to the Armenian Genocide and Armenian culture. One of his most important pieces, Mandelstam in Armenia, 1930 (1996), articulates clearly this engagement with history within the context of poetry and trauma as it intersects with the Armenian, and in this case the Russian, past. One of Balakian’s most widely known poems, The Oriental Rug, pursues further the theme of remembrance, and the necessity—and pain—of intergenerational transmission of trauma.

In Balakian’s autobiographical work Black Dog of Fate: A Memoir (1997), he reflected in prose the depths of what being part of a survivor family was like for him as a young Armenian American growing up in the 1950s and 1960s in suburban New Jersey. The work was a finely crafted meditation on identity in the face of a past conditioned through the transmitted memory of the experience of genocide—a memory about which little was spoken directly, but which was pervasive and, all too often, stifling. The book relates Balakian’s journey from dim awareness that “something” had happened in the family’s past, to a fully blown appreciation of his ethnic identity and anger at the fate that had befallen his people. With this work, Balakian entered a new and developing area of genocide reflection, that of intergenerational memoir. As a cutting-edge work, written in a highly sensitive and literary style, Black Dog of Fate was named a New York Times and Los Angeles Times Notable Book for 1997, and was awarded the highly prestigious PEN/Martha Albrand Prize for Memoir in 1998.
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Building on the theme of intergenerational memoir, in 1998 Balakian wrote a highly influential essay for The Chronicle of Higher Education, in which he considered a number of issues related to the writing of Black Dog of Fate, and what the experience of doing so had meant for him as a writer, scholar, and human being. Then, in 2004, another essay of self-reflection, also in The Chronicle of Higher Education, explored the relationship between humanistic creativity and the reality of genocidal destruction. The essay, entitled “How a Poet Writes History without Going Mad,” took readers into Balakian’s confidence after he had written a highly acclaimed work of history, The Burning Tigris: The Armenian Genocide and America’s Response (which was a New York Times Notable Book, and for which Balakian was awarded the 2005 Raphael Lemkin Prize for the best book in English on human rights and genocide studies). In the article, Balakian shared with readers the difficulties of writing genocide history as distinct from poetry or memoir, and concluded that “the artistic challenges of locating the events, the characters, and their voices in sensory, human time was an energizing force that kept me writing when the darkness of the subject could have shut me down.”

For Balakian, the challenge was exacerbated by the trauma of survivorship running through his family and the ongoing issue of the Turkish government’s denial of the Armenian Genocide, which he had discussed earlier in Black Dog of Fate and expressed through his poetry.

The Burning Tigris was a narrative work that recounted the historical contours both of the Armenian Genocide and the United States response to the event. Here, we see the literary artist confronting the realities of factual description. The result was a work that took historical writing about the Armenian Genocide to a new level of artistic expression, along the way placing that historical experience into a context which showed an American readership the degree to which the genocide was both relevant and contemporary. The popularity of The Burning Tigris stimulated further discussion about the U.S. response to the Armenian Genocide, in so doing demonstrating that an otherwise highly specialized historical topic, about which few among the general public previously knew little, could be brought to a wider and literary audience if the medium—in this case, an attractive and innovative writing style within the genre—was brought to the task.

Despite his success as a writer of history, Balakian is first and foremost a poet and memoirist. Beyond his own poetry, Balakian’s skills as a translator have also rescued Armenian writers whose work would otherwise have been at risk of being lost to popular memory. Notably, in 1996 he and a colleague, Nevart Yaghlian, translated Bloody News from My Friend, by the great Armenian poet and intellectual Atom Yarjanian (1878–1915), known as Siamanto, who lost his life at the outset of the genocide in 1915. Most recently, he has translated, with Aris Sevag, Armenian Golgotha by Grigoris Balakian, a major memoir of the Armenian Genocide. Grigoris Balakian, a bishop in the Armenian Apostolic Church, was Peter Balakian’s great uncle, and was one of the 250 Armenian intellectuals arrested and deported by the Turkish government on April 24, 1915. Elsewhere, Balakian’s essays on poetry, culture, art, and social thought have appeared in publications including (among others) Art in America, American Poetry Review, The Chronicle of Higher Education, The American Quarterly, Poetry, and The New England Quarterly. Some of these essays deal with Primo Levi, Arshile Gorky, and Eghishe Charents, and with issues relating to imagination, trauma, and genocide.

A much-decorated writer whose works have been translated into Armenian, Bulgarian, Dutch, German, Greek, Russian, and Turkish, Peter Balakian has made a noteworthy contribution to the understanding of genocide and human rights–related issues among a readership not usually thought of as one that might engage directly in such matters. Balakian’s work has shown the importance of literary imagination in the study of genocide and its aftermath. This has helped to bring awareness to a broader audience than might usually be anticipated, and in doing so he has thereby extended the compass within which serious reflection can take place.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Barton, Clara

Clara Barton was a nurse, philanthropist, and founder of the American Red Cross. Universally hailed as the “Angel of the Battlefield,” Barton spent a lifetime interjecting a measure of humanity into the scourge of war by bringing medical supplies and comfort to soldiers on the battlefield. During the Hamidian Massacres of 1894–1896, Barton personally directed relief programs to aid Armenian victims.

Clara (Clarissa) Harlowe Barton was born in Oxford, Massachusetts, on December 25, 1821. She was educated at home, began teaching at age 15, and founded a free public school in Bordentown, New Jersey.

By 1861, Barton was living in Washington, D.C. Employed by the U.S. Patent Office, she decided to organize relief aid for soldiers of the 6th Massachusetts Regiment, who had been involved in the April 19, 1861, Baltimore Riots. Prior to the Civil War, her only medical experience came while caring for a sickly brother for two years. Her efforts began a lifelong commitment to humanitarian aid. Upon learning that many soldiers who had fought in the First Battle of Bull Run had died because of a lack of basic medical supplies, she took out an advertisement in The Spy, a Worcester, Massachusetts-based newspaper, to solicit donations for wounded Union soldiers. The response was nearly instantaneous and gratifying, and she was soon head of a highly successful relief organization.

In 1862, U.S. surgeon general William Hammond gave Barton a travel pass so that she could accompany army ambulances to distribute aid and nurse ailing soldiers. Hammond’s move was highly unusual for the time, as most women were barred from being on or near battlefields. For the following three years, Barton traveled extensively, caring for wounded and dying soldiers and supervising relief and donation drives.

Barton carried out nursing duties at hospitals in Fredericksburg, Virginia, as well as in field hospitals in other areas of Virginia. Her good work drew national attention and admiration, and on both sides of the conflict. In late 1864 and early 1865, Barton held her only official post during the Civil War when she served as Major General Benjamin Butler’s superintendent of nurses. She also expanded her role and mission when she went to Camp Parole, Maryland, to establish a system for locating men listed as missing in action or captured by the enemy. There she conducted extensive interviews with Union soldiers returning from captivity in Confederate prisons and was many times capable of determining the status or whereabouts of men missing in action. She then passed the information along to families. It is believed that Barton helped locate some 30,000 such soldiers.

All of this work proved to be the beginning of a life-long commitment to humanitarian causes. In 1870, during a visit to Western Europe, Barton became active in the International Red Cross (founded in 1864), which led her to found the American Red Cross in 1881. Before long, Barton had broadened the scope of the Red Cross to include not only neutral aid in wartime but responses to other emergencies and natural disasters as well.

In 1895, when reports of the 1894–1896 massacres of Armenians as well as numerous Kurds and Turks in the Ottoman Empire reached the United States, Barton and the American Red Cross swung into immediate action. Those civilians who had not been killed outright were suffering terribly from starvation, exposure, and communicable diseases. Throughout the United States, the Red Cross sponsored aid drives to help the Armenians, and in 1896, when Barton was nearly 75 years old, she personally travelled over 5,000 miles to direct relief programs aimed at helping the Armenians and others within the Ottoman Empire. Barton’s mission lasted more than eight months, during which some 50,000 people were helped by the American Red Cross. Today, Barton remains a revered hero among many Armenians.

She tried to go to Cuba during the 1898 Spanish-American War, but was prevented from doing so by U.S. military officials. However, she did care for Spanish prisoners of war and refugees in Key West, Florida. Her sometimes-brusque demeanor and reluctance to delegate authority eventually led to her resignation in 1904, when she retired to her home outside Washington, D.C.

In addition to her humanitarian efforts Barton was active in the women’s suffrage movement and the African American fight for civil rights. She also authored several books, including a volume on the early history of the American Red Cross. Barton died in Glen Echo, Maryland, on April 12, 1912.
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Bryan, William Jennings 

William Jennings Bryan was a lawyer, politician, U.S. secretary of state, and staunch pacifist.

Born in Salem, Illinois, on March 19, 1860, William Jennings Bryan became a devout Presbyterian at an early age. He graduated from Illinois College in Jacksonville in 1881, and earned a law degree from Union College of Law (modern-day Northwestern University School of Law) in Chicago in 1883. After practicing law in Jacksonville during 1883–1887, he moved to Nebraska, where he continued to practice law. From 1891 to 1895, Bryan served in the U.S. House of Representatives as a Democrat.

Perhaps one of the most gifted and inspiring political orators in American history, Bryan waged his first campaign for president in 1896. In that year, he served as the presidential candidate for both the Democratic and Populist parties, running on a platform that lambasted the eastern moneyed establishment, bankers, unregulated businesses, and championed the addition of silver specie as a basis for American currency. Bryan lost the election, however, to Republican William McKinley.

In 1908, Bryan ran again—unsuccessfully—as the Democratic presidential candidate, this time adding anti-imperialism to his populist platform. Bryan’s third presidential bid, in 1908, also went down to defeat. In the meantime, Bryan embarked on a wide-ranging lecture circuit and became a leader in the Temperance Movement. He also decried the teaching of evolution in public schools.

In 1912, Bryan supported Democrat Woodrow Wilson’s presidential campaign, and in 1913 Wilson tapped him to become secretary of state. Reinforced by his unflagging religious conviction, Bryan was pacifistic and anti-imperialist in outlook. He sought to prevent war by the introduction of arbitration treaties, an effort that ultimately failed. Ironically, at the same time Bryan championed U.S. interventions in the Caribbean and Mexico, ostensibly to bring order and Progressive-style reforms to those places.

When World War I began in August 1914, Bryan found himself at odds with Wilson and the rest of the cabinet. Suspicious that wealthy bankers and financiers were behind the conflict, Bryan spent long hours trying to convince Wilson to maintain strict neutrality. He urged that restrictions be placed on Americans traveling on vessels belonging to belligerents and that a prohibition be imposed on war loans to Britain and France.

In the late winter and early spring of 1915, U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire Henry Morgenthau Sr. began sending diplomatic cables to Secretary of State Bryan detailing the systematic deportation and mass killings of Armenians. These acts were being carried out by the Ottoman regime. The Armenian Genocide shocked Bryan, and he immediately wired Morgenthau, instructing him to continue the “strongest possible protests” with the Ottoman government. At the same time, Bryan met with President Wilson, briefing him on the situation and urging him to support the creation of an autonomous Armenian state. Wilson concurred in principle with Bryan and even submitted an official request to Congress in which he sought to establish an American-administered mandate over a future Armenian state.

In June 1915, however, Bryan resigned over Wilson’s second note about the Lusitania (a passenger ship sunk by a German submarine). Bryan feared that the president’s demand for “strict accountability” would bring war with Germany. Unfortunately for the Armenians, Bryan’s successor, Robert L. Lansing, while sympathetic to the plight of the Armenians, did not give the escalating genocide and mass killings the same level of attention.

Bryan supported Wilson for a second term in 1916, however, and did not oppose the U.S. war effort. He did blame the war on the godlessness of certain leaders and continued to advocate peaceful solutions. He opposed Wilson’s League of Nations because he believed it could not win Senate approval, a view that turned out to be quite correct.

Bryan remained a tireless advocate for fundamentalist Christian principles. He championed Prohibition and women’s suffrage, and was a prosecuting attorney in the famous trial of John T. Scopes in 1925 that involved the teaching of evolution. The trial took its toll physically, however, and Bryan died less than a week after its conclusion, on July 26, 1925, in Dayton, Tennessee.
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Bryce, Viscount James 

James Bryce was a British historian, jurist, politician, and diplomat. Born in Belfast, Ireland, on May 10, 1838, Bryce graduated from the University of Glasgow and from Trinity College, Oxford. He was called to the bar in 1867 and briefly practiced law in London, but soon became professor of civil law at Oxford (1870–1893). Bryce wrote significant works in several fields, including history and law. In 1914, he was ennobled and became 1st Viscount Bryce.

Bryce was an ardent Liberal in politics, and in 1880 he was elected to the British Parliament. In 1886 he became undersecretary for foreign affairs; in 1894 he was president of the Board of Trade and chairman of the Royal Commission on Secondary Education. In 1905 he became chief secretary for Ireland. Meanwhile, Bryce began a long fascination with the plight of the Christian Armenian minority in the Ottoman Empire, writing a well-received essay in 1895 entitled “The Armenian Question.” In 1904, he joined the International Pro-Armenia Movement, an organization designed to publicize the abhorrent treatment of the Armenians by the Ottoman government. During 1907–1913, Bryce was the British ambassador to the United States.
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With the outbreak of World War I in August 1914, Prime Minister Herbert Asquith appointed Bryce to report on alleged German atrocities in Belgium. His Report of the Committee on Alleged German Outrages, published in May 1915, condemned German conduct in Belgium in no uncertain terms. Bryce was a key voice in the British House of Lords speaking out on the Armenian massacres. He became responsible for a subsequent report on Turkish massacres of Armenians during World War I. This vast 684-page volume was a stinging denunciation of the Young Turk regime. The report (a so-called government Blue Book named informally for its blue cover) drew significantly from U.S. diplomatic and missionary accounts that had been forwarded to the British government. The large collection of witness reports were collated primarily by British historian Arnold Toynbee, and published as The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915–1916. For many years, this fact-based witness report served as the chief encyclopedic reference work for investigations into the Armenian Genocide. Bryce would also write about the Ottoman regime’s mass killings of members of the Assyrian minority.

After the war, Bryce actively championed the League of Nations. He died in Sidmouth, England, on January 22, 1922.
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Committee of Union and Progress 

The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP, in Turkish, İttihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti) was a Turkish political movement and, later, a political party that was active in Turkish affairs during the early years of the 20th century. It also played a major role in the Armenian, Assyrian, and Greek genocides. The CUP was established by medical students in 1889 as a secret society of Turkish nationalists and was initially known as the Committee of Ottoman Union. By 1895, it had adopted the CUP name, and its adherents came to be called Unionists. A group of CUP adherents, who were exiled in Paris in the 1890s, called themselves the “Jeunes Turcs,” or Young Turks, which name is also associated with this party. The CUP advocated the imposition of strident Turkish nationalism by revolutionary means. While initially more liberal, the CUP’s ideology became a more exclusionary nationalism toward all non-Muslim and non-Turkish minorities within the Ottoman Empire. The CUP was the largest organization among an amorphous group of young Ottomans who sought reform and modernization. By 1906, the CUP had been transformed into a de facto political party by the Young Turks, and it played a sizable role in the 1908 military coup in which the Young Turks unseated Sultan Abdulhamid II.

In 1913, amid the wreckage of the Second Balkan War, the CUP helped engineer another coup, consolidating its power among the Young Turks and instituting a host of new reforms. After World War I began in August 1914, the CUP-dominated Ottoman government allied itself with the Central powers (Germany and Austria-Hungary), a move that would ultimately bring about the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire and the disintegration of the CUP. Hoping to rally Turks and consolidate their rule through warfare, the CUP also saw in the war a golden opportunity to implement its extremist ideology by exterminating and/or deporting millions of non-Turks and non-Muslims. Among those targeted were the Assyrians, Greeks, and Armenians. This systematic campaign of genocide that occurred roughly between 1915 and 1923 resulted in the deaths of some 275,000 Assyrians, at least 350,000 Greeks, and up to 1.5 million Armenians.

The end of World War I and the Ottoman Empire’s defeat in that conflict led many CUP leaders, with the help of Germany, to flee the country. They were fearful that they would be held responsible for the horrific loss of life during their dictatorship and be charged with what the Entente allies had described in May 2015 as “crimes against humanity.” Those who remained were tried by courts established by the triumphant Allies, although few were actually found guilty of their crimes in these makeshift tribunals. However, a new Ottoman government established in October 1918 set the stage for a series of high-level military courts-martial during 1919 and 1920 that saw the arrest of dozens of CUP leaders and organizers, which led to the rapid diminution of the organization. Many of the Young Turks thereafter turned their backs toward the CUP, and in 1926 the last traces of the group were swept away when the new Turkish republican-nationalist regime arrested and executed its leaders and forbade its continued existence.
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Concentration Camps, Armenian Genocide 

Although invoking the term “concentration camp” today conjures up images from the Holocaust, historical scholarship points to the actions of the Spanish in Cuba (1896–1897), the British in South Africa (1899–1902), the Americans in the Philippines (1901–1902), and Germans in South West Africa (1904–1907) as the earliest cases of the use of concentration camps to control, suppress, exploit, or destroy civilians.

Concentration camps were also employed during the Armenian Genocide of 1915–1923, committed by the Young Turks in the dying days of the Ottoman Empire, as World War I raged on. Close to 2 million Armenians were deported from their homes. Many died from massacres, hunger, disease, and exposure to harsh conditions. Hundreds of thousands of deportees who survived the initial wave of deprivation and brutalities arrived in the South East of the Ottoman Empire (in what is now Syria) beginning in May 1915. They were incarcerated in concentration sites, from the initial “resting camps” and transit camps north of Aleppo, like Islahiye, Bozanti, and Mamoura, to the eventual camps along the Euphrates River and in Ras ul-Ayn. Some of the camps were in operation briefly, while others, like Islahiye, operated from the summer of 1915 to the spring of 1916. Tens of thousands of deportees met their death from disease, starvation, and attacks by brigands on these camps.

Deportees were then pushed further east along the Euphrates River and “settled” in camps in Meskene, Dipsi, Abuharar, Sebka, and Deir ez Zor, under harsh conditions. In Meskene for example, the number of deportees rose from 20,000 to 100,000 in early 1916, up to 60,000 of whom would die of starvation and disease. The authorities designated a Turkish director for each camp who oversaw major operations, while the internal affairs of camps were run by an Armenian supervisor selected from the deportees. Corruption, embezzlement, and abduction of women and children were commonplace as camp directors, local officials, guards, and others in position of power preyed upon the civilian Armenians who were essentially pronounced fair game. Some Armenians engaged in humanitarian resistance through underground networks that connected the camps and provided relief to the deportees.

In early 1916, most camps along the Euphrates line were closed and the deportees were pushed farther along the river to Deir ez Zor. Concomitantly, during March-April 1916, 40,000 Armenians interned in the Ras ul-Ayn camp were massacred. These measures signaled the beginning of a second phase in the Armenian Genocide, which would culminate in the destruction of the overwhelming majority of the surviving deportees in this area.

The influx of deportees to Deir ez Zor raised their number in the camps there to 200,000. A series of sackings and new appointments in the Zor region guaranteed that the CUP’s massacre plans could be swiftly implemented on the ground. Salih Zeki, who had proved his credentials as a ruthless murderer in Everek (in the Kayseri region), took over the position of governor general of Zor. Realizing the impossibility of killing tens of thousands with the men he had at his disposal, Zeki recruited locals who had committed massacres in Ras-ul Ayn, and embarked on the destruction of the Armenians in Deir ez Zor.

For the perpetrators, killing had become a profitable enterprise as clothing and valuables were invariably taken from the victims. As a result, many locals left their jobs to take part in the massacres. Large convoys of Armenians were divided into groups of a few thousands, taken out of the camps, and massacred on nearby hills or burnt alive in caves. When the victorious British forces entered Syria in October 1918, there were, in all, only about a thousand Armenians still alive in Deir ez Zor.

KHATCHIG MOURADIAN
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Dadrian, Vahakn

Vahakn Dadrian is a professor of sociology, and one of the early scholars of the academic study of genocide. A specialist on the Armenian Genocide of 1915–1923, his many contributions to the investigation of that event, through multilingual original research in a number of archival collections throughout the world, has stamped him as one of the foremost scholars on the nature of the Armenian Genocide and how it was carried out.

Vahakn Norair Dadrian was born in Istanbul, Turkey, on May 26, 1926, to a family who had seen many members wiped out by the Ottoman Turk regime during World War I. His early educational training was diverse. He studied mathematics at the University of Berlin, history at the University of Vienna, and, later, international law at the University of Zürich. Upon migrating to the United States, he enrolled in a PhD degree in sociology at the University of Chicago in 1950, from which he graduated in 1954.

After teaching at the State University of New York Geneseo from 1970 to 1991, during which time he also held visiting positions at Harvard University, the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and Duke University, he moved away from active teaching to conducting research full time on the Armenian Genocide. For several years he was engaged as director of a large Genocide Study Project sponsored by the H.F. Guggenheim Foundation, the first major publication of which was to be his most important work, The History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict from the Balkans to Anatolia to the Caucasus (1995). A much-decorated scholar, in 1998 Dadrian was made a member of the Academy of Sciences of the Republic of Armenia and awarded an honorary doctorate from the academy for his research in the field of Armenian Genocide Studies.

Since 1999 Dadrian has been the director of Genocide Research at Zoryan Institute, an international center devoted to the research and documentation of contemporary issues related to the history, politics, society, and culture of Armenia and Armenians around the world.

Dadrian’s research on the Armenian Genocide is based on his outstanding facility for languages. Fluent in Armenian, German, English, French, Turkish, and Ottoman Turkish, he has undertaken research in archives throughout the world, and consulted a range of repositories that few individuals, acting alone, have been able to.

While Dadrian’s work focuses on the Armenian case, his work on the broader nature of genocide has also been influential. In later works, Dadrian would extend his authority over the general topic of genocide, considering such cases as the Holocaust, Native Americans, and Rwanda, as well as in comparative analysis and in the development of his theoretical perspectives of genocide relative to the motivations and behavior of those who commit it.

It is in his work on the Armenian Genocide, however, that Dadrian has made the greatest contribution to the field of genocide studies. In a series of articles during the 1980s, for example, he considered the role of a number of major actors in the Turkish processes of destruction, such as physicians, the military, the so-called Special Organization (comprised largely of prisoners released from Turkish jails and given the task of killing Armenians), and, of course, the key political leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress (the so-called Young Turks) who ran the Ottoman government. Later, in 1996, he investigated the role in the genocide of Ottoman Turkey’s wartime ally Germany, and in his study of the subject, German Responsibility in the Armenian Genocide: A Review of the Historical Evidence of German Complicity (1996), he concluded that there was active German participation in the Ottoman destruction of the Armenians.

More recently, in the book Judgment at Istanbul: The Armenian Genocide Trials which he coauthored with prominent Turkish historian Taner Akcam, Dadrian examined the legal processes in 1919 against key Young Turk party and government officials charged with the genocide. In addition—and enhancing this work—he has engaged in work exposing and countering Turkish denial of the Armenian Genocide; this activity culminated in the book The Key Elements in the Turkish Denial of the Armenian Genocide: A Case Study of Distortion and Falsification (1999).

Undoubtedly, Dadrian’s major book is the comprehensive study of the genocide itself to which reference was made earlier, The History of the Armenian Genocide: Ethnic Conflict from the Balkans to Anatolia to the Caucasus (1995). A work of substantial detail, it was both a distillation of all he had written over the previous two decades and an extension of it. Through a painstaking and thorough narrative development, Dadrian described the background, initiation, and unfolding of the genocide, and placed it within a conceptual framework of genocide theory. In this way he showed the extent to which the Turkish campaign of annihilation of the Armenian population was a clear case of genocide, according to analytical social science and legal criteria. He made extensive use of sources from a wide variety of archival collections in a number of countries, and relied on his exceptional facility for reading original sources in their unadulterated form, without third-party translation, in Turkish, Armenian, German, French, and English.

The History of the Armenian Genocide presented that event as an historical process in which a domestic conflict escalated dramatically, exacerbated by the test of global war. The book was perhaps the most closely researched work on its topic to that time, considering not only the detailed context in which the genocide took place but also the international politics surrounding its occurrence. Dadrian amassed a great deal of evidence to demonstrate the slow buildup of Turkish animosity toward the Armenians, and how this received a radical boost as a result of Turkey’s entry into World War I, and in this way he was able to ensure that his readers received a full grasp of why the genocide occurred.

In overall terms, Dadrian’s major theoretical approach to genocide is a critique of how power, when unchecked, can develop destructive characteristics that ultimately result in persecution leading to genocide. What this translates to, in Dadrian’s view, is a situation in which conflict between a potential perpetrator and a potential victim, coupled with a critical disparity in their respective power positions and the opportunity for the potential perpetrators to put their ideology into action, will be resolved through a resort to massive lethal violence after a number of preliminary steps of preparation and radicalization take place.

A working scholar still active in his 80s, Dadrian’s thinking about the nature of genocide, and in particular its Armenian variant, has been both profound and influential, as it remains today.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Deir ez Zor (Der Zor) 

Deir ez Zor, a city in the Ottoman Empire during World War I, is now a city in Syria and current-day capital of the Dayr ez Zawr governate. During the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, the city served as one of the main terminus points of Armenians who were forcibly deported from the Ottoman Empire. Situated about 280 miles to the northeast of Damascus along the Euphrates River, Deir ez Zor lies amid the hot, dusty, and arid deserts of what is now eastern Syria. Today, it is Syria’s sixth-largest city. Although Deir ez Zor has been populated for centuries, in 1867 the Ottoman government enlarged and modernized the city so that it could serve as a center of provincial power within the Ottoman Empire.

When the Young Turks commenced the Armenian Genocide in 1915, those Armenians who had not been killed outright were rounded up and forced-march south-east into the deserts of the Ottoman Empire. The marches were horrific, and many died en route due to starvation, thirst, exposure, rape, sickness, and abuse by Ottoman troops. By late 1916, tens of thousands of Armenians had been herded into Deir ez Zor and the surrounding area. Living in squalid, makeshift concentration camps, the destitute Armenians were forced to live and fend for themselves in a coercive, inhospitable environment. Sickness and hunger were rampant in the camps, and murder and rape common, usually perpetrated by Ottoman troops or administrators. Forced to live with little or no shelter in a hot, arid climate, many Armenians died of exposure. It is estimated that as many as 200,000 Armenians died of starvation or illness in the Deir ez Zor area and as many as 160,000 were killed, particularly during a later phase of massacres in 1916.

As the death and suffering of the genocide grew, a number of Bedouins (desert-dwelling Arab clans) in the region took pity on the Armenians, offering them housing, food, and water. Since then, Armenians living in Syria, Lebanon, and other parts of the Middle East pay tribute annually to the Bedouins who helped Armenians in their time of greatest need and peril. In 1989, the Armenian Apostolic Church in Syria began erecting a monument and church in Deir ez Zor, which serve as a memorial to the victims of the Armenian Genocide in eastern Syria. The church was completed and consecrated in 1991, and since then, the site has added a museum and archive to document the genocide. Armenians from around the world take periodic pilgrimages to the site.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Denial of the Armenian Genocide 

Since 1915, Ottoman and Turkish governments have engaged in denial of the Armenian Genocide. This occurs despite overwhelming evidence from a multitude of sources about the deportations and mass slaughter of Armenians by the Young Turk regime. The denial has created a serious gap in Turkish history. Denial even attempts to eradicate memory about the dead Ottoman Armenians and their culture. In the words of Elie Wiesel, it is a form of double killing.

Genocide denial is a means for Turkish political leaders and the public to avoid dealing with a dark period of history when ethnic and religious mass murder prevailed. If successful, such denial allows the perpetrators to get away with their crimes, fosters a sense of impunity, and increases the likelihood of future killings. It makes the healing process for the survivors and their descendants far more difficult.

There are a number of recurring themes in the Turkish government’s denial of the Armenian Genocide. The list spans almost a century. The claims vs. historical evidence include:

	1) Claim: The number of dead is less than the one and a half million usually cited and most died of hunger, exposure, and disease, not massacres. Evidence: Foreign missionary and consul witnesses documented widespread massacres and noted a very low survival rate among the deported who were deliberately deprived of adequate supplies.
 	2) Claim: It was a civil war between two armed ethnic groups (Muslim Turks and Christian Armenians). Evidence: There were distinct government-directed phases involving forced state conscription of Armenian men, their abrupt mandatory transfer into unarmed labor battalions under harsh conditions, and finally coordinated mass killing of these unarmed laborers by the Turkish military.
 	3) Claim: Armenians rebelled when the empire was in peril during World War I. Evidence: Most of the dead were overwhelmingly unarmed civilians, women, children, and elderly.
 	4) Claim: The Ottoman government had no malevolent intent and the dead were merely civilian war casualties, not genocide victims. Evidence: The verdicts of the Ottoman courts-martial ruled the Young Turk leaders were criminally guilty of the massacres. The large volume of confidential telegrams sent from the capital of Constantinople reveals that the genocide was planned and coordinated by senior Young Turk officials.
 	5) Claim: Given the difficult conditions in the wartime Ottoman Empire, the planned deportations were merely relocations from dangerous border areas and not intentional death marches. Evidence: Armenians were deported from the breadth and width of the empire and were deliberately denied access to adequate food and water.
 	6) Claim: Other rogue, “out of control” local elements and groups such as ethnic Kurds were responsible for the deaths. Evidence: The consistent pattern of deportations and killings across the empire clearly shows central direction and coordination.
 	7) Claim: There is insufficient historical evidence and further study is needed. (This constitutes an indirect form of denial by repeatedly postponing genocide acknowledgment and compensation.) Evidence: The New York Times’ almost daily coverage in 1915 of the one-sided killings and the inclusion of the Armenian case in most comparative books on genocide indicate that the historical record is already substantial.
 	8) Claim: The Turkish position is not being adequately heard in a two-sided debate. Evidence: Turkish laws (such as article #301) greatly restrict free speech and scholarship on the Armenian Genocide in that country; while overseas the Turkish government calls for Turkish and Armenian views to be heard equally, irrespective of the direction of international evidence. The independent voice of the International Association of Genocide Scholars was unanimous in its recognition of the Armenian Genocide.
 	9) Claim: Publicity regarding the genocide is mostly rooted in the Armenian Diaspora engaged in anti-Turkish propaganda. Evidence: Foreign press coverage in 1915 was clear and consistent in its portrayal of the Young Turk government’s brutal mass killings of Armenian civilians.
 	10) Claim: Countries freely chose not to recognize the Armenian Genocide. Evidence: In recent times, when foreign governments (including the U.S. Congress) have shown an interest in offering declarations of recognition of the Armenian Genocide, they are met with swift Turkish government protests, threats of economic retaliation and cessation of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military cooperation, and warnings that the Near East peace process will be harmed. Turkish government threats continue to be a key component of aggressive denial.


Turkish genocide denial occurred before, during, and after 1915. It began when the Young Turks denied any secret plans to deport and kill the Armenians en masse. A deceptive system of double telegrams helped mask the mass murders. The first telegram, usually a government one, was more public and less sinister; while the second, often a party document, was far more confidential and contained the malevolent orders. The government employed widespread secrecy and censorship during the killings and afterward swiftly destroyed much documentary evidence. Blaming the Armenian victims for alleged disloyalty and misdeeds was part of the Young Turk nationalist misdirection. Restricting foreign observers’ access to the killing zones and eradicating evidence of the slaughter were other forms of hiding the truth. A state ban on taking of photos sought to keep the outside world in the dark. It was a prohibition ignored by German army medic Armin T. Wegner whose historic photos provide important visual evidence.

After the genocide, historical revisionism was pursued. Place names were changed, churches and monasteries destroyed, and euphemisms employed to mask the killings. Other factors, such as famine and disease, were suggested as causes for the deaths. Historical obliteration occurred with removal of references to the victim group from school history texts. Turkish authors and academics who dared to use the term “genocide” faced criminal prosecution under article #301. Turkish-Armenian author and publisher Hrant Dink, previously charged under the law, was later assassinated by a young Turkish nationalist.

Overseas, the Turkish government funded academics and institutes that denied the genocide, while leading foreign scholars who wrote frankly on the Armenian Genocide were condemned by Turkish officials. The Turkish state even blocked major American filmmakers’ attempts to portray the genocide.

Several high-profile academic cases of genocide denial arose in the United States and raised questions about academic accountability. Historian Richard Hovannisian challenged fellow UCLA academic Stanford Shaw for his writings on Turkish history that either ignored or greatly downplayed key evidence on the genocide. Political scientist Roger Smith and his colleagues documented Heath Lowry’s planning and drafting of genocide denial comments for the Turkish ambassador to the United States.

The question arises “Why deny past genocide by a previous regime, when confronted by extensive documentary evidence, survivor testimonies and foreign witnesses?” There are several possible reasons for Turkey’s stance. People often cannot believe that their ancestors could commit terrible deeds. For many Turks, raised on incomplete or skewed histories, a gap in their knowledge of the actual events is a factor. Turks also fear their country might lose lands, money, and prestige if they acknowledge the crimes. They don’t wish to have the state’s power and legitimacy weakened. Quite significantly, Turkish intolerance and animosity toward some ethnic and religious minorities continues.

The duration and volume of state-sponsored denial publications certainly make it vastly more difficult to achieve closure on a painful period of history. It is particularly so for the victim community, most of whom live in a scattered diaspora far from their ancestral homeland. Turkish genocide denial significantly adds to the suffering of Armenians worldwide. It adds to a new cycle of nationalist tensions between the two peoples.

Genocide denial by a state is often a symptom that the government in question still embraces an authoritarian culture, continues to scapegoat its former victims, and is willing to use intimidation and force to silence others. It seems fertile ground for additional ethnic mass killings. For the cycle to be broken, education and “facing history” are key.

ALAN WHITEHORN
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Djemal, Ahmed

Ahmed Djemal was the naval minister for the Ottoman Empire (1913–1914) and military governor of Syria (1915–1917) who played a sizable role in the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide.

Born on May 6, 1872, in Mytilene (Lesbos), Ahmed Djemal graduated from the Ottoman War Academy and in 1898 was posted as a staff officer to the Third Army at Salonika. He joined the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), the Young Turk movement, in 1904. Following the 1908 revolt of the Third Army and a brief civil war that led to the deposition of Sultan Abdulhamid II, Djemal became part of the new military administration. In 1911, he was appointed governor of Baghdad, but in 1912 he resigned to serve in the First Balkan War (1912–1913). In support of the coup against Grand Vizier Mehmed Kamil, led by Ismail Enver on January 23, 1913, Djemal, then a lieutenant general, assumed emergency powers as military governor of Istanbul.

After having held various senior command positions during the Balkan Wars, Djemal became naval minister and minister for public works in Enver’s cabinet in 1913. Unlike Enver, Djemal was disposed favorably toward the Entente and looked to both France and Britain for assistance to train and equip the badly neglected Ottoman navy. His diplomatic approaches to the Entente powers met with no result, however, chiefly because the two Western allies were not prepared to jeopardize their cooperation with Russia, which in turn harbored plans for substantial expansion at the expense of the Ottoman Empire.

Djemal eventually submitted to Enver’s pro-German policy, but only reluctantly. In January 1915, shortly after the Ottoman Empire entered the war, Djemal became military governor of Syria and commander of the Ottoman Fourth Army stationed in Damascus. That same month he launched an ill-conceived offensive with his 80,000-man army across the Sinai Peninsula, toward the Suez Canal. Following the collapse of the offensive, Djemal henceforth confined himself to his governorship of Syria, where his harsh repression of Arab resistance and his brutal persecution of the Armenian minority earned him the name “The Blood Shedder.”

As governor, Djemal controlled the last part of the long deportation process of the Armenians. His government established concentration camps, where the weak and sick were left to die. Armenians who were able-bodied were used as slave laborers on various projects within Syria, including a rail line that was built through Syria’s rugged mountains in the north. Thousands of Armenians died as a result of overwork, abuse, and sickness. Djemal also presided over the building and operation of extermination camps at Rakka, Ras ul-Ain, and Deir ez Zor, where untold thousands of Armenians were killed.

With the disintegration of the Palestinian Front and the fall of Jerusalem in December 1917, Djemal returned to Istanbul as a cabinet member of the CUP administration. When the government was forced from office, Djemal and other CUP leaders fled the Ottoman capital on board a German ship on November 1, 1918.

Djemal thereafter served as a liaison officer in talks between the new Soviet government of Russia and the postwar Turkish government. He then served as a military adviser to Afghanistan. Tried in absentia by a military tribunal in Istanbul on war crimes charges, he was found guilty and sentenced to death. On July 21, 1922, Armenian assassins attacked and killed Djemal in Tbilisi, Georgia, in retribution for his role in the Armenian Genocide.
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Enver, Ismail 

Ismail Enver was Ottoman Army general and political leader mostly associated with the Ottoman policies that resulted in the Armenian Genocide.

Born on November 22, 1881, in Istanbul (Constantinople), Ismail Enver was among those Ottoman military officers who underwent experimental training in Germany and became convinced that the future of the Ottoman Empire lay in modernization.

Graduating from the military academy at Istanbul, Enver entered the army and, as a major serving in Third Army headquarters in Salonika, was part of the Young Turk movement that overthrew Ottoman Sultan Abdulhamid II in 1908. Enver then served as military attaché in Berlin (1909–1911), where he made valuable German contacts. During the 1911–1912 Tripolitan War between the Ottoman Empire and Italy, Enver organized Ottoman defenses in coastal cities before being named governor of Banghazi in 1912.

Enver led the coup of January 23, 1912, during the First Balkan War that gave the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) full power. As one of the triumvirate who controlled the Ottoman state (along with Mehmet Talaat and Ahmed Djemal), he took the title of pasha. Enver cemented his popularity as chief of staff of the Ottoman armies by recapturing Adrianople on July 22, 1913, during the Second Balkan War. Promoted to brigadier general, Enver became minister of war in February 1914 and conducted a broad purge of the Ottoman officer corps.

The most pro-German of the new Ottoman leaders, Enver strongly favored intervention in World War I on the side of the Central powers (Germany and Austro-Hungary). He thus worked closely with German vice admiral Wilhelm Souchon to bring that about. As the chief architect of Ottoman military policy during the war, Enver worked to expand the empire territorially by launching offensives in the Caucasus region and Russian Central Asia.

Early in the war, Enver assumed command of the Ottoman Third Army against Russian forces in the Caucasus region under General Nikolay Yudenich. It was a brutal campaign through the mountains of eastern Anatolia that culminated in a disastrous Ottoman defeat at Sarikamish on December 29, 1914. In the campaign, Enver lost all but 18,000 men of his original force of 95,000. Along with other Ottoman leaders, Enver blamed the defeat on the Armenians. This was part of his rationale for a program of genocide that eventually led to the deaths of more than a million Armenians. Enver, like much of the Young Turk leadership, viewed the Armenian population of Turkey as a potential internal enemy population that might collude with Russia and the other Entente powers against the Ottoman Empire. As such, it was decided to exterminate the Armenian population during the war as a precautionary measure. However, this was a mere excuse to create a more ethnically homogenous Turkish state under the fog of war.

Enver’s interest in the Caucasus region intensified following the 1917 revolutions in Russia, and his diversion of military resources there deprived the Ottoman regime of military personnel to battle the British in Palestine. Enver and the other Young Turks were ousted from power at the end of the war in October 1918, with Enver fleeing to Germany, with the help of the German government.
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In July 1919, a Turkish military tribunal found Enver guilty in absentia of war crimes (the Armenian Genocide) and sentenced him to death. He plotted from Turkistan to overthrow the emerging government of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, but Enver died while leading Basmachi ethnic troops against Bolshevik Red Army forces on August 4, 1922.
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Genocide Remembrance Day 

Genocide Remembrance Day is a national day of remembrance in Armenia that is observed each year on April 24. That particular date was chosen because on April 24, 1915, the Ottoman government began deporting hundreds of Armenian leaders and intellectuals from Istanbul (Constantinople); they were later murdered en masse. That development commenced the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, during which an estimated 1.5 million Armenians were killed. Many Armenians began to mark the anniversary of the genocide during the 1920s, having already settled on April 24 as the official day of remembrance.

In 1922, much of the eastern portion of Armenia was incorporated into the Moscow-dominated Soviet Union. Soviet government officials downplayed the genocide. For years Armenians in the USSR were not permitted to recognize the event in public. However, in 1965 the 50th year since the genocide, Armenians staged a massive rally in Yerevan, the Armenian capital, and demanded that Soviet authorities recognize the genocide. They succeeded, at least in part, and from that time forward public ceremonies were held in the Armenian capital city in remembrance of the genocide victims.

In 1991, with the end of the Cold War and the breakup of the Soviet Union, the newly independent Republic of Armenia stepped up efforts to make the day of remembrance an official holiday. Most Armenians do not work on April 24, and the official ceremony entails a silent march of hundreds of thousands of Armenians, including those from the Diaspora, to the Armenian Genocide Memorial atop a high hill in Yerevan. Each person or group carries flowers to the center of the memorial and places them beside the eternal flame. By day’s end, a sea of flowers surrounds the site.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Gokalp, Ziya

Ziya Gokalp (born Mehmed Ziya) was a Turkish sociologist, writer, and teacher, whose writings are widely considered to be central to the elaboration of Turkish nationalism as an ideology. He was an influential member of, and adviser to, the Central Committee of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), the ruling Young Turk party. His writings addressed the major themes of the late Ottoman period, those being nationalism, religion, and modernization.

Gokalp was born to a family of civil servants in Diyarbakir on March 23, 1876. There he attended rusdiye schools, where he was first introduced to European thinkers by some of his liberal teachers. In 1896, he moved to Istanbul to continue his education where he attended a veterinary school. Though he never graduated, it was during this time he first became politically active. Through Abdullah Cevdet he was introduced to leading members of the CUP, as well as pan-Turkists from Russia. He was imprisoned for one year because of his opposition to the reigning Ottoman sultan, Abdulhamit II. Thereafter he was exiled from the capital to Diyarbakir where he continued studying, reading books on the natural sciences, sociology, pedagogy, and Islamic mysticism. He also held minor positions in the local government.

Between 1904 and 1908, he published a series of poems in various literary journals on the sufferings of the peasantry at the hands of overbearing landlords. In 1910, he moved to Salonika and became a member of the CUP Central Committee, a post he held until 1918. He moved with the party to Istanbul in 1912. Between 1912 and 1914, he began elaborating his ideas on Turkism, Islam, and modernization in the journal Turk Yurdu. His work favored nationalism and Westernization over the other major ideologies of the Ottoman intellectual world, pan-Ottomanism and pan-Islamism. He was an advocate of French and German racial theories, applying them to the Turks as the rightful ruling nation over all the other ethnicities in the Ottoman Empire. He laid the foundation for an expansionist view of Turkish nationalism, often referred to as pan-Turanism, which sought to include all the Turkic peoples, including those in Asia. These were fundamental concepts leading to the genocide of the Armenian, Assyrian, and Greek minorities in the Ottoman Empire. During Unionist rule he argued for policies that would reorganize schools, universities, and libraries. Many of these ideas would be pursued as policy by the Kemalist leadership.

After the British dissolution of the Ottoman Parliament in 1920, Gokalp was exiled along with many other intellectuals and politicians to Malta. While there, he moved harder toward Turkism and began a series of writings reflecting this. He came to endorse the nationalist movement and Republican People’s Party headed by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. He returned from Malta, via Italy, in 1921 and settled in his hometown Diyarbakir. There he continued to publish and teach. He was also selected Diyarbakir’s representative to the Grand National Assembly, and served on parliamentary committees on educational reform. Gokalp died on October 25, 1924, survived by his wife and three daughters.

His most influential works were composed later in life. The Principles of Turkism was published in 1923, and is considered one of the most important treatises on Turkish nationalism. His posthumously published compositions include the political pamphlet “The Right Way,” an endorsement of Ataturk, and the initial volume of a history of Turkish civilization.

RICHARD ANTARAMIAN
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Hamidian Massacres 

The Armenian Massacres in 1894–1896 were the first near-genocidal series of atrocities committed against the Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire. They were carried out during the reign of Abdulhamid II, the last sultan effectively to rule over the Turkish state. The massacres broke out in the summer of 1894 in the remote region of Sasun in southern Armenia, where the government relied on the excuse of Armenian resistance to Kurdish encroachment into the last recesses of the mountains to order the sacking of the alpine hamlets. The incident resulted in strong Armenian protests against the sultan’s brutal policies and European interventions to quell further disturbances by persuading the Ottoman government to adopt reforms for the Armenian-populated provinces. The police responded to a demonstration held in Constantinople in September 1895 by Armenian political organizations which sought to pressure the government and the European powers to implement the promised administrative reforms by letting loose a massacre in the capital city. Thereupon, beginning without provocation in the city of Trebizond on the Black Sea, and in a pattern indicating a premeditated plan, a series of massacres spread south through nearly every major Armenian-inhabited town of the empire. It culminated in the single worst atrocity in those months with the burning of the Armenian cathedral of Urfa (ancient Edessa) within whose walls some 3,000 Armenians had taken refuge during the siege of their neighborhood. To a last desperate attempt by Armenian revolutionaries to draw the attention of the world by seizing in Constantinople the European-owned Ottoman Bank in August 1896, the government responded by unleashing wholesale reprisals during which 5,000 to 6,000 Armenians were killed in the space of three days within sight of the European embassies.

The massacres marked a new threshold of violence in the Ottoman Empire, especially because they occurred in peacetime with none of the exigencies of war invoked as justification for summary action. Their ferocity reflected the sultan’s determination to dissuade the Armenians from entertaining any notions of seeing reforms introduced under Western pressure. They were also designed to strike a severe blow to Armenian efforts to organize politically by undermining their expectations and the sense of self-reliance they hoped to develop in order to cope with the aggravated disorder and misrule in the eastern provinces of the empire. Estimates of the dead run from 100,000 to 300,000. Tens of thousands fled the country. Thousands of others were forcibly converted to Islam. The associated plunder of homes and businesses economically ruined countless families, and the destitute counted in the hundreds of thousands. The conflicting interests of the European states, the steady support of the sultan by Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany, and the reactionary policies of Tsar Alexander III in Russia all adduced to neutralize the capacity of the Great powers to hold in check the brutal autocracy of Abdulhamid. Labeled infidels by their Turkish overlords and Muslim neighbors, the Armenians remained second-class citizens expressly denied equal protection of the law. The impunity with which the entire episode of systematic massacres was carried out exposed the serious vulnerability of the Armenian population as the Ottoman Empire went into further decline. It also revealed the absence of resolve among the Western states for any kind of humanitarian intervention sufficient to remedy the problems described at the time as the Armenian Question.
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Recalled by the Armenians as the “Great Massacres” and described in the literature of the time as the “Armenian Massacres,” the atrocities of the 1890s are now often called the Hamidian Massacres to distinguish them from the greater atrocities associated with the 1915 Armenian Genocide. The Hamidian Massacres verified the capacity of the Turkish state to carry out a systematic policy of murder and plunder against a minority population and to provide immunity to all parties associated with the crimes in the face of international protest. In retrospect, it had set a precedent all of whose elements, short of organized deportation, would be reproduced during the Armenian Genocide.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN
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Hovannisian, Richard G. 

Richard G. Hovannisian devoted a lifetime of study and research to become the preeminent American professor of modern Armenian history. Based at the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA), he is a prolific author and editor of more than 25 books, including pioneering volumes on the Armenian Genocide and the first Armenian Republic. Hovannisian spearheaded the emergence of Armenian Studies in the United States. A tireless public speaker at Armenian academic and community events, he pioneered in the creation of a pivotal oral history project that collected testimonies of the 1915 genocide survivors. He also became a strong activist voice challenging Turkish genocide denial. His son Raffi became a key political figure overseas in Armenia.

Born on November 9, 1932, in Tulare, California, the son of refugee Armenian parents, Richard Hovannisian was acutely aware of the painful family losses of the Armenian Genocide. It was a factor in his becoming an historian. Upon acquiring his BA (1954, Berkeley), he taught history at high school. But 1955–1956 would be a turning point when Hovannisian studied the Armenian language in Beirut, Lebanon. He returned to the United States and earned an MA (1958, Berkeley) and PhD (1966, UCLA).

After working briefly at Mount Saint Mary’s College, Hovannisian served for five decades (1962–2011) as a professor of Armenian and Near Eastern History at UCLA. From 1986 onward, he was the first holder of the Armenian Education Foundation Endowed Chair in Modern Armenian History. Hovannisian wrote widely on several areas of Armenian history. He published his book Armenia on the Road to Independence and later wrote four definitive volumes on The Republic of Armenia that covered the 1918–1920 period.

The continuing Turkish denial of the Armenian Genocide prompted Hovannisian to write increasingly on that subject. His first edited volume, entitled The Armenian Genocide in Perspective, was from the pioneering and dramatic 1982 Tel Aviv international conference on genocide. Both the Turkish and Israeli governments had opposed the conference due to the inclusion of the Armenian case. Later he would organize UCLA conferences that led to further books. Together these five volumes constitute the largest collection of diverse scholarly perspectives on the Armenian Genocide.

Hovannisian challenged genocide denial when it arose. He presented a highly critical academic commentary on what, he felt, was skewed “disinformation” on the Armenian Genocide that was offered by fellow UCLA historian Stanford Shaw (and Ezel Kural Shaw) in the book History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey (1977).

Hovannisian was concerned about the loss of historical memory regarding the different Armenian regions of the Ottoman Empire, particularly given the Turkish government’s policy to deny that Armenian heritage. Accordingly, he organized sessions on the Ottoman Armenian regions and these became a series of 11 edited books to date on the key cities and regions. They included Van, Kharpert, Bitlis, Mush, Erzerum, Siva, Diarbekir, Urfa, Cilicia, Pontus, Trebizond, Constantinople, Kars, Ani, and Smyrna. Together the regional volumes represent a comprehensive encyclopaedic memorial account about the victims of the 1915 genocide and their ancestral homelands.

Commencing in the 1960s and continuing for half a century, Hovannisian encouraged his students to interview elderly survivors of the 1915 Armenian Genocide. The 800 transcribed interviews represent the largest collection of Armenian Genocide survivor testimonies in the United States and constitute an invaluable archival legacy.

Hovannisian was a tireless and respected public speaker at universities, Armenian community gatherings, and an expert witness before the U.S. Congress. He was central in the fund-raising for the newly created endowed chair in Armenian Studies at UCLA in the 1980s. His academic and activist roles overlapped in 1984 when he participated at the Permanent People’s Tribunal on the Armenian Genocide. It was a high-profile international simulated trial which weighed both the historical and legal evidence that the Young Turk regime of 1915 was guilty of having committed genocide. The Turkish government’s continued strategy to deny the genocide included efforts to fund chairs in Turkish Studies. When such a chair was proposed for UCLA in 1997, Hovannisian led the successful opposition to such skewed sources of funding.

His son Raffi became a prominent public figure in Armenia (foreign minister, 1991–1992) and later leader of the Heritage Party. Richard’s grandson Garin penned the three-generation family history Family of Shadows: A Century of Murder, Memory, and the Armenian American Dream.

Dr. Hovannisian served on advisory and editorial boards of numerous organizations and received a number of international awards and honorary doctorates. In 2010/2011, the UCLA Alumni selected him for the most inspiring teacher award. Hovannisian’s scholarly dedication, historical expertise, and civic engagement provide an impressive legacy. The goal of his lifetime commitment was to ensure that the world does not forget the Armenian Genocide. In that, he succeeded.

ALAN WHITEHORN
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Kamil, Mahmud

Mahmud Kamil was an Ottoman military commander involved in the massacres of Armenian population during the World War I.

Mahmud Kamil was born in Aleppo (Syria) in December 1880. He studied at the Ottoman military academy, from which he graduated in 1902. He was assigned to the Fifth Army and quickly rose through the ranks during the Balkan Wars (1912–1913).

After the Ottoman entry into the World War I, he was appointed as the commander of the Second Army on December 22, 1914. Two months later, he took over the Third Army in eastern Anatolia where he served for one year. After the fall of Erzurum in early 1916, he was recalled back to the Ministry of War but was later entrusted command of the Fifth Army, which he led until the end of World War I. After the armistice of Mudros in 1918, the Allies had him arrested and exiled to Malta. He was later released and allowed to return to Istanbul, where he died in June 1922.

Mahmud Kamil’s name is usually mentioned within the context of the Armenian massacres during World War I. The start of World War I proved to be rather unsuccessful for the Ottomans who suffered a major defeat at the hands of the Russian army at Sarikamis by early 1915. This defeat played an important role in the subsequent anti-Armenian terror campaign in Anatolia. In the wake of attacks by Armenian militias, the Ottoman authorities became convinced that their military setbacks were caused by Armenian disloyalty and subterfuge. Communications from Mahmud Kamil Pasha’s Third Army contained frequent mentions of Armenian revolts in eastern Anatolia, which only further heightened Ottoman government’s suspicion of Armenian loyalties and contributed to its decision to launch persecutions of Armenians. Thus, in his telegram of April 22, 1915, Mahmud Kamil claimed that the Armenians were “in a state of revolt and rebellion in parts of the province of Sivas and in the entire province of Van.” He noted that the Armenians attacks were planned in advance and organized by the Dashnaktsoutiun (Armenian nationalist party) and other groups. He informed the Ottoman government that the Armenians were “sowing discord in the army’s rear” and were rallying to the enemy side in masses. These actions, he concluded, “confirm and prove the Armenians’ treason toward the [Ottoman] government and their collaboration with and aiding of the enemy.” Consequently, Mahmud Kamil concluded that “to preserve the life and existence of our nation” the Turks had to “punish with full severity and deport those who have revolted.” He instructed his corps commanders and provincial officials to take measures to “mercilessly extirpate, down to the last man, all traitors who are conducting armed revolt against the government.”

Convinced of Armenian culpability, the Ottoman government responded with a campaign of systematic harassment of the Armenian populace. In late May, it adopted a special law targeting Armenians throughout empire. Known simply as the “Deportation Law” (Tehcir Kanunu), the law granted Ottoman civil and military authorities the power to suppress any threat to national security and outlined military measures to be taken against any individual or group who defied the Ottoman authority, undermined war effort, or could be suspected of espionage or treason. It did not explicitly mention the Armenians, but its provisions left little doubt which of the empire’s subject people it targeted. Mahmud Kamil welcomed such developments and continued to agitate for punishment for the Armenians throughout the spring and summer of 1915.

On June 19, 1915, he wrote that “in the provinces of Erzurum, Van, and Bitlis, the Armenians, having deserted and fled to the enemy, are acting as armed gangs and cutting the roads, murdering the populace, raiding our depots, and thereby showing their true faces.” He emphasized that the Armenian actions posed “great danger” to the Ottoman armed forces in the region and, therefore, required immediate resolution. He suggested to have Armenians in the abovementioned provinces “deported and resettled in the regions of Aleppo and Mosul.” For this purpose, the general asked the Ottoman government to provide “assistance and advice” as well as specific instructions to the provincial governors.

Mahmud Kamil played an important role in actual execution of the Deportation Law and other orders of the Ottoman government targeting the Armenian populace. Tens of thousands of Armenians had been rounded up and forced to proceed by forced marches to desolate regions of eastern Anatolia, where thousands of them perished. Mahmud Kamil’s actions went far beyond the immediate military concerns that he had claimed. Thus, he demanded deportation of Armenian children who, he argued, could retain Armenian identity and, thereby, remain the source of enduring problems for the Ottoman state. The general warned the provincial officials and populace that anyone sheltering Armenians “of any sex and religion in their homes without the knowledge of the government” would be executed. After the war, several Ottoman officers testified to Kamil’s culpability in atrocities and one of them stated that he had “the greatest responsibility for the Armenian massacres. He exaggerated small incidents when reporting them, and blamed the Armenians for Turkish military defeats.”

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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Kidnappings

During the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, thousands of Armenian women and children were abducted by Ottoman/Turkish soldiers, Kurds, and Bedouins (predominantly desert-dwelling Arabs in the Middle East). The Armenian Genocide was planned and organized by the Young Turk government in the Ottoman Empire and was designed to exterminate or forcibly relocate all Armenians living on Ottoman lands. The deportations and killings claimed as many as 1.5 million lives over the course of about eight years.

The Young Turks commenced the genocide on the night of April 24, 1915, when they arrested Armenian leaders, intellectuals, merchants, educators, and professionals living in Constantinople (Istanbul). Shortly thereafter most were forcibly taken out of the capital city and murdered further inland. The Young Turks then began a more widespread policy of deportations and killings, aimed at Armenian males throughout the Ottoman Empire. Most men, particularly of potential military service age, were swiftly arrested, tied up or chained, forcibly led out of town, and shortly thereafter murdered in a more isolated and less visible locale. After the majority of Armenian men had been eliminated, the Young Turk regime targeted the most vulnerable: Armenian women, children, and the elderly. Most of the victims had no one to defend them, as their husbands, fathers, and elder sons were absent and most dead. The Armenian women, children, and elderly were ordered by the genocidal regime into the hot and arid Syrian desert. Without anywhere near adequate provisions, food or protection, tens of thousands died en route from thirst, starvation, disease, beatings, and even torture. Those who survived the death marches would endure further brutal conditions in squalid camps in the desert of Syria.

During the deportations, thousands of young Armenian women and children were kidnapped. Some were forced into involuntary servitude by Turks and Arabs; others were adopted into Muslim families and arbitrarily assigned new identities. Others were coerced into converting to Islam and later married by Muslim men. Some women resisted by committing suicide instead of yielding to their captors. Many children and women who were assimilated into Muslim families—either through adoption or marriage—lost much of their Armenian heritage and even forgot how to speak their native language. Some Armenian women were forced to become virtual sex slaves in Turkish harems, while others were raped while en route from Anatolia to Syria. By 1918, much of the world had begun to read international press reports outlining the enormity of the ongoing Armenian Genocide. Of particular importance was the highly influential role of the U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire Henry Morgenthau Sr., who made specific note in his many diplomatic dispatches to Washington about the plight of Armenian women and children. His efforts greatly helped publicize the desperate plight of the Armenian nation.
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After World War I ended in late 1918, religious missionaries and Armenian Diaspora organizations launched major efforts to redeem Armenian abductees. To some extent, this difficult task was more feasible because many Armenian women were now marked with traditional tribal markings and tattoos. Rescue operations located several thousand Armenian women and children well into the 1920s. One Danish missionary in particular—Karen Yeppe—was responsible for rescuing as many as 2,000 women and children by 1928. It is impossible to say with any certainty how many Armenian women and children remained in captivity, however.
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Lepsius, Johannes 

Johannes Lepsius was a German Protestant missionary and writer who exposed the details of the Hamidian Massacres of 1894–1896 and the Armenian Genocide of 1915–1923.

Lepsius was born in Potsdam, Germany, on December 15, 1858. His father was a renowned Egyptologist and his mother came from a distinguished line of missionaries. A very bright and inquisitive young man, Lepsius studied mathematics and moral philosophy before deciding to become a Protestant missionary.

In the early 1890s, Lepsius took up the cause of the Christian Armenians in the Ottoman Empire. This minority group had already been subjected to systematic repression and violence at the hands of the autocratic Ottoman regime. In 1895, Lepsius founded the German Orient Mission, which was intended to operate a series of orphanages for Armenian children whose parents had been killed during the 1894–1896 Armenian Massacres. In 1896, he published The Armenians and Europe, which was a shocking exposé of the mass killings and crimes committed against the Ottoman Armenians during the rein of Sultan Abdulhamid II. This book earned him the enmity of Ottoman officials but was lauded among liberals in Europe for its honest portrayal of the deadly violence against the Armenians.

During World War I (1914–1918), Germany and the Ottoman Empire were allied and given extensive military censorship, so Lepsius had to move cautiously as he set out to make known the details of the ongoing Armenian Genocide. In 1916, he privately published an underground book entitled Report of the Situation on the Armenian People in Turkey; a second edition included a revealing interview with Ismail Enver, a high-ranking Ottoman military officer and member of the Young Turk leadership. Among the many atrocities documented in the book, Lepsius also demonstrated the role that the German government played in the extensive violence against the Armenians. Some 20,000 copies of the book were distributed before Lepsius was forced to flee Germany for, in the eyes of the German state, having undermined the war effort. He settled in Holland.

Lepsius continued his efforts to aid the Armenians, and after the war ended with censorship lessened, the missionary also published Germany and Armenia 1914–1918: Collection of Diplomatic Documents, which may have been his most significant exposé of the genocide and Germany’s role in it. In 1921, Lepsius testified in the high-profile trial of Soghomon Tehlirian, an Armenian genocide survivor who had assassinated Mehmet Talaat, one of the key Turkish leaders who had planned and implemented the Armenian Genocide.

Lepsius died on February 3, 1926, in Meran, Italy, and is today considered a hero by the Armenian people.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Lewis, Bernard 

Bernard Lewis is a controversial historian of the Ottoman Empire and Middle East and political commentator who is known for his shifting views of the Armenian Genocide.

Lewis was born into a Jewish family on May 31, 1916, in London. In 1936 he graduated with an undergraduate degree from the University of London; he earned a PhD in the history of Islam there in 1939. He then undertook postgraduate studies in Paris before becoming an assistant lecturer at his alma mater. After serving in the British Army during World War II, Lewis occupied a new chair in Near and Middle East at the University of London. Lewis soon earned a name for himself as one of the foremost authorities on late Ottoman history, although he also wrote extensively on the Arabs, the Middle East, and relations between the Middle East and the West.

In 1962, his book entitled The Emergence of Modern Turkey was lauded for its painstaking research and insights into the late Ottoman and early Turkish periods. It was also clear in its description of the Armenian Genocide; indeed, he wrote of the “terrible holocaust . . . when a million and a half Armenians vanished.” Subsequent printings, however, were changed to read “the terrible slaughter of 1915.” Lewis also seemed to imply that the Armenians had at their disposal military and police forces whom they could have called upon, when in reality they had no such forces at all. These rather highly significant changes in his interpretation of the genocide attracted many critics, both within the scholarly community and beyond it.

In 1974, Lewis took a tenured professorship at Princeton University, where he remained until his retirement. Lewis’s research and positions continued to attract controversy, and in 1985 he was among 69 scholars who signed a petition asking Congress not to categorize the atrocities against the Armenians as a “genocide.” Some years later, Lewis gave an interview to Le Monde, a French newspaper, in which he referred to the word “genocide” as a strictly “Armenian version of this history.” While he did not deny that large numbers of murders took place, he now seemed to deny the fact that they were the result of a purposeful government policy, and therefore should not be labeled “genocide.” He was subsequently sued in a French civil court and ordered to pay a significant sum of money to the plaintiffs who argued that Lewis had engaged in false and damaging speculation about the Armenian Genocide.

This is not the only area in which Lewis has taken controversial stances. He has repeatedly claimed that the struggle between Islam and the West is the result of a “clash” of civilizations. As a Zionist, he has not always been an impartial commentator on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Notably, Lewis was an avid proponent of the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, which he claimed would help “modernize” the Middle East. Lewis claims that Iran has been working on a nuclear-weapons program for nearly 20 years and suggests that the Iranian government cannot be dealt with on a rational basis because its leaders are “apocalyptic” in their outlook.

In 2006, President George W. Bush presented Lewis with the National Humanities Medal, which caused much controversy because of Lewis’s denial of the Armenian Genocide and his disputable stances on other issues.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Literature of the Armenian Genocide 

The Armenian Genocide has left a legacy of literary responses even as new responses continue to emerge from the attempt to confront the genocide, grasp its historical and psychological impact, and uphold memory with which to relate and identify in dispersion.

The first-generation survivor-writers witnessed the horrors and strove to eternalize their experience in art. Hagop Oshagan, Aram Andonian, Zabel Yesayan, Suren Partevian, Vahan Tekeyan, Gostan Zarian, Shahan Natalie, and others engaged in a personal interpretation of history, a dialogue with history based on certain assumptions deeply rooted in Armenian culture and religion and affected by prior traumatic experiences and historical archetypes borne in the nation’s collective memory. The poetics of violence and the powerful literary tools devised in response to the massacres of 1894–1896 and 1909 by Siamanto and Daniel Varuzhan, two literary giants murdered in 1915, played a major role as sources of inspiration and emulation.

Then there were ordinary survivors with modest skills who wrote their life stories for posterity. Meticulous descriptions of people, places, and events endow these memoirs with historical value, as the slaughtered nation speaks of a torturous journey; a first sighting of rotting corpses; looters snatching up belongings; chetes (armed irregular forces) crushing small children, kidnapping pretty girls, raping women young and old, and corpses too, and tearing open the bellies of pregnant women; victims pleading for mercy; and zaptiés taking part or looking on with pleasure or indifference at best. Common themes recur, such as the key to survival, the good versus the “evil Turk,” nostalgia for the lost homeland and confessions of enduring nightmarish memories. These responses helped to link the generation growing up in the Diaspora to the Armenian past and functioned as a source of knowledge and inspiration. Kerop Bedoukian, Alice Muggerditchian Shipley, John Minassian, Hovhannes Mugrditchian, Bertha Nakshian Ketchian, Hambartzum Chitjian are a few of these memoirists whose work is accessible to English readers.

The younger generation, mostly orphan-left overs of the genocide, began their writing careers in 1920s with a new and sometimes eccentric thrust to find meaning in their horrible childhood experiences and a way toward the nation’s survival. Their writing is inevitably influenced by their new environment, from the Middle East to Paris and the United States. Some, like Hamastegh, Aram Haygaz, Andranik Tsarukian, Mushegh Ishkhan, Hagop Asadurian, Vahe Hayg, and Levon Zaven Surmelian, wrote autobiographies or autobiographical novels about the years of calamity. Others, like Vazgen Shushanian, Zareh Vorbuni, Shahan Shahnur, and Nigoghayos Sarafian, echoed the complex psychological effects of the Great Catastrophe and the impossibility of surviving with the antiquated values and tools they had inherited.

Literary responses from second- and third-generation survivor-writers strongly indicate that the wound is not yet healed and the source of pain is undiminished. These immensely varied responses—narrative prose or poetry, autobiography, a parent’s story cast as fiction, or texts only remotely echoing the genocide—cover a broad spectrum, being crafted at a distance of time and space, with different levels of skill and understanding, through the impetus of transmitted suffering or a suddenly discovered past, and bearing the influence of different cultural, religious, environmental, and sociopolitical factors. They are created with a variety of thrust and motivation, such as seeking catharsis or striving to establish further factual evidence to combat denial and continuing injustice. As a socially conscious genre, they may manifest interconnection or detachment between generations of survivors.

Virginia Haroutunian had a strangely resentful relation with her strict mother who confided her terrible ordeal only in the final years of her life: Orphan in the Sands (1995) is the story of the after-effects of the genocide which ruined her mother’s life and her own. David Kherdian speaks of the same experience in a series of poems dedicated to his father (Homage to Adana, 1970); he recounts his mother’s life in The Road from Home: The Story of an Armenian Girl (1979). Agop Hacikyan knew very little of the Armenian past when he was growing up in a family of survivors in Istanbul. A Summer without Dawn (2000) recounts his discovery of the magnitude of the catastrophe.

Some authors, writing in Armenian, like Vahé Oshagan, Beniamin Nourigian, Biuzand Granian, Hakob Karapents, and Noubar Agishian, deal with the effects of the genocide by portraying the dispersed, assimilated, and alienated generation whose roots call them back. One way or another, the entire nation bears the effects of victimization. “We are children of Der Zor,” writes Diana Der-Hovanessian. “I am, whether I like it or not, a descendent of a massacred people,” writes Gérard Chaliand. All Armenians are survivors of the genocide, whether or not they lost family members to it. Despite their ethnic consciousness, they are also the product of the New World, with a sense of belonging to and identifying with it. Conflict between the two identities is often a major theme for second- and third-generation survivors. Peter Najarian’s Voyages (1971) and Daughters of Memory (1986) are sites of this painful conflict and attempted reconciliation.

In Carol Edgarian’s Rise the Euphrates (1994), it is clear that no matter how thoroughly assimilated, the American-born third generation carries traces of the wounds of the genocide. In Vergeen: A Survivor of the Armenian Genocide (1996), Mae M. Derdarian speaks in her grandmother’s voice to refute the historical revisionist denial of the Armenian Genocide. Thomas A. Ohanian’s Lines in the Sand: Love, Tragedy, and the Armenian Genocide (2001) is a historical novel that concludes with a reminder of Adolf Hitler’s statement and news of the Holocaust.

Peter Balakian’s Black Dog of Fate (1998) is another example of a journey into the past following the discovery of a family secret tied to the old world. Likewise, Vickie Smith Foston’s Victoria’s Secret: A Conspiracy of Silence (2001) reveals her ancestors as Armenians who fled the massacres of 1894–1896. Micheline Aharonian Marcom’s mother, raised in Beirut on stories of the genocide, married an American and moved to the United States, in part, to leave the old world behind. Three Apples Fell from Heaven (2001) relates Micheline’s discovery of her grandmother’s life story.

The literature produced by the new generation(s), whether in Armenian or in the languages of the host countries, portrays the painful transition and the emerging makeup of the new Diasporan Armenian. The hardship of dislocation and the memory of family lost to Turkish atrocities have become part of the Armenian heritage, transmitted from generation to generation.
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Morgenthau, Henry, Sr. 

Henry Morgenthau Sr. was a successful attorney and real estate investor who served as U.S. ambassador to the Ottoman Empire from 1913 to 1916.

Henry Morgenthau was born in a German Jewish family on April 26, 1856, in Mannheim, Germany, and immigrated to the United States with his family at age 10. His father was a successful businessman and investor. Morgenthau graduated from the City College of New York before earning a law degree at Columbia University. His success in real estate and law made him a wealthy man in his own right, and he became a strong supporter of the Democratic Party, contributing handsomely to Woodrow Wilson’s successful 1912 presidential bid.

With the inauguration of President Woodrow Wilson in 1913, Morgenthau was appointed U.S. ambassador to the Sublime Porte (Ottoman Empire). In Constantinople he established personal contact with the Young Turk leaders of the Ottoman Empire, especially Minister of the Interior Mehmet Talaat. Morgenthau tried unsuccessfully to intervene to alleviate the plight of the Armenian population when beginning in April 1915 news of mass deportations and massacres began to reach the embassy. The U.S. consulates in the interior of the Ottoman Empire continued to relay a stream of alarming reports, which detailed the extent of the violence against the Armenians. Despite the difficulties of communication and censorship during the war, Oscar H. Heizer in Trebizond, Leslie A. Davis in Mamuret-el-Aziz or Harput (Kharpert in Armenian), and especially Jesse B. Jackson in Aleppo regularly briefed the embassy with their own eyewitness accounts of the deportations and mass killings of the Armenians.

On June 5, 1915, Jackson shared his views about the massacres with the ambassador and concluded that they constituted “a carefully planned scheme to thoroughly extinguish the Armenian race.” Morgenthau promptly forwarded all the reports to Washington, D.C. The accumulating evidence led Morgenthau to cable the Department of State on July 16, 1915, with his own somber dispatch that “a campaign of race extermination is in progress.” Meanwhile, the ambassador continued to meet with Ottoman officials about the escalating genocide, hoping to dissuade them from continuing the bloodshed, but his protestations and pleas fell on deaf ears. Officials in Washington, D.C., who hoped to maintain American’s neutral status in World War I, were not inclined to intervene in the matter.

Drained by his failure to avert the human catastrophe, Morgenthau returned to the United States in 1916 and for the remainder of the war years dedicated himself to raising funds for the surviving Armenian refugees and orphans. In 1918 he published Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story, a memoir of his years in the Ottoman Empire, in which he stressed the German influence and role. He titled the chapter on the Armenians, “The Murder of a Nation.” He described the deportations and the atrocities as a “cold-blooded, calculating state policy.” He avowed at the time: “I am confident that the whole history of the human race contains no such horrible episode as this.” The former ambassador even agreed to act as himself in the 1919 Hollywood film Ravished Armenia (also titled as Auction of Souls), the life story of the young female Armenian Genocide survivor Aurora Mardiganian.
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Morgenthau Sr. died in New York City on November 25, 1946. His son Henry Morgenthau Jr. became secretary of the treasury during the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration. His grandson Henry Morgenthau III continues his father’s commitment in writing and speaking about the Armenian Genocide.
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Musa Dagh

Musa Dagh (Musa Ler in Armenian) was the site of the famed resistance during the Armenian Genocide. Of the hundreds of villages, towns, and cities across the Ottoman Empire whose Armenian population was ordered to be removed to the Syrian desert, Musa Dagh was one of only four sites where Armenians organized a defense of their community against the deportation edicts issued by the Young Turk regime beginning in April 1915. By the time the Armenians of the six villages at the base of Musa Dagh were instructed to evict their homes, the inhabitants had grown suspicious of the government’s ultimate intentions and chose instead to retreat up the mountain and to defy the evacuation order. Musa Dagh, or the Mountain of Moses, stood on the Mediterranean Sea south of the coastal town of Alexandretta (modern-day Iskenderun) and west of ancient Antioch.

With a few hundred rifles and the entire store of provisions from their villages, the Armenians on Musa Dagh put up a fierce resistance against a number of attempts by the regular Turkish army to flush them out. Outnumbered and outgunned, the Armenians had little expectations of surviving the siege of the mountain when food stocks were depleted after a month. Their only hope was a chance rescue by an Allied vessel that might be patrolling the Mediterranean coast. When two large banners hoisted by the Armenians were sighted by a passing French warship, swimmers went out to meet it. Eventually five Allied ships moved in to transport the entire population of men, women, and children, more than 4,000 in all. The Armenians of Musa Dagh had endured for 53 days from July 21 to September 12, 1915. They were disembarked at Port Said in Egypt and remained in Allied refugee camps until the end of World War I when they returned to their homes. As part of the district of Alexandretta, or Hatay, Musa Dagh remained under French Mandate until 1939. The Musa Dagh Armenians abandoned their villages for a second, and final, time when the area was annexed by Turkey.

In the face of the complete decimation of the Armenian communities of the Ottoman Empire, Musa Dagh became a symbol of the Armenian will to survive. Of the three other sites where Armenians defied the deportation orders, Shabin Karahissar, Urfa, and Van, only the Armenians of Van were rescued when the siege of their city was lifted by an advancing Russian army. The Armenians of Urfa and Shabin Karahissar were either massacred or deported. Musa Dagh stood as the sole instance where the Western Allies at war with the Ottomans averted the death of a community during the Armenian Genocide.

That story inspired the Prague-born Austrian writer, Franz Werfel, to write a novelized version of the events as The Forty Days of Musa Dagh. Published in 1933, the book became an instant best seller, but with the rise of Adolf Hitler, Werfel, himself a Jew, fled Vienna that same year. The Forty Days of Musa Dagh was eventually translated into 18 languages, while Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer (MGM), the Hollywood film company, announced plans for the production of a movie version of the novel. The Turkish ambassador’s protestations to the U.S. Department of State resulted in the intervention of the U.S. government in the matter. In response to a veiled threat to ban American-made films from Turkey, MGM studios permanently shelved plans to produce the movie.

In Eastern Europe many Jews read Werfel’s The Forty Days of Musa Dagh as a warning about their fate. During the Holocaust years, copies of the novel are reported to have been circulated as a source of inspiration and a call to arms in some of the ghettos to which the Nazis confined the Jews.
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Nazim, Mehemed

Mehemed Nazim was a Turkish physician, strident nationalist, and one of the chief instigators of the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide.

Mehemed Nazim was born in Selanik (Thessaloniki) in the Ottoman Empire circa 1865 (some sources also claim 1870, and others 1872). Nazim became an adherent of the Young Turk movement in the early years of the 20th century and became a prominent member of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), a political organization that advocated the imposition of Turkish nationalism by revolutionary means. Considered something of a radical, even among the CUP and Young Turks, Nazim was involved in the 1908 revolt that unseated Sultan Abdulhamid II and brought the Young Turks to power. He also cultivated a close relationship with Mehmet Talaat, who would go on to serve as the interior minister in the Young Turk regime and who was primarily responsible for unleashing the Armenian Genocide. Dr. Nazim, along with Dr. Behaeddin Shakir, was one of the directors of the Special Organization, a paramilitary section that was directly engaged in the actual mass killings.

By 1910 or so, Nazim had become one of the principal ideologues of the CUP, mainly through the newspaper articles he wrote and political speeches he gave. Having been born in an area that was heavily populated with Greeks, he was an early proponent of emptying western Anatolia of Greeks through forced deportation and mass murder. From his experience in the Balkans where he witnessed Christian military resistance to Ottoman rule, Nazim believed that Armenians living within the Ottoman Empire had to be deported and/or liquidated in order to fulfill his ideal of an all-Muslim, all-Turkish state.

In February 1915, only weeks before the Armenian Genocide began in earnest, Nazim stated that the Armenians had to be annihilated so that “not even one single Armenian survive(s).” He also asserted, in a closed-door meeting of Young Turk leaders, that Armenian children also had to be murdered, lest they attempt to repopulate or exact revenge in adulthood. Nazim’s statements were used by Mehmet Talaat to justify the genocide against not only the Armenians but also the Greeks and Assyrians.

Like many other leading figures of the CUP, Nazim fled the Ottoman Empire at the end of World War I, with the assistance of the German government. He gained refuge in Germany, a former Ottoman ally, but was tried and convicted of war crimes in absentia by a post–World War I Ottoman military tribunal. Nazim eventually returned to Turkey after Turkish nationalists solidified their power base in the early 1920s. However, by now, many Turkish leaders mistrusted the aging doctor, and in 1926 he was accused of having plotted the assassination of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, the first president of the new Republic of Turkey. Nazim received a summary military trial in Ankara and was sentenced to death on August 26, 1926, and hanged later that same day.
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Near Eastern Relief (Near East Foundation) 

Near Eastern Relief (now known as the Near East Foundation) was a U.S.-based charitable relief organization founded in 1915 to aid the victims of the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide. As the genocide unfolded, the American ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Henry Morgenthau Sr., began sending urgent confidential reports to the U.S. State Department, detailing the atrocities and mass deportations that were occurring at the hands of the Turkish government. Upon the urging of the U.S. secretary of state, and with the blessing of President Woodrow Wilson, the State Department decided to foster sending of humanitarian relief to the beleaguered Armenians. After reaching out to the American Board of Commissioners of Foreign Missions, the State Department authorized Cleveland H. Dodge and James L. Barton to establish the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian Relief (ACASR), which would raise money and arrange for humanitarian aid for Armenians in Syria and the Ottoman Empire.

ACASR proved to be very successful, and it represented the first time that a charitable organization launched a major nationwide appeal in the United States to aid foreign peoples. It utilized the media in unique ways (for that era) and often employed celebrities to broadcast its message, another first for an American charity. The ACASR and its successors have pioneered money-raising and distribution strategies that were subsequently adopted by many different humanitarian and charitable relief organizations.

Soon, donations were pouring into the ACASR, which arranged for supplies and food shipments with the U.S. embassy in Constantinople (Istanbul). The embassy, in turn, contracted with missions and missionaries, who would distribute the aid directly to those most in need. However, America’s entrance into World War I on the Allied side (the Ottomans were one of the opposing Central powers) in April 1917 largely curtailed aid shipments, although the ACASR continued to raise funds for the Armenians. The organization also widened its scope to include several hundred thousand Armenians who had fled into the Caucasus region of Southern Russia. In 1918, the ACASR was renamed the American Committee for Relief in the Near East, and the following year it was officially incorporated by the U.S. Congress as Near Eastern Relief.

Between 1915 and 1930, when Near Eastern Relief became the Near East Foundation (NEF), the organization raised $116 million; cared for more than 130,000 Armenian orphans; and built refugee centers, schools, hospitals, and other institutions to benefit the Armenians. Since 1930, the NEF has branched out into other areas, including Africa and the Middle East, where its programs pioneered the concept of participatory development in which those being helped were given control of their own development projects in their own communities.
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Operation NEMESIS

Operation NEMESIS was the codename given to a clandestine plan and organization to hunt down and assassinate key Young Turk leaders responsible for the Armenian Genocide. NEMESIS, named after the Greek god of retribution, was planned in October 1919 during the Ninth General Congress of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF), a nationalist political party within the Ottoman Empire.

Despite the fact the Entente powers (Britain, France, and Russia) had issued the May 1915 official warning to the Young Turk Ottoman dictatorship that it would be held accountable for its “crimes against humanity” of mass killings of Armenians, the Entente powers did not prosecute those Turkish leaders. While the post–World War I Ottoman government had created courts-martial to prosecute and punish Young Turk war criminals, many of the top leaders of the Young Turk regime had already fled the country, with German government assistance, and were now either in hiding or beyond the reach of the Ottoman courts. Despite being convicted and sentenced by the Ottoman courts to death in absentia, the key three Young Turk leaders, Talaat, Enver, and Djemal, remained at liberty. Tyrannicide, the killing of a tyrant, has been a distinct pattern in a number of violent, repressive regimes. In the absence of significant national and international legal punishment of the major perpetrators, some Armenians opted to carry out the death sentences of the former tyrants by assassination in the early 1920s.

Lists were drawn up of the Young Turk party and government officials most responsible for the planning and coordination of the mass killings. Among the individuals involved in a secret team to find and kill the exiled dictators were Armen Garo and Soghomon Tehlirian. The majority of the operatives who participated in Operation NEMESIS were survivors or had lost family members in the genocide. Most of the targets were senior Young Turk officials, but there were also some Armenian collaborators.

By far the most high-profile assassination was carried out against Mehmet Talaat, the former interior minister in the Young Turk regime. Talaat was shot and killed in Berlin, Germany, on March 15, 1921. He was considered a primary target, as he played a pivotal role in unleashing the genocide. Also assassinated were Behbud Khan Jivanshir, a former Azerbaijani interior minister (July 1921); Said Halam, a former Ottoman prime minister (December 1921); Dr. Behaeddin Shakir, a director of the Special Organization killing units (April 1922); Jemal Azmi, former governor of Trebizond (April 1922); and Ahmed Djemal, one of the three former members of the Young Turk ruling triumvirate (July 1922).

Soghomon Tehlirian was assigned the task of killing Mehmet Talaat. Tehlirian was instructed to shoot Talaat in the head, but not to flee the scene. In this way, it was hoped that the entire world would know who was behind the assassination and why it was carried out. The German government placed Tehlirian on trial for murder, but he was ultimately acquitted due to temporary incapacity caused by the traumatic experiences from his own wounds and having witnessed the slaughter of his family and fellow Armenians. During the trial, horrific details of the Armenian Genocide were made public to the largely shocked German public. The trial of the young assassin Tehlirian became an indictment of the Young Turk genocidal regime and would act as a catalyst in the legal education of a young Polish university student. Raphael Lemkin would go on to become an iconic lawyer who amid World War II created the legal term “genocide” to describe the mass murder of millions of persons. Lemkin helped to establish a new international legal framework to deal with the crime of genocide. In contrast, Operation NEMESIS reflected a more impatient victims’ wish for revenge against mass murderers and immediate justice by any means, including assassination.
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Oshagan, Hagop

Hagop Oshagan’s entire literary legacy is an exploration of the mechanics of transforming the Armenian tragedy into art. Oshagan confronted the genocide as the end of Western Armenian literary norms and traditions, and embarked on building the foundations of the new Diasporan literature upon the ruins of the Armenian Genocide. Oshagan was a prolific writer. His 10-volume Hamapatker Arevmtahay grakanutian (Panorama of Western Armenian Literature, written 1934–1938, published 1945–1983) and his literary creations including his unfinished novel Mnatsordats (Remnants, in three books, 1931–1934), not counting a large corpus of unpublished works, add up to 12,000 pages.

Hagop Oshagan was born on December 9, 1883, in the city of Bursa in the Ottoman Empire. Oshagan was five when he lost his father. He suffered the life of an orphan, hungry, and miserable. After graduating from school at age 17, he taught in various Armenian town and village schools and published critical reviews and short stories. In 1914, with a group of young intellectuals in Constantinople, he initiated the literary movement Mehian (Pagan temple) together with a journal of the same name. Their goal was the rejuvenation of Western Armenian literature, using the glories of pagan Armenia as a source of inspiration. The 1915 Armenian Genocide put an end to Armenian life in the Ottoman Empire. Oshagan somehow managed to avoid arrest, living as a fugitive until 1918 when he fled to Bulgaria.

He returned to postwar Constantinople in 1920 to take part in the revitalization of Armenian intellectual life, until the threat of Mustafa Kemal drove the Armenian intellectuals out of the country two years later. Oshagan participated in the new literary movement, Bardzravank (High Monastery), taught refugee children at the Central Armenian School, and published critical reviews and his first impressions of the Catastrophe in five stories (Kayserakan haghtergutiun, Imperial Song of Triumph, 1983). In lieu of a preface to these stories, he addresses Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany, accusing him of conspiracy in the crime. He struggles to fight emotions and tries different angles—vultures feasting on the dead, Germans indifferently witnessing the atrocities, Muslims killing the infidels with religious fervor and self-satisfaction.

The more Oshagan wrote about the Catastrophe, the deeper he sank into the impossibility of creating art. His novellas, plays, and short stories, such as Khonarhnere (The Humble Ones), Hariur meg darvan (Of 101 Years), Dzag bdoog (The Harlot), Haji Abdullah, and Haji Murad are testimonies to this struggle. His goal, however, was to write the novel of the Catastrophe, which he began in 1931. Mnatsordats, a realistic tale of pre-1915 Armenian village life, Turkish-Armenian relationships, and most importantly, the Armenian perception of the Catastrophe and characterization of the common Turk as victimizer, remained unfinished, stopping on the threshold of the Great Calamity.

After short stays in Cyprus, Cairo, and Paris, Oshagan settled in Jerusalem in 1935, continuing his productive life as an author and educator. He died while on a visit to the Armenian community in Aleppo, Syria, on February 17, 1948.
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Ottoman Empire

The Ottoman dynasty was first established in the 13th century in Central Asia in what is today the nation of Turkey. The Ottoman Empire itself emerged in the 15th century, when the Ottomans conquered the eastern territories of the Byzantine Empire. It then expanded to take in Byzantine lands in western Turkey and southeastern Europe.

Unlike most imperial powers, the Ottoman Empire was ruled by one family for seven centuries. Osman I was the first of over 30 members of the Ottoman dynasty to reign. Ottoman rule spanned the 13th to 20th centuries, and the dynasty showed tremendous resiliency over the course of those centuries; it achieved vast expansion and never succumbed to foreign domination or internal threats.

In 1453, the Ottomans conquered Constantinople, the capital of the Byzantine Empire. The previously impenetrable Byzantine Empire had become increasingly weak as the aggressive Mongols repeatedly attacked it. Additionally, the Byzantines lacked the kind of powerful dynastic family the Ottomans enjoyed, and consequently, the capital fell fairly easily to the Turks. Led by Mehmet II, the Ottomans renamed Constantinople to Istanbul, and then, they worked to rebuild the devastated city.

The Ottoman Empire reached its peak of power, wealth, and influence under the reign of Sultan Suleiman I. Suleiman reigned from 1520 to 1566, and under his leadership, the empire became the most powerful force in the world. Known for his military prowess, he doubled the size of the empire and oversaw its expansion throughout the Balkans and Hungary and as far west as Vienna. He also oversaw an increase in the educational system, the development of the empire’s infrastructure, and the dominance of Islam throughout the empire. The period of Suleiman’s reign is commonly seen as a renaissance of Ottoman culture and society. However, that period of expansion and rejuvenation ended with his death in 1566.

Four years after Suleiman’s death, his successor, Selim II, invaded the island of Cyprus, sacked the capital of Nicosia, and slaughtered 30,000 Cyprians. European powers, long worried about the increasing aggressiveness of the Ottomans, were alarmed and frightened by that massacre and resolved to bring the Ottoman Empire’s expansion under control. They found some success in that pursuit, primarily in the 1571 Battle of Lepanto, which dealt a devastating blow to Ottoman naval power.

However, the empire persisted for another three and a half centuries, albeit with less prestige and strength. The Ottomans became known as ruthless and often cruel conquerors. They imposed crippling taxation on those they conquered. In Greece, they took male children to work for the dynastic family and young girls to work in the sultan’s harem. Those and other misdeeds led to rebellions throughout the empire. During the 16th and 17th centuries especially, opposition to Ottoman rule spread throughout the empire, and along with poor administration, it contributed to a fundamental weakening of the control held by the Turks throughout the lands they had appropriated.

Perhaps the darkest period of the Ottoman Empire occurred from 1890 to 1915, when the Turks slaughtered more than 1 million Armenians in what came to be known as the Armenian Genocide. Unlike the slaughter of the Jews during the Holocaust several decades later, the Armenian Genocide went largely unnoticed and unremembered. The Turkish government continues to deny that it occurred at all.

World War I completed the destruction of the Ottoman Empire. After Turkey fought on the losing side of that war, the Ottoman Empire was disbanded, and in 1923, Turkey became a republic. What remains of the Ottoman Empire, however, is incredible architecture, particularly mosques; the prevalence of Islam throughout Asia and central and Eastern Europe; and a legacy of ethnic and religious conflict throughout the areas that were formerly part of the empire.
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Ottoman Empire and the Armenian Genocide 

The Ottoman Empire was the state responsible for the Armenian Genocide. The Ottoman Empire was in existence from 1300 to 1923. It was ruled by Muslim Turks headed by the sultanate of the Osmanli/Ottoman dynasty. The Ottoman state, variously called Turkey or the Turkish Empire, was governed according to Islamic law, which relegated non-Muslims to second-class status by denying them basic civil rights and requiring them to pay extra taxes. This discriminatory system was institutionalized through the so-called millet system, which permitted the Armenians communal autonomy as a religious minority, much as the Greeks and Jews, while depriving them from all forms of political participation.

Since the conquest of Armenia and Cilicia in the early part of the 16th century, the larger portion of the Armenian population of the Middle East was absorbed into Ottoman Turkey. The great size of the empire created economic opportunity for the Armenians. Their presence grew noticeably in the capital city of Constantinople and other important urban centers where they specialized in a variety of commercial and manufacturing enterprises and established themselves as intermediaries of the European trade with the East. Turkish administration in the more remote provinces of Armenia, however, ranged from the exploitative to the oppressive. In the competition for land, official licensing of the Kurds in eastern Anatolia encouraged the unlawful transfer of property, the dispossession of the rural Armenian population, and their emigration from their homeland. Misrule in Armenia prompted the Great powers to obligate Sultan Abdulhamid II to reform provincial administration according to the terms of the 1878 Treaty of Berlin. The abrogation of the Ottoman Constitution, however, foretold of official reluctance to extend equality and security. The ensuing repression prompted Armenian revolutionary activity as the Ottomans reneged on their treaty obligations and resisted international pressure to introduce meaningful reform. Hamidian autocracy also fostered the clandestine Young Turk movement dedicated to the cause of overthrowing the despotic sultan.

The decline of Turkish power and the steady territorial losses in the face of Balkan revolts and Russian military advances isolated the Armenians in a precarious situation. To firmly secure and perpetuate Turkish rule in the remaining territories of the Ottoman state, Abdulhamid initiated a program of demographic and political consolidation through the mass slaughter of vast numbers of Armenians beginning in 1894. By so doing he also restricted the economic role of the Armenians, a program which enjoyed popular support among the Turks. In the face of international condemnation, and despite changes in government, the Hamidian policies were applied with regularity over the course of the next 30 years. In a series of genocidal massacres repeated in 1895–1896, 1909, 1915–1918, and 1920–1922, the Armenian population of Turkey was annihilated. The Armenian, also called Hamidian, Massacres of 1894–1896 affected all of historic Armenia and Constantinople. The 1909 or Adana massacre devastated Cilicia. The combined deportations and massacres during World War I acquired the dimensions of total genocide and was implemented by the Young Turks who had removed Abdulhamid from the throne in 1909. The atrocities between 1920 and 1922 were committed by the Nationalist Turks who seized power in the Anatolian hinterland in the final years of the Ottoman Empire and created the Turkish Republic.

Most of these massacres were carried out with impunity, and the majority of criminal offenders escaped prosecution. Only in the aftermath of its defeat in World War I did the Ottoman government indict the Young Turk leaders responsible for the Armenian Genocide. Through a series of military tribunals and parliamentarian investigations convened between 1919 and 1921 in Constantinople, the covert planning, secret organization, and brutal implementation of policies designed to destroy the Armenian population of the Ottoman Empire were uncovered. The evidence was presented in courts-martial and guilty verdicts handed down, confirming the mass scale state-sponsored policy of extermination. The postwar government, however, balked at carrying out the sentences and the tribunals were closed under pressure from the Nationalists.

In 1915 Armenians lived in all the major cities of the Ottoman Empire: Van, Bitlis, Erzerum, Kharpert, Sivas, Trebizond, Konya, Kayseri, Adana, Izmir, Bursa, Edirne, and many others. By 1923 the Armenian population of Turkey had been reduced to those living in Constantinople. Armenians had participated in all aspects of Ottoman life and had made major contributions to Turkish commerce, industry, architecture, and even music. Yet, in the final analysis, the centuries of Turkish rule resulted in the utter ruin of historic Armenia, the expulsion of the Armenians from Asian Turkey, and the permanent exile of surviving Armenians. The net effect of the Ottoman era is summed up then in the violent transformation of historic Armenia into Turkey.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN

See also: Abdulhamid II; Young Turks.


Further Reading

Akcam, Taner. The Young Turks’ Crime against Humanity: The Armenian Genocide and Ethnic Cleansing in the Ottoman Empire. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012.

Kevorkian, Raymond. The Armenian Genocide: A Complete History. London: I.B. Tauris, 2011.

Somakian, Manoug. Empires in Conflict: Armenia and the Great Powers, 1895–1920. London: I.B. Tauris, 1995.



Ottoman Military Tribunals 

Ottoman Military Tribunals were post–World War I Turkish courts-martial of Ottoman officials charged with violating the laws of war and committing crimes against humanity and civilization. The most prominent defendants included leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) and wartime government ministers, tried in absentia for their roles in planning and facilitating mass murders of Armenians.

Concerned by reports of massacres of Armenian civilians during World War I, the Allies (Britain, France, and Russia) warned the Ottoman Empire on May 24, 1915, that after the war they would hold members of the Ottoman government and their agents responsible for crimes committed by Turkey during the war. Their notification employed the first credited use of the phrase crimes against humanity. By the time the Ottomans signed an armistice on October 30, 1918, they faced the partitioning of their empire by the victorious Allies as well as further punishments and prosecutions. To put Turkey in as fine a light as possible while the Allies determined its fate during the imminent Paris Peace Conference (January 1919–January 1920), the postwar Turkish government took the extraordinary step of initiating a self-critical series of courts-martials against persons charged as perpetrators of wartime crimes, many of whom had been high-ranking members of the CUP with positions of leadership within the wartime government. Sultan Mehmed VI authorized the creation of Extraordinary Courts Martial in March 1919 to try those accused of crimes, including the killings of Armenians. Two parallel structures governed the trials, a British high commission that gathered depositions and consulted with London about procedures, and the Turkish courts, which also collected documentation in preparation for the trials.

Several of the most prominent CUP officials escaped to Germany, including former grand vizier Mehmet Talaat, war minister Ismail Enver, minister of the navy and military governor of Syria Ahmed Jemal, minister of education Dr. Mehemed Nazim, and chief of the Secret Operation (SO) Behaeddin Shakir. Nonetheless, over 100 CUP leaders were arrested by April 1919 and major trials were organized to examine the massacres of Armenians at Yozgat and Trebizondi as well as the involvement of the SO in deporting and killing Armenian civilians.

The trial of leaders and ministers of the CUP, including those being tried in absentia, convened on April 27, 1919. It proceeded according to the municipal law of Istanbul and the Ottoman penal code rather than international law, a circumstance that has prompted opposing criticisms that the defendants were either denied due process or were judged and sentenced too leniently. A key charge against the principal defendants was that mass murder of Armenians was organized by the Central Committee of the CUP and carried out by the SO, which was composed largely of criminals released from prison to form killing squads. Hasan Mazhur, a former governor general of Ankara Province who had resigned his post rather than carry out Talaat’s extermination orders, headed a commission to document the court’s charges, which was a challenging task, given that documentation commonly had been carefully avoided in the first place or was intentionally destroyed after the fact. Even so, in the case of the Yozgat trial, for example, it was demonstrated that some 61,000 of the 63,605 Armenians of Ankara Province had been deported, and most of those had been killed. The unanimous verdict of the court, handed down by grand vizier Damad Ferid on July 5, 1919, found Talaat, Enver, Jemal, and Nazim to be the principal criminals who interfered improperly in the operations of the government during the war and who also organized and perpetrated Armenian massacres. They were sentenced to death. The head of the SO, Shakir, had been transferred to Malta by the British to await trial with a number of other detainees, but became part of a British–Ottoman prisoner exchange and was never tried.

The prosecutions waned with changes in the political climate. In May 1919, the Greek occupation of Smyrna on the Aegean coast roused Turkish nationalist sentiment against Western powers for failing to prevent or quash the invasion, and against the Ottoman government, increasingly seen as weak and servile. Public support turned instead to Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, leader of the Turkish national movement. Meanwhile, demobilization of the British forces in Turkey, combined with fatigue with the war and its aftermath, contributed to dwindling British interest in pursuing justice for war crimes in Turkey. By terms of the postwar Treaty of Sèvres (1920) between the Ottoman Empire and the Allies, the Turkish government recognized the right of the Allied powers to bring persons suspected of violating the laws of war to trial before military tribunals. However, Ataturk held 29 British prisoners as bargaining chips to trade for the 150 or so Turkish prisoners that the British held on Malta for eventual trial. The War Office in the person of Winston Churchill took the pulse of the British public and agreed to an all-for-all prisoner exchange. With that trade, the British lost what little leverage they had remaining over the court proceedings. The Ottoman officials conducting the trials began to appease the nationalists by handing out lighter sentences and by freeing prisoners. None of the prisoners convicted to prison served a full sentence.

The Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF) took exception to what it regarded as the inadequate sentences meted out to the perpetrators of horrific crimes against the Armenian populace. In its Ninth General Congress in October 1919, the ARF created a covert task force (codenamed Operation NEMESIS) to find, shadow, and assassinate those it deemed responsible for the genocide. Accordingly, among the other targets on the Operation NEMESIS blacklist, Talaat was shot in Berlin in 1921; his assailant, a revenge-seeking survivor of a massacre at Erzincan, was acquitted. In 1922, Behaeddin Shakir was killed in Berlin together with Jemal Azmi, nicknamed the Monster of Trebizond for drowning 15,000 Armenians. Ahmed Jemal, one of the “Three Pashas” who ruled the Ottoman government during World War I, was assassinated by Armenian hitmen in Soviet Georgia, also in 1922.
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Permanent People's Tribunal on the Armenian Genocide 

Seven decades after the Armenian Genocide of 1915, a court-like public hearing was convened in April 1984 in Paris to assess the historical record and offer a ruling on the genocide. Given the Turkish government’s ongoing genocide denials and the lack of international court avenues for formal rulings on the genocide, a group of prestigious human rights advocates convened to foster justice. In a simulated trial-like proceeding, they would hear the evidence and then issue a verdict.

No national or international court at the time was willing or able to deal with the issue. The International Court of Justice, only invoked by states, could be blocked by Turkey’s determined genocide denial. The International Criminal Court was yet to be created. In the quest for justice, another forum was required, particularly given the elderly age of the survivors.

The request for the tribunal to hear the Armenian case had been made by three human rights groups from France, United States, and West Germany. The members of the tribunal itself were from 10 countries and included distinguished professors of international law and several Nobel Prize winners.

The tribunal chose to deal with several legal questions: (1) Did the deportations and massacres of Armenians constitute genocide? (2) Was the Young Turk regime guilty of having committed genocide during World War I? (3) Were there any time limits to prosecute a genocide criminal case? (4) Could the contemporary Turkish state be held accountable for the actions of its predecessor, the Young Turk government?

Formal presentations were provided by leading experts on the Armenian Genocide (e.g., Richard G. Hovannisian, Yves Ternon) from a number of countries. Testimonies were given by genocide survivors. Formal transcripts were also collected from previous trials (e.g., the 1919 Ottoman courts-martial and the 1921 German trial of Soghomon Tehlirian, the assassin of the Young Turk leader Mehmet Talaat). While the government of Turkey had been invited to participate in the Paris Tribunal, it chose not to reply. To overcome this gap, previously published Turkish accounts were presented to the panel as arguments for the defense.

In its verdict, the tribunal concluded that the mass deportations and massacres of Armenians did constitute genocide. Noting that legal custom can predate formal statutes, the tribunal ruled that those who committed genocide before the passage of the 1948 UN Convention on Genocide could be prosecuted. Weighing the evidence, the tribunal found the Young Turk regime guilty. The tribunal noted that with no time limitation statute on the crime of genocide, legal consequences continued to this day. Accordingly, the tribunal concluded that the current Turkish government, as the successor state, must acknowledge the genocide and recognize the damages to the Armenian people.

The 1984 Paris Tribunal’s evidence-based ruling provided a pioneering international forum to reaffirm the Armenian Genocide and the Young Turk government’s guilt. The tribunal brought together important documentation about the genocide and generated significant international publicity. In cooperation with the Zoryan Institute, an important and often-cited book A Crime of Silence: The Armenian Genocide was published. Despite the publicity, the Turkish government did not alter its denialist position. The lack of any legal enforcement by the tribunal was a reminder of the limits of moral suasion alone.

ALAN WHITEHORN
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Pontic Greek Genocide 

The genocide of Pontic Greeks refers to the mass killing and deportations of Greeks residing in the Ottoman Empire between 1914 and 1923. The Pontic (sometimes cited as Pontian) Greeks lived along the southern coast of the Black Sea, in eastern Anatolia, Kars (in the Caucasus region), and the southern reaches of Georgia. They had lived there for millennia. The genocide was perpetrated by the Young Turk movement during the last years of the Ottoman Empire and the early years of the Republic of Turkey. The Pontic Greeks, whose name is derived from the Greek word pontos, meaning sea, speak a distinct dialect of Greek and are Christian Orthodox. After the genocide and forced Diaspora, some took up residence in northern Greece; many others, however, were scattered throughout Europe and the Americas.

The genocide against the Pontic Greeks occurred as part of a larger pattern of genocide also targeting the Armenians and Assyrians. It represented a radical and sweeping policy to exterminate or forcibly relocate all non-Turkish ethnic minorities and all non-Muslims within both the Ottoman empire and later in Turkey. Estimates of the number of Pontic Greeks killed during the nine-year period covering before, during, and after World War I vary from 350,000 to as many as 750,000–1,000,000. Those who were not killed outright were forced to leave their homes and resettle elsewhere. Like the Armenians and Assyrians, many were force-marched through mountainous parts of Anatolia and into the bleak Syrian desert. Thousands died along the way from starvation, thirst, sickness and disease, and brutal treatment by Turkish soldiers and militia. The victims who survived the ordeal found themselves in unfamiliar and inhospitable land where they lived in appalling conditions in makeshift refugee camps.

Following the World War I treaty process, the Greek army occupied Smyrna, triggering the Greco-Turkish War (1919–1922). The last major Greek enclave on the Ionian Coast was located in the ancient city of Smyrna and suffered a horrific fate after the Greek army had retreated and following the arrival of Turkish troops in September 1922. Massacres occurred and a deadly fire swept through the Christian quarter of the city driving desperate Christian refugees to flee to the docks and into the sea. Estimated Greek and Armenian deaths resulting from the fire and massacres range from 10,000 to 100,000. Hundreds of thousands fled, with the help of foreign ships offshore. The Greek section of the city was thereafter demolished.

During the negotiations to end the Greco-Turkish War, the Kemalists demanded the expulsion of all Greeks from Turkish soil. Envisioning an enormous humanitarian crisis, the League of Nations’ High Commissioner for Refugees, Fridtjof Nansen convinced the parties to allow a compulsory exchange of populations—ethnic Greeks in Turkey being relocated to Greece, ethnic Turks in Greece being relocated to Turkey. Each would take possession of the land and homes of those vacated by the other. This would be the only way for Greece to accommodate so many new refugees, since they had already taken in so many.

By 1922, the Young Turks has succeeded in murdering or expelling most of the Greeks within Turkey, with only small enclaves, primarily in Constantinople. It has been estimated that the loss of life among Anatolian Greeks during World War I and its aftermath was more than 735,000, among Pontian Greeks about 350,000. As part of the Ottoman and Turkish government’s policy of cultural genocide by the Turkification of historic cities and places identified with ethnic minorities, Smyra was renamed Izmir.

Compared to the larger Armenian Genocide, the Pontic Greek Genocide has received relatively little international or scholarly recognition. Certainly, the Armenian Genocide overshadowed it from the start, and those among the Armenian Diaspora were far more vocal in their efforts to attract aid and recognition. The Turkish government, meanwhile, has steadfastly denied that any genocide occurred, just as it has done with the Armenian and Assyrian genocides. Turkey asserts that the Greeks died because of World War I, a famine precipitated by the Russian invasion of northern Turkey, and civil unrest among Greeks themselves. While these explanations may account for some of the Greek deaths, they certainly do not account for the majority of the deaths. Within the last decade or so, scholars have begun to delve into the Pontic Greek Genocide more deeply, but it still remains an understudied subject.
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Sarikamish, Battle of 

By 1914, the Russian and the Ottoman empires shared a long borderline in the southern Caucasus, where Russian armies had scored considerable successes against the Turks in the preceding hundred years. As the result of the Russo-Ottoman wars of 1828–1829 and 1877–1878, the Ottoman Empire lost considerable territory in its eastern provinces, which it was eager to recover. On the other hand, Russia encouraged Armenian aspirations for freedom within the Ottoman Empire. In 1914, there were as many as 2 million Armenians living in the Ottoman Empire. In the late 19th century, nationalist aspirations stirred Armenians to press for greater rights, which resulted in a Turkish backlash and the bloody Hamidian Massacres. Prior to World War I, Russian political and military leaders conscripted its own men, encouraged Armenians’ nationalism, and sought to recruit thousands of Ottoman Armenians to join its army to fight against the Ottoman Empire.

When World War I broke out, the Ottoman Empire remained publicly neutral, but it had signed a secret alliance with Germany. The Young Turk regime kept its Third Army, commanded by Hasan Izzet Pasha, to watch the Russian I Caucasian and II Turkistan Corps under overall command of General Nikolay Yudenich. However, on October 29, 1914, the Ottoman navy bombarded the Russian coast on the Black Sea, inducing Russia to declare war. Military operations began in the Caucasus in November, when the Russian forces crossed the frontier and sought to seize an advantageous defensive position in the mountainous terrain of the Lesser Caucasian gorge. Izzet Pasha initially checked the Russian advance near Koprukoy, but the Ottoman right flank, near the Black Sea port of Batum, soon collapsed under the Russian pressure.

To stabilize the situation, Enver Pasha, the Ottoman minister of war and one of the Young Turk triumvirate who controlled the Ottoman state (along with Mehmet Talaat and Ahmed Djemal), took command of the Third Army and launched a major offensive, despite his troops being ill-prepared for impending winter weather. The Ottomans greatly outnumbered the Russians, and Enver sought to exploit this superiority in numbers to encircle the enemy. The Ottoman offensive initially scored limited success in dislodging the Russians from their positions near Oltu and Sarikamish during December 22–28. However, all this was negated by General Yudenich, who anticipated the Ottoman movements and outsmarted Enver. Supported by the newly established Armenian volunteer detachments, Yudenich launched a skillful counterattack that trapped much of the Ottoman army near the town of Sarikamish. After a week-long fight (December 29–January 5) in the Allahuekber mountains averaging 5,000–6,000 feet above sea level, the Ottoman Third Army suffered some 60,000 casualties and was forced to withdraw in confusion.

The responsibility for the Ottoman defeat at Sarikamish lays largely on the shoulders of Ottoman commanders, especially Ismail Enver, who ignored advice from German officers and failed to properly prepare for the offensive and anticipate Russian countermeasures. This defeat played an important role in the subsequent anti-Armenian deportations and genocide in the Ottoman Empire. The Young Turk government believed that the defeat at Sarikamish was caused by Armenian treason. Retreating Ottoman troops took revenge on Armenian villages, unleashing a wave of massacres and plundering.

Publicly, Enver initially praised Ottoman Armenian soldiers and even wrote a letter to the Armenian patriarch of Konya, praising the courage the Armenian soldiers had shown at Sarikamish and singling out Sergeant Ohannes, who had received a medal for valor. But privately, Enver was convinced of Armenian culpability and proposed to deport them to somewhere they would be no longer able to harm Ottoman Turkish interests. The defeat at Sarikamish heightened the Ottoman government’s suspicion toward Armenian loyalty. In late December 1914, as the fighting raged around Sarikamish, Talaat already ordered “the dismissal of all Armenian police officers, police chiefs and government employees.” Anyone who opposed these measures was to be deported to remote provinces. Such persecutions only intensified after the battle ended.

In February 1915, Armenian soldiers of the Ottoman Army were disarmed, forced to perform hard manual labor, and given inadequate provisions. Soon thereafter, most would perish or be killed. Those Armenians who had not been conscripted in the army now faced routine abuse and mistreatment at the hands of the Ottoman authorities who conducted constant searches for arms, even though Armenians had been permitted legally to hold arms since 1908. Armenians, thus, found themselves in a terrifying position—if they refused to surrender arms, they were accused of defying Ottoman authorities and subjected to violence; if they complied with demands and gave up weapons, the Ottoman authorities often photographed weapons caches and publicized them as alleged “evidence” of Armenian treacherous activity.
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Sèvres, Treaty of 

The Treaty of Sèvres was a peace agreement between the principal Allied powers (France, Britain, and Italy) along with eight other Allied powers and that of the Ottoman Empire signed in Sèvres, France on August 10, 1920. As with many other treaties that ended the war, its terms were presented by the victors to the losers without negotiation. In 1923, the Treaty of Lausanne superseded most of the terms of the Treaty of Sèvres. It was thus the shortest lived of the treaties ending World War I.

Sultan Mehmed VI remained in power, but the provisions of the treaty made him a virtual prisoner to the interests of the victorious nations. Consistent with realities on the ground, Sèvres removed all predominantly Arabic-speaking regions from Turkish control. The region of the Hejaz (in what is now Saudi Arabia) was made an independent kingdom and named a signatory to the treaty.

The creation of an Arabian state notwithstanding, the treaty denied independence to much of the Middle East, which passed under French and British control as mandates under the aegis of the League of Nations. The mandates were supposed to lead to eventual independence under the supervision of the League of Nations.

Articles 88–93 dealt with the status of Armenia. U.S. president Woodrow Wilson secured the right to determine the borders of a new independent state of Armenia, which was to be developed under U.S. mandate. However, as a result of U.S. domestic politics and an increasing American feeling of isolationism, Wilson did not get the necessary support for his proposals. Moreover, certain U.S. politicians were displeased at what they saw as the furtherance of European imperialism in the region and resentful that Britain and France got the economically choicest regions. Moreover, with the United States itself never having been formally at war with the Ottoman Empire, Congress declined to participate in the treaty negotiations. The United States never joined the League of Nations, nor ratified the Sevres treaty, and in the end did not accept the mandate for Armenia.

Echoing the May 24, 1915, Entente declaration about Turkish government “crimes against humanity,” Articles 226–230 outlined the creation of tribunals to prosecute Turkish persons guilty of war crimes and those responsible for the massacres during the war.

The treaty did not deal with the humiliations of the Capitulations, which had been solidified between the states of Western Europe and the Ottoman Empire since the 16th century. These involved unequal trade terms between the Great powers and the Ottoman Empire and granted the right of extraterritoriality to foreign nationals. Under the terms of the Treaty of Sèvres, the Capitulations were effectively continued in relation to the new state of Turkey.

The real humiliation for Turkey lay in the settlement of its European and Anatolian boundaries. Greece acquired all of European Turkey except the immediate area around Constantinople, which came under international control. The Greeks were also awarded the city of Smyrna, several Aegean islands, and large parts of western Anatolia. These areas were to remain under Greek control for five years, after which the Greeks were to conduct a plebiscite. Finally, Ottoman finances were placed not in Turkish hands but under the supervision of British, French, and Italian financiers.

Almost immediately, Turkish nationalists were determined to resist many of the terms laid out in the treaty. Brilliantly led by Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), the nationalists planned to overturn Sèvres. Most nationalists understood that reviving the Ottoman Empire and recapturing the lost Arab lands could not, and should not, be accomplished. They bristled, however, at any part of the Turkish heartland falling under foreign control. The Greek occupation of Smyrna was a particularly bitter pill. Within only two years, the Treaty of Sèvres had been superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne, signed on July 24, 1923. The Sèvres protocol also set the stage for the bloody Greco-Turkish War and the ongoing genocide of the Armenians, Pontic Greeks, and Assyrians.

Notably, Articles 62–64 of the Treaty of Sèvres had made tentative arrangements to deal with Kurdish nationalism. Indeed, these articles stipulated the formation of a trilateral commission comprised of representatives from Britain, France, and Italy that was to examine and consider autonomy for the Kurds, including those currently living within the confines of the Ottoman Empire. The Kurds, along with other ethnic minorities in the region, were also invited to petition the Council of the League of Nations for autonomy if neither the commission nor the Turkish government was able to bring about autonomous states. Although the treaty did not guarantee the Kurds an independent nation of their own, it certainly gave them hope and encouraged ongoing Kurdish nationalism. Ataturk, however, ensured that the Kurds and other ethnic minorities would not receive autonomy by consolidating his power, abolishing the monarchy, expelling Allied occupation forces, and proclaiming the Republic of Turkey. The Treaty of Lausanne specifically withdrew any support for a Kurdish nation, much as it dealt a death blow to an independent Armenia. To this day, the Kurds continue to lobby for their own independent state and Armenians mourn the loss of their historic western lands.
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Shakir, Behaeddin

Dr. Behaeddin Shakir (1874–1922) was the son of Muslim refugees from the Balkans. Growing up in the Ottoman Empire, he rose to become a senior member of the revolutionary Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) (the Young Turks) that came to power on the eve of World War I. He was in charge of the Special Operation (SO) death squads, which committed mass murders against Armenians.

In July 1914, on the eve of World War I, as a representative of the Central Committee of the CUP, Shakir attempted to convince Ottoman Armenians in the eastern provinces of Anatolia to incite rebellions among their fellow Armenians in czarist Russia. Though the Armenians were Christian, the CUP’s Armenian gambit was part of a broader strategy of fomenting Islamic insurrections within the Russian Empire. However, the failure of the Young Turk and Ottoman Armenian talks heightened perceptions within the CUP that its own Armenians could not be trusted to support the Ottoman war effort, nor even to refrain from the political treachery of allying themselves with Russia and its Armenian subjects against the Ottoman regime.

With the outbreak of the war, and particularly following the grievous defeat of the Ottomans by the Russians at Sarikamish in January 1915, the CUP directed the SO to deal with internal enemies, notably the Armenians, whom they blamed for the recent military failure in the Caucasus. The SO had initially been placed within the War Ministry, headed by Ismail Enver, but now it was separated from the military and placed under the leadership of Shakir and the CUP. Shakir recruited SO members from Kurdish tribes, Muslims recently displaced by conflict in the Balkans and Caucasus, and convicted criminals, and he organized them into armed militia gangs that roamed the eastern provinces of Anatolia, with Erzurum as a center of operations. The militia killed individual Armenian intellectuals, politicians, and religious leaders, as well as entire Armenian villages, in accord with a decision by the CUP in March 1915 to massacre the Armenians.

The CUP sent deportation and liquidation orders to local governors. Often it was Shakir himself, touring the provinces by car, who would deliver the orders personally. Deportation was tacitly understood by many Ottoman officials and Armenians alike to intend the elimination of most or all of the deportees. However, one telegram from Shakir to a local official made the connection very clear. Brought into evidence in a postwar trial, Shakir’s telegram ordered the official to report explicitly whether the deported Armenians in question were simply being expelled or whether they were, indeed, being exterminated.

At the end of the war, Shakir fled to Germany before the Ottoman military tribunals commenced. At those trials, Shakir was repeatedly identified in testimony as responsible for recruiting brigands and devising and coordinating the operations of the SO units to attack and murder Armenians en masse. For these activities he was sentenced to death in absentia. Given the lack of state implementation of the sentences announced by the Ottoman courts, the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF) created Operation NEMESIS. It targeted former Ottoman officials who were responsible for atrocities against the Armenians, but who had escaped punishment. The ARF would locate and kill those guilty and sentenced to death in absentia by the Ottoman court. In Berlin, on April 17, 1922, Armenian assassins shot and killed Shakir, along with Jemal Azmi.
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Special Organization

The Special Organization (SO) was composed of semi-secret, irregular military units that engaged directly in the genocidal killing of the Armenian population. The SO units were under the control and direction of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) of the Ottoman government during World War I.

The origins of the SO are uncertain and complex. It underwent a number of reorganizations in its brief history. It may have begun as early as 1911 under Ismail Enver and the CUP as a guerrilla unit in Libya. It played an important role in the 1913 Balkan War, and it attacked and expelled Christian Greeks of western Anatolia to further the CUP’s pan-Turkish and pan-Islamic ideals. With the outbreak of World War I in 1914, the SO was repurposed to foment uprisings against both the Russians and the British in neighboring Muslim lands.

However, the Ottoman army suffered a massive defeat by the Russians at Sarikamish in the Caucasus Mountains in January 1915, a defeat that Turkish propagandists quickly blamed on the Armenians. The Armenians, who were Christians, were accused of disloyalty, especially since some had allied with the Russians. Ottoman Armenian Army conscripts were disarmed, placed into labor battalions, and put to exhausting work with too little food and water. Soon thereafter most were killed. Elsewhere, all Armenian civilians were forced to surrender any weapons that they might possess.

By March 1915, the Central Committee of the CUP decided to carry out an internal genocidal campaign against the Armenians. To that end, the SO was detached from the army and placed under the direction of Behaeddin Shakir of the CUP party. He organized the SO as mobile killing squads to exterminate the Armenians. Recruits to the SO included Kurds, displaced Muslims from the Balkans and Caucasus, and convicted criminals. Incentivized by the freedom to loot, SO operatives were unleashed to massacre villagers in the eastern provinces. Unarmed Armenian men in the labor battalions were rounded up and killed en masse. On a single day in June 1915, some 25,000 Armenians were killed at Kemah.

In addition to assaults on villages, Armenians were forcibly deported south of Anatolia. The deportees—most of them women, children, and older men, as able-bodied men had been shot or bayoneted in the early stages of deportation—were forced to march with inadequate provisions, and many died for that reason alone. But as the Armenians were collected at strategic points, their escorts also allowed the SO to descend on the convoys and carry out their orders of mass killings. Regular Turkish forces were, in fact, instructed not to interfere in the killings, that is, neither to stop them nor to link the killings to the government by participating in them.

The deportations were quickly understood to be, in essence, death marches. As early as April 1915, Armenians in Van defied an order of forcible deportation with armed resistance, but by August had to evacuate with great loss of life. The stand at Van became a pretext for claiming Armenian disloyalty to the Ottoman Empire and for the Young Turk regime intensifying the killings and deportations already underway.

Even today, Turkey has consistently denied culpability in any campaign of genocide against the Armenians. However, after the war, the Ottoman Military Tribunal’s indictments charged the senior leaders of the CUP with establishing the SO to pursue the organized extermination of an entire people.
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Talaat, Mehmet 

Mehmet Talaat (also known as Talaat Bey) was the principal architect of the Armenian Genocide. Born in Edirne in 1874 (Adrianople), Talaat became a telegraph operator at a young age. He was active in the Young Turk movement seeking to overthrow Sultan Abdulhamid II. He joined the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) and quickly emerged a leader in the secret organization. His profession gave him access to the principal means of communication in his era and his assignment as Chief Secretary of Posts and Telegraphs in Salonika placed him at the hub of Turkish revolutionary plotting. After the 1908 Young Turk Revolution, Talaat became one of the most influential politicians of the Ottoman Empire. In 1909 he was appointed minister of the interior and then minister of posts. By 1912 he was secretary general of the CUP, which the following year seized complete power in the Ottoman Empire. The 1913 coup saw the rise of the so-called Young Turk triumvirate consisting of Talaat as minister of the interior, Enver as minister of war, and Djemal as minister of the marine.

Talaat was one of the main advocates of the Turkification of the Ottoman Empire. As minister of the interior, he assumed primary responsibility for planning and implementing the Armenian Genocide. He employed the system of provincial administration subordinate to his direct authority as the main instrument for carrying out the deportations. The 1915 orders for the eviction of the Armenians from their homes carried his signature, much as subsequent orders clarifying the originally disguised intentions of the deportations as annihilation also bear his name. Talaat personally supervised the process, and his ability to operate a telegraph machine enhanced his capacity to carry out the policies of his government through direct and secret communications to other CUP cohorts specifically assigned provincial administrative posts to receive and carry out the orders. This method of operation circumvented the machinery of the central government and permitted a handful of CUP fanatics to subvert the state in order to carry out their criminal conspiracy. The organized and scheduled depopulation of Armenians from one town after another carried out with complete surprise and minimal cost, their systematic liquidation once they had been moved to remote locations, and the methodical plunder of their properties all demonstrated Talaat’s capacity for calculated cruelty and only increased his power and prestige in the CUP. Talaat went so far as to expressly order the destruction of young Armenian orphans. In February 1917 Talaat became grand vizier, earning him the title pasha. He resigned his post in October 1918 as the empire neared total defeat.

Aware of the consequences he faced because of the declared intentions of the Allied powers to hold him and his associates responsible for the extermination of the Armenians, Talaat fled to Germany where he lived under an assumed name. During the tribunal convened in Constantinople by the postwar Ottoman government, Talaat was tried in absentia, found guilty of capital crimes, including massacre, and was condemned to death. Whereas Germany refused to extradite him, Talaat was identified and gunned down in Berlin in 1921 by Soghomon Tehlirian, an Armenian whose extended family had disappeared from its native town of Erzinjan. Talaat’s assassination caused a furor, and Tehlirian’s trial became a major media event exposing the knowledge of the German government about the Armenian massacres, which had been kept from the German public during the war. The jury, hearing the eyewitness testimony of German officers, acquitted Tehlirian. As for Talaat’s remains, they were returned to Istanbul in 1943 by Nazi Germany and given burial with full honors.
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Tehcir Law 

On the eve of World War I, as many as 2 million Armenians resided in the Ottoman Empire. Their historic lands in Anatolia had been long under the Ottoman domination, but with the millet system, Armenians managed to maintain their religious and cultural identity. In the late 19th century, nationalist aspirations stirred Ottoman Armenian subjects to press for greater rights and equality. The autocratic Ottoman authorities responded negatively and hundreds of thousands of Armenians fell victim to the Hamidian Massacres perpetrated during the reign of Sultan Abdulhamid II, who sought to preserve territorial integrity and maintain control over the ethnic and religious subject peoples of the Ottoman Empire. Russian territorial expansion in southern Caucasia, meanwhile, resulted in Christian Tsarist rule over some Armenian lands. This helped to reinvigorate Armenian nationalist aspirations. Prior to World War I, Russian political and military leaders encouraged Armenians nationalism and recruited thousands of its own Armenian subjects to join its army and fight against the Ottoman Empire. It also could attract Armenian volunteers from the Ottoman Empire. Thus, from the Ottoman point of view, Armenians could potentially represent a dangerous destabilizing force within the empire and had to be dealt with.

Russian military successes in the first months of World War I exasperated the Ottoman Committee of Union and Progress, which suspected the Armenian population of treason and support of the Russian war effort. In the wake of its victory at Sarikamish, the Russian army continued its advance and captured Van in late May 1915. Convinced of Armenian culpability, the Ottoman authorities responded with a campaign of systematic harassment of the Armenian populace. Under pretext of searching for arms or collecting war levies, the Turks began perpetrating plunders and murders against the Armenians. Mehmet Talaat, the minister of interior and one of the triumvirate who controlled the Ottoman state (along with Ismail Enver and Ahmed Djemal), played the lead role in orchestrating Armenian persecutions. On April 24, Armenian political and community leaders were arrested. On May 26, Talaat suggested to the Ottoman Prime Ministry (Sadaret) to adopt a special measure targeting Armenians throughout the empire. Four days later, the Ottoman cabinet council (Meclis-i Vukela) led by Grand Vizier Mehmed Said Halim approved the provisional law entitled “Temporary Law concerning precautions to be taken by the military side to counter those who oppose government actions during military campaigns.” Known simply as the “Deportation Law” (Tehcir Kanunu), the law became effective on June 1, 1915, upon its publication in The Takvim-i Vekayi, the official journal of the Ottoman government. The law was designated as “temporary” because the Ottoman Parliament was not in session.

As the title suggested, the law granted Ottoman civil and military authorities the power to suppress any perceived threat to national security. It outlined military measures to be taken against any individual or group who defied the Ottoman authority, undermined the war effort, or could be suspected of espionage or treason. It did not explicitly mention the Armenians, but its provisions left little doubt which of the empire’s subject people it targeted.

The Tehcir Law was affected by several subsequent legal acts. On June 10, 1915, a supplementary law specified rules on registering and safeguarding the properties of the deportees. It noted, for example, ways of disposing some property through public auctions and keeping the revenues in trust for remittance to the owners upon their return after the war. Such provisions, however, were repealed by another act, promulgated on September 26, 1915, that provided new guidelines on handling the debts, credits, and assets of the deportees. Although under the Tehcir Law the Ottoman Army was charged with carrying out the deportations, it was, in reality, oftentimes superseded by the Special Organization (Teshkilati Mahsusa) that consisted of former criminals acting on special dispensation.

The Tehcir Law has long been subject of an intense debate over its ultimate goal. Genocide scholars, Armenian historians, and some Turkish scholars (e.g., Taner Akcam, Ugur Ungor) argue that in adopting this law the Ottoman government acted with a clear intent of destroying the entire Armenian community within the Ottoman imperial borders. The Turkish government vigorously denies such an intention and argues that resettlement policy was designed to simply isolate a segment of population that could have undermined the nation’s war effort; according to many Turkish historians, the Tehcir Law was, to some extent, similar to legislation passed by some European powers against foreign nationals residing within their own borders. The fact that this policy produced genocidal massacres is sometimes blamed on “incompetence” and/or “insubordination” of local authorities that did not have the tools or the organization to implement deportations on such a vast scale.

The debate on the premeditated nature of the Armenian massacres still rages on, but the gravity of the tragic consequences that the Tehcir Law ushered does not change whether one agrees with one side or the other. The fact is that, based on the Tehcir Law, over a million Armenians had been turned out of their homes at gunpoint and moved, amid inconceivable hardship and misery, on long forced marches to the desert interior of the Ottoman Empire. Most genocide scholars and Armenian historians suggest that as many as 1.5 million, while many Turkish historians refer to as few as 250,000, died in the process, as they were abused, raped, starved, or subjected to systematic ill treatment. In some places detention areas were created, but they offered no actual shelter and represented little more than vast deserts lacking water and other essentials. The Tehcir Law was never promulgated by the Ottoman Parliament as required by Article 36 of the Ottoman Constitution. Nevertheless, it remained in effect for over three years until repealed in a stormy session of the postwar Ottoman Parliament on November 4, 1918. By then, the Armenian population the law had targeted was all but eliminated.
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Tehlirian, Soghomon

Soghomon Tehlirian was an Armenian Genocide survivor who in 1921 assassinated Mehmet Talaat, the former Ottoman interior minister in the Young Turks’ regime and the chief perpetrator of the Armenian Genocide.

Soghomon Tehlirian was born on April 2, 1897, in the small village of Nerkin Bagarij in the Erzurum villayet of western Turkey. He commenced university studies in engineering, but the outbreak of World War I in 1914 forced him to abandon his academic career. In 1915, now living in Erzican, he and his family were forcibly deported by Ottoman authorities. In the process, he witnessed the brutal rape of his two sisters, the shooting death of his mother, and the brutal beating death of his brother. He too was seriously wounded and left for dead among a pile of bodies. However, he miraculously survived and escaped to Tbilisi, Georgia, where he joined the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF), an Armenian nationalist group.

After World War I ended in November 1918, Tehlirian went to the United States. In October 1919, at the ARF’s Ninth General Congress, Shahan Natalie, a high-ranking and well-regarded ARF leader, presented a plan to the Congress that called for the assassination of key Ottoman and Azerbaijani officials who had either planned and implemented the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide or were complicit in its conduct. The clandestine operation, code-named Operation NEMESIS, was approved by the ARF, and Natalie personally tasked Tehlirian with assassinating Mehmet Talaat, who was the primary perpetrator of the genocide. Toward the end of the war and with the assistance of the Germany navy and government, Talaat and a number of other key Young Turk leaders had fled the Ottoman Empire in an effort to escape prosecution in the military trials held there during 1919 and 1920. Many, including Talaat, sought refuge in Germany, which had been a powerful ally of the Ottoman Empire during World War I. The Ottoman government proceeded with courts-martial and found Talaat and other Young Turk leaders guilty and sentenced him and several others to death in absentia.

The ARF’s instructions to Tehlirian were very specific. He was to track Talaat down and shoot him for his key role in the mass killing of Armenians. Tehlirian was not to flee the scene subsequently; rather, he was to wait for the police to arrive so that the authorities would know who was responsible for the killing and why it was carried out. On March 15, 1921, Tehlirian assassinated Talaat in Berlin, and was promptly arrested and charged with murder. The killing shocked and outraged many Germans.

During the two-day trial (June 2–3, 1921), many troubling details of the Armenian Genocide were made public, including Tehlirian’s own horrific experiences. This testimony served to minimize German outrage toward Tehlirian and the jury voted to acquit him. The judge’s advice to the jury about traumatic experiences and possible diminished capacity were highly instructive. Tehlirian was released from custody and settled initially in an Armenian émigré community in Serbia.

After marrying an Armenian woman, Tehlirian lived in Belgium for a number of years before emigrating to San Francisco, California, in 1945, dying there on May 23, 1960. A monument at his gravesite in Fresno, California, was later erected. Since his trial over nine decades ago, he has remained a revered hero in both the Armenian Diaspora and Armenia.
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Three Pashas 

The term “pasha” was a title given to a high-ranking government or military official in the Ottoman Empire. When the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), commonly known as the Young Turks, came to power in the 1908 revolution, they were led by three key individuals: Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat (1874–1921), a former telegraph operator; Minister of War Ismail Enver (1881–1922), a military officer; and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal (1872–1922), also a military officer. Since they were frequently referred to only by their last name and official title of “pasha” (e.g., Talaat Pasha, Enver Pasha, and Djemal Pasha), some foreign reference books mistakenly referred to their last names as being “pasha.” Even today, over a century later the three are still often listed by only their last name and title. The result is there still remains some confusion among many readers, not familiar with Ottoman history, about their actual full names and frequently a continued mistaken belief that the title pasha is a last name. The equivalent in the Holocaust would be stating “Hitler Chancellor” and mistakenly believing chancellor was part of the Nazi leader’s name.
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Trabzon (Trebizond)

Trabzon is a city located on the southeastern coast of the Black Sea, in the northeastern part of Turkey (Ottoman Empire). It was known as Trebizond before the Ottoman conquest. It was a major extermination center during the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide. The city historically was home to a wide diversity of cultures and peoples owing to its strategic placement along the Silk Road, which connected Europe and Asia.

Trabzon became one of the epicenters of the Armenian Genocide, where many women and children were systematically killed, kidnapped, or forced into sexual slavery. Many victims were gathered together by Ottoman forces and shot en masse or burned to death. At the city’s Red Crescent Hospital, Turkish doctors murdered infants and small children by poisoning them and then falsifying their death certificates. At least 500 Armenian orphans from outlying villages were killed in this manner. Older children and adults were rounded up, placed into boats, and drowned in the Black Sea.

Some women and children were kidnapped and later forced into slave labor or compelled to marry Muslim men (many were forcibly converted to Islam). In one particularly troubling case, Turkish authorities drowned a large number of Armenian adults and then gathered their 600 orphaned children into an old Greek monastery. Several months later, the governor, Djemal Azmi, instructed his police force to empty the monastery by drowning the children in the Black Sea. A local sea captain was paid to tie up each child in a flour sack and throw them overboard several hundred feet offshore. Azmi reportedly joked that the fishing would be extra productive that year thanks to all the extra “fish feed.”

The same governor also ordered the rounding up of 400–500 Armenian women and young girls who would be housed in the Red Crescent Hospital and used as prostitutes by local Turkish officials and other dignitaries. He also reportedly kept a harem of 15 or so Armenian women for his own personal use. After the war, a number of trials that focused on Young Turk party and government officials, army officers, physicians, and others involved in war atrocities in and around Trabzon were undertaken.
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Turkish Nationalism

Turkish nationalism is an ideology advocating unification of Turkish peoples, particularly by forming a state or society united by Turkish language, ethnicity, and culture. Under the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), Ottoman Turkey experienced a promotion of Turkish nationalism that discriminated against non-Turks and, some suggest, contributed directly to the Armenian Genocide of 1915.

The Ottoman state was founded in 1299 by Osman, a chieftain among the Seljuk Turks. With its conquest of Constantinople in 1453, the Muslim state became a multicultural empire that at its greatest extent subsumed southeastern Europe, Anatolia, Mesopotamia, the Levant, and the North African coast, among other regions. Given the vast array of peoples, languages, and religions incorporated into their realm, Ottoman rulers administered their domains through the millet system, in which various religious communities of non-Muslim subjects, including Christians and Jews, were accorded a fair degree of secular and religious autonomy, but within an overall framework of being in a position of inferiority to Muslims. While non-Muslims were thus recognized along ethnic and religious lines, all Muslim subjects, regardless of language, ethnicity, or geographic origin, were considered part of the umma, the united community of the Islamic faithful. A result was that Turks, though they constituted the empire’s predominant ethnic group, evinced little self-identification as Turks rather than as Muslims.

Interest by Turks in Turkish language and literature grew in the 19th century, but it was only late in the century that Turkish nationalism began to emerge as a political movement. It did so in large part as a response to a troubled awareness of geopolitical decline in the empire that was occasioned in particular by the loss of Ottoman possessions in Europe. Ottoman intellectuals began to question whether either Ottomanism (proclaiming equality of the millets before the law) or pan-Islamism (positing a fundamental bond among Muslims) was any longer sufficient to bind the decaying Ottoman state together.

The example of German unification in 1871 showed Turkish thinkers that peoples sharing language, culture, and race might indeed be pulled together from disparate polities to form a powerful new nation. In “Three Policies” (1904), Yusuf Akchura, a Russian Tatar, considered the difficulties that Ottomanism, pan-Islam, and pan-Turkism, respectively, held for creating a reinvigorated Ottoman nation. He believed that a French model of national unity, similar to Ottomanism in its assumption that the different groups within the state can be assimilated and blended into a united nation, had proved fallible with the fall of Napoleon III in 1871. Akchura instead thought the German approach more realistic in its belief that ethnicity was a stronger basis for nationality. Pan-Islamism had been rushed into the breach by many to shore up the tottering Ottoman state, but it threatened to partition the Ottoman commonwealth between Muslims and non-Muslims. On the other hand, according to Akchura, Turkism (or pan-Turkism) had the benefit of uniting the Turks of the empire by both ethnic and religious bonds, while still appealing to their non-Turkish Muslim co-religionists. Much grander, however, would be the potential unification of Turkic peoples outside the empire, extending from the Caucasus through Central Asia and even to East Asia. Akchura’s ambitious vision of uniting Turks and all other peoples speaking Turkic languages was a version of so-called pan-Turanism, a movement related to Turkish nationalism, but that looked outward beyond both Anatolia and Turks, narrowly defined, to include Azerbaijanis, Bulgars, Kazakhs, Tatars, Turkmens, and a host of other ethnic groups.

Akchura’s views gained traction within the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), originally a secret society dedicated to overthrowing the Ottoman regime. The CUP initially downplayed overt Turkish nationalism in favor of outward adherence to Ottomanism, but at its 1911 congress the proponents of Turkism gained control within the party.

The Ottomans suffered disastrous losses of territories in the Balkan Wars (1912–1913) and Muslim refugees from the wars and concomitant massacres settled in predominantly Armenian areas of the empire. It was at this time that the Ottoman Armenians chose to approach the European powers with a reform plan for improving their conditions within the empire. The reform package was signed into law, but was abolished months later with the outbreak of World War I. The reform episode galled the Ottomans, who considered it an intrusion into their domestic affairs by outside powers, and it heightened tensions between the Ottoman Turks and the Armenians.

The stunning reverses in the Balkans, in which the empire lost nearly all of its European possessions, sparked a coup d’état by the CUP on January 23, 1913. Thereafter, the CUP began to propound Turkish nationalism openly, though it often still maintained a pragmatic policy of relying on Ottomanism for internal politics, Turkish nationalism for its dealings with Russian Tatars, and pan-Islamism for relations with Arabs and other non-Turkish Muslims, both inside and outside the empire. The CUP made the Turkish language compulsory in all schools. It also installed a network of party loyalists throughout the provinces who were dedicated to the Turkification of the populace and an ideology of pan-Turkism.

The Ottoman Empire officially entered World War I on the side of the Central powers on October 28, 1914. Ismail Enver, the Ottoman minister of war, was entranced by pan-Turanism and set out almost immediately with 90,000 men against the Russians, in winter, to “reclaim” the Caucasus and Central Asia. However, he suffered a costly defeat at Sarikamish in December 1914–January 1915. He blamed his failure on Armenian volunteers who had fought with the Russians. The Armenians had already been a likely target for Ismail Enver. They were neither Muslim (they were Christian) nor Turkish, and so, in their geopolitical position in the eastern provinces, they stood in the way of a Turkish expansion to the east to unite with the Turkic and Muslim peoples of Asia. But the defeat at Sarikamish dashed Enver’s Turanist hopes and became a pretext for branding all Armenians with disloyalty to the Ottoman state in a time of war. The CUP made the decision to begin liquidating non-Turkish populations it deemed susceptible to negative foreign influence and by March 1915 the killings and deportations of Armenians began.
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Van, Siege of 

The Siege of Van (or Armenian Rebellion at Van, as it is called by official Turkish historiography) was an example of self-defense during the Armenian Genocide. It began in the early morning of April 20, 1915, and concluded on May 16 when Russian Imperial troops were approaching the city. Led by Cevdet Bey, the governor general of Van, and the Venezuelan mercenary Rafael de Nogales, an Ottoman force of some 10,000–12,000 men (including irregular Kurdish troops) bombarded the Armenians of Van and refugees from the surrounding countryside.

Largely under the political leadership of the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF), which represented the Armenians of Van in the Ottoman Parliament, the Armenians of Van attempted, but failed, to maneuver in the changing political climate brought about by the World War I. Headed by Aram Manukian, Nigol Mikayelian, and the parliamentarian Arshag Vramian, the ARF maintained political relations with the leadership of the Committee for Union and Progress and local government functionaries. The ARF leadership, for example, made sure Armenians of all classes participated in the general Ottoman military mobilization at Van in August 1914 on the eve of war. Maintenance of relations, however, became difficult after Cevdet Bey, the brother-in-law of Ismail Enver, took over the local government in September. Soon after Armenians in villages near Van fell victim to massacres perpetrated by the Young Turk–directed Special Organization. Massacres and expulsions in villages surrounding Van continued into the new year, despite Aram Manukian’s urgent complaints to the ministry of interior. The ARF encouraged, in each case, calm on the part of the Armenians with the hope of preventing a general massacre. Assassinations of Armenian political leaders, such as Mikayelian, further exacerbated the situation. The Italian consul at Van, G. Sbordoni, and the American missionary, Dr. Clarence Ussher, tried unsuccessfully to convince Governor General Cevdet Bey to spare the Armenians’ lives. On the pretext the Armenians were in revolt, in April 1915, Cevdet Bey launched an attack on the Gardens, the almost exclusively Armenian quarter of Van. Rebuffed by Armenians under Manukian, Cevdet Bey quickly found himself entrenched in guerilla warfare. Supported by the arrival of the Ottoman Third Army, he began shelling the city and its civilians. Meanwhile expulsions and massacres continued in the surrounding districts, with some 15,000 refugees being permitted to enter Van, many being lodged with the American missionaries. The Ottoman military hoped the influx of refugees would deplete the Armenians’ supplies and starve them out.

Despite too few weapons, the Armenians managed to withstand the barrage and even destroyed the Ottoman military barracks located near the Gardens. These episodes of Armenian resistance encouraged many of the irregular forces that had joined the Ottoman Army now to desert Van. Nogales, unnerved by the massacres, requested to be relieved of his command, which was granted on May 14. The arrival of the Russian army gave temporary relief to the Armenian population, but later that year, the Armenians fled as the Russians retreated. The city of Van was captured several times by Russian and Ottoman troops. But with the final retreat of the Russians in 1918, the last of the Armenians left the city.
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Wegner, Armin T.

Armin Theophil Wegner was born on October 16, 1886, in Elberfeld/Rhineland (today part of Wuppertal), Germany. With the outbreak of World War I, he enrolled as a volunteer nurse in Poland. During the winter of 1914–1915, he assisted the wounded while under enemy fire and was subsequently awarded the German Iron Cross for bravery.

In April 1915, he was transferred to the Middle East and served with the German Sanitary Corps. He was part of the large number of German military staff on active duty working with the Young Turk regime in the Ottoman Empire. While there, he witnessed the deportations of the Armenian Genocide.

Despite state censorship and a military ban by the Ottoman regime, he contravened explicit orders from his German military superiors. Wegner took hundreds of pictures of the refugees on the death marches and deportation camps. His photographs have become powerful iconic images of the Armenian Genocide and constitute an important historic documentary record.

It was a major logistics challenge for him to send the banned photographic materials back to Germany. Sadly, some of the materials were seized. As a result of his deeds defying the photography ban, the Ottoman government arranged for his German superiors to arrest Wegner and have him recalled to Germany. However, he and some of his photographs survived.

Like some other witnesses to genocide, the experiences haunted him for the rest of his life. In the post–World War I period, Wegner lectured and wrote about the Armenian deportations and massacres. In 1919, he published an “Open Letter to President Wilson” in a German newspaper. He condemned the atrocities committed by the Young Turk regime and called for the creation of an independent Armenia to assist those who have survived the deportations and mass killings.

In the lead-up to World War II, the Jews of Germany increasingly became the target of Adolf Hitler’s Nazi regime. In April 1, 1933, Wegner publicly protested in an open letter to Hitler about the Nazis’ treatment of the Jews. Soon thereafter, he was arrested, imprisoned, and beaten. He was continuously incarcerated in several camps and prisons, but released by the efforts of influential friends. Eventually, he fled to Italy for the war years, and there he remained until his death in Rome on May 17, 1978.

In 1967, Armin T. Wegner was honored by Yad Vashem (the Holocaust Museum) in Israel as a “Righteous among the Nations.” Similarly, in 1968 he was awarded the Order of St. Gregory the Illuminator by the Armenian Catholics. Almost two decades after Wegner’s death, some of his ashes were taken in 1996 to Yerevan, Armenia, where a state funeral was held in his memory. Internment of his ashes, along with the installation of a memorial plaque, took place at a site near the eternal flame of the Armenian Genocide Monument.

Wegner was a remarkable individual who not only witnessed but also bravely documented two of the major genocides of the 20th century. He heroically spoke up as a courageous citizen-soldier to challenge government when it committed “crimes against humanity.” He dared to “speak truth to power.” He was an inspiration for ordinary citizens to not remain passive bystanders, but to show solidarity and help those victims targeted. He was also an important reminder for military officers not to blindly obey orders that involved war crimes and genocide. Wegner’s life is worthy of far greater study and public education. He is a unique individual who bravely confronted two genocides and is uniquely recognized by two genocide museums for that extraordinary and brave humanitarianism.

ZAVEN KHATCHATURIAN AND ALAN WHITEHORN

 See also: Armenian Genocide, Germany and the


Further Reading

Milton, Sybil. “Armin T. Wegner: Polemicist for Armenian and Jewish Rights.” Armenian Review 42, no. 4/168 (1989): 17–40.

Wegner, Armin T. “Letter to Hitler. Translated by Silvia Samuelli.” Journal of Genocide Research 2, no. 1 (2000): 139–44.

Wegner, Armin T. “An Open Letter to the President of the United States of America, Woodrow Wilson, on the Mass Deportation of the Armenians into the Mesopotamian Desert. Translated by Silvia Samuelli.” Journal of Genocide Research 2, no. 1 (2000): 127–32.



Whitaker Report

The Whitaker Report was a wide-ranging special report on genocide, which was formally submitted to the United Nations (UN) Sub-Commission on Prevention and Discrimination and Protection of Minorities (Commission on Human Rights of the UN Economic and Social Committee) on July 2, 1985. The report was compiled and written by now-retired British Labour Party politician Benjamin Whitaker, whom the UN had tasked with writing the comprehensive report. The Whitaker Report was formally entitled Revised and Updated Report on the Question of the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. Because of problems with a 1978 UN report on genocide, known as the Ruhashyankiko Report, in 1983 the Sub-Commission requested that the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) permit a new and revised report to be compiled, and Whitaker was given the title of special UN rapporteur that same year.

The Whitaker Report consisted of a foreword, introduction, appendix, and a four-part analysis. Part I provided an historical overview; Part II provided a detailed analysis of the existing United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG); Part III discussed the future and the prevention of genocide; and Part IV listed recommendations and conclusions.

In Part I, the “Historical Overview,” paragraph 24, Whitaker noted and listed past genocides, and made specific reference to the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, which earlier UN reports had failed to do. This was the first written document from the UN that acknowledged those tragic events. Needless to say, that recognition would draw a strong negative reaction from Turkey. In Part II, Whitaker took up the deficiencies of the UNCG of 1948. Here he tackled a number of issues, some of them quite controversial. They included the determination of groups that were not then protected by the UNCG, the intent to commit genocide, the definition of the acts that constitute genocide, UNCG enforcement, and the statute of limitations involving genocidal crimes. In Part III, Whitaker prescribed the need to institute mechanisms by which genocides may be predicted, prevented, or stopped once they begin. He also discussed the need for an international court of human rights, where those accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity may be tried in a supranational criminal tribunal.

Part IV of Whitaker’s report was perhaps the most illuminating but also the most controversial. Among other things, he urged that the UNCG be expanded to include groups who had been previously left out of the Convention because of political or cultural considerations. Those groups included political groups as well as groups targeted because of their sexual orientation. He also suggested that ecocide (the purposeful destruction of the natural environment) and cultural genocide be studied further and, perhaps, added to the UNCG.

Given several controversies about the report, the Sub-Commission formally acknowledged receipt of Whitaker’s report, while also noting the existence of divergent views on the report and its recommendations. Thus, the Sub-Commission could not agree to forward it to the full Commission for approval. Nevertheless, the report exists and was recorded for the historical record. While a number of its suggestions and recommendations were ignored, the establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC) at The Hague in 2002 was a significant vindication of Whitaker’s work, as he had specifically called for such a tribunal in Part III of his report. In 1993–1994, the Sub-Commission revisited the issue of genocide and vowed to institute some of Whitaker’s other recommendations.

Paul G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Wilson, Woodrow

Woodrow Wilson (1865–1924) was the 28th president of the United States, whose two terms from 1913 to 1921 spanned the years of the Armenian Genocide. Neutrality from 1914 to 1917 during World War I placed the United States in a position to intercede with the Ottomans on behalf of the Armenians. The Department of State, for example, instructed U.S. ambassador Henry Morgenthau Sr. to deliver the May 24 Entente Allied note warning the Young Turk regime that it would be held liable for crimes against humanity. U.S. neutrality also made the American Embassy in Constantinople the nexus of the information arriving from the Ottoman provinces about the atrocities committed against the Armenians, much as it served as a distribution point for funds raised in the United States for relief to the refugees. President Wilson also extended his moral support for the efforts of the Near East Relief organization by dedicating two days in October 1916 for a nationwide fund-raising drive.

The American declaration of war against Germany in 1917 meant a break in relations with the Ottoman Empire. The United States, however, did not engage in hostilities against Turkey. Allied victory in Europe elevated American moral authority in the Middle East and President Wilson’s Fourteen Points enunciating the right of self-determination resonated with the people of the region looking for a major power to take the lead in settling the territorial conflicts of the Middle East in the wake of World War I. Strong pro-Armenian sentiments in Washington fostered the expectation among the Allied powers that the United States might assume a mandate over Armenia. The 1920 Treaty of Sèvres, which partitioned the defunct Ottoman Empire, and which recognized the Armenian Republic that had emerged in 1918 from the collapse of the Russian Empire, delegated the responsibility of resolving the boundary between Armenia and Turkey to President Wilson. A military mission headed by Major General James G. Harbord in 1919 had been sent to report on conditions in the region and make recommendations to U.S. policymakers. General Harbord sent a clear message about the defenselessness of the Armenians and the dangers they still faced. Wilson sought to create a viable Armenian state with access to the Black Sea to provide the Armenians with security from further Turkish threats. Domestic opposition led by the Republican Party to Wilson’s international policies delayed U.S. action and the general failure of the Western powers to match their promises with sufficient military resolve only precipitated the demise of the Armenian state by November 1920. The forces of Kemalist Turkey and Bolshevik Russia simultaneously invaded the Armenian Republic and partitioned its territories before Wilson’s boundaries could be implemented.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN
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World War I 

World War I has often been portrayed as the first modern war of the 20th century. In terms of its nature and its conduct, it was very different from any previous war, and the changes it brought to international politics and economics were profound.

World War I was primarily concerned with the struggle for mastery in Europe, but it was a global conflict that reached across five oceans and three continents. Although it began in the Balkans, the main theaters of war took place in Western and Eastern Europe. It was a struggle chiefly between the powers of Central Europe and the rest of the world. It was a conflict in which the greatest of the European powers—Germany—found itself checked and unable to secure victory. The initial German plan to defeat France by means of an outflanking march through Belgium ultimately miscarried. Over the next three years, the Western Front was to see the most obvious development of “trench warfare” and “trench-lock.”

1914–1917 

The checking of the German offensive in northern France in 1914 more or less coincided with a Russian victory in Galicia. The combination of technology, modern communications systems, and growth in the power of the state pointed to an unprecedented ability to raise allies, but it also underscored the elusiveness of victory. Armies had become too big to be beaten in single campaigns, much less in single battles. Losses could usually be recovered within a single year through conscription. The war thus became one of inconclusiveness on the battlefield and exhaustion on the home front as both sides sought to mobilize their full resources. The relationship between industrial development and victory became a close one. Russia had an advantage over such countries as Turkey and Austria-Hungary, but was subjected to successive defeats at the hands of the Germans. Germany, for its part, was to be ultimately subdued in 1918 by the combination of Great Britain, France, and the United States.

The Allied victory in 1918 really represented the victory of the larger worldwide community over Central Europe because the British and French war efforts necessarily involved their empires. Indeed, World War I was the first conflict in nearly seven centuries in which non-Europeans appeared on European battlefields in significant numbers. Troops from the French La Marine and L’Armée d’Afrique and from the British dominions and India arrived in Europe in 1914–1915, and it was the latter that were primarily responsible for conducting the war in Africa and the Middle East. Japan, which had assumed primary responsibility for the conduct of operations in China in 1914 and throughout the Pacific and Indian oceans in 1914–1915, sent naval forces to the eastern Mediterranean in 1917. These forces were to be useful in checking the German submarine offensive against shipping. This German effort, initiated in February 1917, was a deliberate and calculated attempt to break the deadlock on the fronts by driving Britain from the ranks of Germany’s enemies. It was this offensive that brought the United States into the war in April 1917. The combination of German miscalculation, belated but effective countermeasures by the British, and American industrial and financial resources checked the German submarine campaign and brought Allied shipping losses down to a level that could be tolerated.

1918

This success, limited though it was, was the basis of the greater Allied victory. With Russian contributions hampered by revolution and the onset of civil war, the United States was able to dispatch to France troops that, by November 1918, would outnumber British forces there. During 1918, the Germans launched their Spring Offensive in an attempt to defeat the British on the Western Front before the Americans could arrive in significant numbers. The German offensives failed in large part because the German armies could not stage any single, definitive attack across so wide a sector of the front. The German efforts were successful in inflicting a series of defeats, primarily upon British forces, but the overall effect was simply an exhaustion of Germany’s already scarce resources.

The American presence was crucial both militarily and because it raised British and French morale. The addition of American troops meant that Anglo-French losses were now covered, whereas those of Germany were not. If the war had lasted into 1919, the U.S. Army would have undoubtedly been the most important of the Allied armies on the Western Front. As it was, after July 1918 it was the Allies’ ability to put together a new form of offensive—a series of limited local attacks, characterized by overwhelming superiority of artillery, tanks, and aircraft, each of short duration but successively staged in order to keep the enemy off-balance—that was to bring Germany to the point of defeat. At the same time, the realization of the inevitable consequences of the failure of the German Spring Offensive was instrumental in the unraveling of Germany’s allies. Already at the point of economic and military exhaustion, they had been kept in line only by the promise of an eventual German victory. When that proved elusive, Germany’s allies quickly fell by the wayside. The Allied offensive at Salonika in September 1918 led almost immediately to the collapse of Bulgaria, and the British offensives in Palestine and northern Mesopotamia similarly led to the collapse of Turkey in October. Austria-Hungary was falling to pieces by the time of the Italian offensive at Vittorio Veneto in October–November. This collapse of its allies helped hasten a comprehensive German defeat—militarily in the field, economically in terms of the naval blockade and industrial exhaustion of the country, and culturally in terms of the collapse of the German imperial system.

HEDLEY P. WILLMOTT
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World War I War Crimes Trials 

Following World War I, there was an unprecedented, but unsuccessful, effort by the victorious Entente powers to conduct postwar trials. Each of the five treaties ending World War I had clauses providing for the trial of defeated leaders and soldiers. Although trials of Germans, Bulgarians, and Turks did take place, these differed from the procedures provided in these treaties.

Throughout the war, a chorus of voices in the Entente Allied nations, especially in Britain, called for prosecution of alleged war criminals. Statements from opinion leaders waxed and waned as prospects for victory changed, but they reached a crescendo at dramatic incidents: the German invasions of Belgium and France, with accompanying executions of civilian hostages; U-boat attacks and the sinking of the Lusitania; Young Turk massacres of Armenians; zeppelin raids on London; the executions of Edith Cavell and Charles Fryatt; mistreatment of prisoners; and the deportation and forced labor of Belgian and French civilians. Calls for trials arose partly from vengeful hatreds fueled by atrocity propaganda and partly from idealistic intentions to vindicate the laws of war so recently codified at the 1899 and 1907 Hague Conferences in order to advance international law.

In 1914 French courts-martial sentenced captured German soldiers, and in March 1915 First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill ordered special detention for future trials of captured U-boat crews. But the Germans made hostages of Allied prisoners of war, forcing an end to such measures. Threats of trials, however, continued. A joint Allied statement on May 24, 1915, declared that leaders and subordinates would be held personally responsible for the “crimes of Turkey against humanity and civilization.” British prime minister Herbert Asquith on July 31, 1916, denounced German “terrorism” and said that the British were “resolved that such crimes shall not, if they can help it, go unpunished. When the time arrives they are determined to bring to justice the criminals, whoever they may be and whatever their station.” At the same time, the British unsuccessfully sought French and Russian support for a joint declaration on war crimes trials. Separately, the French Ministry of Justice drafted a plan in 1917 to bring Germans before an inter-Allied criminal court at war’s end. The British and French issued new threats in October 1918. As the war ended, British attorney general F. E. Smith announced on November 7, 1918, the appointment of a Committee of Enquiry into Breaches of the Laws of War. It began drafting legal opinions and drawing up lists of possible prosecutions. Throughout 1919–1920, the French and British arrested accused individuals.

The most wanted man was German Kaiser Wilhelm II, who had fled revolution in his homeland to seek refuge in the Netherlands. “Hang the Kaiser” became the most popular slogan of the December 1918 British election. Prime Minister David Lloyd George, wrongly blamed for this demagoguery, wished to bring the kaiser before an international tribunal for having started the war, thus establishing a new precedent and crime in international law. He insistently pressed reluctant cabinet ministers to acquiesce and secured support from French and Italian leaders at a London conference held during the election.

In 1919 the Paris Peace Conference quickly addressed the war crimes issue. Its first major action was the appointment of a Commission on the Responsibilities of the Authors of the War and the Enforcement of Penalties. This commission, however, proved an obstacle to British and French plans. Opposition from its chairman, U.S. secretary of state Robert Lansing, who objected primarily to the unprecedented, ex post facto character of the plans, undermined the whole project. When Allied leaders resolved the dispute, President Woodrow Wilson backed Lansing, despite strong support for an international tribunal among American lawyers and the general public.

The result was Articles 227–230, the war crimes clauses of the Treaty of Versailles, more limited in design than the French and British had proposed. There would be no grand international criminal tribunal to judge individuals accused of violating the laws of war. The kaiser would not be arraigned for violating international law in starting a war of aggression or invading neutral Belgium, or even for ordering or failing to halt violations of the ordinary laws of war. Rather, trials of accused German soldiers and sailors would occur before national military tribunals or if necessary before ad hoc, mixed tribunals of several nations to prosecute an individual whose alleged war crime affected citizens of more than one nation. The kaiser’s trial would be a political rather than a legal proceeding, for the charge leveled against him in Article 227 was “a supreme offense against international morality and the sanctity of treaties.” The famed war-guilt clause, Article 231, blaming Germany for causing the war was not drafted by those who created the war crimes articles, but was prepared separately by experts working on reparations in order to justify saddling Germany with the costs of the war. The Germans and other opponents of the treaty, however, often linked Article 231 to Articles 227–230.

The long delay in asking the Dutch to hand over the kaiser and Allied disagreements about bringing him to trial enabled the Dutch to refuse an “extradition” demand in early 1920. The Dutch stood firm on their tradition as a country of political asylum. Opposition by King George V prompted other British leaders and diplomats to secretly undercut Lloyd George, as did messages to the Dutch from prominent figures in France and Italy. Almost alone, Lloyd George remained committed to a trial but in the end was forced to give way. The kaiser remained in the Netherlands. No trial was ever held.

Nor were there Allied trials of Germans as provided for in the Treaty of Versailles. Opposition from conservatives, nationalists, and the military made it virtually impossible for any German government to cooperate with the Allies who came to fear chaos and bolshevism if they strongly pressed fulfillment of war crimes clauses. After an official demand in early 1920 for the surrender of 854 accused persons, including the highest-ranking admirals and generals, the Allies quickly agreed to a compromise that permitted a selected number of cases to be tried before the German Supreme Court at Leipzig.

The Allies requested the trial of 45 individuals, none very prominent. In 1921 the Germans tried 12 persons, finding most of them innocent and secretly paying for the defense of all of the accused. Convicted war criminals received notably light sentences. French and Belgian officials and witnesses who went to Leipzig were met by hostile crowds and left to protest innocent verdicts even before all trials were concluded. The British found the trials more satisfactory, reflecting a more conciliatory attitude and policy toward Germany.

For the development of international law, the most significant verdict at Leipzig came in the Llandovery Castle case. Two U-boat lieutenants were found guilty of firing on survivors of the torpedoed hospital ship, and the court rejected their defense of superior orders.

Repudiating the Leipzig trials, the French and Belgians began to try in absentia all accused Germans. The original French list of alleged criminals, before its reduction in 1920, contained the names of more than 2,000 individuals. They were now prosecuted, case by case, over the next several years. These proceedings came to an end only after the Locarno Pacts of 1925. The French denied visas to convicted Germans until 1929. For years, the Germans also continued proceedings in order to establish the innocence of accused soldiers and sailors and to defend the military and the nation’s honor. Germany’s Supreme Court processed cases until almost all of the 854 individuals whose surrender the Allies had demanded were pronounced innocent. Secretly, the court also reversed the verdict of the Llandovery Castle case.

The greatest failure of this first major effort to hold postwar international war crimes trials was not holding the Young Turks responsible for the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Armenians. Allied focus was largely on Germany. Little heed was given to accusations against Austrians, Hungarians, and Bulgarians; although the peace treaties provided for trials, none were held in Austria or Hungary. There were a small number of war crimes prosecutions in Bulgaria, although most trials initiated by the Bulgarians were political trials of former leaders. There were trials, too, by Turkish authorities in Constantinople in 1919–1920. But the key Young Turk leadership had already fled the country, with the assistance of the German government. Among those tried and found guilty in absentia were three of the most senior officials: Talaat, Enver, and Djemal. Only a few persons were convicted and actually executed before a Turkish nationalist backlash halted these proceedings. To prevent the release or escape of other accused Turks, the British removed them to detention on Malta, where eventually more than a hundred were held. However, the British undermined the legitimacy of this action by mixing political detainees troublesome to occupation authorities in Turkey with individuals thought truly responsible for the massacres. Article 230 of the Treaty of Sèvres in 1920 provided for a tribunal, possibly to be created by the League of Nations, to deal with persons accused of massacres. No such international tribunal was established. Eventually, the British exchanged all individuals held on Malta in 1921 in return for hostages taken by Kemal Ataturk’s Nationalist movement. With the signing of the Treaty of Lausanne in 1923 (which displaced the Sèvres Treaty), the last alleged Turkish war criminal was released from an Indian prison.

The efforts to try individuals for war crimes during World War I, which would have represented a veritable revolution in international law and relations, thus ended largely in failure. Nonetheless, the experience helped pave the way for the important International War Crimes Tribunals of World War II.

JAMES F. WILLIS
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Yesayan, Zabel

Zabel Yesayan’s Averaknerun mej (Amid the Ruins, 1911) is considered the best artistic achievement inspired by the horrors, atrocities, and aftereffects of the Cilician massacres of 1909 and one of the most brilliant pieces in Armenian Genocide literature.

Zabel Yesayan (also spelled Yesayan Zapel, Yessaian, Essayan) was born in the Scutari municipality of Constantinople on February 4, 1878. During the 1895 massacres of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, Yesayan fled to Paris where she studied philosophy and literature at the Sorbonne. There she began her literary career and became known as an accomplished writer of free verse and short stories, molding feelings of love, hope, lust, envy, and jealousy into lyrical expression and opening the darkest corners of the human psyche. Her stories, such as Erg ar gisher (Night Song, 1895), Skiutari verjaluysnere (Twilights of Scutari, 1905), Keghts hancharner (The Phony Geniuses, 1905), Hlunere ev embostnere (The Obedient Ones and the Rebels, 1906) and Shnorhkov mardik (Virtuous People, 1907), reflected life in Constantinople with the social, political, and economic deprivations and injustices inflicted on the Armenian community under Ottoman rule. She was known as an outspoken feminist writer, particularly stressing the plight of Armenian women.

Like many Armenian intellectuals, Yesayan welcomed the Young Turk revolution of 1908 and returned to Constantinople, hoping for a better future for Armenians. However, the massacres in Adana in 1909, spreading to surrounding towns and villages, and the participation of the Turkish mob were a shock to all. Yesayan was a member of a delegation sent by the Armenian Patriarchate in Constantinople to evaluate the situation and prepare a report for the relief work to follow. Upon her return, she published several articles describing the plight of the survivors and analyzing the event. Her masterpiece, Amid the Ruins, a stark departure from her earlier works, paints a landscape of misery and suffering, a true image of the victimizers, the desperate yet heroic self-defense of some, the cowardly submission of others, and the will to survive in all of them.

In 1915, she escaped to Tbilisi, Georgia, to avoid imminent arrest. After the war, she returned to Turkey and helped to gather and shelter surviving refugees and orphans of the genocide. She avoided thematizing the Armenian Genocide in a large-scale literary work. Verjin bazhake (The Last Cup, 1916) and Hogis aksorial (My Exiled Soul, 1919) contain only obscure references to the impact of the genocide on her psyche.

Her quest for a more favorable environment took her to Soviet Armenia in 1926; Prometeos azatagrvats (Prometheus Liberated, 1928) reflects her impressions. She settled there permanently in 1933, and paid tribute to the regime in Krake shapike (The Shirt of Fire, 1934), Silihtary parteznere (The Gardens of Silihdar, 1935), and Parba Khachik (Uncle Khachik, 1936). During the Stalinist purges of 1937, she was accused of nationalism and arrested and exiled. She is believed to have died in 1943, possibly killed in Siberia.

Throughout her life, Yesayan struggled for freedom and justice for herself, for all women, and for all the deprived classes of society. Her chosen tool was literature, in her words, “a powerful means, a weapon to fight against everything that is unjust.”

RUBINA PEROOMIAN
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Young Turks

The Young Turks were a coalition of groups that brought about the fall of Ottoman sultan Abdulhamid II in 1909. Initially welcomed for their democratic aspirations and modernizing goals for the Ottoman Empire, the Young Turks did not fare well in the destructive geopolitics of World War I and presided over the disintegration of the Ottoman state and rise of Turkish nationalism.

In the 19th century, the Ottoman Empire was disintegrating because of the failure of the ruling sultans to stem the tide of decay and the rise of ethnic nationalism inside their nation to which the stronger Western powers responded by creating new states and annexing Ottoman territory into their own empires. In response, the so-called Tanzimat reforms were instituted by the Ottoman sultans in the mid-19th century, which resulted in the modernization of many parts of the government of the Ottoman Empire. Hundreds of government officials were trained in Western methods and concepts, but some became dissatisfied with the pace of reform. They believed the Tanzimat reformers were not interested in real change, but in accumulating power in their own hands. Some of those men organized the Young Ottoman organization. The Young Ottomans promoted constitutionalism and parliamentary government. Many worked in such agencies as the Bureau of Translation and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, where they had constant contact with Western institutions and publications.

When Abdulhamid II became ruler in 1876, he first approved and then suspended a new constitution. In response to the authoritarian rule of Abdulhamid II after 1876, the Young Ottomans involved themselves in plots to reform the government. Many of the principal civilian leaders were exiled to Paris once their plans were uncovered by government agents. Those young men formed the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) in 1889 and the League of Private Initiative and Decentralization around 1902. (The CUP was the first to adopt the name Young Turks, after the name of a journal produced by one of its members. Later, the name became loosely identified with other factions advocating the overthrow of Abdulhamid II.) Both the CUP and the league called for the military and moral strengthening of the Ottoman Empire, equal rights for all ethnic and religious groups, and the restoration of the Constitution of 1876 that Abdulhamid had set aside. The CUP favored a strong central government, however, while the league preferred a more decentralized government and European assistance.

Spurred on by the revolutionary publications of the exiles, the CUP steadily gained members in Turkey. It included not only teachers and students but also bureaucrats, army officers, and members of the Muslim clergy. Chapters were formed in the major cities of Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania. An attempt to overthrow the Turkish government in 1895 failed, and Abdulhamid dispersed the revolutionaries to such remote parts of the empire such as Macedonia, believing that the revolutionary spirit would fade. However, Abdulhamid’s move only increased their revolutionary fervor. Next, Abdulhamid offered amnesty and high positions to exiles to get them to return and work with the government.

Still, the CUP continued to add followers. The new secular schools instituted under the Tanzimat reforms produced thousands of educated bureaucrats, officers, and intellectuals who came from the lower classes and resented restrictions placed on them. Many were strong patriots who believed that if the sultan’s corrupt regime were swept away, they could build a stronger country. The growing strength of reformers and the increasing attacks of nationalistic minorities caused the government to become more and more repressive. By the beginning of the 20th century, followers of the CUP were increasingly convinced that only radical change would save Turkey.

The initiative for the Young Turk revolution came from military officers within the Ottoman Empire, especially those of the III Army Corps in Macedonia. Led by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, they formed the Ottoman Liberty Society in 1906. In 1907, the group agreed to merge with the CUP, a key development that brought the League of Private Initiative and Decentralization and the CUP together to work toward mutual goals. Events in 1908 spurred them to action. Bosnia and Herzegovina was annexed by the Austro-Hungarian Empire, while Bulgaria and Crete declared their independence from Ottoman rule. On July 3, III Corps launched a revolt that quickly spread to other military units throughout the empire. Unable to rely on his troops, Abdulhamid restored the Constitution of 1876 and reconvened the parliament, hoping to undercut the rebellion, but his rule lasted only another year.

The Young Turks took charge of the government and began to introduce numerous and diverse reform programs, though by 1911, the CUP’s political agenda was contested by liberal, conservative, and nationalistic forces internally. In 1913, the CUP gained effective control, thanks in part to rigged elections and in part to the chaos of the Balkan Wars. By the time it consolidated its power, not only had it lost the Balkans (and therefore most of the empire’s Christians), but its ideals of a multinational Ottomanism had faded somewhat to be replaced by a preference for congressional representatives who were ethnic Turks and members of the CUP.

The new CUP leadership included Ismail Enver as war minister, Ahmed Djemal as naval minister, and Mehmet Talaat as interior minister. Those men carried out many reforms of the provincial administrations, which led to greater centralization. They also secularized the legal system and provided a better system of elementary school education, especially for girls. The Young Turks are hailed for those modernizing programs. The CUP government also made Turkish the language of administration and instruction, however, which alienated the large number of Arabs in the empire.

With the onslaught of World War I, the Young Turks chose to ally with Germany;, though in their admiration for the German military, they overestimated its effectiveness. They also wished to reconquer Egypt from the British and the Caucasus Mountains from Russia, which made alliance with Germany logical. The Young Turks began to fear that the Armenians (Christians living in eastern Anatolia) would support the Russians, though they had shown no sign of disloyalty to the Ottoman government since the overthrow of Abdulhamid II. Acting with German assistance, the Young Turks ordered the deportation of the Armenians from the Ottoman state. When the Armenians resisted, the Ottoman Army unleashed local Turkish and Kurdish brigands who killed an estimated 1.5 million during the Armenian Genocide and scattered the rest.

Their genocidal persecution of the Armenians did not endear the Young Turks to the Arabs. Though theoretically united by Islam, many Arabs were suspicious of the way the Young Turks combined religion with nationalism. More damage was done, however, by the former naval minister, Djemal, as he and his troops rested in Syria during 1915 to reorganize an attack on the British and the Suez Canal. Djemal’s treatment of the Syrians was so cruel and arbitrary that he inspired them to join in the British-sponsored Arab Uprising, led by the Hussein clan from Mecca. That revolt forced Djemal to withdraw from Syria, ceding control of the entire region south of Anatolia to the French and the British.

By late 1918, military defeat appeared imminent, and the CUP leaders resigned from government in October, just a month before the Armistice of Mudros ended the war. In spite of their misfortunes and their mistakes, however, the Young Turks are regarded by Turkish people as having led an important phase in the regeneration of the nation. Their transformation from Ottoman to Turkish nationalism and their ideas about Islam allowed for subsequent rulers to progress more rapidly. Arguing that religion should be a matter of conscience and that the legal aspects of Islam should be surrendered to secular legislation, they called for a split between Islam and the state. That idea became the foundation for the policy of secularization later adopted by the Turkish republic under Ataturk.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Young Turks and the Armenian Genocide 

The Young Turks were the perpetrators of the Armenian Genocide. The Young Turk Movement emerged in reaction to the absolutist rule of Sultan Abdulhamid II. With the 1878 suspension of the Ottoman Constitution, reform-minded Ottomans resorted to organizing overseas or underground. The backbone of the movement was formed by young military officers who were especially disturbed by the continuing decline of Ottoman power and attributed the crisis to the absence of an environment for change and progress. Working secretly in unconnected clusters under the watchful eye of the Hamidian secret police, the Young Turks succeeded in overturning the rule of the autocratic sultan when the Ottoman armies in European Turkey openly supported the movement. Abdulhamid’s reinstatement of constitutional and parliamentary rule in July 1908 ushered in a brief period of legalized political activity by a panoply of reformist Turkish parties as well as Armenian political and revolutionary organizations. The Young Turks earned further public support when their intervention was required to suppress the April 1909 counterrevolution staged by the palace.

At the center of the Young Turk Revolution stood the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) (Ittihad ve Terakki Jemiyeti) formed in 1895. Its members came to be known as Ittihadists or Unionists. The most ideologically committed party in the entire movement, the CUP espoused a form of Turkish nationalism which was xenophobic and exclusionary in its thinking. Its policies threatened to undo the tattered fabric of a multiethnic and multireligious society. Taking advantage of the political confusion reigning in the aftermath of the First Balkan War which the Ottoman Empire lost in 1912 to its former subject states, the CUP seized power in a coup d’etat in January 1913. As it led the empire to a partial recovery in the Second Balkan War, the CUP monopolized political power domestically by bringing the Parliament completely under its influence. It also began to steer away from the long-held Ottoman foreign policy of alliances with Great Britain and France, and forged a stronger military cooperation with Germany. Moreover, the CUP compensated for the Ottoman retreat in the Balkans by promoting Pan-Turkism, an expansionist program designed to challenge Russia in its southern tier. By the time World War I broke out in August 1914, the CUP constituted a chauvinistic band which had subordinated the Ottoman state to its Turkist ideology. It also propelled the country into war against its better interests by entering into a secret accord with Germany.

To consolidate Turkish rule in the remaining territories of the Ottoman Empire and to expand the state into the so-called Turanian lands in the east, most held by Iran and Russia, the CUP devised in secret a program for the extermination of the Armenian population. From the viewpoint of Ittihadist ideology and its new and ambitious foreign policy, the Armenians represented a completely vulnerable population straddling an area of major strategic value for its Pan-Turanian goals. Ottoman misrule had made the Armenians, a prosperous minority despite its political disadvantages, sympathetic to Russia. To the Ittihadists, the global crisis of 1914 represented a rare opportunity to change the fortunes of the Ottoman state and to use the cover of war to embark upon a policy of both internal and external social engineering the likes of which had not been attempted or imagined. Once again they gambled on the element of surprise, subterfuge, and radical daring, this time against a civilian minority population.

Even though the initial advance of Ottoman forces in 1914 into Russia and Iran did not result in a permanent expansion, on the whole the Ottoman armies held Allied forces in check until 1916 and did not capitulate until 1918. The main thrust of the Armenian Genocide, however, was implemented within the first year of the war, years ahead of any imminent collapse. While the mass deportations of the civilian Armenian population was carried out in the spring and summer of 1915 and were completed by the fall, the systematic slaughter of the Armenians had started earlier with the murder of the able-bodied males already drafted into the Ottoman armed forces. By expropriating the movable and immovable wealth of the Armenians, the CUP also looked upon its policy of genocide as a means for enriching its coffers and rewarding its cohorts. The elimination of a commercially viable minority fulfilled part of the nationalist program to concentrate financial power in the hands of the state and promote greater Turkish control over the domestic economy.

Enver, Talaat, and Jemal, who were responsible for these policies, formed the governing triumvirate which had concentrated power on its hands with the January 1913 coup. The triumvirs divided the governance of the Ottoman Empire among themselves.

A young military hero who married into the Ottoman dynasty, Enver provided the most public face of the CUP. As minister of war he coordinated the buildup of the Turkish armed forces with German financial, logistical, and planning support. In an ill-conceived plan of attack, he precipitated land warfare against Russia in the Caucasus in the dead of winter. His December 1914 campaign cost an entire army lost in a period of four weeks. In his capacity as the deputy commander-in-chief (the honorary command being reserved for the sovereign), Enver exercised ultimate control over the Ottoman armies which carried out major atrocities, first in 1915 and then with renewed vigor when Turkish forces broke the Russian line in 1918 and invaded the Caucasus. The forces under the command of his brother, Nuri, and uncle, Halil, spread devastation through Russian Armenia and carried out massacres of Armenians all the way to Baku. Talaat as minister of the interior in Istanbul ran the government for a figurehead grand vizier. He was the mastermind of the Armenian Genocide and coordinated the various agencies of the Ottoman government required for the deportation, expropriation, and extermination of the Armenians. Jemal, who was minister of the navy, controlled the southern part of the Ottoman Empire as virtual viceroy from his seat in Damascus and was responsible for checking the British line in Egypt. The concentration camps and extermination sites fell within his jurisdiction when he was the commander of Syria. Beyond the government ministries, the CUP also operated secret groups for the purpose of infiltrating enemy territory and for promoting Pan-Turkism in neighboring countries. The most infamous of its operations was the Teshkilâti Mahsusa, Special Organization, composed of outlaws especially recruited to carry out the CUP secret agenda. The high purpose of their mission was evidenced by their disposition at the command of two major CUP ideologues, Dr. Nazim and Dr. Behaeddin Shakir, both of them medical professionals, the prime organizers of the on-site implementation of the Armenian Genocide. Lastly, the CUP entrusted local command of the genocidal process to the provincial valis, or governors general, who were made responsible for the execution of Talaat’s and Enver’s orders.

With the defeat of the Ottomans in World War I the denouement of the CUP became a drawn-out matter pursued by all their opponents. Fully cognizant of the Allied threat to hold them responsible for war crimes, the CUP cabinet ministers resigned from the government with the signing of the Armistice of Mudros in October 1918. The key Ittihadist leaders fled Turkey, while the rank and file went underground. The postwar Ottoman government convened tribunals in 1919 to hear testimony on the conduct of the war and the implementation of the Armenian Genocide. While many second-rank figures were prosecuted individually, the party as a whole was indicted for the crimes of conspiracy and massacre. The verdicts found the accused guilty of capital crimes, but the principal culprits were only tried in absentia. To bring them to justice, a clandestine group was formed by the Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF [Dashnak Party]) to seek out and execute the Ittihadists in hiding in Germany and Italy. Vowing vengeance they tracked down Talaat in Berlin where he was assassinated in 1921. Behaeddin Shakir was also killed in Berlin in 1922, and Jemal in Tbilisi in 1922. Enver in a last adventure met his end in 1922 in Central Asia leading a cavalry charge against an advancing Red Army unit. Though most of the CUP chieftains had taken refuge in Germany, Jemal and Enver had established contact with the Bolsheviks offering their services in the cause of one more revolution. In the meantime, as he led the Turkish Nationalist movement, Mustafa Kemal distanced himself from the Ittihadists but absorbed into his forces former CUP members prepared to switch allegiance. In 1926 Kemal himself stamped out the remaining cells of the CUP when they were accused of plotting his assassination and sent Dr. Nazim and others to the gallows.

ROUBEN PAUL ADALIAN
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Zoryan Institute for Contemporary Armenian Research and Documentation 

The Zoryan Institute for Contemporary Armenian Research and Documentation is a nonprofit international research center and think tank devoted to human rights and genocide studies, particularly those involving the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, as well as studies involving Armenian history, culture, literature, and the Diaspora. The institute operates two distinct but related education and research centers, although both share the same goals. The Zoryan Institute for Contemporary Armenian Research and Documentation was established in Cambridge, Massachusetts, in 1982 and continues to operate in neighboring Arlington. The Zoryan Institute of Canada Inc. was founded in Toronto in 1984, where it remains today.

The institute fosters multidisciplinary approaches to the study of genocide through its publications, educational programs, seminars, colloquia, and public lectures. It also serves as a depository for documents and material culture linked to Armenians and the Armenian Genocide. The institute makes these items available to scholars, writers, researchers, and even filmmakers.

In recent years, the institute has fostered dialogue between the Armenian Diaspora and the Turkish civil society in an effort to educate and inform Turks about the Armenian Genocide. Other goals of the institute include advancing human rights throughout the world through awareness and education; fostering a deeper understanding of the Armenian Genocide and its impact on the Armenian people; and preventing future genocides.

The International Institute for Genocide and Human Rights Studies (a division of the Zoryan Institute) oversees the organization of the annual Genocide and Human Rights University Program, a graduate-level course in comparative genocide studies, and the publication of Genocide Studies International, which is published by the University of Toronto Press.

The International Institute for Diaspora Studies (a division of the Zoryan Institute) oversees research and activities related to Diaspora Studies, including the publication of Diaspora: A Journal of Transnational Studies, which is published by the University of Toronto Press.

The institute has a corporate board of directors, which deals largely with legal, financial, and operational issues. It also has a separate academic board of directors, which oversees its academic, research, and publishing programs and supervises special projects.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Why Is the Armenian Genocide Not Known as Well as Some Other Major Genocides?

Introduction

The Armenian Genocide of 1915–1923, while one of the largest genocides of the 20th century, has remained a relatively obscure event to the international public for many decades. Due to official denial by the contemporary government of Turkey, the unwillingness of major world powers, such as the United States, to recognize the event as a genocide for diplomatic reasons, and arguably the prominence of the Holocaust as the benchmark genocide of the later 20th century, the Armenian Genocide has remained a relatively lesser-known catastrophe, despite the vast scale of the slaughter and the methods used by the Young Turk regime in its attempt to exterminate the Ottoman Armenian population.

In recent decades, greater awareness of the Armenian Genocide has been spurred by increased historical research, the impetus of Armenian scholars and activists to draw attention to the catastrophe, and the growing recognition of the event as a genocide by major powers, such as France. However, despite these developments, in relation to other major genocides, the Armenian Genocide remains somewhat less well known than the Holocaust or more recent episodes of ethnic cleansing, such as those of Bosnia and Rwanda. This raises the question: Why is the Armenian Genocide not known as well as some other major genocides?

In his perspective essay, Colin Tatz states that the official policy of denial by the Turkish government has contributed significantly to the “historical amnesia” associated with the Armenian Genocide. Moreover, the inclusion of Turkey in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) has contributed to the U.S. reluctance to recognize the events of 1915–1923 as a genocide.

In his perspective essay, Alan Whitehorn states that the reasons for the Armenian Genocide being less well known than other major genocides of the 20th century are time, distance, and language. Whitehorn argues that as time passed, there were fewer eyewitnesses to document the events. Moreover, geographic distance from Western Europe and the United States was another reason that added to the lack of awareness. The Armenian language also posed a challenge in terms of providing enough translations from eyewitnesses from the time. Much like Tatz, Whitehorn also argues that the active denial by the Turkish government and the Soviet Union and the inability of the United States to recognize the event as a genocide for diplomatic reasons have contributed to the genocide of the Armenians becoming less well known over time in relation to other 20th-century genocides.

Lastly, in his perspective essay, Alexander Mikaberidze argues that later genocides in the 20th century overshadowed the memory of the Armenian Genocide. Moreover, he also states that contemporary media’s focus on more recent events have contributed to the lack of awareness regarding the Armenian Genocide. In addition, much like Tatz, Mikaberidze argues that denial on the part of the Turkish government has contributed significantly in putting the Armenian Genocide “up for debate” in public consciousness internationally.

Perspective 1: The Politics of Memory

Scholars and journalists often refer to the Armenian experience under the Ottoman Empire in World War I as “the forgotten genocide.” The doyen of Holocaust historians, Yehuda Bauer, once described that event (1915–1923) as a first cousin to the Holocaust, and later, as a half-sibling. The closeness in ideology and methodology of these two attempts at extermination is not in question. An “abscess” in the way of an ideologically driven Pan-Turkic language movement meant to restore a crumbling empire, the Armenians not only spoke a different language but were Christian. They were “dealt with” by concentration camps, special killing units, massacres, drownings, poisonings, elementary gas chambers, medical experiments, starvation, and death marches.

Why then is the Jewish destruction so vivid while the heinous Armenian case remains so shadowy, more eclipsed than similar crimes of the 20th century? One answer is that Germany loudly proclaims itself as a perpetrator, and engages in prosecution, commemoration, and memorialization; Turkey loudly suppresses the events and oppresses those who “insult the nation” by admitting it.

Controversy surrounds Adolf Hitler’s infamous Armenian quotation at Obersalzberg on August 22, 1939. In the context of dealing with “the enemy,” he said:


“Accordingly, I have placed my death-head formation in readiness—for the present only in the East—with orders to them to send to death mercilessly and without compassion, men, women, and children of Polish derivation and language. Only thus shall we gain the living space (Lebensraum) which we need. Who, after all, speaks to-day of the annihilation of the Armenians?”



Apart from survivors, who spoke of that intentional destruction of 1.5 million Armenian people less than a quarter of a century earlier? Who remembered the grand declaration that “in view of this new crime of Turkey against humanity and civilization,” the Allied governments “will hold all members of the [Ottoman] Turkish government, as well as those officials who have participated in these massacres, personally responsible”? Who recalled Winston Churchill’s words of 1929 about “whole districts blotted out in one administrative holocaust,” a term that was soon enough to become synonymous with the Judeocide? Who recollected the Turkish Extraordinary Courts Martial of March 1919 in which 112 people were tried, including the leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), among them Mehmet Talaat, Ismail Enver, Ahmed Djemal, the medical killers Mehemed Nazim and Behaeddin Shakir, and high-ranking military and political officers? In 1939, did anyone remember the interruption of these trials in May 1919 when Britain removed 64 of the accused to Malta to await British justice, where little happened to them before they were later exchanged for British prisoners? Of those remaining, the “execution of the crime of massacre” was proven against 36 and only 3, all relatively minor officials, were executed. By January 1921, the courts-martial were abolished.

Novelist Milan Kundera reminds us of memory (and willful amnesia): “The bloody years of the Revolution have turned into mere words, theories, and discussions, have become lighter than feathers, frightening no one.” While the Holocaust still frightens today, the Armenian experience did not in 1939 and did not until the definitive works of Armenian scholars Richard Hovannisian and Vahakn Dadrian decades after the events. The accounts of the Armenian treatment by historian Arnold Toynbee and by German humanist Johannes Lepsius were published in 1916, seemingly “lost” in the madness of trench, mud, and gas warfare; Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story, published in 1918, was an illuminating memoir of the atrocities witnessed by Henry Morgenthau Sr. in his embassy tenure in Turkey. But that, too, only resurfaced with the late interest in this “forgotten” event.

Several factors contributed to the relegation of this history. Realpolitik, the realities of changing political alliances, looms large. Mustafa Kemal Ataturk emerged as the founder of the modern Republic of Turkey, seeking alliances with his former Entente enemies. The very recent past would soon become distant: following the overthrow of Sultan Abdulhamid II in 1908, the behavior of the Young Turks began to be denied from the start of the annihilation in 1915 and continued under Kemal’s presidency from 1923. Japan’s invasion of Manchuria, the genocidal events at Nanking, and Italy’s attacks on Abyssinia (Ethiopia) were to preoccupy the League of Nations in the 1930s. The Nazi rise to power in December 1932 began to pose problems for Europe, during which decade events in Turkey receded.

The lack of any form of international tribunal to hear cases of war crimes, massacres, atrocities, and breaches of Geneva and Hague Conventions on the rules of war meant that nation-states held the few trials that were conducted. The Turkish tribunal was military, the records reported in the government gazette in Turkish, soon to be rare documents with very limited circulation. Similarly, the Leipzig trials of 1922 in Germany showed just how much impunity there was in the realm of what was to be called “genocide” in 1944. These failures led to the Allies insisting on international tribunals at Nuremberg after World War II: this time the world had to know what had happened.

Psychological factors were at work. Between 1894 and 1896, the murderous attacks on Armenians by Sultan Abdulhamid II resulted in at least 100,000, possibly 200,000, Armenian deaths, attracting attention in major Western newspapers and influential magazines. Strangely, the wartime genocide was dealt with in a more muted key. Armenians were a homeless people, unprotected, unable to be assisted by a minority Diaspora, and by 1919 an interest in their fate began withering. They were not considered “worthy victims” or at least not worthy enough to have nations take up cudgels on their behalf, or to engage in rescue efforts, apart from some noble private relief benefactors in the West.

A key psychological factor was the impact of the actual experience, the survivor responses of shock, loss, and dislocation, and the inevitable grief and silence that ensued. The earliest Jewish writing was by Gerald Reitlinger (1953) and Raul Hilberg (1961). Full excavation of Holocaust history began in earnest only some 30 years after the Nuremberg and after subsequent East German, West German, and Austrian state trials. Though highly literate, Armenians had little tradition of academic scholarship and much of the Armenian experience was taken up by less traumatized non-Armenians. Novelist Franz Werfel, an Austrian Jew, published The Forty Days at Musa Dagh in Germany in 1933, the date when a general world public began to hear what happened to the Armenians in the city of Van. Metro Goldwyn Mayer bought the rights in 1934 and began filming, but by then the Turkish denialist movement was fully under way and MGM was heavily pressured to abandon the movie. (The same lobbying occurred in 2002, unsuccessfully, with the movie Ararat.)

Since the first days of Ataturk in 1923, the world has witnessed more than 90 years of official state denial of these events, with limited success. Uniquely, the entire apparatus of a nation-state has been put to work to amend, ameliorate, deflect, defuse, deny, equivocate, justify, obfuscate, or simply omit the events. No other nation in history has so aggressively sought the suppression of a slice of its history, threatening everything from breaking off diplomatic or trade relations, to closure of air bases, to removal of entries on the subject in international encyclopedias. Even though the Ottoman government of 1915 was denounced by the postwar Ottoman government, today’s Republic of Turkey has chosen to identify wholly with that era.

By the 1970s and 1980s, Diaspora Armenian scholars began to analyze their history. Oral testimonies were recorded from the few survivors, and documentaries began appearing on this “forgotten” event. Ironically, the vigorous Turkish responses have produced the opposite of the intended effect: many more scholars have engaged aspects of a genocide that may otherwise have remained relatively unknown, or far less examined.

Robert Melson was possibly the first scholar to compare two major genocides and to bring the Armenian case to the forefront. His Revolution and Genocide (1991) examined the origins of the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust. Vahakn Dadrian and Richard Hovannisian had begun to assess the influence of the one on the other, and Yehuda Bauer has written of precedented and unprecedented features of 20th-century genocides. Israeli historian Yair Auron has pointed to the banality of both the denialism of and the indifference toward this major genocide.

The restoration and “elevation” of the Armenian Genocide is now fully under way. Twenty-one nation-states have official recognized the genocide, and so have 43 of the state governments in the United States and 2 Australia state parliaments. Recognition has also come from the European Parliament, the Council of Europe, the World Council of Churches, and the International Association of Genocide Scholars. Some countries have criminalized denial of the event. And while the Turkish denial machinery can rightly be called a juggernaut, and while that state goes to quite extraordinary and often undiplomatic ways of fending off the “facts” of the case, the politics of denial and forgetting is fast losing out to the depth of world interest in this major precursor to the events of 1939 to 1945.

COLIN TATZ

Perspective 2: Historical Amnesia and the Armenian Genocide

The mass killings and deportations of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire 1915 onward were initially well publicized and widely condemned. So much so that on May 24, 1915, the World War I military allies of Britain, France, and Russia officially declared that the Young Turks’ atrocities were “crimes against humanity” that would be punished. Over the decades, however, the Armenian Genocide would become less well known, as other mass atrocities occurred and received attention.

There are a number of significant reasons why the Armenian Genocide seemed to recede in the public eye from the late 1920s onward. One key reason was that with the passage of time, there were fewer firsthand witnesses still alive and attention shifted to more recent genocides. The Armenian Genocide occurred during World War I (from 1915 onward), an earlier era than the Holocaust (1930s–1940s), Cambodia (1970s), and Rwanda (1990s).

Another factor is that the high-profile term “genocide” did not yet exist in 1915. Accordingly, the written accounts by journalists, missionaries, embassy and military officials, and even the victims themselves strained to find words sufficiently adequate to describe the “indescribable.” At the time of the events, the Library of Congress labeled the Armenian case only as “massacres.” Even now, almost a century later, it still archaically retains the earlier and far weaker label.

The mass killings occurred at a distance from Western countries. The Young Turk genocide of the Armenians occurred primarily in the eastern part of the Ottoman Empire (what is today Turkey) in a region further away, and hence less well known in the English-speaking world, than the Holocaust which took place in Europe.

Language also was a barrier. Many of the survivors’ earlier accounts were published primarily in Armenian and not English. Armenian is a language with a unique and complex script that is difficult for non-Armenians to read. This inaccessibility for non-Armenians acted as a significant linguistic barrier to dissemination of information about the 1915 genocide. Being scattered and largely impoverished refugees in a fragmented global Diaspora made it far more difficult for Armenians to organize and educate others about the 1915 genocide. The focus of many was just coping in the new immigrant lands.

In an effort to modernize and westernise the faltering Ottoman Empire, the Turkish president Ataturk introduced important changes in Turkish society. Notably, the Turkish language was changed from the Arabic script to the Latin alphabet in 1929. As a consequence, it became much harder for contemporary Turkish citizens to read documents from the 1915 Armenian Genocide era. This literacy barrier helped foster a “social amnesia” and created an obstacle to scholarly research and public education, particularly in efforts to confront Turkish state denial of the genocide.

By the late 1950s, the Armenian Genocide had become for many a “forgotten genocide.” This occurred for two interrelated reasons involving preoccupation with Soviet and American superpower rivalry. In the West, with the advent of the Cold War, U.S. national security considerations were paramount. Hence, it was regarded as undesirable to raise the genocide issue with Turkey, a crucial North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ally on the border of the Soviet Union. More recently, cooperation with Turkey on the “war on terrorism” and retaining a reliable ally in the politically unstable Middle East have been offered as similar reasons. During the Communist era, the Soviet Union did not allow “bourgeois nationalist” histories of its smaller subject nations, such as the Armenians, to be publicized. Hence, the Armenian Genocide was virtually a taboo subject in the Soviet Union.

There has been substantial focus, at times even pre-occupation, on the Holocaust at the expense of less-known or even so-called forgotten genocides. Some Jewish writers stress the uniqueness of the Holocaust and are apprehensive that recognition of another genocide would diminish focus upon the Holocaust. The state of Israel has not formally acknowledged the Armenian Genocide and its fear of jeopardizing relations with Turkey is cited as a primary reason. In the United States, some Jewish organizations have also opposed America’s recognition of the Armenian Genocide.

In the final days of World War I, when it was apparent that the Ottoman Empire would be defeated and the Young Turk regime overthrown, many incriminating records about the genocide were destroyed. The perpetrators were apprehensive about anticipated future prosecutions for “crimes against humanity.” In later decades, access to surviving files continued to be closed or greatly restricted. Even today, contemporary research and discussion about the Armenian Genocide are constrained by Article 301 of the Turkish legal code. This restrictive law limits freedom of expression under the alleged charge of “defaming” the Turkish state. The Turkish state has also overseen the destruction of Armenian monasteries, churches, and cultural sites. It has removed the names of Armenian cities, town, and regions, and replaced them with Turkish ones. The intent is to eradicate the historic evidence of the Armenian presence in their ancestral homeland.

In the countries where the Holocaust, Cambodian Genocide, and the Rwandan Genocide occurred, current governments openly acknowledge past acts of mass killings by predecessor regimes. By contrast, the present Turkish government, like other recent Turkish governments, vehemently denies the Armenian Genocide and instead actively circulates genocide denial materials. The Turkish regime even attempts to intimidate and silence academics and journalists. The topic of the Armenian Genocide is largely deleted from Turkish history textbooks. Thus, a new generation of Turkish citizens lack sufficient knowledge about a key period in their history.

In geopolitics, there exists a substantial power imbalance between Turkey and Armenia. The population size, military, and economic power of Turkey are vastly greater than those of Armenia. Turkey uses this advantage to pressure other states not to formally acknowledge the genocide. Tiny, landlocked Armenia has enormous difficulty trying to match Turkish state resources. The Turkish government threatens not only foreign governments but even overseas genocide scholars who recognize the Armenian Genocide.

In recent decades, there has been a shift from studying the Holocaust solely as a unique and overpowering traumatic event to now include comparison of the Holocaust with other genocides. The emergence of the International Association of Genocide Scholars has been key in fostering comparative research and education. In recent decades, more archival files have opened, and there has been a substantial increase in books published on the Armenian Genocide. Today, most overview textbooks and edited volumes on genocide include the case study of the Armenian Genocide.

Almost paradoxically, the Turkish government’s policy of denial, along with its threats of punishing those who recognize the Armenian Genocide, has generated considerable publicity and raised awareness of the issue, albeit often in a skewed fashion. Unfortunately, there is still a tendency in the international media to portray the Armenian Genocide in a simplistic dualism of “Turkey says vs Armenia says” and not to cite the vast archival evidence and growing scholarly voices that point to the overwhelming historical evidence.

As the world approaches 2015 (the 100th memorial year of the Armenian Genocide), major memorial services will take place and even more publications will appear. These in all likelihood will provide an even higher profile and awareness of the Armenian Genocide. However, Turkish state denial is still an enormous obstacle to greater awareness and access to information on the Armenian Genocide. Much is still to be done.

ALAN WHITEHORN

Perspective 3: Public Memory and Official Denial

The Armenian Genocide is one of the first modern genocides and represents the second most-studied genocidal massacre after the Holocaust. Yet while the modern public is all too well aware of the destruction of European Jews during World War II, it is oftentimes less well informed about the plight of the Armenians during World War I.

Several factors contributed to this. To start with, the 20th century witnessed a staggering loss of human lives, with many later events overshadowing the Armenian massacres. The century opened with the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, but it was then plagued with a succession of even larger atrocities: the 1932–1933 man-made famine in Ukraine, the Holocaust in Europe (1933–1945), Japanese atrocities in the Far East (1933–1945), the Great Leap Forward in China (1958–1961), the 1971 Bangladesh Genocide, the Cambodian Genocide (1975–1979), the mass murders in Burundi and Uganda in 1970s, the Iraqi massacres of Kurds (1988), the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, and the large-scale massacres perpetrated in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s. The first two decades of the 21st century continued this streak of violent occurrences as exemplified by atrocities and mass murders in Iraq, Afghanistan, Darfur (Sudan), Syria, and other regions. The modern public endures daily bombardment of news about large-scale massacres in various parts of the world and even though none of the recent events approach the magnitude of the Armenian Genocide, they contribute to the dulling of public sensibilities and displacement of historical memory of past events.

The film industry, which has an important role in shaping public perceptions of historical events, largely avoided the topic of the Armenian massacres. It has produced a whole slew of films on the 20th-century genocidal massacres but only a few small-budget feature films, most of them produced outside Hollywood, touched upon the subject of the Armenian massacres. Thus, there are no equivalents to Steven Spielberg’s Schindler’s List (1993) or Terry George’s Hotel Rwanda (2004) that have raised public awareness of the Holocaust and the Rwandan Genocide, respectively, and engendered public discussion of these events.

The literature of the Armenian Genocide also has had much less impact because it continues to be the subject of fierce debate on questions of historical fact. In this sense, the Armenian Genocide is no different from other cases of mass murders and atrocities where half-truths and outright falsification have been used to smother historical truth. It continues to be intensely debated by the governments of Turkey and Armenia and their respective academic communities. The denial of the Armenian Genocide had evolved over the last few decades, from the initial position of absolute negation that refused to even acknowledge the intentional nature of mass killings of the Armenians during World War I to modern attempts to rationalize the massacre by pointing to wartime conditions or supposed machinations of the victims. What makes these denial efforts unique is that, unlike the Holocaust, they have been institutionalized by a government. The Turkish authorities use considerable government resources to suppress the issue within Turkey and promote their take on history outside the country. Throughout the past century, Turkish authorities and scholars refused to acknowledge the validity of the Armenian claims and argued that the Armenian deaths simply represented collateral damage in a savage war; the very term “Armenian Genocide” is fiercely opposed and as recently as in 2007, Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan required government institutions to use the term “1915 Events” instead of the “Armenian Genocide.” Furthermore, Article 301 of the Turkish Penal Code, which prohibits “insulting Turkishness,” has been frequently used to silence attempts to engender a public discussion of atrocities against Armenians. The 2008 report by the Southern Poverty Law Center revealed that Turkish government spent millions of dollars to undermine historical truth and exerted political pressure to convince other governments to avoid public discussion or acknowledgment of the Armenian Genocide.

Such efforts mean that the debates on the Armenian Genocide and the Holocaust have developed on diverging paths. As genocide scholar Kurt Jonassohn observed: “The Holocaust literature is directed at remembering, understanding and preventing a recurrence by emphasizing the role of human rights, while much of the literature on the Armenian genocide still addresses matters of historical fact. . . . Another difference is that German authors are participating in the examination of what happened, whereas Turkish authors are still trying to deny that genocide occurred.” Interestingly, the discussion of the Armenian Genocide had been negatively affected by its comparison to and scholarly debate about the nature of the Holocaust. As historian Richard G. Hovannisian pointed out: “A side effect of this debate has tended to create a tension among some scholars of the Holocaust, inasmuch as those, who place the Holocaust in the context of human victimology, trivialize the enormity of the event by pointing to the repeated violence and mass destruction in the 20th century, the annihilation of the Armenians in the Ottoman Empire being a primary example.” This attempted trivialization of the Holocaust has strengthened the proclivity of certain Jewish scholars to differentiate between the scope of the Holocaust and the “Armenian massacres,” from which the label of “genocide” is frequently withheld or at least qualified.” In fact, the state of Israel does not recognize the Armenian Genocide—political considerations, for example, prompted the Israeli government to try to prevent an international conference on genocide, organized in Tel Aviv in 1982, from including any mention of the “Armenian Genocide,” ostensibly out of concern that it might endanger relations with Turkey as well as led to retaliation against Jews residing in Turkey. Similarly, in 1985, just as the U.S. Congress considered adopting a resolution on the Armenian Genocide, The New York Times and Washington Post published advertisements in which several dozen leading American historians called on Congress not to adopt the resolution because it might jeopardize American-Turkish relations. Ensuing scrutiny revealed that most of these scholars had received directly or indirectly research grants from the Turkish government, while one of them had in fact been actively advising the Turkish government on ways to deny the Armenian Genocide.

ALEXANDER MIKABERIDZE

Do the United States, Israel, and the United Nations Have Valid Reasons for Not Formally Recognizing the Armenian Genocide?

Introduction

The relationship between the recognition of the Armenian Genocide and diplomatic relations with Turkey is a problematic situation for the United States, Israel, and the United Nations (UN). Despite being one of the first countries to oppose Turkish policies against Armenians under the Young Turk regime during World War I, by the Cold War era the United States was reluctant to recognize the Armenian Genocide fearing it would jeopardize relations with modern Turkey, its valuable North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ally. The modern state of Israel, surrounded by hostile Arab neighbors due to its contentious policies in Palestine, was also driven by diplomatic considerations in not recognizing the Armenian Genocide, given that Muslim Turkey is its only ally in the region. Regardless of the fact that many Israeli citizens were victims of the Holocaust, maintaining good relations with Turkey is deemed necessary given the current state of Middle East politics. Lastly, the UN, under the aegis of the Security Council powers, has also failed to recognize the genocide as such. Arguably, fears that the recognition of the Armenian Genocide would place the actions of Security Council nations which occurred prior to World War II under scrutiny is one significant reason for this stance. Moreover, Turkey’s position as a major regional player in Middle Eastern politics also plays a role.

Despite the destruction of the Armenian population as a deliberate policy of the Ottoman regime in 1915, contemporary international relations with Turkey continue to inform the United States, Israel, and the UN in their failure to recognize the Armenian Genocide. While many politicians in the United States and Israel are aware of the problematic nature of this situation, diplomatic relations with Turkey are considered far too important to risk. Thus, it is fair to raise the question: Do the United States, Israel, and the United Nations have valid reasons for not formally recognizing the Armenian Genocide?

In the first perspective essay, Alan Whitehorn argues that the United States, Israel, and the UN have not recognized the Armenian Genocide as a genocide per se due to diplomatic considerations regarding Turkey. All three value their existing relationship with Turkey, given its regional role in the Middle East, and view acknowledgment of events in 1915 as detrimental to their respective diplomatic relationships.

In the second perspective essay, Henry C. Theriault argues that the United States, Israel, and the UN all have complex relations with Turkey to consider in regard to the recognition of the Armenian Genocide. Theriault also argues that Turkish pressure on the three, using its leverage vis-à-vis its role in Middle Eastern regional politics, makes any public statement or official state policy acknowledging the genocide in Armenia a risky endeavor.

In the third perspective essay, Henry Carey argues that foreign policy concerns by the United States and Israel make them hesitant to characterize past events in the 1915 Ottoman Empire toward the Armenians as genocide. He also suggests that the definition of genocide, as it pertains to the Armenian Genocide, could arguably implicate the United States and Israel as perpetrators of genocide in recent history.

Perspective 1: Problem of Recognition of the Armenian Genocide and International Relations with Modern Turkey

A harsher and blunter way of phrasing this question of “do the United States, Israel, and the United Nations have valid reasons for not formally recognizing the Armenian Genocide?” might be: “What excuses are offered for not recognizing the Armenian Genocide of 1915?” Various rationales are suggested: military security concerns, domestic and foreign political considerations, economic trade opportunities, geographic distance, the reality of demographic numbers, historical skepticism, legal jurisdictional obstacles, and moral relativism. But at some point we must realize that a long list of excuses does not help to solve an enduring problem. To many, the year 1915 seems a long time ago. But 2015 (the 100th memorial year of the Armenian Genocide) is not very far away. If we do not begin to lessen the pain, the anger, the denial, the ignorance, and the lingering injustice, a smouldering ember could reignite in dramatic fashion in the Near East and the South Caucasus. In the nuclear age, this is an extra reason to be concerned. The United States, Israel, and the United Nations (UN) can play a positive role to lessen this risk.

The United States initially had a pioneering role in publicizing the Armenian Genocide. As a neutral country, the United States had significant access to the Ottoman Empire during the 1915 genocide. U.S. ambassador Henry Morgenthau and U.S. consuls provided crucial, confidential documentation about the deportations and mass murders of the Armenians. American missionaries also provided firsthand reports. The U.S. State Department files became a key historical archival record about the Young Turk slaughter of Christians. Remarkably, they were made available to select prominent American public figures who were central in the creation of U.S.-based human rights and relief organizations.

U.S. president Woodrow Wilson outlined a vision for a more just and democratic world in his famous Fourteen Points. It included a clause regarding protection of ethnic and religious minorities in the Ottoman Empire (e.g., Armenia). Wilson supported U.S. entry into the League of Nations (the precursor to UN) and favored an international protective mandate for Armenia to provide those victims of genocide a safe and secure homeland. Unfortunately, these proposals succumbed to American isolationism. Wilson’s death removed the strongest American proponent of recognizing the Armenian Genocide, and support for the Armenians suffered a severe blow.

In recent decades, national security is often at the forefront of reasons for the United States to ignore what its diplomats, missionaries, reporters, and public figures had documented in 1915. During the Cold War confrontation with the Soviet Union, the United States sought not to alienate its North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ally Turkey. Recently, the rationale has shifted to Turkey as an ally in the war against international terrorism. But what about addressing state-sponsored terrorism directed at a country’s own people? The Young Turk military dictatorship committed genocide in 1915. Contemporary Turkish governments continue to deny these deeds and actively fund and promote genocide denial. Armenian survivors and their descendants are without compensation and instead are confronted by Turkish state denial. This greatly adds to the suffering of the victims and their descendants. Genocide scholar Gregory H. Stanton classified this as the last stage of genocide. Too often large U.S. defense contractors echo the Turkish government’s efforts to silence the victims’ voices in history. These corporations oppose congressional resolutions recognizing the Armenian Genocide. Samantha Power, in her Pulitzer Prize–winning book A Problem from Hell (2007), called upon the United States to formally recognize the genocide. Despite her becoming a senior adviser to Barack Obama, President Obama has not offered formal recognition.

Imagine the outrage if the government of the Republic of Armenia refused to acknowledge the Holocaust? Armenians, throughout the global Diaspora, are shocked and greatly disappointed in Israel’s reluctance to formally acknowledge the Armenian Genocide. Israel is heavily populated with genocide survivors and their descendents. They have a special role to remember and tell the world. This moral responsibility involves not only the fate of millions of Jews in World War II, but also other victims of genocide, such as the Armenians in World War I. Raphael Lemkin, who lost most of his family in the Holocaust, drew the crucial linkage when he created the term “genocide” and applied it to both historic cases. So did Robert Melson, another Holocaust survivor, who penned Revolution and Genocide (1996), an influential comparative book on the Holocaust and the Armenian Genocide. Israel Charny, a preeminent psychologist, played a pivotal role in the 1982 pioneering international conference on genocide held in Israel. On the eve of the conference, Turkish government threats concerning the safety of Jews in Turkey caused the Israeli government to try to halt the conference. Professor Charny refused to be intimidated by a foreign government’s bullying. He and other brave individuals understood the interconnectedness of the security and well-being of all human beings.

Some Jewish writers stress the uniqueness of the Holocaust and are apprehensive that recognition of another genocide would diminish focus upon the Holocaust. While the emotions behind that sentiment are understandable, the harsh global reality is this: we urgently need to understand all genocides, noting both similarities and differences. The sooner we recognize other key cases, the sooner we might find analytical insights that improve the chances to stop mass slaughter.

As the solitary Jewish state in the Middle East, Israel feels besieged and searches for potential regional allies. In the past, Turkey and Israel have engaged in military and intelligence cooperation. Fear of jeopardizing those relations is another reason the Israeli government has refused to recognize the Armenian Genocide. The Israeli government has a special responsibility to represent the Jewish people, a nation that endured genocide. But Israel should also be a clear and strong voice in recognizing other victims of genocide. Unfortunately, in the Armenian case, it has not. In fact, Israel’s stance has been a factor in the U.S. government’s reluctance to recognize the events of 1915.

In the absence of a formal state recognition and Turkey’s active genocide denial, important interim steps nevertheless can be achieved. If a government is unwilling or not yet ready to formally recognize the genocide, others can help pave the way. Academics, human rights groups, and concerned citizens have acknowledged the well-documented historical record on the Armenian Genocide. The International Association of Genocide Scholars unanimously voted to recognize the genocide. Countries such as Canada, France, and Sweden and the European Parliament in their formal recognition of the genocide can show the way for others.

The destruction and death from two world wars were catalysts for attempts to promote world government and international human rights. From World War I and the ethnic mass slaughter of Armenians, the League of Nations and the concept of “crimes against humanity” emerged. Out of World War II and the Holocaust, the United Nations and the term “genocide” were born. “Crimes against humanity” and “genocide” are terms that overlap significantly. Both represent moral and legal responses to state-sponsored deportations and mass killings of a targeted minority.

Raphael Lemkin, the author of the term genocide, and the UN have acknowledged that genocide occurred before World War II. While the UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide was not passed until 1948, its legal roots are clearly found in 1915 in the concept of “crimes against humanity.” Those who suggest that the UN Genocide Convention cannot be applied retroactively to earlier mass atrocities miss an important observation. Informal traditions and customs of law often predate a law’s formal codification. The phrase “crimes against humanity” emerged amid the ethnic and religious massacres of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire in 1915. It was an attempt to deal with mass killings that were already considered a crime. Today the International Criminal Court (ICC) often prosecutes cases for both crimes together.

The population, military might, and economic power of Turkey are vastly greater than those of the Armenians. The UN too often succumbs to power politics pressure. Turkey repeatedly employs its economic and military might to intimidate other states from formally acknowledging the Armenian Genocide. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the Genocide Convention became key pillars for the UN and international human rights. For the UN to fail to acknowledge clearly and formally this historic genocide undercuts a foundational principle of the UN and international human rights. Justice delayed is justice denied. The time is long overdue for the UN to rectify this inappropriate silence.

To date, genocidal regimes have not possessed and used weapons of mass destruction. But the worst may be yet to come. In order to prevent greater catastrophes, we need to stop making excuses for not recognizing genocide. To better understand and confront genocide, we should neither ignore the past nor allow others to deny it. It has been said: “All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is that good persons do nothing.”

We need to recognize genocide clearly and unequivocally, wherever and whenever it occurs. The 100th memorial year of the 1915 genocide is approaching. It will be an intense time of remembrance and sorrow for all Armenians. If 2015 is met with indifference by others and continued denial by Turkey, this will greatly hinder an already difficult healing process and could inflame relations in an extremely dangerous part of the world. We need to do our part by remembering. In so doing, we reaffirm our shared sense of humanity. The United States, Israel, and the UN can play key roles. Silence in this case can be deadly. This was so in 1915 and no less so today. We all need to do much more and soon.

ALAN WHITEHORN

Perspective 2: Diplomacy and Denial

The United Nations (UN) represents itself as the global human rights protector, as codified in agreements such as the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide. Yet, again and again the UN has failed to take action against current genocides or to recognize past genocides. In 1994, for instance, it did nothing to intervene against the Rwandan Genocide even though it knew ahead the genocide was planned and already had UN peacekeeping troops in Rwanda who could have stopped it. Since the position was created in the mid-2000s, successive UN Special Advisors on Genocide have avoided dealing with genocide in Sudan, while also studiously avoiding the term “genocide” regarding what happened to Armenians under the Ottoman regime.

This is due to the nature of the UN. Not a cohesive organization, it is a mere meeting place for the world’s countries. Among members are many past or current genocide perpetrators, including Turkey. They avoid discussing genocides committed by other countries, because this would open them up to charges of genocide themselves. The result is a conspiracy of silence on genocide in the UN. This is especially true in the Armenian case, because of aggressive denial by Turkey and its allies.

By not recognizing the Armenian Genocide, the UN reinforces the impunity of all perpetrator groups, invites new genocides, and sends the message that it is not truly committed against genocide. The U.S. national archives are filled with evidence of the Armenian Genocide gathered by U.S. diplomats and other reliable eyewitness sources. While initially the United States recognized and condemned the genocide, after 1923 Middle East geopolitics shifted. First, oil became important. Turkey’s location made it a useful ally as U.S.-based companies vied for Middle East oil. Second, the Russian Empire fell to communism. Western powers, including the United States, saw Turkey as a valuable partner against the spread of communism. After World War II, with the Cold War and Turkey’s membership in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military alliance against the Soviet Union, Turkey’s perceived geopolitical importance increased even more and it became a major U.S. ally.

The price of alliance has been denial. Denial became U.S. State Department policy. Despite numerous campaign promises, successive U.S. presidents right through President Barack Obama have refused to use the term “genocide” to characterize what happened to Armenians. Attempts to pass U.S. congressional genocide recognition resolutions have been obstructed in various ways, including then-president Bill Clinton’s direct intervention in 2000 to help prevent a recognition resolution from coming up for a vote in the House of Representatives.

In “On Governing Narratives,” Terrence Des Pres offers an analysis of U.S. denial. He argues that, through 20th-century geopolitics, power subverted truth. Beyond this point, we can add that denial is a direct contradiction to the values of truth, justice, and human rights that the United States claims to champion. Denial shows that human rights have no meaning for our government when military power and corporate enrichment are concerned: our national integrity can be traded for any advantage our government wishes to gain. Not only is this bad for our “national soul,” but it also erodes our international credibility.

The case of Israel is the most complex. Many individual Jewish organization, activists, and scholars, including Israeli Jews, have been strong advocates of Armenian Genocide recognition. Yet, for Israel, isolated in a region of hostile countries, Turkey has offered itself as a useful Muslim ally. Again, the price of alliance has been genocide denial. Not only has the Israeli government, despite vigorous internal opposition, refused to recognize the genocide, but, in support of the Israel-Turkey alliance, certain historically Jewish organizations such as the Anti-Defamation League (ADL) have actively lobbied against genocide recognition even in the United States.

On the one hand, it is understandable that the Israeli government is willing to trade recognition of the Armenian Genocide for a desperately needed political and military alliance. What is more, singling out Israel for criticism for not recognizing the genocide turns in part on either anti-Semitism or victim-blaming. Despite the fact that many countries deny the Armenian Genocide, after the United States, Israel is probably the next most criticized. For some, this is yet another occasion to find special fault with Jews, while others fall prey to the poor logic of believing that because Jews suffered their own genocide they have a special responsibility to recognize other peoples’ suffering. While of course Israeli denial is a contradiction, why are Jews held to a higher standard than the many other groups who support Turkish denial?

On the other hand, there are moral and practical problems. First, basing part of its foreign policy on disregard for human rights undercuts Israel’s moral legitimacy and credibility. Second, basing an alliance on complicity in a shared lie is a dangerous and uncertain foundation. There is no real commitment by Turkey to Israel, and Israel is likely to find itself treated quite differently by Turkey if Turkey’s perception of its interests changes. We have already seen the beginning of this in the rampant popular anti-Semitic demonstrations in Turkey following the 2010 Israeli raid on a Gaza-bound Turkish ship and the strong anti-Israel rhetoric that even Turkish leaders have used in the past two years.

There is a deeper problem. Part of the conflict that Israel finds itself in results from Israeli abuses of Palestinian human rights from 1948 on. Rather than addressing its own violations as a means of promoting peace within occupied areas and with neighboring countries, Israel continues to pursue the same policies. This leaves it in the position of having to make cynical foreign policy deals, such as the alliance with Turkey to harm Armenians. If Israel were to deal responsibility with its own violations, it would not only gain international credibility and greater security, but also remove the rationale that is exploited by many anti-Semitic leaders in surrounding countries. While Israel is certainly not to blame for the anti-Semitism prevalent in some Middle Eastern societies, the entanglement of legitimate criticisms of Israeli policies with immoral anti-Semitism makes progress in the region difficult. Of course, this is not to suggest Israel is the only impediment to progress in the Middle East.

Indeed, it is telling that in the years before the current civil war, Syria’s government, which had long allowed general recognition of the Armenian Genocide, began repressing discussion of the genocide as part of its effort to develop better relations with Turkey. It seems that many participants on different sides of the Middle Eastern conflict see Armenian Genocide denial as good policy in pursuit of cynical policy goals.

In all three cases, there is a fundamental reason for why refusal to recognize is a deep moral wrong. Denial is not just symbolic; it is the key impediment to a reparative process that can provide the material basis for the survival of the Armenian people into the future. The effects of the genocide on Armenians continue to be devastating, as the population remains dramatically reduced as well as scattered and militarily, politically, and culturally vulnerable. Indeed, as the legacy of the massive expropriation of Armenian land and wealth—everything from large farms to kitchen pots and clothes—poverty in the current Republic of Armenia is rampant. Coupled with this is the aggressive behavior of the unrepentant Turkish Republic, which has included an economically strangling blockade of Armenia since the early 1990s. Denial by other countries and the UN allows these devastating impacts to continue their effects, likely leading to the eventual extinction of the Armenian people as a viable political and cultural group.

HENRY C. THERIAULT

Perspective 3: Forgetfulness

There are many reasons why the United States, Israel, and the United Nations do not recognize the Ottoman regime’s genocide perpetrated against about half of the Armenian population. However, the evidence in documentary witness accounts and tribunal testimony seems conclusive that the Ottoman regime indeed intended to commit genocide. In the nine decades since the Armenian Genocide, Turkey has successfully used a variety of different tactics to avoid admission of intent or responsibility for the atrocities. Playing the “NATO card” is one denial tactic that has worked particularly well for Turkey in the past as well as to this day, allowing for a “deliberate forgetfulness” of Turkey’s guilt and “tacit acceptance” of Turkey’s denial on the part of the United States in particular.

The U.S. Congress failed to condemn Turkey for refusing to acknowledge the Armenian Genocide after strong pressure from the George W. Bush administration in 2007 and several attempts since. Earlier, a vote on a resolution recognizing the genocide that was before the U.S. House of Representatives in October 2000 was withdrawn even before it went to the House floor. Similar congressional resolutions introduced in 1985, 1987, and 1990 also failed for similar reasons. Some of the more indirect tactics that have been employed by Turkey include the establishment of scholarly institutions in the United States, such as the Institute of Turkish Studies in Washington D.C. Its scholars contribute to Turkey’s denial through their influence and tactics of persuasion on other scholars.

The United States, Israel, and the United Nations (UN) act in favor of their interests for the same self-serving, realist reasons that most countries fail to take human rights seriously: their national security is interpreted in terms of their power and interests, not what they really need for security. The UN, the United States, and Israel claim to promote liberty and practice accountability, and to a certain extent they do—except when it is inconvenient to their national or strategic interests. Turkey’s participation in NATO and its position on Israeli foreign policy continue to shape how these countries view condemning Ottoman actions in 1915. Since early 2012, the United States has depended heavily on Turkey in at least 160 covert Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) flights of arms provided via military cargo flights landing at Esenbga Airport near Ankara. The Turkish government has had oversight over much of the transportation logistics over land into Syria. Taking these factors into consideration, the United States is not going to jeopardize its relationship with Turkey by insisting on an end to Turkish denialism.

In addition, since technically genocide did not become a crime until 1948, to recognize the mass murder of Armenians as a crime of genocide is to open the microscope on many other pre-1948 acts of genocide, including the U.S. genocides of the indigenous Americans and African slaves, as well as the dropping of two atomic bombs on defenseless civilians, when the same effect could have been achieved by dropping them offshore. More importantly, as an intergovernmental organization with few supranational units, the UN acts or fails to act, such as to halt genocide, when the Security Council, so decides or fails to decide. The permanent five members, the United States, China, Russia, Britain, and France, all have committed actions in the past that make them vulnerable to the charge of genocide. They no more want to call attention to the Armenian Genocide than they do for the genocides in Darfur and South Sudan, or in Rwanda, when it was in none of their interest to intervene to stop the bloodletting that routinely occurs in the South Caucasus region of Russia, Buddhist Tibet, and the western Muslim provinces of China.

While Ottoman genocidal policy against the Armenian population preceded current views on what constitutes genocide, current jurisprudence from the two International Criminals for the former Yugoslavia and for Rwanda (the ICTY and ICTR, respectively) have issued rulings which have been accepted as customary international law. Convictions for acts of genocide have been issued, such as for the Srebrenica Massacre, for murdering groups of individuals. Genocide can be understood as intentional killing of civilians or detained combatants, if it is part of an attempt to destroy a part of a people. However, case law from the ICTY and ICTR suggests that the “facts speak for themselves” in some situations, where direct evidence of intent is lacking, but that mass killings outside of any remote claim to military necessity would be rejected. Furthermore, the “part of a people” is undefined an “acts of genocide” are not considered a crime of genocide, even though the destruction was considered outside of indisputable evidence of a larger plan of destruction.

Similarly, genocide could occur from carpet bombing, such as during the Vietnam War by the United States or as part of a counter-insurgency, such as the Serbs in Bosnia and the Rwandan government in 1994. The threat posed by civilians, including even food and shelter assistance to favored troops, not only cannot justify extrajudicial murder, but also, by some interpretations of genocide law, could amount to genocide if enough civilians were executed in detention so as to destroy a part of their ethnic, racial, or religious community. The law of intent remains murky and ambiguous. Case law is needed to clarify this burden of proof much more clearly, as well as the definition of intent to destroy a part of a racial, religious, or ethnical group. The defense will always argue that it is a coincidence that the civilians killed were from one group, since they are really the enemy, who are killed to win the war, not to destroy the group. While these factors could be used to condemn the actions of the Ottoman regime against the Armenian population in 1915, they could also arguably be used to characterize actions by the United States in the Vietnam War and by Israel in its military struggles in Palestine.

Of course, we could get sidetracked by a variety of debates over what qualifies as genocide. One could argue that what occurred in Ottoman Anatolia lacked the requisite “intent to destroy a part of a people,” that the 1948 UN Convention defines. In a sense, the debate over whether the Ottomans perpetrated genocide plays into the hand of the deniers, by being the wrong question. Since the Ottoman genocide was not like the Holocaust of a premeditated, exterminationist plan and mission, there is a little question of whether what occurred qualifies as a genocide. While the answer is in the affirmative, it is a legitimate question. It is also the wrong question because what matters is that massive numbers were killed and were clearly a crime against humanity. Crimes against humanity deserve just as much attention as genocide—so that we do not get sidetracked on such unimportant distinctions.

Regimes that are unwilling to curtail the mass murders and deaths once they started occurring, even if not originally intended, are bound to repeat those crimes. The incipient defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War I might serve as an additional excuse for the lack of intent. Turkey’s denial of the Armenian Genocide, which has been continued by the current ruling Islamic AK (Justice and Development) Party, following the same policy of the previous secular nationalist governments, has been impelled by its sensitivity to the PKK (Kurdish Workers Party), which has been repressed by the government for fighting for autonomy, which, Turkey fears, will lead to secession, the same paranoia that accompanied the Ottoman Empire’s unfounded fears about the Armenians a century ago. However, the recent ceasefire with the PKK might lead to reduced Turkish sensitivity to the calls for transparency about the deliberate killings of the Armenians. However, for the time being, the government remains opposed to discussions of this issue—and is receiving no pressure from the United States to do so.

HENRY CAREY


Documents

1. Rev. Edwin Munsell Bliss on the Hamidian Massacres

The Reverend Edwin Munsell Bliss was present in the Ottoman Empire throughout the 1890s and witnessed at first hand the massacres that took place, in a variety of places, against the Armenian population. In this document, he chronicles a number of these massacres, in addition to providing several victim and witness statements from those who lived through the experience directly.

Chapter XXV. Character of the Massacres

The massacres at Sassun, Trebizond, Erzrum, Harput, Aintab, Marash and Urfa were in some respects the most important, though there were others where the loss of life was greater. Those included Diarbekir, where nearly if not quite 2,500 were slain; Gurun, in the mountainous region of the Taurus, where the number reached 3,000, and several where over 1,000 perished. With regard to most of these, full and accurate reports, however, are as yet wanting. This chapter includes briefer accounts of certain places, together with a brief survey of the general characteristics of all.

In Central Asia Minor, the most important city is that of Sivas. It is the capital of the province and the trade centre of a large section. Its population is Turkish and Armenian, the Turks being largely in the majority. There is also a considerable Kurdish element both in the city itself and in the mountainous section to the south. The following account of the outbreak was received from a perfectly reliable source:


The outbreak began on the 12th (November) and was ‘permitted’ to continue for seven days; during this ‘bloody week’ about 1,200 Armenians and 10 Turks were killed. Suddenly at noon, as if at a given signal, the Turkish laborers seized their tools, clubs, or whatever was at hand; soldiers, Circassians and police with their arms, all under command of officers—aided by the Moslem women and children, rushed to the market to begin their dreadful work of killing, stripping the dead and looting the houses. No resistance was made by the Armenians, who seemed overpowered in the suddenness of the onslaught, the number of their armed assailants and the relentless ferocity with which they were pursued to their death. The shops of the Armenian merchants, whether wholesale or retail, were looted by the rioters and soldiers. Many of the merchants and their clerks were killed; thus at one blow the Armenian element was eliminated from the trade at Sivas. As the importing business had been in their hands almost exclusively, it is difficult to foresee anything to avert the impending financial disaster. The Armenian villagers in that vicinity have been robbed of everything, and the people are left to beg and die. A gentleman in high official standing, who has had unusual opportunities for information, uses the following language with regard to this affair: ‘Don’t be deceived by any of the silly government statements which attribute all these massacres to Armenians. It was a deliberate plan on the part of the government to punish the Armenians. The Sultan was irritated because he was forced to give them reforms, so he has had 7,000 Armenians killed to show his power, since he signed the scheme of reforms. The government has smashed some Turkish shop windows to show that the Armenians did it.’ Food was scarce; everything was carried off from the Armenian shops. There will be an immense amount of suffering all over the country. It is said to be a fact, that the Kaimakim (Governor) of Gurun telegraphed to the Vali (Governor-General of the Province) at Sivas, saying in effect, ‘You may rest assured that there is not an Armenian left in Gurun.’ The Armenians at Gurun made some resistance to being butchered and suffered worse for it. (Gurun is a large village about twenty-four hours from Sivas. It has a population of 10,000, one-half Armenians.)

As the fury of this storm of blood and greed subsided, the stricken Armenians of Sivas slowly gathered the mangled and naked bodies of their kinsmen to their cemetery, where a great trench had been dug to hold the horrid harvest of death. A single priest read a short service over the long and ghastly rank; and thus was closed another chapter in the yet unfinished story of cruelty, lust and fanaticism.



West of Sivas, in the ancient province of Cappadocia, is the city of Cesarea. It has a large Moslem population, chiefly Turkish of pure blood, as is the greater part of the race in that section. The Christian population is both Armenian and Greek, the former being largely predominant in the city, though there are a number of Greek villages in the plain. The Armenians here, as in the region south of the Taurus, use Turkish chiefly and are noted for their general sturdiness of character, and furnished very little support for the Huntchagist movement. For the most part, their relations with the Turks have been friendly, and the governors of the city, which is in the province of Angora, have frequently been men of character who have endeavored to deal justly by all classes. Cesarea being outside of the six provinces mentioned in the general plan of reforms, there was hope that it would escape, but the following, from a letter by a resident, will tell the story of the scenes that followed close upon the news that came from other places.

Cesarea, December 2d, 1895.


At last the storm has struck us and the horror of the past three days is beyond description. On Saturday, at about 2 p.m., one of our school boys rushed into my room crying: ‘The destruction has begun!’ I hastened to our roof and saw the scene which has so often been enacted of late. Turks beating and killing every Armenian on whom they could lay their hands. Much of the fiendish work was carried on from the roofs of the houses, for here in Cesarea a large portion of the houses have flat mud roofs, and one can go nearly everywhere on the roofs, they being practically continuous.

Turks swarmed over the houses, breaking in doors and windows, stoning, beating, cutting, shooting whoever opposed them, and many who did not. I succeeded several times in turning back the crowd from the roofs immediately adjoining our house, but beyond that I could do nothing. They evidently had strict orders to let us alone. . . . No special guard was sent to our house, but by calling upon passing soldiers I got temporary men stationed near our door, but they would stay but a few minutes, then were off to have their share in the business. However, we suffered no harm, but on the contrary, succeeded in protecting many whose houses were attacked. They came rushing over the roofs and up the ladder which I placed for them, until we had over sixty people under our narrow roof. (Later they had 109.) The strain was terrible for three hours, but after sundown it gradually quieted.

Firing on the mob by the troops was absolutely forbidden until special orders to fire were received from Constantinople. This order was delayed till about sunset. I have this direct from soldiers and believe it to be true. From sunset on I give the government credit for making honest attempts to restore quiet. On Sunday a. m. there was considerable disturbance, quieted by noon. I then succeeded in getting two soldiers to accompany me to the governor—he gave me six men for a guard. This morning again there was disturbance, and a house near was attacked, but my men drove them away. The worst was at evening, and seems to be past, but what has been passes description. Today I have been about looking up some persons and seeing some of the wounded. Men and women were literally hacked to pieces; certainly several hundred, and some Turks say 1,000 were killed.

Saturday, 7 p.m. women as well as men were fearfully handled. Several thousand fierce fellows came from the neighboring Turkish villages to help on the diabolical work, and many women were carried away. This morning I was told that a bride and a young girl had been taken from a neighboring house to the house of a Turk nearby. The husband who was in the market at the time came and begged me to help him get them back. On going to the Turkish house with two of my soldiers I found that the girls had not been ill treated and the house owner readily gave them up. In order to save their lives they had said, ‘We are Moslems.’ I know of other Turkish families where Christians were sheltered. These are about the only bright spots in a very dark picture. To add to the horror, many houses were burned and some perished in the flames. Dr. Avedis Effendi (an influential preacher for many years), with wife and oldest son, were killed.

I think the attack here was a concession to the thirsty mob, who could not see why they should not have their fling as well as those in Sivas and elsewhere.

Our hearts are sick. We are so powerless to aid and comfort. Our school boys are all safe.

December 3d. We breathe easier this morning, but I cannot be sure all danger is past. The method taken with the women was to demand that they proclaim themselves Moslems. If they refused, as many did, even girls from twelve to fifteen years of age, they were cut down mercilessly. This fact can be substantiated with the utmost ease. Should the troops withdraw, worse destruction is sure to follow. Neighboring villages have suffered still worse, many of them stripped once, and twice, and thrice, till nothing is left.



The city of Birejik is on the Euphrates, between Urfa and Aintab. It is a prosperous place, with a population of perhaps 10,000 to 12,000, overwhelmingly Moslem, partly Turkish, partly Arab in origin.

After the massacre at Urfa, on the twenty-seventh of October, 1895, the authorities at Birejik told the Armenians that the Moslems were afraid of them, and that therefore they (the Armenians) must surrender to the government any arms that they possessed. This was done, the most rigid search being instituted to assure the authorities that nothing whatever in the way of arms remained in the hands of the Armenians. This disarmament caused no little anxiety to the Armenians, since the Moslem population was very generally armed, and was constantly adding to its arms. In fact, during the months of November and December the Christians have been kept within their houses because the danger of appearing upon the streets was very great.

Troops were called out by the government to protect the people. Since the soldiers had come to protect the Christians, the Christians were required to furnish animals for them to carry their goods. Then they were required to furnish them with beds and carpets, to make them more comfortable. Finally, they were required to furnish the soldiers with food, and they were reduced to a state bordering on destitution by these increasing demands.

The end came on the first of January, 1896, when the news of the massacre of several thousands of Christians at Urfa by the soldiers appointed to guard them incited the troops at Birejik to imitate this crime. The assault on the Christian houses commenced about nine o’clock in the morning, and lasted until nightfall. The soldiers were aided by the Moslems of the city in the terrible work. The object at first seemed to be mainly plunder; but after the plunder had been secured, the soldiers seemed to make a systematic search for men, to kill those who were unwilling to accept Mohammedanism. The cruelty used to force men to become Moslems was terrible. In one case the soldiers found some twenty people, men, women and children, who had taken refuge in a sort of cave. They dragged them out and killed all the men and boys because they would not become Moslems. After cutting down one old man, who had thus refused, they put live coals upon his body, and as he was writhing in torture they held a Bible before him and mockingly asked him to read them some of the promises in which he had trusted. Others were thrown into the river while still alive, after having been cruelly wounded. The women and children of this party were loaded up like goods upon the backs of porters and carried off to the houses of Moslems. Christian girls were eagerly sought after, and much quarreling occurred over the question of their division among their captors. Every Christian home except two, claimed to be owned by Turks, was plundered. Ninety-six men are known to have been killed, or about half of the adult Christian men. The other half have become Mussulmans to save their lives, so that there is not a single Christian left in Birejik today. The Armenian church has been made into a mosque and the Protestant church into a mosque school.

It was natural that after the Sassun massacre attention should be turned to that section of country, including the cities of Mush, Bitlis and Van. In Van the Armenians are very strong, probably not outnumbering the Moslems, who are chiefly Kurds, but so important an element that in a strife they would be able to defend themselves with considerable success. They are also of a generally higher grade of intelligence and force of character than most of the race, and have always been held somewhat in awe by the Turks. Their villages in the vicinity, however, have been subject to constant raids by the Kurds, and have suffered terribly. Bitlis is one of the most picturesque cities in Turkey; surrounded by high mountains and divided among the valleys so that it is impossible to get a general view of it. It is almost entirely cut off from the surrounding country by the snow during a considerable part of the winter, and is at all times difficult of access. The population, both Kurdish and Armenian—there are very few Turks—is rough and uncouth in manners and appearance. It has always been a turbulent city, and it was inevitable that it should feel the pressure of the prevailing uneasiness throughout the empire. The situation is thus graphically described by a letter written early in December, 1895:


The summer just past has been a quiet one, interest chiefly centering in the work of distribution at Sassun, where the gentlemen have been laboring five months, annoyed by every sort of opposition and insult on the part of the Turkish officials, and any success in their efforts is due entirely to the presence and vigorous support of the British Consul for Bitlis. Proof of the quietness of the region and of the confidence all felt in that future which was to be so wisely provided for by the ambassadors of the Christian nations of Europe is found in the fact that the writer made, without apprehension, the four days’ journey from Bitlis to Van, with the intention of staying a few weeks in the latter city. Three weeks later the storm broke. The Sultan accepted the scheme of reforms. The Moslems of Bitlis, forming a large majority of the population, and more fanatical than their co-religionists in other cities, had told the Armenians that in case of such acceptance the Turks would see to it that no Christian survived to be benefited by a new regime. The Armenians behaved most prudently—knew so vaguely, in fact, how much or how little the reforms promised, that they manifested neither elation nor anger.

On Friday, Oct. 25th, the Moslems closed their shops and went to prayer in the mosques. Soon, at a given signal—the cry that the Armenians were attacking the mosques—the Turks rushed forth, closed the entrances to the bazars, and each man killed every Christian he could find. The Armenians made no resistance; they had no arms and were taken by surprise, for the governor had given assurance of safety but the day before, the barracks were close by, the troops should have been on the spot on the instant, but some time elapsed before they sat out for the scene of slaughter, and when they arrived the soldiers dispersed into out-of-the-way places and themselves took part in the butchery. Repeated bugle calls had preceded the attack; after three hours the bugles ‘called off,’ the slaughter ceased, and the work of plundering began; and in this the troops took a very active part. Men, women and children joined in carrying off everything of the slightest value; goods, materials, instruments used in the trades, and what was of no use to them was burned, till the markets were swept absolutely bare.

The number of slain accounted for was about 500, but the actual number must far exceed that. The Turks themselves buried fifty Armenians in order that it might be supposed that so many Moslems had perished. In reality, only one was known to have been killed. The governor soon after imprisoned forty leading Armenians, and with threats of still more fearful massacre tried to make them sign a paper which laid the blame of the affair on the Armenians. This they would not do, but so great was the pressure that not a few signed the following statement to be telegraphed to the Sublime Porte and patriarchate: ‘Several ignorant and low fellows from our community, induced by evil designs, were the cause of this trouble, and got their punishment in being killed. We that are left are loyal to the Sultan and grateful for his gracious government.’



On the northern edge of the great Mesopotamia plains, fully 1,000 feet above the plain, is the city of Mardin. It is the centre of the Jacobite community, who are found not merely on the plain, but in the rough and mountainous country through which the Tigris runs, and extending nearly to Bitlis. There are few Armenians, but the Kurds are very powerful and very hostile to all Christians, as has already been described in certain chapters of this book. It was inevitable that they should look with considerable jealousy upon their more favored comrades glutted with Armenian plunder. They could see no difference between one Christian and another. All were alike infidels, all under the ban of the Prophet, all alike proper booty for them. They therefore gathered in numbers in the mountains, attacked whatever villages they could with reasonable safety and came up to the borders of Mardin. The following is from an eye-witness:


The beginning of trouble for us here at Mardin was determined by the outbreak which began in Diarbekir after the midday prayer on Friday, November 1st. The riot continued for three days; Kurds from without riding in, looting and firing shops and houses adjacent to the market. When the Kurds were expelled from the city and the gates closed against them, they turned their attention to the villages. These one after another were taken, plundered, and in many instances burned; the massacres being generally in proportion to the degree of resistance made by the villages. A district about ninety miles long and fifty broad, east of Diarbekir and up to the borders of Sert, in the province of Bitlis, was swept by this hurricane of destruction wherever Christian villages nestled among the billows of this rolling country. We are not yet in position to estimate the number of killed and wounded in cities, towns and villages.

The first intimation that the wave of wanton wreckage was moving southward was given in the attack upon Tel Ermin, Wednesday, November 6th. This papal Armenian town of 200 houses and 60 shops, five hours (20 miles) west of Mardin, was taken on the following day, plundered and burned. The next day Goeli, a Syrian village south of Mardin, and only two hours (8 miles) off, shared the same fate. At about the same time three other villages fell into the hands of the Kurds, and only one, 20 minutes north of the city, remained intact. This they tried to capture, but were driven back. The Kurdish tribes on every side were determined to attack Mardin after finishing their destruction of the villages. Meanwhile the local government was actively preparing for defense and the leading men of the city, both Moslems and Christians, in a most fraternal spirit, joined their efforts to those of the government to prevent a repetition of what had occurred at Diarbekir. On Saturday and Sunday, November 9th and 10th, three serious attempts were made by the Kurds to enter the city, in the hope that they would be aided from within. In this they were disappointed, especially when they were fiercely attacked by the very parties on whom they were relying to let them in. They were obliged to draw off with severe loss. The Kurds persistently asserted that a firman for the slaughter of the Christians had been given, but that the Christians of Mardin had bribed the government to conceal it and defend them. When the Kurds realized that the government and city were a unit for the common defense, they drew off and the tide of attack swept farther east, taking Nisibin and some twenty Christian villages in its way. Many of the latter were also burned. Midyat, like Mardin, resisted all attacks.

The result of all this is that already some 3,500 refugees are collected here with a prospect of more to follow. In the village of Kulleth, nine hours (36 miles) east, 300 refugees from the Diarbekir plain are begging food and clothing. The entire Christian population remaining in Sert have been stripped of everything. Large measures of relief will need to be instituted before winter is over, or thousands will die from exposure and hunger.



Similar scenes occurred in other places. There was, in general, however, considerable effort on the part of the government to protect these Jacobite Christians. In the city of Mosul, the governor’s orders were very positive that there be no trouble at all, and in numerous villages the soldiers not merely drove off the Kurds, but escorted the villagers to places of safety.

A general survey of the massacres brings out certain very distinct facts, which should be kept in mind in considering their nature and their effect.

	With only five exceptions of consequence, the massacres were confined to the territory of the six provinces in Eastern Turkey where reforms were to be instituted. These places were Trebizond, Marash, Aintab, Urfa and Cesarea. Every other massacre of any prominence occurred within the very provinces for which the reforms were promised. In those four places the Moslems were excited by the nearness of the scenes of massacre and by the reports of the plunder which the other Moslems were securing.
 	The massacre in Trebizond occurred just before the Sultan, after months of every kind of opposition, was compelled to give his assent to the scheme of reforms, and from there the wave spread over the whole empire.
 	The victims were almost exclusively Armenians. The large Greek population in Trebizond and also in the vicinity of Cesarea, suffered scarcely at all, and the Jacobite population in the region of Mardin not more than would necessarily be expected from the incursions of the Kurds. Special care was taken to avoid injury to the subjects of foreign nations, apparently with the idea of escaping foreign complications and the payment of indemnities. The damage done to American buildings in Harput and in Marash was apparently in direct disobedience to special orders sent, and in those places, as well as in Aintab, Urfa, Cesarea, Bitlis, Marsovan, and indeed in every place where there were foreigners, the strictest orders were given that no harm whatever should come to them. A notable instance of this was in the city of Urfa, where an American lady missionary was protected by troops from the fanatical Moslem populace even at considerable risk to themselves.
 	With slight exceptions, the method was to kill within a limited period the largest number possible of Armenian men, especially those of capacity, intelligence and wealth, and to ruin their families by looting their property. Thus, in the city of Ak-Hissar, not far from Nicomedia, the order was distinctly given, “Kill the men; the women and children will then fall to us.” In several places the most explicit promises had been given that there would be no danger to those who opened their shops, and yet in almost every place a sudden and simultaneous attack on the market-place was made just at noon when shop-keepers and clerks were in their shops and unable to flee. The perpetrators were also in almost every place the resident Moslem population, reinforced by Lazes, Kurds and Circassians. Exception must be made of certain cities, as Erzrum, Erzingan and Harput, and to a degree, Aintab, where the soldiers of the regular army took a part in the work, and in two instances commenced and closed the massacre itself at the signal of the bugle. In a few instances, as at Diarbekir, Arabkir, Malatia and Gurun, the Armenians undertook to defend themselves, and in those places the slaughter was terrible, reaching not less than 2,000, and in some cases 3,000. The plunder was complete. The shops were absolutely gutted, even the doors and windows of the houses were carried away, and in the market-places not a single article of merchandise could be found. In many places even the clothing worn by men, women and children was stripped from them and they were obliged to flee naked.
 	The motive, so far as it has to deal with their religious fanaticism, is dwelt upon in a succeeding chapter. So far as the political element was concerned, it was evidently a firm resolve to crush out the only element of the Christian population which appeared to have any chance of asserting itself against the Moslem Government. The Moslems everywhere I felt that their supremacy was at stake, and that unless these ‘Armenians were thoroughly suppressed, they would, with the support of Europe, gain the upper hand. Only thus can be explained the apparent destruction of the best of the tax-paying element in the empire. The thought was to make sure of their political supremacy, and no other way of securing this could be conceived than by diminishing the number of the Armenians and utterly destroying the power of the survivors.
 	The responsibility for this whole movement must rest with the Central Government at Constantinople. A brief survey of the events in their chronological order will make this apparent. The trouble in the Sassun region commenced in 1893 with contests between the Armenian villagers and the Kurds, in which the Kurds were worsted. They appealed to the Turkish Government, which supported them with regular troops. Officials went to the Armenians, charging them with revolution. This charge was denied; absolute loyalty to the Sultan was avowed, and subsequent investigations of the commission proved that this avowal was genuine. The fact of the appearance of an occasional member of the revolutionary party by no means involved the endorsement of that party by the entire community. During 1894 the pressure from Europe became more and more strong, and through various sections of the country went the statement by officials and by priests that there was an organized effort to make the Armenians supreme and to destroy the Turkish power. The massacres at Sassun in the fall of 1894 were absolutely unprovoked, as has been shown above. The statements of the Turkish Government with regard to them were proven to be absolutely false. The men who were directly responsible for them were honored by the Sultan himself with decoration and promotion. Then followed the summer of 1895, during which repeated pressure from the European powers was brought to bear upon the Turkish Government for reform, and as persistently refused by that government. If it be granted that the disturbance in Constantinople was occasioned by unwise action of Armenian revolutionists, not by the Softas, which was not checked by the Turkish Government, was allowed as an indication of what might happen. The massacre at Trebizond commenced in the courtyard of the government house, and the governor himself was in direct telegraphic communication with Constantinople throughout the whole massacre. From Trebizond the wave spread southward and then in every direction over the empire. In every case promises made by officials of the Turkish Government were not only not kept, but were ostentatiously disregarded. In every case the police or soldiers of the regular army either looked on and did nothing to hinder the massacre and pillage, or took a direct share in it. The conduct of the Turkish Government throughout the whole and since, in absolutely denying statements that were perfectly well known to be true; in making misrepresentation upon misrepresentation; in throwing obstacle after obstacle in the way of those who would bring relief to the people, and in its methods of treatment with the foreign Powers, makes it very evident that it understood the situation, but did not wish it known.


To suppose that all this could happen through a series of years and months without the immediate knowledge of the government is to assume that the government is entirely ignorant of the most important details of its administration, and no one who has followed the course of Turkish history for the past three years will admit that this is possible. The officials in Constantinople knew just exactly what was going on over their empire and did absolutely nothing to hinder it. Whether direct orders were sent from Constantinople to the local officials instructing them as to the day and hour of commencing and closing the massacres, it is probably impossible to say. There are many things that point in that direction, but it will require later and more full investigation to establish that fact. As to the personal responsibility of the Sultan, various positions have been taken. He has been described as so kindly and cordial, so sympathetic with his people, as to be utterly incapable of having anything to do with such wholesale destruction in his empire. The secrets of the Palace are not yet known. It is sufficient, however, to say that, with possibly the exception of Mahmud II, no Sultan has ever lived who gave such minute attention to the administration of the internal affairs of his empire. To suppose that he was ignorant is to belie his whole past history; to suppose that he knew, but could not prevent, is to credit him with a weakness that would be indignantly repudiated by every Turk in the empire.

Primary document section ends here

Source: Edwin Munsell Bliss, Turkey and the Armenian Atrocities, chapter XXV. Philadelphia: Hubbard Publishing Co., 1896, pp. 406–26.

2. Memorandum by the Committee of Union and Progress Outlining the Strategy for Implementing the Armenian Genocide, 1914–1915

Consisting of four documents delivered in secrecy to the British by a Turkish bureaucrat in the Direction of Public Security, the first is entitled the “Ten Commandments” and is supposedly a handwritten draft by Essad Bey working in the Ministry of the Interior. The second is also handwritten and a copy of a wire from Ahmed Djemal Pasha in Syria regarding the expulsion of the Armenians and understood to have been copied by the same person. Most important, the “commandments” included the following instructions (copies of which were sent to various governors to be destroyed after implementation): 1. Arrest all Armenians who had worked for the government and “wipe them out,” 5. “apply measures to exterminate all males under 50,” and 8. “kill off all Armenians in the army.”

Memorandum of the "Ten Commandments" of the Committee of Union and Progress

Just before Christmas, I was approached confidentially by someone who stated that there was still in the Direction of Public Security, Constantinople, an official who has been in the Minister of the Interior’s Department during the whole of the war, and who had charge of the archives relating to the secret measures and orders issued by the Minister of the Interior as a result of the decisions taken by the Committee of Union and Progress. He said that just before the Armistice, officials had been going to the archives department at night and making a clean sweep of most of the documents, but that the original draft of the orders relating to the Armenian massacres had been saved and could probably be procured by us through him on payment of Ltq. £10,000 paper money. He pledged me to secrecy if I went any further in the matter.

In the course of the next few weeks, I followed the matter up. The man who stole or rescued this draft copy is today an official in the Direction of Public Security. I persuaded him without any great difficulty that it would be in his own interests to let us have the documents without payment, and that if in the future he gets into trouble, we would protect him.

There are four documents in this dossier. The first is what is called the “Ten Commandments” and is by far the most interesting. It is unsigned and is the rough draft, but the handwriting is said to be that of Essad Bey, who was at the time one of the confidential secretaries keeping secret archives in the Ministry of the Interior. The second document which is a decipher of a wire from Ahmed Djemal Pasha in Syria regarding the Armenian expulsion is in the actual handwriting of Ahmet Essad and undoubtedly the handwriting of these two documents numbers 1 and 2 in the original Turkish are that of one and the same man.

There remains therefore only the arrest of this individual to prove up to the hilt the authenticity of otherwise of the draft “Ten Commandments” document. It is extremely important from the point of view of bringing home their guilt to all those responsible for the Armenian massacres, who directed rather than executed them. My informant states that at the meeting when this draft was drawn up, there were present Talaat Pasha, Dr. Beheddin, Shakir, Dr. Nazim, Ismail Jambolet and Colonel Sefi, sub-Director of the Political Section at the Ministry of War; its date is given as December or January 1914 or 1915.

My informant declares that messengers were sent to the different Vali’s in the provinces with instructions to read these orders to them and then return the originals which were to be destroyed. Analysis of the documents the “Ten Commandments” numbers 3 and 4 shows that in order to economize their forces, the Turks distinguished between places where they could rely on the population to go ahead with the massacres almost unaided, and other localities where they felt it required the presence of the military in case the population did not show sufficient zeal.

VERBATIM TRANSLATION.

DOCUMENTS RELATING TO COMITÉ UNION AND PROGRES ORGANIZATION IN THE ARMENIAN MASSACRES.

	1. The 10 commandments of the COMITÉ UNION AND PROGRES. 	(1). Profiting by Arts: 3 and 4 of Comité Union and Progres, close all Armenian Societies, and arrest all who worked against Government at any time among them and send them into the provinces such as Bagdad or Mosul, and wipe them out either on the road or there.
 	(2). Collect arms.
 	(3). Excite Moslem opinion by suitable and special means, in places as Van, Erzeroum, Adana, where as a point of fact the Armenians have already won the hatred of the Moslems, provoke organised massacres as the Russians did at Baku.
 	(4). Leave all executive to the people in the provinces such as Erzeroum, Van, Mumuret ul Aziz, and Bitlis, and use Military disciplinary forces (i.e. Gendarmerie) ostensibly to stop massacres, while on the contrary in places as Adana, Sivas, Broussa, Ismidt and Smyrna actively help the Moslems with military force.
 	(5). Apply measures to exterminate all males under 50, priests and teachers, leave girls and children to be Islamized.
 	(6). Carry away the families of all who succeed in escaping and apply measures to cut them off from all connection with their native place.
 	(7). On the ground that Armenian officials may be spies, expel and drive them out absolutely from every Government department or post.
 	(8). Kill off in an appropriate manner all Armenians in the Army—this to be left to the military to do.
 	(9). All action to begin everywhere simultaneously, and thus leave no time for preparation of defensive measures.
 	(10). Pay attention to the strictly confidential nature of these instructions, which may not go beyond two or three persons.


 	n.b. Above is verbatim translation—date December 1914 or January 1915.


Source: United Kingdom, Public Record Office, Foreign Office Records, Class 371, Diplomatic Records. Available online at http://www.armenian-genocide.org/br-cup-memo-text.html.

3. Testimony of Lieutenant Sayied Ahmed Moukhtar Baas

Ottoman lieutenant Sayied Ahmed Moukhtar Baas, who, like many other Ottoman citizens, was against the genocide and even tried to save Armenians, was sickened by the atrocities he witnessed. In a document presented to the British War Cabinet on December 26, 1916, the account by Baas was described as a “Report by an Eye-Witness.” As a report written by a Turkish officer involved in the genocide, the account speaks with a special voice, given that he was opposed to the project from the start. Although the word genocide did not yet exist, there is little doubt that Baas held the view that what was happening fitted all the criteria of complete group destruction.

In April 1915 I was quartered at Erzeroum. An order came from Constantinople that Armenians inhabiting the frontier towns and village be deported to the interior. It was said then that this was only a precautional measure. I saw at that time large convoys of Armenians go through Erzeroum. They were mostly old men, women and children. Some of the able-bodied men had been recruited in the Turkish Army and many had fled to Russia. The massacres had not begun yet. In May 1915 I was transferred to Trebizond. In July an order came to deport to the interior all the Armenians in the Vilayet of Trebizond. Being a member of the Court Martial I knew that deportations meant massacres.

The Armenian Bishop of Trebizond was ordered to proceed under escort to Erzeroum to answer for charges trumped up against him. But instead of Erzeroum he was taken to Baipurt and from there to Gumush-Khana. The Governor of the latter place was then Colonel Abdul-Kadar Aintabli of the General Staff. He is famous for his atrocities against the Armenians. He had the Bishop murdered at night. The Bishop of Erzeroum was also murdered at Gumush-Khana.

Besides the deportation order referred to above an Imperial “Iradeh” was issued ordering that all deserters when caught, should be shot without trial. The secret order read “Armenians” in lieu of “deserters.” The Sultan’s “Iradeh” was accompanied by a “fatwa” from Sheikh-ul-Islam stating that the Armenians had shed Moslem blood and their killing was lawful. Then the deportations started. The children were kept back at first. The Government opened up a school for the grown up children and the American Consul of Trebizond instituted an asylum for the infants. When the first batches of Armenians arrived at Gumush-Khana all able-bodied men were sorted out with the excuse that they were going to be given work. The women and children were sent ahead under escort with the assurance by the Turkish authorities that their final destination was Mosul and that no harm will befall them. The men kept behind, were taken out of town in batches of 15 and 20, lined up on the edge of ditches prepared beforehand, shot and thrown into the ditches. Hundreds of men were shot every day in a similar manner. The women and children were attacked on their way by the (“Shotas”) the armed bands organised by the Turkish Government who attacked them and seized a certain number. After plundering and committing the most dastardly outrages on the women and children they massacred them in cold blood. These attacks were a daily occurrence until every woman and child had been got rid of. The military escorts had strict orders not to interfere with the “Shotas.”

The children that the Government had taken in charge were also deported and massacred.

The infants in the care of the American Consul of Trebizond were taken away with the pretext that they were going to be sent to Sivas where an asylum had been prepared for them. They were taken out to sea in little boats. At some distance out they were stabbed to death, put in sacks and thrown into the sea. A few days later some of their little bodies were washed up on the shore at Trebizond.

In July 1915 I was ordered to accompany a convoy of deported Armenians. It was the last batch from Trebizond. There were in the convoy 120 men, 700 children and about 400 women. From Trebizond I took them to Gumish-Khana. Here the 120 men were taken away, and, as I was informed later, they were all killed. At Gumish-Khana I was ordered to take the women and children to Erzinjian. On the way I saw thousands of bodies of Armenians unburied. Several bands of “Shotas” met us on the way and wanted me to hand over to them women and children. But I persistently refused. I did leave on the way about 300 children with Moslem families who were willing to take care of them and educate them. The “Mutessarrif” of Erzinjian ordered me to proceed with the convoy to Kamach. At the latter place the authorities refused to take charge of the women and children. I fell ill and wanted to go back, but I was told that as long as the Armenians in my charge were alive I would be sent from one place to the other. However I managed to include my batch with the deported Armenians that had come from Erzeroum. In charge of the latter was a colleague of mine Mohamed Effendi from the Gendarmerie. He told me afterwards that after leaving Kamach they came to a valley where the Euphrates ran. A band of Shotas sprang out and stopped the convoy. They ordered the escort to keep away and then shot every one of the Armenians and threw them in the river.

At Trebizond the Moslems were warned that if they sheltered Armenians they would be liable to the death penalty.

Government officials at Trebizond picked up some of the prettiest Armenian women of the best families. After committing the worst outrages on them they had them killed.

Cases of rape of women and girls even publicly are very numerous. They were systematically murdered after the outrage.

The Armenians deported from Erzeroum started with their cattle and whatever possessions they could carry. When they reached Erzinjian they became suspicious seeing that all the Armenians had already been deported. The Vali of Erzeroum allayed their fears and assured them most solemnly that no harm would befall them. He told them that the first convoy should leave for Kamach, the others remaining at Erzeroum until they received word from their friends informing of their safe arrival to destination. And so it happened. Word came that the first batch had arrived safely at Kamach, which was true enough. But the men were kept at Kamach and shot, and the women were massacred by the Shotas after leaving that town.

The Turkish officials in charge of the deportation and extermination of the Armenians were: At Erzeroum, Bihas Eddin Shaker Bey; At Trebizond; Naiil Bey, Tewfik Bey Monastirly, Colonel of Gendarmerie, The Commissioner of Police; At Kamach; The member of Parliament for Erzinjian. The Shotas headquarters were also at Kamach. Their chief was the Kurd Murzabey who boasted that he alone had killed 70,000 Armenians. Afterwards he was thought to be dangerous by the Turks and thrown into prison charged with having hit a gendarme. He was eventually executed in secret.

Source: National Archives, London, PRO FO 371/ /2768/1455/folios 454–458. Available online at http://www.armenian-genocide.org/br-12-26-16-text.html.

4. Report from Miss Frances Gage, Missionary

Frances Gage, an American who was secretary for Turkey of the Young Women’s Christian Association, had been a university professor before agreeing to serve as a missionary in the heart of Asia Minor. Her work on behalf of the Armenians led to the saving of many lives, and her letters and reports back to the United States, both unofficially and formally through U.S. ambassador Henry Morgenthau Sr. (1856–1946), served to raise consciousness regarding the atrocities she had witnessed personally or that had been related to her on the scene. What follows is part of a report written by Miss Gage. It was communicated to the U.S. State Department by the American Committee for Armenian and Syrian Relief, which in turn passed it on to the American Relief Committee.

About eight months after the beginning of the war, a notice was served on all Armenians that they must give up their arms. The reason for this was stated to be that there were so many more Armenians than Turks left in the country and that the nation was known to be revolutionary. This political difficulty was being anticipated by the Government, which was in no condition to meet an inter-racial revolution.

At other times, just before a massacre, arms had been demanded from the Armenians, and so when this order was given great fear took possession of the people. The Government promised in public and private that no harm should come to the Armenians, and that this was only a war measure and a legitimate protection to the nation. The Armenians, however, gave up their arms very reluctantly and very slowly.

But suddenly one night a batch of about 20 men were arrested and sent, after a day or two’s imprisonment, to {Sivas}, the seat of the Vali for the whole province. This was immediately followed by the imprisonment of other leaders among the Armenians of the city. These men were tortured cruelly. Meanwhile what was going on in {Marsovan} was being duplicated in all other cities. I saw some of the men who had been released, after they had been exhausted by torture. They had been thrown into a dungeon and kept without food, then beaten on their backs and the soles of their feet, and, when the flesh was sensitive, hot water had been poured on them and they had been beaten again—all this in order to make them reveal the whereabouts of the hidden arms. When they would not tell, they were made to kneel and their arms and feet were bound together; their mouths were filled with manure and all kinds of indignities were poured upon them. Some died under the process; many went mad. Eyes and nails were torn out. Some were let go, whether they had confessed anything that satisfied the Government or not, but many others disappeared entirely. This sort of inquisition went on until late June.

Some bombs were found in a field, and it is claimed that they had been hidden in the houses in the city and then, in fear, transferred to this field, where the Government soon afterwards found them.

The Missionaries approached the Government, asking that a Committee from the different Armenian communities—Catholic, Gregorian and Protestant—might be formed, to collect arms. The Government gave permission for this, and promised again that no trouble should be given to the Armenians if they gave up their arms. The Government told the Committee how many rifles ought to be delivered from that city, and claimed to know who had most of them. Representatives of the Committee spoke to the people in the churches, and promised that if they would deliver their arms to them their names would not be given to the Government. The requisite number of rifles were soon collected, but, almost immediately, the order for deportation was given.

First the men were taken, usually from their homes at night, and imprisoned in empty barracks. About 400 men were taken the first time. The next morning their families were notified that they were to be deported, and that, if they wished, they could furnish them with food and clothing. So the women got together their supplies and carried them to their husbands, hoping that they were providing for their needs on a long journey. They sold everything they could lay their hands on, and provided money for the men. After a few days the men were sent away. They were sent at night, bound in fours, about 50 a night. The barracks were continually filled with recruits from the city. I do not know what became of these men, but I do know that, within six hours of the city, there are long ditches and deep wells filled with the bodies of Armenians. Their clothing was taken from them, as well as those supplies that the women had so pathetically prepared, and all their money.

Officers of the Government have told our friends that the official figure for the number of men killed at {Marsovan} is over 1,300. People like to tell stories in Turkey, and it may be that this is not true.

On the 4th July the deportation order for the women came. It had been hoped that they would be allowed to remain. At the same time, it was publicly announced that people could save themselves if they would become Mohammedans. Large numbers, it is said 1,000 families, put in petitions to the Government. Only a small number of these petitions were accepted; the rest of the women and children were rapidly sent away.

Ox-carts were provided, and in some cases wagons, by the Government, but the people had to pay the carriage hire; if not, they had to walk. Some people could get donkeys, but, of course, the poor went on foot. It was difficult to get wagons and carts, and so the people were not all sent out at once. The Government scheduled the houses of those who were to go in each company, and gave them notice two or three days beforehand.

Sometimes they were taken in batches of from three to four hundred up to a monastery, about an hour from the city. Here they were imprisoned, and the Turkish men and women went to take away the women and girls who could be persuaded to become Turks and live in their harems. This was said to be the only way to save their lives, for they were all assured over and over again that, if they were not killed by the gendarmes or the wild villagers, they would die from the privations of the journey. . . .

It is generally understood that, on the 29th August, an order went out from Constantinople to all the vilayets stopping the further deportations of the Armenians, but yet the deportation has been continuing ever since. Only four weeks before I left {Marsovan}, a company of young Armenian brides with their little boys, all of whom had become Mohammedans, were sent away. The order had come privately, not to the Governor but to the police, that women who had boys, no matter if they were babies in arms, should be deported with their children. Of that category there were perhaps three or four hundred in the city, and about 60 wagon-loads were chosen out at this time to go. No warning was given to the people beforehand; the ox-carts were simply driven to their doors in the morning. They had made no preparation, and the women, especially mothers-in-law (who have a good deal of influence in this country) were very angry. They went to the Governor and said: “See! We have given our pearl necklaces to your wife in order to save our lives; we paid one hundred liras to be saved; we have become Mohammedans. We have sold our souls and have given our money, and now you take our lives. We will not go.” One woman stood up on her cart and shouted all the Mohammedan prayers she had learned, to prove that she was a Mohammedan. It was a time of general frenzy. But they grabbed the women—bound them to the carts in many instances—and took them to the Armenian monastery. There they were imprisoned, but after much petitioning they finally got permission to send a representative from each family to the city to prepare food and get money for their journey. They sold their personal effects and in this way provided for themselves. This whole batch was killed in the mountains, on the other side of the city. Their birth certificates were found, and the burial had been so badly done that the bodies of little children were left on the ground, and the arms and legs of the corpses in the ditches protruded. Stories of this kind can, of course, be duplicated in all parts of the country, but I am only telling the things I can personally vouch for. . . .

Many stories of wonderful bravery are told of the people who went away. . . . In a mountain village there was a girl who made herself famous. Here, as everywhere else, the men were taken out at night and pitifully killed. Then the women and children were sent in a crowd, but a large number of young girls and brides were kept behind. This girl, who had been a pupil in the school at {Marsovan}, was sent before the Governor, the Judge and the Council together, and they said to her: “Your father is dead, your brothers are dead, and all your other relatives are gone, but we have kept you because we do not wish to make you suffer. Now just be a good Turkish girl, and you shall be married to a Turkish officer and be comfortable and happy.” It is said that she looked quietly into their faces and replied: “My father is not dead, my brothers are not dead: it is true you have killed them, but they live in Heaven. I shall live with them. I can never do this if I am unfaithful to my conscience. As for marrying, I have been taught that a woman must never marry a man unless she loves him. This is part of our religion. How can I love a man who comes from a nation that has so recently killed my friends? I should neither be a good Christian girl nor a good Turkish girl if I did so. Do with me what you wish.” They sent her away, with a few other brave ones, into the hopeless land. Stories of this kind can also be duplicated. . . .

Whatever may be said about the revolutionary intentions of the Armenian people, a rebellious nation is not executed by its government, but is fought in fair fight, and those of us who have loved the Turks and believed that they would, in the end, work out a government that could be respected, grieve almost more over this great failure of theirs than over the suffering of their unfortunate subjects.

Source: James Bryce and Arnold Toynbee, The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915–1916: Documents Presented to Viscount Grey of Fallodon by Viscount Bryce. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1916, pp. 350–55.

5. Ottoman Ministry of the Interior Circular, April 24, 1915

Written by Prime Minister Talaat Pasha (1874–1921) to the Ottoman army commander in chief, this text is truly a screed against the Dashnak Committee, which pressed for Armenian independence supported by Russia and resulted in military disruptions against the Turks. The Turks, in response, closed down this and all other related Armenian committees, seized their documents, arrested their leaders, but cast an even wider net “gathering all suspicious people” and searched for weapons. The circular “requests” [sic] the “issuing of the necessary orders” to continue these practices with the understanding that those arrested would be tried in military (rather than civilian) courts.

Ministry of Interior
General Directorate of National Police Organization
3052 Private Secretary 
To the Ottoman Army Commander-in-Chief
Following is the copy of the note from the Office of the Prime 
Minister to the Office of the Commander-in-Chief

Your Highness

Armenian committees with their political revolutionary organizations on the Ottoman lands have long been pursuing to gain an administrative autonomy and this desire is displayed once more, in no uncertain terms, with the inclusion of the Russian Armenians who have assumed a position against us together with the Daschnak Committee in no time in the regions of Zeytûn, Bitlis, Sivas, and Van in accordance with the decisions they have previously taken—pertaining to inciting of upheavals with all their forces at every opportunity to hinder the welfare and the future of the country—when the Ottoman Army was in its weakest position and was already engaged in war. With the discovery of the bombs, and the Ottoman Armenians’ joining with the Russian forces by forming voluntary regiments against the Ottoman State, it has become evident that these committees, whose administrative centers are in Europe, bearing the adjective of “revolutionary” in their titles have gathered around Kayseri, Sivas and in other provinces in order to incite upheavals in the regions behind and to threat the Ottoman Army at every opportunity through their attempts, organizations, and publications.

Consequently, the government has taken measures to prevent the continuation of these events and organizations, which are the dens of mischief, thoroughly as previously declared. The immediate closing down of the branches of the Nubar’s Hinjack and Dashnak committees as well as of the similar organizations in the capital and in other provinces, seizing of all the documents and the material without any loses, arresting of the leaders and the members of the committees, of the people who have taken part in the activities, of the Armenians who are well known by the police forces, gathering of the suspicious people in an area in the towns so as to prevent their escape, launching of researches for weapons in suitable places have been found appropriate. Furthermore, for any inconvenience that might arise the commanders should be consulted. The measures taken shall be realized justly; and should there be any arrests after the thorough investigations of the documents the criminals shall be sent to the military courts immediately. Should you approve, I hereby kindly request the issuing of the necessary orders.

April 24, 1915

Minister of Internal Affairs
Talât

Source: Ottoman Archives, Istanbul. Available online at http://www.youngarmenians.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=category&layout=blog&id=51&Itemid=132.

6. Dr. William S. Dodd, Medical Doctor in Konya

Dr. William S. Dodd was the chief physician of the American Red Cross hospital in Konya, located in a semiarid region of central Anatolia. In this letter from Dodd to U.S. ambassador Henry Morgenthau, dated September 8, 1915, he makes an attempt to describe the conditions in the town and in nearby Eregli. So taken was Ambassador Morgenthau by the content of the letter that he transmitted it to the State Department in Washington, D.C., for the attention of the secretary of state.

The conditions are so bewildering here that it is hard to know how to present a general view of the situation. The deportation is still going on in full force, and yet shows unaccountable stoppages and delays. I suppose that the vis a tergo emptying out the population is so out of proportion to the executive ability to keep the channels of travel open that the result is this great damming back of the current that has filled the cities from Eski Shehr to the Taurus mountains. Beyond that I know very little. Exemptions and delays are granted with no apparent reason, often, however, with the plainest of reasons, viz., the encircling of the police. The amount of extortion practised must extend into thousands of liras.

Dr. {Wilfred M. Post} will tell you of what he has seen on the way here. I will try not to duplicate what he says. The information that I have from {Eregli} is reliable. The Protestants of {Konia} who were there have all returned here, though many difficulties were thrown in their way. There were about 15,000 exiles in {Eregli}, but there has been a steady stream pouring in that direction and the number must be larger now, except for the number sent on into the mountains from there. How many there are at Bozanti, the terminus of the railway, I have not been able to learn. Whether they are now being sent on to Tarsus and Adana, I cannot learn with certainty. Reports have it that travel beyond Adana is cut off, and so the exiles are not being sent, as before, beyond Aleppo.

In {Eregli} the exiles are encamped in the open fields in the neighbourhood of the railway station. No protection is provided for them, and they have none, except such tenting as they can make up for themselves out of carpets, coarse matting, cloaks, gummy [sic] sacks, sheets, cotton cloth, tablecloths, or handkerchiefs, all of which I have seen used here in {Konia}. There are no sanitary arrangements for this horde, and every available spot is used for depositing excrement. The stench of the region is described as appalling. Here in {Konia} I have seen how the adjoining field, entirely open as it was, was so thickly covered with excrement that it seemed impossible to step anywhere, while women and girls, as well as others, were defecating there in the daytime simply because there was absolutely no screen or protection anywhere. While it is considered that diarrhoea and dysentery are rife, you can imagine the results. The region there, as well as here, is exceedingly malarial, and this is the time of year for it. I have no knowledge of how many deaths have taken place.

After a time, large numbers of the exiles at {Eregli} were allowed to find shelter in the town, where they rented houses and for a time were better off. But they were not allowed to rest in quiet. Suddenly the order would come from the police that all were to leave for Bozanti, and the whole number who were in the town, perhaps 5,000, would be driven (and I mean literally driven under the lash) into the streets with all their goods and be rushed to the encampment. There perhaps 100 wagons would be ready and 500 people find places and be sent off. The rest were then left to stay in the encampment or bribe their way back to the town again and re-rent their houses, until another alarm and driving forth. Every such onslaught meant several medjids of expense for every family for transporting their goods and bedding to and fro, and this in addition to the bribes paid to the police for the privilege of going back to the town. Such bakshishes had to be paid to the police for every favour asked, from medjids to liras. No one could go to present a petition to the Governor without bribing the police first. In the encampment the police would come along in the morning and order all tents in a certain section to be taken down, saying they were to start for Bozanti, and this order would be enforced instantly with scourge and club. The terror of the people, from the reports they had of that journey “beyond”—of pillage, murder, outrage, stealing of girls and starvation—was such that they were always ready to purchase a few days’ respite if they had any money to do it with. No wagon or train is ready, so when enough money is brought out, the people are graciously allowed to put up their tents again twenty feet away from their former site. The sick, the aged—none were respected. The people have described to me the terror of that constantly recurring order, “Down with the tents!” with the whip behind it.

For those who did have to start, the conditions were still worse. They must hire wagons brought there for them, and the drivers charge four times the ordinary price. It must be paid, or they will be driven out to go on foot, and, of course, in that case, can take no bedding and hardly any food with them. The drivers acknowledge afterwards that the police take one half of the price paid. It is impossible for me to tell you all the means of extortion employed. I know of a family here who had to pay nineteen liras to hire a wagon and hamals and get permission from the police to move from the filthy encampment to a small, horribly crowded hotel nearby. The hotel-keepers charge a lira a day for a little room with three or four dirty beds in it, and then share this with the police.

Protestants are supposed to be freed. The story of my contest with the officials here, before the Vali arrived, shows how they had planned to get all sent away before his arrival by concealing the order for exemption.

The Protestants who were already in {Eregli} were notified that they were free, yet had to pay fifty liras to the police to get their permit to leave. At the station, where they went to get third-class tickets, they were told that there were no third-class coaches left and that they must take second-class. After purchasing these tickets two-thirds of them were put into third-class coaches after all. It was merely a trick to separate them from more of their money. Of course, they were glad to have third-class coaches, for, coming here first, the exiles were compelled to pay the full fare and then packed forty or fift y together in box-trucks, cattle-trucks, or even open flat trucks. The Railway seems to be as conscienceless in wringing the money out of them as the Government or the Turks.

The whip and the club are in constant use by the police, and that upon women and children too. Think what it is for people, many of them cultivated, educated, refined, to be driven about in this way like dogs by brutes. I have seen women black and blue from the beating they have received. A woman with a fractured thigh at the station was being helped by friends intending to bring her to the hospital. A commissary of police came along and ordered her to be dragged back into the carriage. A boy yesterday in the encampment here was struck on the head by a policeman and killed. The pastor of the church at {Isnik (Nicomedia)} was beaten with a whip and his forehead cut open, in a great gash, by a blow from a club, for saying that he was a Protestant and asking for his freedom. He is not freed yet in {Eregli}. Two of his daughters we took into the hospital as nurses when the family first passed through here. . . .

The Armenians of {Ilghin} sent here were forced to come by wagon. The Circassians of the region knew of it and followed after and robbed them, and shot one girl. Gendarmes were sent out after the Circassians, but only took their turn in completing the stripping of the party.

Another party was sent in the same way and was attacked at night by Circassians, and one of the men was shot through the thigh—a horrible wound. He died here in the hospital a few hours later. We have one boy and one girl here in the hospital who were run over by trains, compelling the amputation of the leg. Three hundred families from Baghtchedjik are in Eski Shehr. About two hundred of the men were in market, nearly a mile from the encampment, when the police came on them and drove them out at once to start on foot for {Konia}, without letting them go back to their families or get money. They are here now, begging me to try to communicate with their families. The mail is closed to all such communications. Telegrams innumerable are given in at the office, the money received and the telegram never sent—(witness two long telegrams I sent you).

During the last four days the inhabitants of the villages above Baghtchedjik have been poured in here, and are filling the encampment. They come from a cool and well-watered region. They are thrown out here in this burning heat, without shelter and with a water supply so scanty that there is a constant struggle at the fountain to get their jars filled. The sickness that we are seeing among them is heart-rending. Many are simply overcome with the heat. Our dispensary floor is covered all day with sick in all stages. A little girl died here this morning. Others, moribund, will perhaps hardly get back to their tents. We are trying to refresh them with yoghourt and water-melons. They are too sick to take bread. . . .

The saddest part of all this is our utter impotence to do anything to stay the awful deeds that are being perpetrated.

Source: James Bryce and Arnold Toynbee, The Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 1915–1916: Documents Presented to Viscount Grey of Fallodon by Viscount Bryce. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1916, pp. 421–25.

7. Joint Allied Declaration Condemning Turkish Genocide of Armenians, May 24, 1915

Recognizing the massacres of Armenians by Turks and Kurds with the collusion of the Turkish government, the Allies informed the Sublime Porte (the ruler of Turkey) that they intended to all those members of the government and their agents “implicated in such massacres.”

Telegram Sent
Department of State, Washington

May 29, 1915

Amembassy [American Embassy],
Constantinople.

French Foreign Office requests following notice be given Turkish Government. Quote. May 24th

For about a month the Kurd and Turkish populations of Armenia has been massacring Armenians with the connivance and often assistance of Ottoman authorities. Such massacres took place in middle April (new style) at Erzerum, Dertchun, Eguine, Akn, Bitlis, Mush, Sassun, Zeitun, and throughout Cilicia. Inhabitants of about one hundred villages near Van were all murdered. In that city Armenian quarter is besieged by Kurds. At the same time in Constantinople Ottoman Government ill-treats inoffensive Armenian population. In view of those new crimes of Turkey against humanity and civilization, the Allied governments announce publicly to the Sublime-Porte that they will hold personally responsible [for] these crimes all members of the Ottoman government and those of their agents who are implicated in such massacres.

Unquote.
R.G. 59, 867.4016/67

Source: U.S. National Archives, RG59, 867.4016/67. Available online at http://www.armenian-genocide.org/us-5-29-15-text.html.

8. The Trial of Soghomon Tehlirian, 1921, Second Day: Defense Attorney Adolf von Gordon, and Verdict

Soghomon Tehlirian (1896–1960), a survivor of the Armenian Genocide of 1915, assassinated its mastermind, Mehmet Talaat Pasha (1874–1921), on March 15, 1921. At his trial on June 2–3, 1921, a welter of evidence about the Armenian Genocide was introduced by the German defense lawyers and a large number of witnesses to the genocide. The trial revelations served not only to temper German anger at the assassination but convinced the judge that Tehlirian could not be held responsible for his actions in assassinating Talaat. He was acquitted on the grounds of a temporary loss of reason owing to his experiences during the genocide and released. This document is the summing up of Tehlirian’s defense attorney, Dr. Adolf von Gordon (1850–1925), and the trial verdict as announced.

Gentlemen, the District Attorney mentioned that if you declare the defendant Tehlirian guilty of premeditated murder and thus lay the foundation for the implementation of the death penalty, it would not be a serious matter since the President of our Republic will undoubtedly grant him a pardon.

I do not consider this a permissible way to influence you. If you find the defendant guilty, he will be sentenced to death and none of us is in a position to tell what decision the President of our Republic will take with regard to a pardon. What we should do here is consider the evidence, not speculate whether or not the defendant will be pardoned.

I was glad to welcome, in the person of the District Attorney—in a way a colleague—a supporter; but a supporter, not of Tehlirian but of Talaat Pasha, reporting on what this person or that one had told him. Gentlemen, I will not follow him in that direction. I reject that procedure deliberately.

I have a whole arsenal of telegrams with me and indeed there is a witness sitting in this Courtroom who says, “Those telegrams are authentic. I got hold of them.” I already made this point during the trial. I made a proposal and then withdrew it because it is essential for us to determine, not whether Talaat was guilty of killing the Armenians but rather whether the defendant and other Armenians were convinced that Talaat was the guilty party.

You have demonstrated that you believe the defendant in this regard. And if, during the trial, there were any doubts, they were eliminated by the testimony of Bishop Balakian, who said, “My professor and I, having been exiled together, went to the Vali (district-governor) of Changere. We asked him to help us. He showed us a telegram in which Talaat asked, ‘How many of the deportees are alive and how many are dead?’ “We all understood the meaning of this. This was the only instance when the question of Talaat’s guilt was brought before you. We refrained from presenting any other evidence on this point. Suffice it to say that within a few months, of the 1,800,000 Armenians living in Turkey, 1,400,000 were deported and 1,000,000 of the latter were killed. I will let you decide whether or not this massive and systematic deportation was possible without directives from the top. Was the Turkish government really too powerless to take any type of preventive measures? Do you believe that? I certainly cannot.

As a third preliminary observation, the District Attorney mentioned, with some hesitation and anxiety, the statement attributed to the defendant made the day following the incident in question. These statements purportedly proved that the defendant had premeditated this killing—that the defendant had decided to kill Talaat right after the massacres when he saw his parents’ home in ruins.

Gentlemen, we should not consider insubstantial evidence. Seated before you is the gentleman who served as an interpreter during the first interrogation of the defendant. The interpreter considered him a great man and he himself was so enraptured by what happened as to consider it a great event. You heard him testify that he found the defendant in a state of emotional shock. He was suffering from fever, he was wounded, beaten, and exhausted to the extent that he answered every question in the affirmative. “Yes, just leave me atone. I know what I have done and what I have done is good. Now I don’t want you to bother me anymore.” The interpreter further testified that he was asked to translate these statements of the defendant. He told them, “If you had asked him questions in the negative, he stilt would have answered by saying yes.” When the interpreter was then asked to sign the defendant’s statement, he said, “I shall not sign this because it is not perfectly accurate.” Thus, we should only consider evidence presented in this courtroom as the Presiding Justice has already instructed you to do.

The defendant was born in Pakarij and came to Erzinga when he was four years old. This city, one of the largest in the region, is 100 to 150 kilometers west of Garin, on one of the two branches of the Euphrates River which extends nearly as far as Erzerum. There is along, wide valley here which is the way southward, in the direction of the Middle Euphrates and toward the desert, to which Armenians were to be exiled.

In Erzinga, there were some 20,000 Armenians and approximately 25,000–30,000 Turks. The defendant’s parents were middle-class. His father was a fairly successful merchant. His parents had accumulated modest savings. They were a large and peaceful family. They had suffered somewhat from the war but, until June 1915, everything was quiet and orderly.

Then the disastrous news came from Constantinople that the Armenians were being deported. An announcement was made: “You should get together everything that you can carry within a few days, as you will be deported.” On June 10th, the deportation began. First the rich and the well-to-do, who had horses and carriages, were deported. This was the first group. The defendant and his parents were in the second group. The defendant is not in a position to testify as to how large that group was. There were many other groups that followed these. Outside the city limits they were joined by the Armenians rounded up from the neighboring villages. The defendant was unable to see the end of the caravan; he walked in the middle of the caravan with his fifteen year-old sister. I believe his sixteen year-old sister was with him as well. His twenty-six year-old sister and her child were there too. In addition there were his two brothers, who were twenty-two and twenty-four years old respectively, and finally his mother and father, who were fifty and fifty-five years old respectively. Thus the whole family walked with their oxcart.

They had not gone very far before they were attacked. Who attacked them? The gendarmes did—General Liman von Sanders described them as they were then—as well as mobs of Kurds, Turks, and others. First they took any weapons the Armenians had, even to the point of taking their umbrellas; they then took their money, gold, and food. They took the most precious possession of the women to satisfy their bestial passions. Young girls, among whom were the defendant’s fifteen and Sixteen year-old sisters, were dragged into the bushes. Their parents and the defendant who were in a ditch heard their shrieks and realized what was happening to them. They never saw the girls again. The defendant was able to see the corpse of one of his sisters when he regained consciousness. What about his brother? His twenty-two year old brother’s head—and this was the most shocking sight—was split in two by a gleaming axe. Even to this date, the defendant sees this horrifying image when he loses emotional control. Before his eyes he saw his mother fall, probably hit by a bullet. The others disappeared without trace, even though the defendant constantly tried to determine their whereabouts by means of missing persons advertisements.

The defendant was unable to see more than this as he too was hit from behind on the head by a blunt object. Doctors, even now, can establish the existence of the resulting wound. This horrible blow is the only thing he still remembers. He fell to the ground unconscious and it was evening when he regained consciousness. Surrounded by thousands of corpses, he discovered he had been struck by a bullet in his arm and by a sword in his knee. The scars of those wounds are still visible. In the semi-darkness he was able to determine where he was and even tried to find the bodies of his parents, brothers, and sisters. There was not a single survivor of the massacre in his vicinity. He tried to find sanctuary by escaping from that place. He went to the mountains, which he knew quite well. A kind Kurdish woman gave him shelter until his wounds healed. He then continued his escape until finally, after a month’s wandering, he reached the borders of Russia. He was apprehended by the border patrol and then released. He was hospitably received by the Russian Armenians, who helped him get to Persia where he was able to find employment with a merchant and earn his livelihood.

Gentlemen, this horrible massacre is so incredible that at first we had doubts as to whether or not the gentlemen of the jury would believe the defendant’s testimony. And actually a few days ago, opponents published a sensational booklet, entitled The Secret of the Murder of Talaat Pasza that was tasteless. There is, of course, no secret here since the issue is all together simple and nothing there merits credibility. “The young Armenian,” the booklet states, “had assumed the responsibility to kill Talaat Pasha” (it implies that there was a major Power behind the event). The booklet also states, “It has been a tool of the barbaric fanaticism which characterizes its race who acted without thinking and without knowing what he was doing. His moving story as to how Turks carried away his parents obviously aims at getting the sympathy of the judges." Had the author of that booklet been in this room yesterday and listened to the testimony given by Mrs. Terzibashian, he certainly would have gone away with a strongly felt need to take back his words.

We would like to introduce here even more extensive evidence. Present in the courtroom are two German Sisters of Mercy who were in Erzinga at that same moment and who sent reports to our Foreign Ministry on the events taking place there. I refrained from questioning those witnesses since it was sufficient that three weeks after those events, our witness, Mrs. Terzibashian, coming from GarTh, meaning the east, passed through Erzinga in an equally large caravan and went through the gorge of Kemakh. I would not wish to repeat any of the words she used to describe those horrible events. She already told us about the corpses of the caravans that passed before her. She told us how men and children were thrown into the river. All of this substantial evidence corresponds exactly to the testimony of Tehlirian and that is why I am mentioning this here. What Tehlirian told us here is the truth and not a "sensational story."

In 1917 the Russian Revolution occurred. Having captured Oarin (in the province of Erzerum), the Russians advanced as far as Erzinga. The defendant, who was living and working in Persia at the time, heard of the advance of the Russians and decided to return to Erzinga to see if any members of his family were alive and generally to check out the situation there. He arrived in Erzinga and saw his parents’ home in ruins, but still there was sufficient evidence to remind him of the loved ones with whom he had lived and spent his youth. He remembered his happy home as it used to be and when he looked at the ruins, he recalled the events of the massacre and fell unconscious.

There, for the first time, he suffered what later were diagnosed as epileptic convulsions. These fits came on with more frequency later, accompanied by the stench from the corpses, mental images of the massacres, emotional upheavals, nervous weakness, and fainting spells.

What did he see when he came to Erzinga? Out of 20,000 Armenians, three families were left, who were saved only because they had become Mohammedans, plus a few individuals scattered here and there. Altogether, there were some twenty Armenian survivors.

Gentlemen of the jury, these are impressions that one can never forget. The defendant then remembered that his parents had hidden their hard-earned savings. He began to search for whatever was left. Everything in their home was stolen or broken, but over 4,000 gold pieces were still there, buried. He took the money for himself and his family in the hope that one or more members would be found, and gave it to one of his relatives in Serbia for safekeeping. That relative is here; we had asked him to come to testify about the defendant’s family. However, we no longer need to interrogate him. After a month, the defendant went from Erzinga to Tiflis with the Russian Army, which was withdrawing to the border. There he again engaged in commerce and it was there that he bought his pistol, in 1918.

As was already mentioned, the defendant went back to Erzinga in 1917; that is, two years after the massacres. He remained in Tiflis until 1919. Then, the situation in Turkey having changed, he went to Salonika and from there to Serbia, not to see his relatives or for pleasure, but to find suitable work for himself. He then returned to Salonika and, in the early part of 1920, he went to Paris to learn French, as this was the official commercial language in Turkey. He remained in Paris for ten months and studied very diligently. He was able to read French papers and converse in French very well, considering the short period of time he had studied it. He then decided that a commercial career, with all the traveling, did not suit him and he felt it would be better if he were to go to Berlin and learn to become a machinist. He wanted to go directly from

Paris to Berlin, but he was told that it was very difficult to obtain a visa. An elderly Armenian told him that it would be easier if he went to Geneva, where he had a home and by pretending to be a Swiss resident, he would be able to obtain a visa from the German Consulate to travel to Germany.

Tehlirian thus went to Geneva and from there to Berlin on an eight-day visa. The visa was extended in Berlin, as he was told it would be when he was in Geneva.

He had with him the address of the Armenian Consulate in Berlin as well as other addresses. It was recommended to him to stay at the Tiergarten Hotel, which he did for a few weeks. Tehlirian then visited his friend from Paris, Mr. Eftian, who is present here as a witness. He met Mr. Eftian’s sister, Mrs. Terzibashian and her husband Mr. Terzibashian, the tobacconist. They looked for a room for the defendant and introduced him to Mr. Apelian who lived on Augsburgerstrasse. Apelian was happy to see that a countryman of his was renting a room in the same building and because the defendant did not speak German, Apelian assumed the responsibility of helping him. Mrs. Stellbaum, Mr. Apelian’s landlady, rented a room to Tehlirian until the month of May. The defendant moved in and lived a normal life, like any young man.

He concentrated on studying German and eventually began to meet other Armenians. He seemed to be preoccupied and grieved; so his friends tried to amuse him and, at the same time, provide him with a suitable opportunity to learn German. The three of them then began to take dancing lessons. Tehlirian did not wish to meet any girls; on the contrary, you heard testimony about how naively and simply he spoke with women, apparently to practice German, even then showing a certain timidness.

Other than this, during his free time, he preoccupied himself with music. He played the mandolin and sang sad Armenian songs. In other words, there is no hint of his having had any other purpose than to improve his German in order to be able to pursue college-level studies. His teacher has already been cross-examined here. According to her, Tehlirian seemed to be an extremely diligent and somewhat timid young man. During the last few lessons, however, he began to lose control and could not concentrate on his studies. He had gone to Professor Cassirer, a psychiatrist, because he was having relapses of epileptic attacks. The professor had prescribed medication which had a soporific effect on him. Nevertheless, he continued his studies until February 26th, after which he studied on his own from a German book every morning. In short he steadfastly pursued his goal of obtaining a higher education in Germany.

It is interesting to note, as was stated by all witnesses, that he was extremely taciturn and reserved when it came to expressing his deepest personal sufferings. Whoever has suffered a really deep tragedy invariably does not talk about it with pleasure. Thus, Tehlirian hardly ever spoke about the tragedy to Apelian or Terzibashian. Whenever he was obliged to speak about it, as, for example, with Professor Cassirer, he would only touch upon the subject. He had also mentioned it another time to his teacher when they came across the word “birthplace” in a translation exercise, whereupon the defendant said, “I no longer have a birthplace. My whole family was wiped out.” As a rule, however, he would speak freely on the subject only to his one female friend, Mrs. Terzibashian, who had lived through the same horrors and fully understood him.

Thus you see a certain ever-present reserve. Once, when he saw Dr. Lepsius’ book in Apelian’s hands, he grabbed it from him, saying, “Leave old wounds alone. Let’s go out.”

Gentlemen of the jury, you do not see before you a man who has tried to cling to the memory of those horrors. On the contrary, he has tried to escape them by speaking as little as possible about such matters. As a result, he has suffered, of course, twice as much internally.

During this period, an incident occurred which pierced the tranquility like a bolt of lightning. This was the defendant’s encounter with three Turkish-speaking individuals on Hardenbergstrasse. Two of them called the third, who was walking between them, “Pasha.” Tehlirian’s attention was drawn to this individual; he looked at him more closely. He compared him to the picture he had seen of him and came to the conclusion that this must be Talaat Pasha. He saw one of the two other gentlemen enter the house at No. 4 Hardenbergstrasse with Talaat Pasha, while the third reverentially took leave of them. Tehlirian concluded that Talaat lived there. This happened in the middle of January of this year.

It is interesting to note that Tehlirian did flat speak to anyone about this incident. He did not want to become emotionally agitated and did not feel the need to speak to anyone on the subject.

This encounter did not make him decide to kill Talaat. That is why he did not do anything further. The deep feelings he experienced then passed. He remained calm, and thoughts of vengeance did not occur to him.

He carried on as before until five to six weeks later, when he saw a dream, materially almost like a vision. His mother’s corpse arose before him. He told her, “I saw Talaat.” His mother answered, “You saw Talaat and you did not avenge your mother’s, father’s, brothers’, and sisters’ murders? You are no longer my son.”

This is the moment when the defendant thought, “I have to do something. I want to be my mother’s son again. She cannot turn me away when I go to be with her in heaven. I want her to clasp me to her bosom like before.” As the doctors explained, the dream ended when he woke up.

It is quite evident that such visions play an altogether different role in the lives of spirited Easterners than they do in the lives of us Westerners, who look upon such things from a philosophical and medical point of view. I remind you of the passage from the Holy Bible which reads: “And the angel appeared to him in his dream.” A similar apparition or corporeal vision is what had the decisive effect on Tehlirian. The very next morning he goes to work without mentioning a thing to his countryman Apelian. He finds the President of the Armenian Students’ Association, who speaks fluent German, and with his help goes to Mardenbergstrasse deliberately, not, as the District Attorney put it, because he was “drawn like a magnet”—to rent a room from which he can keep an eye on Talaat. He finds such a room on the ground floor of 37 Hardenbergstrasse.

In this connection, we also have to consider his illness which necessitated his procuring a sunlit room with electricity rather than gas. Since the room at 37 Hardenbergstrasse satisfied all these conditions, he rented it on March 3rd, the day after he had the vision of his mother. But since the apartment would not be vacated until March 5th, the defendant was obliged to stay for the intervening two- to three-day period in his old room. Thus, after renting the new apartment, the defendant went to Apelian and told him, “Listen, on Saturday, I am moving to my new apartment.” He sacrificed the one month’s rent which he had paid in advance for his old apartment. He made that sacrifice in order to obtain a new apartment. His thoughts were, “I have decided to kill Talaat, so I have to be near him.” At that moment, the defendant wanted to kill Talaat.

Here I differ substantially from the District Attorney with regard to the following. You heard the Presiding Justice repeat a question to the defendant after the latter said something. The defendant did not understand the question the first time. Tehlirian replied, saying that after he had already moved into his new apartment, it occurred to him that he was a Christian—incidentally, the Armenians are among the earliest Christian peoples—and that there existed a commandment against killing. Having realized this, he became totally disinclined to commit a violent act and he abandoned the decision reached a little earlier. He then had the doubt which he described so eloquently: “When I felt ill and pictured the terrible massacres, I would resolve to kill Talaat. But when I felt better and was able to control my emotions, it was clear to me that I must not kill him.” All the doctors agreed that there was nothing incredulous in what the defendant said. They said, “It was difficult to get anything out of this man.” We, the three defense attorneys, can confirm that. When he is unable to say something with a clear conscience, he will not say it. It is very difficult to penetrate his inner self and obtain information, especially information favorable to him. Therefore, one should believe whatever he says.

There are, however, external circumstances which corroborate Tehlirian’s testimony that when he moved into the new apartment, he no longer held to his original notion of killing Talaat. All the time he was there he did nothing in that direction. For example, he never asked the guard at which times Talaat used to leave the house. He did not even inquire if Talaat actually lived in the house. In short, Tehlirian continued to live and work at an ordinary pace—he improved his German, he played his musical instrument. The medication prescribed by Professor Cassirer had weakened him, so he was obliged to discontinue his classes. He called his instructress telling her that he hoped to resume his lessons within a few days. During that initial ten-day period, one cannot speak of any preparatory work against Talaat.

We now come to the day in question, March 5th. His landlady testified that, on the same morning, he drank his tea with a little more cognac than usual. The bottle of cognac had been purchased the day before. The amount in it on March 5th should be taken into consideration. The maid testified that one-fourth or one-third of the bottle had been drunk and not one-third of a liter. This, as was finally determined, is true. The testimony of the expert witness Dr. Stormer that the defendant had been drinking in order to get up courage is totally in error. He drank cognac with his tea because he had an upset stomach. He poured the cognac into a shot glass to measure the proper amount and then mixed it with his tea. He was only taking care of his health.

The idea that the defendant was drinking cognac at nine o’clock the same morning to get up courage does not stand up under scrutiny. Really, how could Tehlirian know that Talaat would appear on the balcony and then go into the street that morning, when he had not seen Talaat for the past ten days? How could he foresee that? No connection can be established here.

Well then, at eleven o’clock, Tehlirian saw Talaat standing in the sunlight on the balcony. He too opened his window. He walked back and forth across the room reading and translating from his German textbook. At that instant, seeing what appeared to be a happy man calmly enjoying the sun’s rays on the balcony, the blood surely rushed to his head. But even then, Tehlirian rejected the notion of killing Talaat.

Talaat went back to his room from the balcony and, for all practical purposes, the matter was over for the day.

But then, all of a sudden, a quarter of an hour later, Talaat left his house. Tehlirian was standing at the window and saw him leave. All the horrors of the massacres came over him. He recalled his parents, rushed over to his trunk, took out his revolver, threw on his coat, grabbed his hat, rushed down to the street, darted toward Talaat, and fired.

As to whether he fired from the front or the back, that does not concern me.

Gentlemen, according to the District Attorney, all this proves premeditation. In my opinion, at that instant, an emotional storm overcame that man.

Subsequently, he did not throw away his revolver, as the District Attorney stated, like a man who does not want to look at all suspicious; rather, he let the revolver drop from his hand, like a man who says, “Now I have paid my debt.” Naturally, he fled to get away from the passersby but was quickly apprehended.

Five seconds after the incident, Tehlirian said, “This does not concern the Germans. He is a foreigner and I am a foreigner.” He repeated this. I am not inclined to find anything premeditated in this entire occurrence.

Gentlemen, this is the incident. This is what happened prior to the incident. This is the man. Now, I in turn shall give my legal opinion on the question, “How is the act to be judged?”

I want to put aside, for the time being, the principal question: “Is he responsible for his act or not?” Then naturally, I have to ask the next logical question: “Was the incident committed with premeditation?” Certainly there is no question that the act was committed knowingly.

Gentlemen, there is a point which the District Attorney did not sufficiently emphasize. Briefly, the wording used by the District Attorney—“He who willingly kills . . .”—is not correct. The proper legal question to ask is, “Did the defendant commit the homicide with premeditation?”

The highest court of this country—as the Presiding Justice will certainly tell you later on, when he gives instructions to the jury—has rendered a decision, discussed in the eighth volume, wherein it is very clearly pointed out that there is a distinct difference between our present law and its predecessor, Prussian Law. Under Prussian Law, the pertinent question was whether the decision to commit a crime came about as a result of deliberation.

Thus, under this prior law, when the decision to commit a crime was reached fourteen days before the crime was committed, then, without any qualification, it was considered a premeditated crime.

This is not the case today. In fact, the present law is exactly the opposite of the previous law. The highest court categorically considers the time of the commission of the crime to be decisive.

Therefore, it is not important to know when the decision to commit a crime was reached. To judge whether there was premeditation, all we have to weigh and determine is whether, at the time of the commission of the act, there was premeditation or whether the defendant was acting out of passion and under the influence of strong emotional and mental stress.

I do not want even to attempt to answer this. In my opinion, the answer lies in the very essence of the act. I do, however, want to emphasize that the highest court of this land has very explicitly explained the difference between deliberation and emotion (v. 42, p. 261).

Gentlemen, in all good conscience, I was obliged to discuss the matter of premeditation. Yet, I am opposed to the idea to a certain extent because we, the defense attorneys, shall ask you, with a clear conscience and strong conviction, to give a negative reply to the question: “Is the defendant guilty of committing the act of homicide?”

You know—and the Presiding Justice will tell you—that the first question starts with the following words: “Is he guilty of. . . .” Separate questions will not be put to you as to whether he committed the act while deranged, etc. The emphasis is on the word “guilty.” Your answer to the question of “guilt” will also be your answer to the question of whether the defendant was responsible for his actions at the time he committed the act.

We heard a whole series of opinions from the psychiatrists with regard to the question of “responsibility.”

The disruption in the normal functioning of one’s emotions is discussed in the law in terms of the absence of free will. Really, gentlemen, it was extremely interesting to see how the psychiatrists developed their theories before our very eyes, with the noticeable exception of Dr. Stormer, the private consultant to the Court who, prior to coming to testify, had already come to a final conclusion and put it in writing. Apart from him, all the others were facing the question for the first time in Court and were even debating with themselves. You certainly must have had the same impression.

Dr. Stormer, our very experienced court doctor, but nevertheless not a psychiatrist, had come to the conclusion that what we had here was a case of simple physical epilepsy. He based his testimony on this Conviction.

You all know that epilepsy, to a limited degree, affects emotional stability. And yet Dr. Stormer asks the following question: “Is this the type of epilepsy that affects emotional stability to the extent that free will is completely lost?” His answer is as follows: “Free will is diminished but not completely lost.”

Subsequently, Professor Liepmann expertly presented a different point of view; namely, that the epilepsy in this case is not physical. The epilepsy did not result in the malfunctioning of the central muscular system and was not a disease of individual nerves. Rather, it was the result of a strong psychic impression which caused the present condition similar to physical epilepsy.

To a certain extent, the impressions left on him by prior incidents, especially the one when he returned to his family’s home, made the defendant physically ill. Professor Liepmann states that the defendant was, to an extent, enslaved by this image, his memories, and whatever emanated from those memories. He was further bound by the appearance of his mother and the instructions she gave him.

Professor Liepmann states that Tehlirian lived under constant pressure. He would feel sick whenever the mental images in his memory were revived and the stench of the corpses became real to him. In addition he was under great pressure, a very compelling force. He was an emotionally sick person with a minimal sense of responsibility.

But this elderly, cautious doctor comes to the conclusion that there was not a total lack of free will. “At the least,” he says, “at the least, speaking for myself, I have to say that I cannot come to any other conclusion.”

Therefore, as a doctor, he is obliged to take positive factors into account. He cannot say, “I take into account extremely unlikely possibilities. He has to have positive medical proof on which to base his diagnosis. Thus, as a psychiatrist, he cannot come to any other conclusion. However, in a cautious manner he adds: “On my part, I cannot conclude differently; however, there is only a hair’s breadth separating the defendant’s condition from the total lack of free will.”

Professor Cassirer, in essence, Caine to the same conclusion.

The remaining psychiatrists also rejected Dr. Stormer’s view that ill this case we are dealing with epilepsy, and that the epilepsy had an effect on the defendant’s emotional stability. They all came to the conclusion that emotion, emotional turbulence, was the root cause of his condition. Professor Cassirer spoke about a “delusive distortion of reality.” He pointed out that every time the defendant feels sick, he relives his memories with increasing intensity; he concluded that, as a result, there is a basic factor of illness which comes close to bringing Article 51 in play.

With this in mind, the whole responsibility falls on your shoulders and rightfully so. Gentlemen, I can generally state to you that the role of expert medical witnesses and, for that matter, of all expert witnesses, is only to provide assistance to the judge. They help us come to a decision but it is the judge who has the last word.

Nevertheless, we have progressed another step. Another High Court, the Military Tribunal, has rendered two very interesting decisions concerning this matter. In the fourteenth volume of their decisions, the following is stated:


With reference to Article 51 of the Penal Code, the role of medical expert witnesses ends when they have presented and analyzed their opinions as far as they concern mental illness. It is not for them to decide whether, because of the mental illness, there is a lack of free will or, which amounts to the same thing, whether the defendant is responsible for his actions and should or should not be convicted. The decision on this matter is the sole responsibility of the court.



A decision in the same vein can be found in the seventeenth volume, which states:


The medical expert witnesses will make investigations to find out whether the mental condition of the defendant at the time of the commission of the act was disturbed or not. Whether or not the defendant was responsible for his actions is a legal question and it is for the judge to decide.



But really we do not have to come to any such decisions because, as I have already mentioned, you are basically free to make up your own minds. Even where mental illness is concerned, we are not at all bound by the opinion of the expert witnesses.

On the question of free will, which is an issue in this case, we have a new twist, in that the expert medical witnesses cannot provide us with an answer. Professor Forster pointed out that medical science generally does not recognize the existence of free will.

The question of free will, as is well known, is one of those which has been debated the most, not only by philosophers but by theologians as well. Naturally our penal code does not admit any reference to this matter, concerning which it is impossible to conduct any experiments. The concept of free will is accepted as a fundamental principle of that code based upon the observation of practical everyday life. The law makes the assumption—and it must do so for the stability of society—that a mature and mentally sound individual should have enough will power to resist the impulse to commit an act that is punishable according to our jurisprudence and that he should act according to a general concept of right and wrong.

I now turn to the matter I had referred to earlier and asked you to bear in mind. Professor Forster, having given his personal opinion and having gone farther than the others, said, “In any event, there is the existing of essential doubt.” I strongly emphasize that the highest court in our nation has stated in numerous decisions what is self-explanatory, that the issue can never be presented as follows: “Might there possibly have been such a disturbance inhibiting the free exercise of will power?” Rather, one should come to an affirmative answer from the opposite direction; namely, “that the individual is completely responsible for his actions.

Even the slightest doubt as to whether free will really existed at the time of the commission of the homicide should be sufficient to justify a verdict of “not guilty.” If the reasons for the verdict were demanded, it would not be sufficient to make the negative assertion that circumstances had not been brought out that would cast doubt on the existence of free will. Thus, it would be absolutely necessary to prove the opposite; namely, “This man was responsible for his actions.”

It would seem to me, gentlemen, that the Highest Court has given us direction concerning another essential issue as well: When is there lack of free will? Such direction has been given very clearly, more precisely than the physicians have indicated, since the medical profession does not generally recognize the existence of free will.

I quote, word for word, one of the decisions of the Highest Court: “There is lack of free will when, as a result of derangement from illness, certain after-images or sensations of foreign influences prevail upon the free will so strongly that a rational, prudent decision becomes impossible to make. Therefore, only when the totality of mental forces, the entire ego, is the author of the decision to commit an act is it possible to find the ego responsible for the act, in terms of that totality.”

Again, “Where a compulsive precept is the totally dominant force on an individual such that it is solely responsible for the act, while other influences remain in the background, then it is not the whole ego that is directing the action but a diseased portion of it.”

Assuming that you agree with this point of view, tell me, can you categorically insist that the defendant, the moment he saw Talaat leave the house and the moment he made his decision, took the revolver from the trunk, darted out to the street, and attacked him, can you insist that at that moment he was perfectly capable of controlling his psychic drives to render a decision, or was it merely images of his deceased mother and the memories of his persecuted people churning in his mind that were responsible for putting the revolver in his hand? I consider it out of the question to categorically insist on the opposite view.

The physicians leave you in a difficult situation. They leave you with the responsibility of giving an answer. Two of the physicians stated: “No, it is not possible to state precisely that he was responsible for his act.”

I believe what I have stated is sufficient for you to decide the path you have to follow, faced with this infinitely difficult problem.

Ordinarily, I know that it is possible to state the following: Here we have a regrettable and tragic incident; an individual is a guest in our country, Germany, and lo and behold, he is killed.

In the present times, there is fighting going on in every corner of the world. The fighting between the Turks and the Armenians continues to this day, with blood flowing everywhere. The District Attorney has already mentioned this point. Under these circumstances, it is easier to accept the act that took place in Germany.

Every person should be of the conviction that during Talaat’s government a sea of blood was spilled, that of at least one million Armenians—children, women, the elderly, healthy and brave males. If, on Hardenbergstrasse, one more drop of blood was added, we have to console ourselves by saying that it is our destiny to live in these awesome times.

I am far from making a final judgment on the man—Talaat. I have already stated what was possible to state objectively. However, I do want to add one other thing. Certainly, Talaat, like his friends, yearned for the extermination of the Armenian people in order to establish a solely Turkish Empire. Of course, in order to achieve this end, he used means which seem intolerable to us Europeans. Perhaps it is unfair to say that in Asia where human life has a lesser value, such atrocities are comprehensible.

Is it not, after all, in Asia that we find representatives of different world views and where, first and foremost, the Buddhists, with special love, spare human and even animal life? But, nevertheless, I would personally not hold Talaat responsible, because I have to take into account a higher point of view. This is a theory expounded by two prominent Frenchmen, Gustave Lebon and Henri Barbusse, on the atrocities of the World War.

The theory is as follows: Behind the individual perpetrators are certain spirits or demons which push them on. They implement concepts which might be just or unjust as well as mass impulses which move people around as if they were pawns. Those perpetrators feel that they are taking these actions according to their own volition but, in reality, they are doing so under pressure.

No matter how extreme the action might be, as is the case here, we must not be narrow-minded and place the responsibility on one unfortunate individual.

A really horrible fate has befallen us and a small part of that fate is the incident that took place on Hardenbergstrasse. But it would be far more atrocious if a German court worsened that fate by using our calm and deliberate judicial process against this man who has already been subjected to unparalleled sufferings.

It is my hope, gentlemen of the jury that his concept will be deeply implanted in your hearts, to help you come to the infinitely difficult decision, which is now left to your conscience.

Our job as defense attorneys is a modest one, that of a midwife, to help you in the formulation of your decision. . . .

Instructions to Jury

PRESIDING JUSTICE—Gentlemen of the jury, it is now left to me to instruct you with the essential judicial counsel, and I would like to perform that duty of mine with a few short comments.

It is the essence of our Penal Code that a normal person is in possession of his free will. Article 51 states that there is no punishable crime if the author of an act, at the time of commission of the act, was in an unconscious state, or if his mental capacity was temporarily impaired, depriving him of free will.

Free will exists when an individual is capable of logically using his mental faculties to regulate his actions, his instincts, his abilities, his inner drives. If such a capability is impaired or is absent, then there is a lack of free will. The law thus requires that you confirm the existence of a condition in which the formation of free will has not only been made difficult but, in fact, has been rendered impossible.

Therefore, you have to ask yourselves whether the defendant’s epilepsy and the other factors mentioned in the testimony of the expert medical witnesses created circumstances that deprived the defendant of the full use of his mental faculties when, on March 15, 1921, he committed the homicide.

If you are convinced that a significant portion of his consciousness or certain segments of his mental capacity were impaired to the extent that he was no longer able to formulate his free will, then you are obliged, under Article 51, to reject penal-legal accountability and set him free.

This is the first matter that you have to examine, since the question that is put to you starts with the words, “Is the defendant guilty?”

If you find that the circumstances were such that he was not responsible for the consequences of his acts, or if you find that the psychological turmoil he suffered did not mitigate total responsibility for the act, but that these events were such that they diminished his mental capacity, then you have the responsibility to continue your deliberations to find out whether or not there is evidence of an intentional act.

It is not essential for me to speak at length on this point.

You have to ask yourself whether or not the defendant wanted to kill Talaat Pasha. Did the defendant know that he was killing a human being? The fact that he committed the act is unimportant. If you find that the defendant wanted to kill and that he knew what he was doing, then you have to find him guilty, that is, of course, if you do not consider Article 51 to be decisive.

Deliberation, which obliges you to give an affirmative answer to the question of premeditated killing, is not the same thing as an intentional killing. Premeditation has a broader meaning. Subsequently, you have to be convinced that, at the instant of the homicide when the bullet reached the victim, the defendant was performing the act with deliberation. You can come to this conclusion if you can tell yourself, “He was not suffering from internal turmoil. He was still able to weigh the pros and cons.” But if you accept that internal turmoil existed, eliminating the possibility of calm deliberation, then you have to give a negative answer to the question of premeditation.

There is another matter that has been raised in this case, and that is that the defendant was not cognizant of the illegality of his act.

Gentlemen of the jury, in my opinion, you do not have to deal with that question. The awareness of the illegality of an act is one of the essential ingredients of an intentional killing. That has nothing to do with the concept of the intentionality of the act. What you have to examine is whether or not the defendant knew that he was killing an individual and that he wanted to kill him.

I now draw your attention to the fact that the death penalty is applicable only to a premeditated killing, whereas, in the case of an unpremeditated killing with mitigating circumstances, the minimum penalty is six months’ imprisonment.

I ask you to go to work and decide the answers to the questions that have been presented to you.

You have to choose from among you a foreman who will be responsible for your orderly deliberation and voting.

You know, of course, that the law requires a two-thirds majority for a “Guilty” decision. The law also requires that the decision be declared in the following manner: “Yes, with more than seven votes.” Therefore, at least eight of you have to vote “Yes” in the present case in order to find that there was legal-penal accountability and that Article 51 is inapplicable.

If you give an affirmative answer to the question of intentionality, then you have to answer, "Yes, with more than seven votes." You have to give the same answer to the question of deliberation, saying, “Yes, with more than seven votes.”

If you find that there are mitigating circumstances, then the law only requires a simple majority vote, and it would suffice for you to answer, “Yes, with more than six votes” or simply “Yes.”

I now affix my signature to the question sheet.

The members of the jury then retire to deliberate.

The Verdict

After an hour’s deliberation, the members of the jury return and the foreman of the jury declares:

I avow with honor and clear conscience to the verdict of the jury:

“Is the defendant, Soghomon Tehlirian, guilty of having intentionally killed a man, Talaat Pasha, on March 15, 1921, in Charlottenburg?”

Signed: Otto Reinecke, Foreman of the jury.

(There is a great deal of commotion and applause in the courtroom)

PRESIDING JUSTICE—I now sign the verdict and I ask the clerk to do the same and read the verdict out loud.

(The secretary reads the verdict and it is translated for the defendant)

PRESIDING JUSTICE—Therefore, the following sentence is issued:

“The defendant is acquitted at the expense of the state treasury.

(Renewed commotion and applause) In accordance with the decision of the jury, the defendant is not guilty of the punishable act with which he has been charged.”

Then the following decision is announced:

“The order of imprisonment as regards the defendant is hereby annulled.”

Source: Trial of Soghomon Tehlirian, Second Day from The Case of Soghomon Tehlirian [edited and produced by the Zoryan Institute, Cambridge, MA]; translated by Vartkes Yeghiayan. Available online at http://www.armeniapedia.org/wiki/Trial_of_Soghomon_Tehlirian-Second_Day.

9. Treaty of Sèvres, August 10, 1920, Section VI, Articles 88–93

The Treaty of Sèvres, the peace treaty signed at Sèvres, near Paris, on August 10, 1920, between the Ottoman Empire and the Allied powers, was the last of the peace treaties signed in the immediate post–World War I period. Its major features included the creation of a number of new states, while other areas of the former empire would become territories of the victorious powers as League of Nations “mandates.” Significantly, Armenia would henceforth become a free Christian republic, guaranteed internationally. The treaty was a crushing blow for the Turks, which the Sultan, Mohammed VI (1861–1926; reigned 1918–1922), was forced to sign. Its impact was profound, in that a Turkish Nationalist uprising then underway in the east of the country was soon to spread throughout Turkey, overthrow the monarchy, and force a major treaty revision at Lausanne. Along the way, the Nationalists, led by Mustafa Kemal Ataturk (1881–1938), would seek to destroy the Christian presence in Turkey, drive out any remaining Armenians and all Greeks in the country, and create an ethnically pure Turkey. By inflicting such a harsh peace on the Sultan, dividing up the country, and not taking into account Turkish demands for national self-determination, the Allies alienated and angered those Turks with whom negotiation may have been possible. The result saw a reaction that was genocidal in scope and destructive in its fury. The relevant articles of the treaty as they pertained to Armenia are produced in this document.

Article 88 

Turkey, in accordance with the action already taken by the Allied Powers, hereby recognises Armenia as a free and independent State.

Article 89

Turkey and Armenia as well as the other High Contracting Parties agree to submit to the arbitration of the President of the United States of America the question of the frontier to be fixed between Turkey and Armenia in the vilayets of Erzerum, Trebizond, Van and Bitlis, and to accept his decision thereupon, as well as any stipulations he may prescribe as to access for Armenia to the sea, and as to the demilitarization of any portion of Turkish territory adjacent to the said frontier.

Article 90

In the event of the determination of the frontier under Article 89 involving the transfer of the whole or any part of the territory of the said Vilayets to Armenia, Turkey hereby renounces as from the date of such decision all rights and title over the territory so transferred. The provisions of the present Treaty applicable to territory detached from Turkey shall thereupon become applicable to the said territory.

The proportion and nature of the financial obligations of Turkey which Armenia will have to assume, or of the rights which will pass to her, on account of the transfer of the said territory will be determined in accordance with Articles 241 to 244, Part VIII (Financial Clauses) of the present Treaty.

Subsequent agreements will, if necessary, decide all questions which are not decided by the present Treaty and which may arise in consequence of the transfer of the said territory.

Article 91

In the event of any portion of the territory referred to in Article 89 being transferred to Armenia, a Boundary Commission, whose composition will be determined subsequently, will be constituted within three months from the delivery of the decision referred to in the said Article to trace on the spot the frontier between Armenia and Turkey as established by such decision.

Article 92

The frontiers between Armenia and Azerbaijan and Georgia respectively will be determined by direct agreement between the States concerned.

If in either case the States concerned have failed to determine the frontier by agreement at the date of the decision referred to in Article 89, the frontier line in question will be determined by the Principal Allied Powers, who will also provide for its being traced on the spot.

Article 93

Armenia accepts and agrees to embody in a Treaty with the Principal Allied Powers such provisions as may be deemed necessary by these Powers to protect the interests of inhabitants of that State who differ from the majority of the population in race, language, or religion.

Armenia further accepts and agrees to embody in a Treaty with the Principal Allied Powers such provisions as these Powers may deem necessary to protect freedom of transit and equitable treatment for the commerce of other nations.

Source: Lt.-Col. Lawrence Martin, ed., The Treaties of Peace, 1919–1923, 2 vols. New York: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1924, 2:789.

10. Council of European Parliamentary Resolution, April 24, 1998, Recognizing the Armenian Genocide

This resolution both commemorates the Armenian Genocide and salutes the memories of the Armenian victims of this crime against humanity. It was signed by 51 representatives of the various EU countries: Austria, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Italy, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Rumania, Russia, Slovakia, Spain, Switzerland, Ukraine, and the United Kingdom.

April 24, 1998

Commemoration of the Armenian genocide of 1915 
Written Declaration No. 275 
Doc. 8091

24 April 1998

This written declaration commits only the members who have signed it

	The date of 24 April 1915 marked the beginning of the implementation of the plan to exterminate Armenians living in the Ottoman Empire.
 	Today we commemorate the anniversary of what has been called the first genocide of the 20th century, and we salute the memory of the Armenian victims of this crime against humanity.


Signed:

Roudy, France, SOC 
Jeambrun, France, LDR
Mattéi, France, LDR 
Michel, France, SOC 
Schreiner, France, EDG 
Vrettos, Greece, SOC 
Zissi, Greece, SOC 
Katseli, Greece, SOC 
Maginas, Greece, EPP/CD 
Loule, Greece, UEL 
Steolea, Romania, EDG 
Lukin, Russia, LDR 
Marmazov, Ukraine, UEL 
Oleynik, Ukraine, UEL 
Zhebrovsky, Russia, NR 
Schieder, Austria, SOC 
Christodoulides, Cyprus, UEL 
Frahm, Denmark, UEL 
Kulbaka, Russia, UEL 
Myrvoll, Norway, UEL 
Lazarescu, Romania, LDR 
Verspaget, Netherlands, SOC 
Mignon, France, EDG
Lengagne, France, SOC
Dees, Netherlands, LDR 
Woltjer, Netherlands, SOC 
Slobodnik, Slovakia, SOC 
Gonzalez Laxe, Spain, SOC 
Gross, Switzerland, SOC 
Lord Russell-Johnston, United Kingdom, LDR 
Lauricella, Italy, SOC 
Turini, Italy, EDG 
Amoruso, Italy, EDG 
Elo, Finland, SOC 
Pereira Marques, Portugal, SOC 
Staes, Belgium, EPP/CD 
Maximus, Belgium, SOC 
Mota Amaral, Portugal, EPP/CD 
Vyvadil, Czech Republic, SOC 
Plechata, Czech Republic, EDG 
Stepova, Czech Republic, SOC

Janecek, Czech Republic, EPP/CD 
Novakova, Czech Republic, EPP/CD 
Svoboda, Czech Republic, SOC 
Kalus, Czech Republic, EDG 
Schwimmer, Austria, EPP/CD 
Kuzmickas, Lithuania, EDG 
Zingeris, Lithuania, EDG 
Gylys, Lithuania, SOC 
Raskinis, Lithuania, EPP/CD 
Ciupaila, Lithuania, LDR

Source: Council of Europe, Written Declaration No. 275, Doc. 8091. Available online at http://www.armenian-genocide.org/Affirmation.153/current_category.7/affirmation_detail.html.

11. Resolution of the International Association of Genocide Scholars (IAGS), June 11, 1997, Recognizing the Armenian Genocide

Supported by a number of prominent scholars of genocide, this resolution passed at its conference in Montreal, Canada, reaffirmed that “the mass murder of over a million Armenians in Turkey is a case of genocide.” It also condemned the denial of this genocide by the Turkish government and its supporters.

That this assembly of the Association of Genocide Scholars in its conference held in Montreal, June 11–13, 1997, reaffirms that the mass murder of over a million Armenians in Turkey in 1915 is a case of genocide which conforms to the statutes of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide. It further condemns the denial of the Armenian Genocide by the Turkish government and its official and unofficial agents and supporters.

Among the prominent scholars who supported the resolution were: Roger W. Smith (College of William & Mary; President of AGS); Israel Charny (Hebrew University, Jerusalem); Helen Fein (Past President AGS); Frank Chalk (Concordia University, Montreal); Ben Kiernan (Yale University); Anthony Oberschall (University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill); Mark Levene (Warwick University, UK); Rhoda Howard (McMaster University, Canada), Michael Freeman (Essex University, UK), Gunnar Heinsohn (Bremen University, Germany)

Source: International Association of Genocide Scholars. Available online at www.genocidescholars.org. Used by permission.

12. Report on the Deportation from Zeitun, July 21, 1915, from the American Embassy of Constantinople

Transmitted by the American ambassador to Turkey Henry Morgenthau, this document is a report received from the American Consul General in Beirut. It details the more than 26,500 Armenians deported from the region by the Turkish military acting both humanely and brutally, including the loss of life of women and children. It concludes with the ominous warning that aid is supplied, “two thirds or three fourths will die of starvation and disease.”

American Embassy,
Constantinople
July 21, 1915

The Honorable 
The Secretary of State,
Washington.

Sir:

I have the honor to transmit herewith two copies of a report received from the American Consul General at Beirut relative to what has been going on in the Zeitoon region of Asiatic Turkey.

I have the honor to be, Sir,
Your obedient servant,
(signed) [U.S. Ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Henry] Morgenthau
Enclosure: Two copies dated June 20.
Duplicate
 A BRIEF STATEMENT OF THE PRESENT SITUATION OF THE
 ARMENIAN EXILES IN THIS REGION, JUNE 20, 1915.
************

The deportation began some six weeks ago, with 180 families from Zeitoon; since which time, all the inhabitants of that place and its neighboring villages have been deported: also most of the Christians in Albustan, many from Hadgin, Sis, Kars Pasar, Hassan Beyli and Deort Yol.

The numbers involved are approximately, to date, 26,500. Of these about 5,000 have been sent to the Konieh region, 5,500 are in Aleppo and surrounding towns and villages; and the remainder are in Der Zor, Racca, and various places in Mesopotamia, even as far as the neighborhood of Bagdad.

The process is still going on, and there is no telling how far it may be carried, the orders already issued will bring the number in this region up to 32,000, and there have been as yet none exiled from Aintab, and very few from Marash and Oorfah. The following is the text of the Government order covering the case. Art. 2nd. “The Commanders of the Army, of independent army corps and of divisions may, in case of military necessity and in case they suspect espionage or treason, send away, either or in mass, the inhabitants of villages and towns, and install them in other places.”

The orders of Commanders may have been reasonably humane, but the execution of them has been for the most part unnecessarily harsh, and in many cases accompanied by horrible brutality to women and children, to the sick and the aged. Whole villages were deported at an hour notice, with no opportunity to prepare for the journey, not even in some cases to gather together the scattered members of the family, so that little children were left behind. At the mountain village of Geben the women were at the wash tub, and were compelled to leave their wet clothes in the water, and take the road barefooted and half clad just as they were. In some cases they were able to carry part of their scanty household furniture, or implements of agriculture, but for the most part they were neither to carry anything nor to sell it, even where there was time to do so.

In Hadgin well to do people, who had prepared food and bedding for the road, were obliged to leave it in the street, and afterward suffered greatly from hunger.

In many cases the men were (those of military age were nearly all in the army) bound tightly together with ropes or chains. Women with little children in their arms, or in the last days of pregnancy were driven along under the whip like cattle. Three different cases came under my knowledge where the woman was delivered on the road, and because her brutal driver hurried her along she died of hemorrhage. I also know of one case where the gendarme in charge was a humane man, and allowed the poor woman several hours rest and then procured a wagon for her to ride in. Some women became so completely worn out and hopeless that they left their infants beside the road. Many women and girls have been outraged. At one place the commander of the gendarmerie openly told the men to whom he consigned a large company, that they were at liberty to do what they choose with the women and girls.

As to subsistence, there has been a great difference in different places. In some places the Government has fed them, in some places it has permitted the inhabitants to feed them. In some places it has neither fed them nor permitted others to do so. There has been much hunger, thirst and sickness and some real starvation, and death.

These people are being scattered in small units, three or four families in a place, among a population of different race and religion, and speaking a different language. I speak of them as being composed of families, but four fi fths of them are women and children, and what men there are for the most part old or incompetent.

If a means is not found to aid them through the next few months, until they get established in their new surroundings, two thirds or three fourths of them will die of starvation and disease.

Source: U.S. National Archives, RG59, 867.4016/104. Available online at http://www.armenian-genocide.org/us-7-21-15-text.html.

13. William Jennings Bryan's Response to the Catholicos's Appeal to Protect Armenians, April 28, 1915

Responding to the Catholicos’s appeal in his capacity as secretary of state, Bryan assured him that the American ambassador (Henry Morgenthau) had been instructed to bring his concerns to the attention of the Turkish government to protect the Armenians from violence “at the hands of those of other religions.” He also assured him that his concerns were among Bryan’s “highest consideration.”

No. 111.
April 28, 1915 [His Excellency, Mr. George Bakhmetoff, Ambassador of Russia] 
Excellency:

In accordance with your oral request of April 27th, asking, on behalf of the Catholicos of the Armenian Church, that this Government should use its good offices with the Turkish Government to prevent the massacre of non-combatant Armenians in Turkish territory, the Department instructed the American Ambassador at Constantinople to bring the matter to the attention of the Turkish Government, urging upon it the use of effective means for the protection of the Armenians from violence at the hands of those of other religions.

The American Ambassador at Constantinople cabled the Department before receiving the Department’s telegram, stating that over one hundred Armenians of the better class had been arrested, ostensibly to prevent revolutionary propaganda; and that the lives of these men are probably not in danger, although they are being deported to the interior.

After receiving this message the Department again cabled the Ambassador to urge the Turkish Government to protect the Armenians.

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest consideration.
W.J. Bryan

Source: U.S. National Archives, RG59, 867.4016/58. Available online at www.armenian-genocide.org/us-4-28-15_1.html.
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Bosnian Genocide


Essays

Bosnian Genocide Overview 

Located in the Balkan Peninsula, Bosnia-Herzegovina is a geographically diverse country bordered by Croatia (to the north, west, and south), Serbia (east), and Montenegro (southeast). In the 1990s, Bosnia became the center of a policy of ethnic cleansing enacted by Serbian authorities in an attempt to create a more ethnically homogenous region amid the context of war.

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1943–1992) united six equal states—Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Macedonia—in “Brotherhood and Unity” (Tito’s national credo). Tito expected citizens to set aside ethnonational affiliation and embrace broader Yugoslav identity. A system of checks and balances ensured peace, cooperation, and equality among the region’s peoples, and through common cultural roots and shared historical experiences pan-Slavic unity was emphasized. Most people were generally content as Yugoslavs. Yugoslavia’s comparatively open socialism, Cold War neutrality, and prominence in the Non-Aligned Movement allowed a relatively high living standards, unrestricted international travel, and flourishing cultural life. Moreover, “Brotherhood and Unity” particularly suited Bosnia’s multiethnic society, and Bosnia thrived in Tito’s prosperous and stable Yugoslavia, even hosting the 1984 Winter Olympics.

After nearly 40 years in power, Tito’s death in 1980 left a political vacuum. As the Soviet Bloc disintegrated, Yugoslavia lost global strategic importance and the economic opportunities of Cold War neutrality evaporated. By the mid-1980s, without strong national leadership, economic collapse loomed. Opportunistic politicians seized upon Yugoslavia’s instability, especially in Serbia and Croatia, rallying support through fear-based nationalist appeals. Slobodan Milosevic ascended to power in Serbia, blaming the “ethnic other” for the nation’s crises, using historical tragedies to imply impending contemporary threats (“Ustase” Croats, “Turk” Bosniaks), and advocating “Serbian unity” as the solution. This fuelled the ascension of his Croatian counterpart, Franjo Tudjman, whose equally reductionist nationalism increased instability and mistrust in Croatia. By 1990, “Brotherhood and Unity” had crumbled under the weight of xenophobic hysteria.

By June 1991, Milosevic’s growing influence upset Yugoslavia’s delicate balance. Slovenia seceded, gaining independence after a “Ten Day War.” The Croatian War soon followed (1991–1992). Violence in Croatia’s Krajina region, with a significant ethnic-Serb population, continued through 1995. Meanwhile, as ethnic tensions escalated Bosnia’s political situation grew progressively tenuous. Convinced that remaining in Serb-dominated “rump Yugoslavia” would be disastrous to peaceful multi-ethnic co-existence, on March 1, 1992, Bosnian-Croats and Bosniaks voted for an independent Bosnia under Bosniak president Alija Itzetbegovic. Staunchly against separation from Serbia, Bosnian-Serbs declared an independent Bosnian-Serb Republic (under President Radovan Karadzic). Immediately, Serbian paramilitary groups began “ethnic cleansing”: burning homes, raping, forcibly deporting civilians (some to concentration camps), and killing all non-Serbs in Eastern Bosnia. Meanwhile the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) surrounded Sarajevo, beginning the city’s nearly four-year siege. Within a month, Serb forces controlled 70 percent of Bosnia.
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In April 1992, the international community recognized Bosnia’s independence. As a result, in early May 1992, Milosevic withdrew JNA forces, leaving weapons, artillery, and supplies. Bosnian-Serb JNA soldiers became the Bosnian-Serb Army (VRS) (under Gen. Ratko Mladic). Influenced by Milosevic’s claims of a civil war with which Serbia had no part, and the UN had no business, the JNA’s official withdrawal placated Western politicians and journalists, quick to characterize the violence as inevitable civil war among three equal eternally fighting ethnic groups. While certainly there were perpetrators and victims on all sides, to characterize the war as an inevitable conflict among equal “age-old” ethnic adversaries is inaccurate. The animosities triggering this conflict resulted from modern manipulations of historical events (and hence were neither inevitable nor “age-old”). More importantly, the parties to this conflict were not equal. Serb forces targeted Bosniaks in a coordinated ethnic cleansing strategy and Serb forces held all the weapons and power of the JNA. The fight could hardly be fair. These misperceptions along with the recent Croatian War further led to a UN arms embargo, disproportionately impacting Bosniaks who, with no parent state or organized army, were already at a disadvantage.

Repeatedly shifting Croatian allegiance further complicated both the conflict and international understanding. Initially, Bosnian-Croat forces (HVO) aligned with the Army of BiH (ARBiH), but in May 1992, the HVO joined the VRS against the ARBiH. This short-lived alliance soon gave way to the tripartite war. The VRS (supported by Milosevic in Serbia) fought to unite Bosnia in Greater Serbia. The HVO (supported by Croatia’s President Tudjman) fought to unite Bosnia in Greater Croatia. The ARBiH (a largely defenseless and hastily organized rag-tag group of Bosniaks and some others) fought for multi-ethnic Bosnia’s survival. Moreover, UN decisions and (in) actions often exacerbated the situation. The mandate of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Bosnia was observational and humanitarian, and even humanitarian efforts were plagued by misinformation and error. Air-drops often left pallets miles away from targets, forcing civilians to risk rough terrain, landmines, and snipers to re-trieve much-needed supplies. Although aid convoys offered some relief, local militias took full advantage of UNPROFOR’s weak mandate, blocking some transports, allowing others to pass only after looting, and sometimes hijacking lightly armed UNPROFOR convoys to confiscate weapons and vehicles. Overall, from the arms embargo, to botched peacekeeping, bungled aid-drops, and anemic conflict-mediation attempts, the international community vacillated from bystander to peace obstacle to collaborator in some of the war’s worst atrocities.

The 1995 Srebrenica Massacre, the apex of Serbian ethnic cleansing campaigns, is particularly emblematic of the international community’s most critical shortcomings throughout the war. In July 1995, Bosnian-Serb forces, with support from the “rump-Yugoslavia’s” Serbian leadership and Serb paramilitary forces, deported as many as 30,000 Bosniak civilians while massacring more than 8,000 Bosniak men and boys. (The International Commission for Missing Persons puts the current official death toll at 8,372.) Despite status as an official UN “safe area,” UNPROFOR soldiers dispatched to protect Srebrenica’s refugees (as many as 60,000 Bosniaks) were forbidden to engage unless explicitly provoked. As a result, UNPROFOR stood-by, even helping to facilitate Srebrenica’s Massacre.

Finally, in December 1995 the Dayton Agreement ended the Bosnian War. While no one was fully satisfied, Bosnia would be a single state divided into two nations: A Muslim-Croat Federation with 51 percent of Bosnia-Herzegovina (including Sarajevo) and the Bosnian-Serb Republic with 49 percent. Today, an uneasy peace persists. Bosnia remains a divided nation. Many Bosnian schools maintain a “two schools under one roof” policy, separating children of different ethnicities. War’s physical, emotional, and social scars still mar the landscape. Half of the displaced people have not returned. Ethnically biased local media still proliferate. In the end, the Bosnian War left as many as 50 percent of Bosnian homes destroyed, 2,000,000 Bosnians displaced, 50,000 women and girls raped, and 100,000 civilians dead, as well as 326 UNPROFOR casualties.
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Bosnian Genocide Causes 

Beginning in 1991, the constituent states of Yugoslavia seceded and campaigns of destruction, intimidation, expulsion, imprisonment, torture, rape, and murder propelled the term “ethnic cleansing” into global consciousness. The bloodiest chapter of Yugoslavia’s disintegration was the Bosnian War (1992–1995), leaving as many as 50 percent of Bosnian homes destroyed, 2,000,000 Bosnians displaced, 50,000 women and girls raped, and 100,000 dead. The July 1995 Srebrenica Genocide, the apex of ethnic cleansing and sole event of the Bosnian War that the United Nations (UN) has called “Genocide,” ended in more than 25,000 people’s forcible deportation and more than 8,000 massacred.

Serbia’s Slobodan Milosevic and Croatia’s Franjo Tuđjman each wanted Bosnia for “Greater Serbia” and “Greater Croatia” respectively. Yet, behind any conflict are multiple, complex, interdependent causes; always many players and moving parts culminating in a “perfect storm” of factors aligning at precisely the right moment. These men could not have come to power, nor would the forcible creation of “Greater” nations have gained popular support, were it not for Yugoslavia’s decade of increasing instability and the decline of national unity and ensuing rise of ethno-nationalism to which it contributed. Understanding the multiple causes behind the Bosnian War and 1995 Srebrenica Genocide means considering a host of factors, the first of which is “ethnicity” in the Yugoslav context.

The majority of Yugoslav peoples are physically and largely culturally indistinguishable, sharing South-Slavic European genes, common cultural customs, and even a common language. In the absence of physical and cultural markers, their distinctive ethnic characteristic is religion. “Serb” is synonymous with Orthodox-Christianity and “Croat” with Catholicism. Actual religious commitment is inconsequential, as is citizenship. Croatian equals Catholic, and one is not Catholic if Serbian, regardless of one’s passport. In turn “Bosniaks” are those whose ancestors converted to Islam in the Ottoman period.

At the end of World War II, Josip Broz Tito united six equal states in the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia: Croatia, Montenegro, Serbia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Macedonia. To foster pan-Slavic “Brotherhood and Unity,” Tito emphasized the shared history, common cultural roots, and peaceful cooperation among the region’s peoples across centuries, while downplaying periods of conflict and animosity. So long as Yugoslavia was prosperous and stable, with a high standard-of-living, unrestricted international travel, and a vibrant cultural scene, most citizens were content to be Yugoslavs. Yet, as dual political and economic crises intensified throughout the 1980s, people’s confidence in the nation waned. Opportunistic politicians exploited growing insecurities, pitting the region’s peoples against one another to gain power as Pan-Slavic unity dissolved and Yugoslavia grew increasingly untenable.

The causes behind the Bosnian War and ensuing Srebrenica Genocide reflect a complex web of material factors coupled with political opportunism, media manipulation, and various internal and international players. While Yugoslav identity proliferated under Tito, his death (1980) left a political vacuum. This alone may have been surmountable, but as the Soviet Bloc disintegrated, Yugoslavia’s strategic importance dissipated as did the stability and economic opportunity that Cold War neutrality provided. By the mid-1980s, a lack of national leadership and looming economic collapse left people disillusioned with “Brotherhood and Unity.” This uncertainty opened the door for opportunistic politicians who were not previously culturally relevant. In any context, some voices carry greater authority. Cultural relevance impacts authority. Under Tito, nationalists and religious elites were silenced through irrelevance. In the 1980s, these voices gained relevance by framing Tito’s suppression of ethno-nationalism as the people’s oppression, denied their true ethno-national history and culture. Capitalizing on contemporary crises to bolster relevance and hence cultural authority, these elites then used that authority to “re-educate” the people, using familiar cultural and historical elements to put a new spin on the past and present.

In this atmosphere, Milosevic ascended. Using blatantly nationalist appeals, Milosevic scapegoated the “ethnic other,” presented Tito as the roadblock to Serbia’s historical destiny, and advocated “Serbian unity” as the solution. While a Yugoslav faced an uncertain and desolate future, a proud Serb could hope for better. As a Yugoslav, the roots of the nation’s ills were diffuse and complicated with none to lead the way. As a Serb, the source was obvious and the solution clear. This in turn fed rising Croatian ethno-nationalism, and as the competing divisive nationalist ideologies intensified, so did instability and mistrust in Bosnia. History increasingly became the fodder of this hysteria. Both Serbian and Croatian nationalists reinterpreted a past wherein the “other’s” repeated historical insults culminated in the urgent need to band together against the next inevitable assault. For Serbs, this meant that from the mythic 1389 Battle of Kosovo and ensuing 500 years of Turkish domination, to the Croatian Ustashe atrocities of World War II, to Tito’s alleged Serbian oppression, each insult flowed seamlessly from the last in a single narrative with Serbs as tragic, martyred heroes. Obscuring historical complexities to re-punctuate history with Serbian victimization framed modern Serbian aggression as self-defense.

Moreover, nationalist historical narratives influenced international journalists, world leaders, and even the UN, each which inadvertently espoused nationalist interpretations of the past and present, particularly with regard to the ethnic nature of the conflict. International characterizations of “ethnic tensions” and “ethnic conflict” frequently reflected and reinforced exaggerated nationalist portrayals of distinct and timeless ethnic groups locked in eternal struggle. For nationalist leaders, the events that triggered this conflict began over 1,000 years ago. When international leaders and journalists root this contemporary conflict in a distant past they reinforce nationalist myths of historical inevitability, obfuscating the modern choices and contemporary material conditions behind the Bosnian War. Although nationalists promoted a historical view that inevitably culminated in the present need to eradicate an “other,” the Bosnian War was not a predetermined outcome. While episodic conflict does punctuate the region’s 1,000 year timeline, that history is much more heavily peppered with periods of peace. Contemporary politicians could easily have reflected historical ethnic cooperation (as Tito had). Instead, they presented modern war as history’s inexorable zenith.

Overall, the causes of the Bosnian War and 1995 Srebrenica Genocide are an interlaced web of material conditions, political opportunism, and nationalist propaganda, all of which intersect at the point of public perception. To echo literary theorist Kenneth Burke (1945), every narrative is a selection, reflection, and deflection of reality. Selecting what elements to include in a given historical narrative and how to talk about them both inherently promotes (reflects) a way of understanding an event and precludes (or deflects) other possible interpretations. As there are various ways to tell the story of the Bosnian War, understanding its causes necessitates attention to the multiple selections of history used in the build-up to war, and how this impacted international opinions/actions during the war while also bearing in mind that any recounting of the war inherently privileges one way of seeing, thereby precluding others.
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Bosnian Genocide Consequences 

On December 9, 1948, the United Nations (UN) resolved to prevent and punish genocide in war and peace, wherever it may manifest. Each nation signing the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Resolution 260) promised “Never Again” to stand indifferent to a people’s extermination. Yet, in the second half of the 20th-century genocide claimed millions of lives in places like Cambodia (1975–1979), Bangladesh (1971), Guatemala (1981–1983), and Rwanda (1994). The international community again failed to keep their promise when Bosnian-Muslim (Bosniak) civilians were systematically executed in Srebrenica in the final throws of the Bosnian War (1992–1995).

The Bosnian War destroyed 50 percent of Bosnian homes, left 2,000,000 people displaced, 50,000 raped, and 100,000 civilian casualties. The longest and bloodiest war accompanying the break-up of the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (1943–1992), the Bosnian War began in March 1992 as Serb forces drove Bosniaks from eastern Bosnia through torture, mass rape, starvation, deportation, and concentration camps. With these “ethnic cleansing” campaigns Serb forces controlled 70 percent of Bosnia within one month. Although all sides committed and suffered atrocities, there is no doubt that Serb forces committed the lion’s share of crimes and Bosniaks comprised the majority of victims. Throughout this conflict, the UN naively believed its mere presence would curb the violence. In reality, a weak mandate and stogy bureaucracy made the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Bosnia little more than a paper tiger, often party to the Bosnian War’s worst atrocities. Although UNPROFOR was a major presence in Bosnia by early 1993, the legacy of ethnic cleansing reached its zenith in 1995 with Europe’s second 20th-century genocide in Srebrenica. More than an illustration of ethnic cleansing, the events in Srebrenica are a microcosm of the larger Bosnian War.

Known throughout Yugoslavia for its spa and silver mines, Srebrenica was a prosperous eastern Bosnian mountain town with a pre-war population of around 6,000. By early 1993, 60,000 Bosniaks fleeing Serb ethnic-cleansing campaigns expanded Srebrenica’s population tenfold. As Serb forces blocked the town’s supply road and cut-off electricity, heat, and water, Srebrenica became a slow-death camp. When UNPROFOR commander Phillipe Morillon visited Srebrenica in March 1993, the freezing, starving, terrified residents surrounded him. Overwhelmed by their desperation Morillon declared, “You are now under the protection of the United Nations. I will not abandon you.”

In April 1993, to the relief of the tens of thousands of Bosniak refugees, UNPROFOR deployed Canadian troops to protect Srebrenica as one of five newly established UN “safe areas.” Although occasional skirmishes and sporadic mortar attacks continued, UNPROFOR presence prevented an all-out assault on the safe area, and air-drops delivered supplies even when Serb forces blocked aid convoys.

In March 1994, UNPROFOR sent 600 Royal Dutch Army soldiers (Dutchbat) to relieve the Canadians. By the end of 1994, Serb hostilities increased and the region grew increasingly unstable. That winter, Bosnian-Serb president Radovan Karadzic ordered Srebrenica cut-off from the outside world. By March 1995, Serb forces controlled all territory surrounding Srebrenica, preventing even UN access to the supply road. Humanitarian convoys stopped. Air-drops became less frequent and their retrieval increasingly dangerous. Living conditions in Srebrenica deteriorated considerably. People died of starvation and cold, fuel and medical supplies waned, and residents grew desperate and fearful. In May 1995, even Dutchbat basic supplies dwindled. Dutchbat alerted UNPROFOR command to Srebrenica’s dire conditions and to the increasing Serb military build-up, yet UNPROFOR declined to send humanitarian relief or military support. By July 1, 1995, seven people in Srebrenica had starved to death. Many Dutchbat soldiers, now living on subsistence rations amid an angry, terrified, and ever more desperate population, felt abandoned by UNPROFOR and questioned their mission’s relevance. Against this backdrop the four-year Serbian ethnic-cleansing crusade crested.

From July 6–July 8, 1995, Bosnian-Serb forces attacked Srebrenica. After two days of relentless shelling, Dutchbat commander Lieutenant-Colonel Thom Karremans requested UNPROFOR air-support. His request was denied. On July 9, when it was clear that neither the UN nor the loosely organized and poorly armed Bosniak army would defend the safe area, Bosnian-Serb general Ratko Mladic led his troops into Srebrenica, taking 30 Dutchbat hostages. Still, UN command declined Karremans’ second request for air-support. On July 10, Mladic’s troops terrorized Srebrenica’s citizens and refugees flooded Dutchbat headquarters. Karremans’ third request was denied. That evening, UN command granted Karremans’ fourth request; 50 NATO planes would arrive by 6:00 A.M. At 9:00 A.M. on July 11, Karremans contacted UN headquarters to ask why air-support had not materialized. He was told he had submitted his request using the wrong form. Finally, after Karremans’ fifth request, at 2:30 P.M. on July 11, two NATO planes approached the besieged safe-area unloading a single bomb on Serb positions.

At 4:00 P.M. on July 11, confident the UN would not oppose him, General Mladic brought a Serbian camera crew to film his presentation of Srebrenica as a “gift to the Serbian people.” With this, more than 25,000 Bosniaks sought refuge in and around Dutchbat headquarters. That evening, Serb cameras filmed a visibly shaken Karremans begging Mladic for a peaceful solution. The men finally reached an agreement—the Serbs would evacuate the Bosniaks and the UN would pay for buses and gasoline. That night, realizing Dutchbat would not protect them, a column of 15,000 Bosniaks (mostly men) attempt to flee on foot. Their trek, more than 100 kilometers through mountains and forest, is known as the “Marathon of Death.”

On the afternoon of July 12, Mladic handed chocolate to Bosniak children and addressed terrified refugees at Dutchbat headquarters while cameras rolled. “All who wish to go from here will be transported, large and small, young and old. Don’t be afraid, just take it easy. Let the women and children go first . . . No one will harm you.”

Through that night and the next day, Dutchbat soldiers assisted Bosnian-Serb troops, separating the men, maintaining calm, and loading the buses. When the last bus left Srebrenica at 7:00 P.M. on July 13, 23,000 civilians had been deported while Bosnian-Serb soldiers and Serbian paramilitary groups massacred thousands of Bosniak men and boys ages 12 to 77, burying them in mass graves throughout eastern Bosnia. Over the next two weeks, the Marathon of Death column of 15,000 were ambushed, hunted, and terrorized; as many as 5,000 were killed. Some continued hiding in the forest for months. The last survivors of the Marathon of Death emerged in May 1996—six months after the December 1995 Dayton Agreement ended the Bosnian War.

According to the International Commission for Missing Persons, Srebrenica’s official death toll is 8,372. Yet 13,000 people are reported missing from Srebrenica—that is 38 percent of the total missing from the entire Bosnian War. Complicating the count, Serb forces later unearthed the mass graves, reburying the remains throughout Bosnia and Serbia. Hence, the exhumation of Srebrenica’s victims continues as each year more graves are discovered.

Tens of thousands of people witnessed the role that the UN and Dutchbat had played, however unwittingly, in Europe’s second 20th-century genocide. The Bosniak government, Dutch citizens, and many in the international community have advocated for recognition, apology, and reparations. Only a few lived to tell what happened after they were separated from their families. Some survived the Marathon of Death, while a handful miraculously survived mass executions. With their help, the UN’s International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) has indicted and tried those most responsible for planning and orchestrating the Srebrenica Massacre. While some accused continue to deny their role, others have admitted guilt. Meanwhile, many Dutchbat soldiers have an overwhelming sense of regret and shame, and some have testified at the ICTY.

Many Srebrenica survivors are still traumatized, and many live in poverty. Even more than 15 years later, some live in refugee camps, frozen in time and emotionally or physically unable to return to their prewar lives. Still, some survivors have built new lives. Groups like the Mothers of Srebrenica advocate for UN reparations, assistance from the Bosnian government, recognition and reparations from the Serbian government, and proper attention to the victims. These groups have been instrumental in establishing the Srebrenica memorial cemetery where each July 11, tens of thousands commemorate Srebrenica’s victims, including heads-of-state, diplomats, and UN delegates. The newly identified remains buried each year, amid prayers, speeches, and calls for global social justice are a cathartic rallying point for Bosniaks—an identity reclaimed from the ashes of ethnic cleansing.
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Bosnian Genocide Perpetrators 

From early in the Bosnian War (1992–1995), Serb paramilitary forces used rape, torture, deportation, and slaughter against Bosniak civilians. The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) viewed these acts as war crimes and crimes against humanity. It later became clear this was ethnic cleansing. As part of a coordinated Serbian and Bosnian-Serb political and military plan to create an ethnically pure Greater Serbia, it constituted the crime of genocide.

Although a preponderance of indicted Bosnian War criminals are of Serb ethnicity, not all Serbs committed war crimes, and not all perpetrators were Serb. Moreover, while perpetrators on all sides were both a product of and contributor to the broader genocidal atmosphere, only a few face genocide charges. To commit genocide one must possess command responsibility and genocidal intent and/or explicit knowledge of a broader genocidal plan. Perpetrators who coordinated and orchestrated crimes may not have dirty hands, but they are most likely to be charged with genocide. Though the ICTY considered only the strategic coordination of Serb atrocities to constitute genocide, individuals on all sides accused of crimes against humanity often have the bloodiest hands: gratuitous torture, sexual slavery, civilian massacres, etc. Still, the region’s leaders are most responsible because they fostered a permissive environment for these crimes. First among them is Serbian leader and Yugoslav wartime president, Slobodan Milosevic.

Milosevic used Serbian media to manipulate the past and present. Recalling historical tragedies as evidence of an imminent threat to contemporary Serbs, and blaming the “ethnic other” for the nation’s crises, Milosevic ensured a radicalized and fearful population. As Yugoslav president and de facto Serb leader, Milosevic ordered ethnic cleansing atrocities and funded paramilitary activities throughout the Bosnian War, including the Srebrenica Massacre. On June 28, 2001, Serbia’s President Zoran Dindic handed Milosevic to the ICTY. In 2006, after a three-year trial, Milosevic died in prison, before the ICTY could render judgment.

[image: ]

Milosevic’s nationalist paranoia fuelled his equally reductionist and dangerous Croatian nationalist counterpart, Franjo Tudjman, an outspoken anti-Semite and champion of radical Croatian nationalism since the 1970s. As competing Serb and Croat nationalisms escalated, the Croatian War ensued (1991–1992). Violence in Croatia’s Krajina region culminated in 1995’s “Operation Storm.” In this brutal ethnic cleansing campaign against Krajina’s Serbs, Croat forces killed about 300 and deported more than 90,000 Serb civilians while looting and burning homes. Tudjman died of cancer in 1999. Had he lived, the ICTY would have indicted Tudjman as the head of a “criminal enterprise” responsible for Operation Storm and Croat ethnic cleansing crimes throughout the Bosnian War. Though Serbs consider Operation Storm to be genocide, it is unclear whether Tudjman would have faced genocide charges. In 2011, the ICTY found Croatian general Ante Gotovina guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity for his role in Operation Storm. The highest-ranking Croat suspect to have stood trial, Gotovina was sentenced to 24 years, but a November 2012 ICTY appeals chamber overturned Gotovina’s conviction (due to an evidentiary error on the part of the prosecution).

In 1992, as ethnic tensions escalated throughout Yugoslavia, so did instability in Bosnia. Facing unyielding Serb nationalism, multiethnic Bosnia’s survival in a Serb-dominated “rump Yugoslavia” became increasingly unlikely. On March 1, 1992, Bosnian-Croats and Bosniaks voted for Bosnian independence under Bosniak president Alija Itzetbegovic. (Though the ICTY investigated Itzetbegovic on multiple occasions, he was never indicted.) Meanwhile, upon Bosnia’s declaration of independence, Bosnian-Serbs declared an independent Bosnian-Serb Republic (Republika Srpska [RS]) under President Radovan Karadzic. Karadzic, a master of myth and propaganda, adeptly used Serbian media to promote fear, intolerance, and hatred. Captured in July 2008, Karadzic is charged with genocide as part of the criminal enterprise responsible for Srebrenica, and crimes against humanity for the Siege of Sarajevo and ethnic cleansing throughout Bosnia. At his ongoing trial Karadzic has maintained his innocence, claiming Serbs acted only in self-defense.

Karadzic’s two wartime vice presidents were his political partners in crime, Momcilo Krajisnik and Biljana Plavsic. Known more for cruelty than intellectual prowess, Krajisnik was convicted for crimes against humanity in 2006, but acquitted of genocide. He is serving 20 years. Known as “Serbia’s Iron Lady,” Biljana Plavsic, a geneticist and Sarajevo University professor, was the first woman in Bosnia’s presidency. As part of RS’s wartime presidency, Plavsic’s excessive nationalist statements demonized Bosniaks as inherently dangerous and genetically inferior. Plavsic’s preposterous assertions lacked scientific merit, but nonetheless encouraged Serb nationalism and ethnically motivated crimes. After the war, Plavsic was again RS president (1996–1998). In 2001, Plavsic surrendered to the ICTY. Charged with genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes, when Plavsic agreed to plead guilty and cooperate in other cases, the ICTY dropped all but one count of crimes against humanity. After serving seven years, Plavsic was released on October 27, 2009.

Plavsic was also known for publicly praising the “heroism” of Serbian warlord and ostentatious war profiteer Zeljko Raznatovic (“Arkan”). Arkan’s excessive violence against Croats and Bosniaks is as notorious as his reputation in Serbia’s organized crime underworld. His paramilitary “Tigers” were among the earliest war criminals. In March 1992, Arkan’s Tigers seized the town of Banja Luka. By April, they overtook the town of Bijeljina, cutting off water and electricity, and indiscriminately slaughtering Bosniaks. The ICTY indicted Arkan for crimes against humanity and war crimes (1997). In January 2000, Dobrosav Gavric, a junior police officer tied to Serbia’s criminal underworld, assassinated Arkan in a Belgrade hotel lobby.

Another paramilitary war lord, Bosnian-Serb intellectual Dr. Vojislav Seslj, (Yugoslavia’s youngest PhD), was also a politician. In 1991, Seslj’s Radical Party won seats in Serbia’s parliament. Because Seslj openly professed what other Serb nationalists addressed only in euphemism, Milosevic afforded Seslj extensive media coverage. Seslj proclaimed Croats a barbarian horde and denounced Bosniaks as wild pack animals with a taste for Serbian blood. Further, Seslj often bragged publically about his paramilitary exploits, even claiming that his “Chetniks” gouged-out victims’ eyes with rusty spoons. Having perfected ethnic cleansing in Croatia’s war, Seslj’s Chetniks arrived in Bosnia with an appetite for brutality. Seslj surrendered to the ICTY in 2003. His trial for war crimes and crimes against humanity is ongoing. Seslj and his Radical Party still influence Serbian politics.

A number of perpetrators have also been charged in association with various detention camps where prisoners were beaten, tortured, starved, raped, humiliated, and sometimes killed. The ICTY has indicted camp organizers, commanders, high-level guards, and even individuals not officially affiliated with the camps, but who visited regularly to torture prisoners (some local police, paramilitary, and a few sadistic civilians). Prijedor municipality, a site of intense Serb ethnic cleansing campaigns, housed the notorious Omarska, Keraterm, and Trnopolje camps. Some Prijedor wartime politicians were indicted both for camp abuses and broader ethnic cleansing crimes. The ICTY charged Milan Kovacevic and Simo Drljaca with genocide and crimes against humanity. Kovacevic, an anesthesiologist and leader in Prijedor’s municipal government, died of natural causes before trial. Drljaca, Prijedor’s chief-of-police, was killed while evading arrest (1997). Prijedor’s mayor, Milomir Stakic, is serving a 40-year sentence for crimes against humanity. Many others have been found guilty of assorted camp-related crimes.

Known as the “Serb Adolf,” Goran Jelisic confessed to more than 200 murders as commander of Luka Camp (outside Brcko municipality). Jelisic’s girlfriend, Monika Ilic, often joined in beating, torturing, mutilating, sexually abusing, even burning alive Luka’s starved prisoners. (The Bosnian War Crimes Court recently indicted Ilic). Jelisic’s brother and Ilic’s brother also sometimes participated. The ICTY indicted Jelisic for genocide, but because Jelisic tortured and killed simply for personal pleasure, without knowledge of a genocidal plan, he was acquitted of genocide, but sentenced to 40 years for crimes against humanity.

Bosniaks and Croats also committed camp-related abuses. At Celebici camp, Serb detainees were beaten with clubs, rifles, wooden planks, shovels, and cable. Some died from their wounds. The ICTY convicted Celebici’s camp commander Zdravko Mucic (Bosnian-Croat), Deputy-Commander Hazim Delic (Bosniak), and Celebici guard Esad Landzo (Bosniak) of crimes against humanity, including torture and murder. In March 2012, Bosnia’s War Crimes Court indicted five Croats for crimes against humanity in connection with Dretelj Camp where Serb prisoners housed in appalling conditions, were robbed, beaten, raped, tortured, humiliated, and sometimes killed.

Further, the ICTY estimates that 80 percent of the 20,000–50,000 women and girls raped in the Bosnian War were imprisoned, enslaved, tortured, and repeatedly raped for up to two years. The particular brutality of Foca’s rape camps led the ICTY to rule that systematic rape is a crime against humanity, second only to genocide. The ICTY has indicted at least eleven for Foca, while the Bosnian War Crimes Court has so far indicted at least seven.

Of all the war’s ethnic cleansing crimes the 1995 Srebrenica Massacre is the sole event the ICTY has ruled clearly constitutes genocide. In addition to politicians (Milosevic and Karadzic), the ICTY has charged high-level military leaders with Genocide in connection to Srebrenica. The ICTY’s first Genocide conviction (2001), General Major Radislav Krstic (RS’s Drina Corps commander) was sentenced to 46 years. Though the appeals chamber overturned Krstic’s genocide conviction (2004), the lesser charges were upheld. More importantly, the Krstic case proved the Srebrenica Massacre constituted genocide. RS Army commander General Ratko Mladic, the ICTY’s most-wanted at-large before his 2011 capture, is currently on trial. In July 1995, Mladic’s troops seized Srebrenica, forcibly deporting as many as 30,000 civilians and massacring over 8,000 Bosniak men and boys. In all, at least 21 people have been indicted for Srebrenica. At least three have pleaded guilty.

Somewhat tangentially related, but often affiliated with Srebrenica, Bosniak military commander Naser Oric was accused of crimes against Serbs in Srebrenica’s surrounding villages. Oric was arrested in 2003. In 2006, the ICTY determined that although some of Oric’s men did commit atrocities against Serb civilians, because ragtag Bosniak forces were poorly armed and haphazardly organized, Oric did not possess the necessary command responsibility to be accountable for his men’s crimes. The ICTY found Oric guilty on lesser charges and released him with “time served,” much to the dismay of victims’ families.

Overall, as of October 2012, the ICTY has: 161 indicted; 35 ongoing cases (18 on trial in 9 cases; 17 appeals in 6 cases); 126 concluded cases (20 pleaded guilty; 13 acquitted; 64 sentenced; 13 referred to national court; 20 indictments withdrawn; 10 died before capture; 6 died in custody before judgment). While these figures pale in comparison to numbers of victims, the ICTY has brought attention to the most egregious crimes and held those most responsible to account. Further, the ICTY has assisted the development of the national Bosnian War Crimes Court, which began hearing cases in 2005. In its first five years, the Bosnian Court ruled on 138 cases, with 262 additional cases ongoing and hundreds more indictments pending. The national courts play a large part in bringing perpetrators to justice and creating a thorough historical record of victims and perpetrators on all sides of the Bosnian Genocide.
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Bosnian Genocide Victims 

More than 15 years beyond the Bosnian War (1992–1995) and ensuing genocide, a postwar battle over memory still rages. The complicated and often politicized process of defining and calculating victims is central to this battle. Politicians on all sides continue to manipulate victim statistics, playing to residually nationalist sentiments in their respective constituencies. Even casualty estimates from impartial international bodies are inconsistent, ranging from 25,000 to 350,000 victims. Further exacerbating the issue, after a 1994 United Nations (UN) Commission of Experts report estimated 200,000 victims in the war’s first two years, international journalists often extrapolated as many as 400,000 total victims from these preliminary figures. Meanwhile, in 1995, a U.S. State Department representative estimated 25,000 victims even as Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) estimates suggested 156,500 civilian casualties. Revealing as much about the region’s lingering postwar tensions as about the victims themselves, these discrepancies suggest a dense web of questions that should accompany any consideration of Bosnia’s genocide victims.

First one must consider what the “Bosnian Genocide” encompasses. From the war’s inception, Serbian forces targeted Bosniak and Croat civilians for intimidation, imprisonment, torture, deportation, rape, and murder in a broader coordinated “ethnic cleansing” plan. While this is the very essence of the 1948 UN definition of genocide, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) recognizes only the 1995 Srebrenica Massacre as “genocide.” Still, the ICTY has indicted individuals on all sides for ethnic cleansing crimes. Moreover, while the ICTY determined that Bosniak-perpetrated crimes lacked specific coordinated genocidal intent, and that Croat-perpetrated crimes, though part of a coordinated plan, were less organized and widespread than Serb-perpetrated crimes, civilians on all sides were victims of the broader genocidal atmosphere.

However, even if we accept all ethnic cleansing as genocidal, the “victim” category has been widely contentious and inconsistent. Are “victims” only among the most widely affected group? Since Serb forces were the primary perpetrators, should Serb civilian victims be discounted? (Are perpetrators from targeted groups absolved?) What about “Yugoslav” or “other” ethnic victims (Jews, Roma, other minorities, or mixed ethnicity)? Moreover, are “victims” only killed in direct genocidal acts? What about shrapnel or bombing, or indirect casualties of harsh war-time conditions, starvation, cold, or lack medical services? Further, death is not required for proving “genocidal intent.” Is one a “victim” if displaced, tortured, raped, or imprisoned? Recently, data-collecting institutions have given these questions more consideration. While victim categorization and hence resulting casualty figures still differ, increased efforts to explain and contextualize data have yielded more consistent broader conclusions (such as percentages of civilian versus military casualties and victim ethnicity).

Sarajevo’s Research and Documentation Center (RDC) strives for accurate, verified data on every war victim. Their 2007 report—the Bosnian Book of the Dead—claims 350,000 victims, including direct war deaths and missing persons, as well as survivors of ethnic cleansing atrocities such as torture, rape, deportation, and concentration camps (not including indirect war deaths). The RDC anticipates eventually verifying 130,000–150,000 total dead and missing (40 percent civilians; 60 percent military/police). ICTY estimates are slightly more conservative, citing 102,622 direct deaths: 55,261 civilians (38,000 of which were Bosniak or Bosnian-Croat [ICTY data does not separate Croat & Bosniak civilian victims) and 16,700 Bosnian-Serb civilians), as well as 47,360 soldiers (28,000 Bosniak military, 6,000 Bosnian-Croat soldiers, 14,000 Bosnian-Serb soldiers). Even with differing casualty numbers, both the RDC and ICTY conclude that although people of all ethnicities committed and suffered atrocities, there was not equivalency among belligerents. Prewar Bosnia was about 43 percent Bosniak, 31 percent Bosnian-Serb, and 17 percent Bosnian-Croat. Among direct-war deaths, the RDC found 66 percent Bosniak, 25 percent Serb, 8 percent Croat and 1 percent “other.” Among civilian victims the disparity is even starker: 83 percent Bosniak; 10 percent Bosnian-Serb; 5 percent Bosnian-Croat; and 2 percent “other.”

The ICTY and RDC have also attempted to identify and correct inaccuracies skewing previous casualty data, such as early overestimates of missing persons. Initially, over 35,000 people were reported missing. Some were later found alive. Others were counted twice, as missing and dead or (particularly among Bosniaks), listed as both civilian and military casualties. The International Commission on Missing Persons (ICMP) and International Red Cross (ICRC) now confirm 10,000–15,000 missing persons. Still, while precise casualty figures are important, statistics take-on greater meaning when viewed in conjunction with the modes of victimization characteristic to particular notorious atrocities.

In spring 1992, Serb paramilitary began ethically cleansing non-Serbs (mainly Bosniaks) from Eastern Bosnia’s Podrinje region. With the mass destruction of homes, cemeteries, mosques and cultural monuments, and the rape, torture, deportation, and slaughter of civilians, Podrinje’s 29,752 casualties amounted to nearly 45 percent of civilian war deaths. The Srebrenica Massacre was Podrinje’s ethnic cleansing zenith. In July 1995, the Bosnian-Serb army and Serbian paramilitary slaughtered nearly 8,000 Bosniak men and boys and deported more than 35,000 women and children. The UN forces deployed to protect the town did nothing to stop the biggest mass murder of civilians since World War II.

As Serb forces carried-out ethnic cleansing throughout Bosnia, thousands of non-Serbs were imprisoned in concentration camps, several of which are notorious for their appallingly inhumane conditions. According to the ICRC and ICTY, the Manjaca camp’s 3,737 detainees were stuffed into crowded cells without ventilation, toilet, water, or room to sleep. Prisoners were starved, subjected to forced labor, regularly tortured, and often forced to torture one another. Most detainees lost at least 50 pounds within the first month. Similarly, the Omarska camp held 3,334 prisoners (95 percent Bosniaks, 4 percent Bosnian-Croats; 28 prisoners under 18 years old, 68 over 60). Packed into tiny rooms in sweltering heat, the walls and floors were covered in blood and excrement. Each night, screams from prisoners selected for “interrogation” echoed throughout the camp. Female prisoners scrubbed blood, skin, and hair from interrogation rooms each morning. Fed less than once daily, prisoners were forced to finish the typically rotten or contaminated food in three minutes under beatings with fists, rifle butts, wooden bats, and metal sticks. Their only water was polluted with waste.

Keraterm camp guards also constantly humiliated and abused detainees (85 percent Bosniak, 15 percent Bosnian-Croat), daily meting out severe indiscriminate beatings with wooden batons, metal rods, electrical cable (often with metal spikes), rifle butts, and knives. Nightly, drunken Serb paramilitary forced detainees to rape, sodomize, and sexually mutilate one another, torturing prisoners for entertainment. By comparison, the Trnopolje camp had considerably more favorable conditions. Many women and children were among Trnopolje several thousand detainees, where cells were less crowded and prisoners consistently fed (though barely subsistence rations). Still, torture and sexual violence were common and people often disappeared after interrogation. In all, hundreds were killed or disappeared at these camps. Some suffocated, others died of wounds or of disease, and others simply vanished.

Strategic war rape was another common mechanism of genocidal victimization in the Bosnian War. While men comprise nearly 75 percent of war casualties, both men and women suffered sexual violence. The ICTY estimates that 80 percent of the 20,000 to 50,000 women and girls raped in the Bosnian War (mostly Bosniaks) were held in dedicated rape camps for as long as two years. Held captive in schools, hospitals, homes, and barns, women and girls aged six to seventy were gang raped repeatedly, sometimes with guns or objects. Brothers or fathers were sometimes forced to watch or even participate. Many were impregnated and held until termination was impossible. At their captor’s whim, women were bought, sold, traded, or given as rewards. Enforced domestic labor added to the humiliation. Survivor testimonies reveal an innumerable range of physical, emotional, and social scars.

In another egregious tragedy, the nearly four-year Serb Siege of Sarajevo trapped about 400,000 people without food, medicine, water, heat, electricity, or outside contact. Less than a decade after hosting the 1986 Winter Olympics, Sarajevo’s citizens risked daily sporadic mortar attacks and indiscriminate sniper-fire to search for life-sustaining supplies. The longest siege in modern history, 18,888 were killed, 15.36 percent of Bosnia’s war casualties (24 percent military, 76 percent civilian, 20 percent of which were Bosnian-Serb). Countless others (hundreds perhaps even thousands) died of starvation, cold, and lack of medical care. Many of Sarajevo’s victims were children. In fact, while adult males comprise the majority of the war’s casualties, 3,372 victims were under the age of 18 (41 percent from Podrinje [441 in the 1995 Srebrenica Massacre], 19 percent from Sarajevo; 13.70 percent listed as soldiers at time of death). On May 25, 1995, Serb forces attacked the city of Tuzla, killing 71 youths and wounding more than 200 in the war’s largest children’s massacre. Another facet of child-victimization involves children born of war rape, though a lack of data makes this a difficult problem to assess.

Although Serb forces committed the lion’s share of war atrocities, some Croat and Bosniak forces engaged the same ethnic cleansing strategies. In 1993, Croatian forces destroyed Bosniak homes, mosques and cultural monuments, raping and murdering Bosniak civilians in the Ahmici and Stupni Do massacres (both small towns with vibrant multiethnic prewar populations). In Celebici concentration camp, Bosniak and Croat guards forced Serb prisoners to defecate on the floor of their crowded cells. Detainees were regularly starved, beaten, tortured and raped. Further, Bosniak forces also carried out brutal ethnic cleansing campaigns, most infamously against Croat civilians in Mostar and against Serbs in Podrinje (under Nassir Oric).

In all, the Bosnian War left millions traumatized. The ICTY estimates as many 50 percent of Bosniak and Croat homes and 25 percent of Serb homes were damaged or destroyed. Additionally, more than half of the 2.2 million displaced civilians have not returned. Some integrated into other communities; others left the country for good, while others remain in refugee settlements even 17 years after the war. The Bosnian government hopes more aggressive recent efforts to ensure stability will encourage at least 100,000 more returnees. Still, the IRC estimates at least 10 percent (likely more) of Bosnians suffer from severe post-traumatic emotional and stress-related disorders. Hence, even as Bosnia’s casualty data demonstrates increased consistency and reliability, for many people the victimization continues.
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Bosnian Genocide Bystanders 

Given the sheer number of international witnesses to the Bosnian War, bystanders could have prevented, or at least mitigated, genocidal atrocities. Instead, the International Community (IC) exacerbated the situation. The umbrella term “International Community” needs to be explained in order to understand the IC’s role as bystanders to genocide in Bosnia. The entities comprising the IC in the Bosnian War might include: international journalists and the mass media outlets that employ them; international humanitarian aid organizations; the European Community (EC) as well as its individual constituent nations, their politicians and constituencies; the United States (US); the North American Treaty Organization (NATO); the United Nations (UN), including the Security Council, the High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), and the UN’s Peacekeeping Force in Bosnia, the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). All of these IC players were, to varying extents, bystanders, complicit in some of war’s worst atrocities.

In March 1992, the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina declared independence from the Yugoslav Federation. As Yugoslavia’s president, Slobodan Milosevic immediately ordered the Yugoslavia People’s Army (JNA) to prevent Bosnia’s secession. Once the IC officially recognized Bosnia’s independent statehood, the JNA ostensibly withdrew, leaving behind weapons, artillery, and supplies. Bosnian-Serb JNA soldiers became the Army of Republika Srpska (VRS) under General Ratko Mladic, a formidable force with an inexhaustible supply of JNA weapons and Serbian support. Meanwhile, after honing its military prowess in the previous year’s Croatian War, Croatia’s President Franjo Tudjman responded in kind with financial and tactical help for Bosnian-Croat forces (HVO). Only the Army of Bosnia-Herzegovina (ArBiH) (mostly Bosniaks and some others fighting for multiethnic Bosnia) had no parent state to back them. With few trained soldiers, no heavy artillery, and only the weapons they could collect among them, the ArBiH were ill-prepared for war. As such, the regional UN arms embargo disproportionately affected the poorly trained and hastily organized ArBiH, leaving them largely defenseless.

In May 1992, the UN imposed economic sanctions on Milosevic and the “rump Yugoslavia,” but largely, the UN and United States let the EC take the lead in its “own backyard.” Yet, the EC’s risk adverse political leadership, a cumbersome bureaucratic process, and failure to properly assess the gravity and complexity of the situation on the ground worked in conjunction to prevent the EC from taking any effective measures to stem the violence. Throughout the summer of 1992, as international journalists began detailing the gruesome evidence of ethnic cleansing, the UN resolved to take a stronger role in Bosnia. In August 1992, the UN condemned ethnic cleansing and vowed to investigate and punish human rights abuses by all parties. In September, in response to intensifying humanitarian crises, the Security Council dispatched UNPROFOR, first to Sarajevo and then to beleaguered communities throughout Bosnia. UNPROFOR’s initial mandate was solely humanitarian, as the EC and UN were still opposed to taking sides. Their main purpose was to guard humanitarian convoys and distribute aid.

In January 1993, leaders of the three warring ethnic groups met to discuss the British-brokered Vance-Owen peace plan, which proposed dividing Bosnia: 43 percent to Serbs, 25 percent to Croats and 22 percent to Bosniaks. By February 1993, Vance-Owen negotiations had failed. By early spring, the humanitarian situation was dire. Serb ethnic cleansing atrocities had driven millions from their homes. Refugees were freezing, starving, terrified, and desperate. Aid convoys were regularly ambushed. After a March 1993 visit to Srebrenica, Bosnia’s UNPROFOR commander, UN Lieutenant-General Phillipe Morillon, promised protection for the town’s nearly 60,000 Bosniak civilians. Over the next two months, the UN Security Council passed resolutions to enforce a “no-fly zone” over Bosnia, establish six demilitarized “safe-areas” throughout Bosnia, and guarantee UN protection for civilians.

Security Council Resolutions 819 and 824 declared six besieged largely Bosniak towns (Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde, Bihac, and Srebrenica) as UN-protected safe-areas. Russia, the United States, Britain, France, and Spain each committed troops. In June 1993, Resolution 836 provided a clear mandate for defending the safe areas, permitting UNPROFOR to use force and promising NATO airstrikes against attacking forces. Still, it was unclear whether this applied only to assaults on UNPROFOR troops or to aggressions against civilians as well. UNPROFOR command tended toward the former more narrow interpretation of the mandate in authorizing the use of force to protect the safe areas.

Even from their inception, the safe areas were never appropriately set up to succeed. Rather than the estimated 35,000 ground troops that UNPROFOR commanders had requested, UN Secretary General Boutros-Ghali, authorized just 7,500 to defend the safe areas. Only 1,200 had arrived by August 1993. Additional troops were slowly deployed, but not enough to fully implement the safe-area strategy. None of the safe areas were adequately protected. In reality, all of the safe areas were overcrowded, unruly, and under protected, and periodic attacks continued. In fact, journalists claimed that some safe areas, such as Gorazde and Zepa, received no UN protection at all. Moreover, the threat of NATO airstrikes did little to prevent Serb assaults, in part because of a pattern of idle UN threats was already well established. Further, the process of approving airstrikes was cumbersome and time consuming, requiring both UNPROFOR and NATO approval for each run. UNPROFOR was more often deterred from using NATO air support than Serb forces were deterred from attacking safe areas.

Meanwhile, in May 1993, Security Council Resolution 827 established the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) to hold accountable those most responsible for crimes against humanity and grave breaches of the Geneva Convention. The ICTY further aimed to deter new atrocities, a goal that wholly failed considering the time frame for some of the most horrific events.

In Sarajevo, Serb forces cut-off water, electricity and contact with the outside world for nearly four years. A particularly gruesome attack in May 1992 killed 16 civilians queuing for bread, but the VRS adamantly denied responsibility. Even after UNPROFOR deployment and the declaration of Sarajevo as a safe area, sporadic bombing and indiscriminate sniper fire were daily realities. Finally, when a February 1994 attack on Sarajevo’s open-air market killed 68 people, the IC took a more proactive role with targeted (even if severely limited) NATO airstrikes on Serb positions.

In March 1994, the United States mediated an HVO and ARBiH alliance against the VRS. Now with NATO airstrikes, a stronger UNPROFOR presence, and an HVO-ArBiH coalition, everything pointed to the beginning of the end. Still, the war’s final year saw some of the worst atrocities. Neither the UN nor NATO acted to defend the safe areas. Towns throughout Bosnia changed hands (most for a second or third time), the siege of Sarajevo intensified, and safe-area Gorazde was frequently attacked. The ArBiH eventually drove Serb forces from safe-area Bihac, but not without substantial loss of life. Then, in July 1995, Mladic’s troops overran safe-area Srebrenica, and UNPROFOR became bystanders to Europe’s second 20th-century genocide.

In March 1994, UNPROFOR had dispatched 600 Royal Dutch Army soldiers (Dutchbat) to safe-area Srebrenica where as many as 60,000 Bosniak refugees had expanded the prewar population by tenfold. By winter 1995, Serb forces cut-off Srebrenica from the world, preventing even UN access to the supply road. Humanitarian convoys stopped. Living conditions deteriorated considerably. Fuel and medical supplies waned. People died of starvation and cold. In May 1995, Dutchbat alerted UNPROFOR command to Srebrenica’s dire conditions and the increasing Serb military build-up. UNPROFOR declined both humanitarian and military support. Amid Srebrenica’s angry, terrified, and ever more desperate population, many Dutchbat soldiers felt UNPROFOR had abandoned them.

On July 7, 1995, Mladic led his troops into Srebrenica. After the UN denied multiple requests for air support, Dutchbat commander, Lieutenant-Colonel Thom Karremans, negotiated with Mladic. On July 10, they reached an agreement—the Serbs would deport Bosniak civilians and the UN would pay for the buses and gasoline. Realizing Dutchbat would not protect them, 15,000 Bosniak men fled through the mountains. Their trek, more than 100 kilometers, is known as the “Marathon of Death.” Through that night and the next day, Dutchbat soldiers assisted Bosnian-Serb troops, separating the men, maintaining calm, and loading the buses. The women were taken to Bosniak territory to wait in vain for their men. From 12 through 17 July, Bosnian-Serb soldiers and Serbian paramilitary forces slaughtered 8,000–10,000 Bosniak men and boys. For two weeks, Serb forces hunted and killed those on the Marathon of Death. Some hid in the forest for months. The last survivors emerged in May 1996—six months after the war’s end.

The Srebrenica Massacre is a prime example of the IC’s aggravating role in Bosnia’s Genocide. The disastrous implications of the UN’s decisions and the broader IC’s (in) actions were not unavoidable. In 1992, a UN headquarters was already in place in Sarajevo to direct peacekeeping in Croatia. However, when the Bosnian War began, Secretary General Boutros-Ghali declined peacekeeping in Bosnia and UNPROFOR evaporated. Boutros-Ghali was clearly influenced by Milosevic’s rhetoric of civil war with which Serbia had no part, and the IC had no business. Additionally, although UNPROFOR was eventually redeployed, their initial mandate was largely observational and humanitarian. Even with a strengthened mandate, UNPROFOR command did not permit UNPROFOR troops to engage unless explicitly provoked. This meant that UNPROFOR were often bystanders to the worst atrocities.

Moreover, throughout most of the war, Western media misunderstood and misrepresented the conflict. At the same time, IC leaders who could have intervened were often more beholden to their own political agendas, national interests, and voting constituencies, than to their obligation to stop genocide. Moreover, leaders often misconstrued the situation and region and, taking Milosevic’s rhetoric at face value, perceived the warring factions as equal, primitive, and irrationally violent. Thus, the IC often tried to remain neutral to a fault, and failed to lift the arms embargo.

Even humanitarian efforts were plagued by error and incompetence. Although aid convoys offered some relief, lack of regional knowledge resulted in unfortunate consequences. Serb forces easily hijacked aid convoys, “taxed” aid transports as much as 50 percent, and confiscated weapons from the lightly-armed UNPROFOR escorts. Further, air-dropped aid pallets often fell miles from their targets, forcing civilians to risk rough terrain, landmines, and snipers to retrieve life-sustaining supplies. Several civilians were crushed when miscalculated aid-drops fell on them.

Overall, throughout the conflict the IC stood by impotently, offering ineffectual diplomatic solutions and weak military assistance. From the arms embargo to botched peacekeeping and bungled attempts to broker peace, the IC vacillated from bystander to peace obstacle. In September 1995, NATO airstrikes finally disabled Serb forces, and in December 1995 the U.S.-brokered Dayton Peace Agreement finally ended the Bosnian War. Today, Bosnia-Herzegovina is a single state divided into two nations: A Bosniak-Croat Federation with 51 percent (including Sarajevo) and Republika Srpska with 49 percent. A divided Bosnia remains, as does an indelible stain on the international community’s collective conscience.

CHRISTINA M. MORUS
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Bosnian Genocide International Reaction 

The complex and sometimes uncertain political atmosphere of the post-Cold War moment (in Yugoslavia and globally) shaped broader international reactions to the Bosnian War (1992–1995) and ensuing genocide. Overall, the International Community (IC) failed to grasp the true nature of the conflict and largely underestimated the scope and magnitude of genocidal atrocities. The slow and sloppy international response did little to mitigate the conflict and often exacerbated human suffering. Throughout ex-Yugoslavia and globally, many aspects of this conflict are still hotly contested, but one area of nearly universal agreement is that the IC aggravated the already complicated tri-partite Bosnian War.

To understand the international reaction to Bosnia one must recognize that the IC is neither concrete nor monolithic. Instead, it is an abstract aggregate of entities, each with its own interests, constituencies, and political agendas, some with greater power and influence than others. The extent to which a crisis situation affects each entity’s interests ultimately impacts both the IC’s composition in relation to that crisis, and the major and minor active roles each relevant constituent entity will play. In relation to Bosnia, the IC’s major constituent entities include: international journalists and their mass media outlets; international humanitarian aid organizations; the United States (U.S.) and European Community (EC) (including individual constituent states, politicians, and voting publics); the North American Treaty Organization (NATO); and United Nations (UN), (including the Security Council [UNSC], the High Commission for Refugees [UNHCR], and the United Nations Protection Force in Bosnia [UNPROFOR]).

With a March 1992 referendum, Bosnia-Herzegovina declared independence from the Socialist Federation of Yugoslavia. Without delay Yugoslavia’s president, Slobodan Milosevic, ordered the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) to surround Sarajevo. At the same time, Serbian paramilitary thugs began brutal ethnic cleansing campaigns against Bosnia’s non-Serb populations. Against this backdrop, a smattering of international journalists turned attention to Bosnia. Not only did they report on the war itself, they also exposed ethnic cleansing’s human toll, detailing an intensifying range of atrocities against non-Serb civilians. As Newsweek’s Roy Gutman has noted, to those few journalists present, the situation in Bosnia seemed like the most important thing happening in the world at the time. The respective media outlets for which they worked did not agree. From March through July 1992, even as evidence of an emerging genocide mounted, the situation in Bosnia received little media attention. As such, Bosnia was not at the forefront of international public consciousness (especially not in the United States), and hence was not a political priority for Western leaders.

In July 1992, Roy Gutman exposed the Manjaca and Omarska concentration camps. While initial reports of ethnic atrocities did not raise the appropriate international alarm, Gutman’s story and accompanying images captured public attention. Featuring emaciated men peering out from barbed wire, these photographs sharply reference iconic Holocaust images, resonating with Western publics in a way that words alone had failed. Although such a direct parallel is inaccurate, disingenuous, and even emotionally manipulative, it was effective (both in rallying public demand for intervention, and to sell newspapers). American media outlets largely shied away from Gutman’s previous, more nuanced reports on this complicated conflict, and as such, Bosnia had failed to garner public interest. Gutman’s now infamous concentration camp exposé at last evoked an international response to the crisis in Bosnia, even if that response was ultimately weak and ineffectual.

But where was the European Community while all of this was happening in its own “backyard?” While the UN has been the target of substantial public criticism for mishandling international intervention in Bosnia, the UN is not alone in its culpability. Eager to take on the majority of the responsibility for European affairs and anxious to establish its legitimacy, the young EC took the lead in Bosnia early on. The United States and UN were happy to stand aside. The EC’s first foreign policy challenge, the Bosnian crisis tested the EC’s resolve and efficacy. From the very outset, the EC’s first mistake was classifying the Bosnian conflict as a “civil war,” among three equal parties, and misinterpreting the nature and severity of the conflict. EC leaders were further quick to accept Serbian and Croatian nationalist characterizations of intractable and timeless ethnic hatreds as the impetus for the violence. As such, the EC failed to treat the Bosnian War as international conflict, and failed to account for the very modern political greed from which contemporary animosities sprang.

Further, the young EC’s clear growing pains led to constant internal squabbling, slowing an already plodding decision-making process to a grinding halt. Constituent EC nations struggled to agree on even the smallest issues, in part because each constituent nation was far more committed to their individual national interests than to broader regional stability. Moreover, the EC exhibited a kind of tunnel-vision with regard to diplomacy. Even when it was clear that Serbian leaders had no intention of negotiating, the EC refused to acknowledge that diplomacy had failed. To maintain this delusion, the EC continued to characterize the conflict as civil war among three equal parties, and consistently lobbied against lifting the UN arms embargo, which would have allowed the poorly armed and largely defenseless Army of Bosnia-Herzegovina (ArBiH) (mostly Bosniaks and some others fighting for multiethnic Bosnia) to mount a defense. In essence, the EC’s protracted and plodding bureaucracy afforded weak diplomatic solutions that were then unenforceable. Moreover, in stubbornly maintaining positions on the use of force and the arms embargo, EC nations also inhibited effective UN solutions.

Although the United States plays a significant role in both the UN and NATO, because the EC took on the primary responsibility for Bosnia, the United States as a nation (separate from the UN and NATO) did little to mitigate the conflict and end the genocide. Essentially, both President George W. Bush (at the end of his term) and initially President Bill Clinton were content to publically ignore the situation in Bosnia as long as possible. However, the United States is a powerful international player (perhaps the most powerful), with substantial influence on NATO, UN, and broader international politics. Hence, in some ways, the United States’ initial willfully ignorant stance on Bosnia was a kind of tacit complicity in the genocidal atrocities taking place there.

Further, the crisis in Bosnia did not spring wholly formed from the March 1992 referendum and ensuing declaration of independence. So long as Yugoslavia was an important Cold War pawn, the United States was very much involved there. Throughout the mid- to late-1980s, as the Soviet Union waned, Yugoslavia lost its strategic importance, and the United States lost interest. The polarizing nationalist discourses underscoring Yugoslavia’s demise found a foothold in the post-Cold War economic crisis and ensuing political instability. This, in and of itself, should have obligated U.S. intervention to halt the conflict, particularly when genocidal atrocities became clear. Still, even while the U.S. government worked closely to maintain a strong Yugoslavia throughout the Cold War, American people in general knew little about Yugoslavia, and even less about Bosnia. U.S. international political decisions are influenced by public demand. In essence, until there was enough American public interest in Bosnia, the United States was satisfied to let the EC take the lead, even when it was clear that EC inaction was only deepening the crisis.

Once the UN decided to put UNPROFOR in place, the United States both contributed limited ground troops and substantial air-support resources as well as massive amounts of humanitarian aid, and a substantial portion of the coordination efforts and manpower to deliver that aid. Yet, even as President Bill Clinton publically wanted to appear committed to stemming Bosnia’s humanitarian crisis and halting the conflict, in the face of feeble and repeatedly failing international diplomacy and intervention efforts, the United States did little to distinguish itself and its response to genocidal atrocities in Bosnia from those of the EC and the UN. Still, the United States did accept a substantial number of Bosnian refugees during the war (unlike some EC nations). Further, it was the U.S.-brokered Dayton Peace Accords that finally ended the war in December 1995. Moreover, when it became clear that UNPROFOR soldiers had failed to prevent genocide in Srebrenica and President Clinton was “fed up” with standing-by, the United States took the lead in limited NATO strategic airstrikes on Serb positions, finally forcing all parties to the negotiating table.

The United Nations was the primary manifestation of the international reaction to Bosnia. While each of the IC’s major constituents in the Bosnian War certainly played a role in the overall lack of effective intervention, and each certainly impacted UN intervention decisions, the UN bears substantial culpability, particularly for failing to intervene to halt genocidal atrocities in the region.

After the concentration camps were revealed in July 1992, the UN resolved to take a stronger role in Bosnia. In August 1992, the UN condemned ethnic cleansing, vowing to investigate and punish human rights abuses by all parties. In September 1992, UNPROFOR troops arrived, but their mandate was solely observational and humanitarian. By early spring 1993, Serb ethnic cleansing atrocities had driven millions from their homes. Refugees were freezing, starving, terrified, and desperate. Aid convoys were regularly ambushed. In response to the relentless humanitarian crisis, the UNSC established six demilitarized “safe areas” throughout Bosnia where civilians’ safety was guaranteed. Yet, the mandate for defending the safe areas was weak and unclear, and the lightly armed UNPROFOR did not have nearly enough troops to protect the refugees therein. As a result, the safe areas became “gathering points” that, in the end, facilitated ethnic cleansing rather than mitigating human suffering. Then, of course, there is Srebrenica—the Bosnian War’s sole event that the UN has officially labeled genocide. As much as Srebrenica is the zenith of Serbian ethnic cleansing strategies, and Serb leadership is responsible for the atrocities therein, the Dutchbat UNPROFOR troops and broader UN command share this burden. While Srebrenica is the exemplar of the UN’s failings in Bosnia, in many smaller ways, UNPROFOR were often bystanders to the worst atrocities.

Meanwhile, in May 1993, the UNSC established the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) to hold accountable those most responsible for crimes against humanity and grave breaches of the Geneva Convention. The ICTY further aimed to deter new atrocities, a goal that wholly failed considering the time frame for some of the most horrific events. Further, as the ICTY nears the completion of its mandate, it is increasingly clear that its actual successes have been mixed at best. While perhaps contributing substantively to the future of international criminal justice, the ICTY has had very little substantive positive impact on people in ex-Yugoslavia (another thing about which most of the region’s still divided peoples can agree upon).

Overall, throughout the conflict the IC stood by impotently, offering ineffectual diplomatic solutions and weak military assistance, and exacerbating human suffering with one error after another. Further, despite the early and careful efforts of the first few international journalists in Bosnia, throughout most of the war, journalists misrepresented the conflict. At the same time, international leaders in a position to act were often more beholden to their own national interests than to their obligation to stop genocide.

CHRISTINA M. MORUS
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Timeline

1989

Alija Izetbegovic establishes the Party of Democratic Action (SDA).

1989

Radovan Karadzic founds the Serbian Democratic Party (SDS).

1989

Vojislav Kostunica cofounds the Democratic Party (DS).

May 1990

Alija Izetbegovic founds the Party of Democratic Action.

December 21, 1990

Milan Babic announces the creation of the Serbian Autonomous District (SAO) in Croatia.

April 1, 1991

The SAO declares its intention to secede from Croatia to join Serbia.

April 30, 1991

The SAO establishes an Executive Council, with Babic as president.

June 25, 1991

Slovenia declares independence.

June 25, 1991

Croatia secedes from Yugoslavia.

August 1991

Bombings by Croatian Serb militants and the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) begin in Vukovar.

November 18, 1991

A Croatian Community of Herzeg-Bosnia is declared to be a separate entity within Bosnia and Herzegovina by Mate Boban.

November 19, 1991

The siege on Vukovar ends with the surrender of the town hospital. Some 400 are removed and killed.

December 1991

Markovic resigns his post of prime minister of the Socialistic Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

1992

The Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) is founded.

1992

Belgrade’s Humanitarian Law Center is founded by Natasa Kandic.

1992

Kostunica becomes president of the Democratic Party of Serbia (DSS).

February 26, 1992

Goran Hadzic becomes premier of the Republic of Serbian Krajina (RSK).

February 29, 1992

Bosnia declares independence.

April 1992

The Federal Republic of Yugoslavia is created.

April 1992

Bosnian Serbs take over Prijedor, placing severe restrictions upon non-Serbian residents.

April 1992

Vilina Vlas, a spa retreat, becomes a rape camp.

April 6, 1992

The Bosnian war begins.

April 7, 1992

Karadzic becomes president of Republika Srpska.

April 7, 1992

Military actions by Serbian forces begin in Foca. Muslims and Croats are arrested.

April 8, 1992

The Croatian Defense Council (HVO) is formed.

April 14, 1992

Visegrad is occupied by the Yugoslavian Peoples’ Army.

April 30, 1992

Bridges spanning the Sava River are bombed in Brcko.

May 1992

The confinement of non-Serbian Bosnians begins in Omarska, Trnopolje, and Keraterm.

May 1992

The destruction of mosques, churches, and other culturally sacred sites begins.

May 2, 1992

The shelling of Sarajevo begins.

May 7, 1992

Bosnians and Croats who had not been evacuated from Brcko following the bombing are moved to holding centers in Luka.

May 19, 1992

The YPA leaves Visegrad.

May 27, 1992

Twenty-two are killed by a mortar shell while waiting in line for bread.

June 1992

Women and children in Visegrad are burned alive in the Bikavac and Pionirska street massacres.

June 1, 1992

Thirty-eight are killed in Prhovo.

July 13, 1992

Partizan Sports Hall is first used as a detention center for women, children, and the elderly.

July 23, 1992

Approximately 70 Bosnian Muslims are killed in Brisevo.

August 1992

Atrocities committed by the Bosnian Serb Army and Serbian police force in Visegrad end, with approximately 2,000 dead.

August 25, 1992

The National Library of Sarajevo is destroyed.

September 14, 1992

The Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina declares the Herzeg-Bosnia Croatian community illegal.

October 22, 1992

Sixteen Bosnian Muslims are killed in Sjeverin.

October 23, 1992

Prozor is attacked by Bosnian Croat forces. The homes of Bosnian Muslims are destroyed.

November 1, 1992

The Drina Corps, consisting of 15,000, is formed.

November 19, 1992

Ratko Mladic issues a directive ordering the Drina Corps to inflict the heaviest losses possible and force enemies and Muslims to leave Eastern Bosnia.

January 1993

The Vance-Owen Peace Plan is announced.

January 8, 1993

Hakija Turajlic is assassinated.

April 16, 1993

Over 100 Muslims are massacred in Ahmici.

April 16, 1993

The UN declares safe areas, including that of the city of Srebrenica. Paramilitary troops are deployed for the protection of these areas.

May 25, 1993

The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) is established.

May 29, 1993

Inela Nogic becomes Miss Sarajevo 1993.

September 9, 1993

Croatian forces attack the Medak Pocket.

September 15, 1993

UN forces enter the Medak Pocket only to discover it has been completely destroyed.

October 23, 1993

A massacre at Stupni Do leaves 31 civilians dead and the village destroyed.

November 9, 1993

The Old Bridge at Mostar, completed in 1566, is destroyed by Bosnian Croat forces.

December 23, 1993

Zlata Filipovic and her family are flown to Paris following the publication of her diary.

February 5, 1994

Sixty-six are killed following the bombing of an open air market in Sarajevo.

March 1994

The Washington Agreement is signed.

March 3, 1994

The first battalion of Dutch paramilitary troops, known as Dutchbat, arrive in Srebrenica.

April 1994

Serbs take 150 peacekeepers hostage in an attempt to halt NATO air strikes on Serbian locations.

April 22, 1994

NATO delivers an ultimatum threatening air strikes if Serbian forces do not fall back, halt attacks, and open Gorazde to UN forces and aid.

December 1994

A temporary cease-fire is arranged by U.S. president Jimmy Carter.

May 1995

Croatian forces attack Western Slavonia. Some 18,000 Serbs flee.

May 25, 1995

Seventy-one are killed after a Croatian Serb shell hits Tuzla.

May 26, 1995

NATO forces organize airstrikes against military targets.

July 1995

The third Dutchbat unit arrives at the compound of Potocari near Srebrenica, with a force of 200.

July 11, 1995

Srebrenica is taken by the Army of Rebuplika Srpska (VRS).

July 13, 1995

Bosnian Muslims detained near Kravica are executed.

July 13, 1995

Fifteen are killed along the Jadar River.

July 14, 1995

Some 1,000 Bosnian Muslims held in Orahovac are executed.

July 15, 1995

Approximately 1,000 male Bosnian Muslims are detained near Zvornik. They are later executed.

July 16, 1995

Twelve hundred Bosnian Muslim men are killed retreating from Srebrenica.

July 16, 1995

Some 500 Bosnian Muslim men detained in the Pilica Cultural Center are executed.

July 22, 1995

Six are killed near Snagovo.

July 25, 1995

The UN safe zone of Zepa is entered, and then captured. Women and children are allowed to evacuate in the days prior.

August 1995

Operation STORM is launched near Knin by the Croatian army. Some 150,000 Serbs flee.

August 1, 1995

Bodies buried in mass graves in the areas of the Zvornik and Bratunac brigades are exhumed and reburied to conceal the extent of executions.

August 4, 1995

Croatian forces capture Knin, crossing the UN cease-fire line.

August 29, 1995

Operation DELIBERATE FORCE begins. This two-week NATO operation included the bombing of numerous Serbian military targets.

November 21, 1995

The Dayton Peace Agreement is signed.

September 14, 1996

Elections for the three-member presidency required by the Dayton Peace Agreement take place.

November 29, 1996

Drazen Erdemovic is sentenced to 10 years in prison.

December 14, 1996

The Paris Protocol is signed.

December 23, 1996

Erdemovic appeals his 10-year prison sentence.

July 1997

Adem Jashari is convicted in absentia of terrorism by the Yugoslavian court.

July 4, 1997

Boban suffers a stroke, and dies within the week. Some suspect his death was faked to avoid war crimes charges.

October 7, 1997

The appeals chamber grants Erdemovic a new trial.

January 14, 1998

Erdemovic pleads guilty to war crimes. Charges of crimes against humanity are removed by the prosecution.

January 22, 1998

Goran Jelisic is captured by U.S. Navy SEALs and transferred to the ICTY to be tried for genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity.

February 28, 1998

KLA forces ambush Serbian police near Likosane. Four are killed.

March 1998

Jashari and 52 family members are killed by Serbian police.

March 1998

Jashari and 52 family members are killed by Serbian police.

March 5, 1998

Erdemovic is sentenced to five years in prison. His sentence is to be served in Norway.

October 25, 1998

A cease-fire agreement between the KLA and JNA is brokered.

November 30, 1998

Jelisic’s trial begins.

December 2, 1998

Radislav Krstic is arrested.

January 15, 1999

At least 45 Albanians are killed in Racak.

March 1999

The Serbian government allegedly begins Operation HORSESHOE.

March 18, 1999

The Rambouillet Accords are signed by Albanian, American, and British representatives. Serbian and Russian representative refuse to sign the document granting Kosovo autonomy and ensuring the protection of human rights

March 24, 1999

Operation ALLIED FORCE begins.

June 9, 1999

NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia sign a peace agreement.

June 10, 1999

Operation ALLIED FORCE ends.

June 11, 1999

Operation JOINT GUARDIAN begins.

August 13, 1999

Erdemovic is granted an early release from prison.

December 14, 1999

Jelisic is sentenced to 40 years imprisonment.

January 15, 2000

Zeljko Raznatovic is assassinated.

February 2000

A report by the Human Rights Watch finds 500 civilians were killed during Operation ALLIED FORCE.

March 3, 2000

Blaskic is convicted to 45 years in prison in regards to the massacre of 100 Muslims in the Bosnian village of Ahmici.

April 2000

Momcilo Krajisnik is arrested.

September 24, 2000

Yugoslavian presidential elections are held. Kostunica is made president.

2001

Kordic is sentenced to 25 years in prison in connection to the massacre of Ahmici.

August 2, 2001

Krstic is sentenced to 46 years in prison.

August 15, 2001

Krstic appeals his sentence.

April 16, 2002

Dutch prime minister Wim Kok and his cabinet resign.

May 27, 2002

Jeremy John Durham Ashdown is made high representative in the Office of High Representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina.

July 2002

Fikret Abdic is sentenced to 20 years in prison for war crimes.

October 5, 2002

Abdic runs for president of Bosnia.

2003

The EU takes over NATO’s peacekeeping role in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

June 26, 2003

Biljana Plavsic begins her 11-year sentence for crimes against humanity.

January 27, 2004

Babic pleas guilty to one of the five crimes against humanity charges against him. For his guilty plea, the other charges are dropped.

February 20, 2004

Kostunica is appointed Serbian prime minister.

June 29, 2004

Babic is sentenced to 13 years in prison.

July 23, 2004

The Prince of Wales opens the reconstructed Mostar bridge, destroyed by Croatian forces in 1993.

July 29, 2004

Blaskic’s sentence is reduced to nine years in prison.

December 20, 2004

Krstic’s sentence is reduced to 35 years in prison.

2005

Abdic’s sentence is reduced to 15 years by the Croatian Supreme Court.

July 18, 2005

Following an appeal, Babic’s 13-year sentence is upheld.

August 2, 2005

Blaskic is released.

August 8, 2005

Milan Lukic is arrested.

December 7, 2005

Ante Gotovina is captured in Tenerife.

2006

Milosevic dies of a heart attack.

March 5, 2006

Babic commits suicide.

April 2006

The parliamentary assembly does not approve constitutional amendments aimed at increasing the power of the central government.

June 4, 2006

Montenegro declares independence from Serbia, following a referendum held on May 26.

September 27, 2006

Krajisnik is sentenced to 27 years imprisonment for war crimes.

February 17, 2008

Kosovo declares its independence.

March 11, 2008

The trial against Gotovina, Cermak, and Markac begins.

May 30, 2008

Zeljko Mejakic is found guilty of crimes against humanity and war crimes.

July 21, 2008

Karadzic is arrested in Belgrade.

July 20, 2009

Lukic is sentenced to life in prison.

October 26, 2009

Karadzic’s trial begins. It is then postponed until March 1, 2010.

May 2010

Kordic’s appeal for early release is denied.

April 15, 2011

Gotovina is sentenced to 24 years in prison. Markac is sentenced to 18 years. Cermak is acquitted.

May 26, 2011

Mladic is captured.

July 20, 2011

Hadiz is arrested by Serbian police and turned over to the ICTY.

May 26, 2012

The bodies of 66 killed in Visegrad during the 1992 massacre are buried following their discovery.
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A

Abdic, Fikret

Fikret Abdic is a Bosniak rebel leader sentenced to 20 years in jail by a court in the Croatian town of Karlovac for war crimes committed against his fellow Bosniaks between 1993 and 1995. During the Bosnian War of 1992–1995 Abdic declared his opposition to the Bosnian government, allied himself with the Serb-dominated Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske, or VRS), and founded the small, short-lived, and unrecognized Autonomous Province of Western Bosnia in the country’s northwest, composed of his home region of Velika Kladusa and a few nearby villages.

Abdic was born on September 29, 1939, in Donja Vidovska, in the Velika Kladusa region. He made a name for himself in the 1970s and 1980s by turning an agricultural cooperative, Agrokomerc, into a modern food combine employing over 13,000 workers. The firm transformed the entire region, which only 20 years before was deeply impoverished with only 50 meters of asphalt road, one TV set kept under lock and key in the community center, and diseases running rampant through the area. Agrokomerc paved the streets, brought electricity and a constant water supply into the region, and encouraged new, modern farms and factories. For his efforts to improve the region, local residents of Velika Kladusa called him “Babo” (Daddy).

In late 1987, Agrokomerc was exposed as having been involved in questionable banking deals, according to which it was alleged to have issued in excess of 1 billion dinars in fraudulent promissory notes. The problem became more acute, ultimately triggering a 250 percent inflation rate across Yugoslavia. The candidacy of Bosnian politician Hamdija Pozderac for Yugoslav President was affected by the crisis, and Abdic found himself imprisoned for massive financial impropriety.

After his release in 1990, he joined the Party of Democratic Action (Stranka Demokratske Akcije, or SDA), a Bosniak national political party founded in May 1990 by Alija Izetbegovic. Abdic sought the nomination for the presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina and acquired the majority of votes, but political backroom deals saw Izetbegovic ultimately take the position. In 1992, after Bosnia had declared independence and armed conflict broke out, Abdic again sought the presidency, but he was overlooked after Izetbegovic nominated Ejup Ganic in his stead.

After this second rebuff, Abdic decided to return to his home region, embracing Velika Kladusa, Cazin, Bosanska Krupa, and Bihac. Overall, the area became known as “the Bihac pocket,” or, more formally, the Cazin Krajina.

On September 14, 1993, at the height of the Balkan conflicts then accompanying the destruction of Yugoslavia, he pulled off an amazing political turnaround by reaching an agreement with the leader of the Bosnian Croats, Mate Boban. Then, on October 22, 1993, he repeated the coup in a similar agreement with Serbia’s Slobodan Milosevic and the leader of Bosnia’s Serbs, Radovan Karadzic. These agreements enabled him to form an “Autonomous Province of Western Bosnia,” a move the Serbs and Croats were delighted to accommodate as it weakened Bosnian central authority over an important part of the Bosnian heartland. He justified his action on the ground that autonomy would “save the Muslim nation” through the appeasement of all the warring parties surrounding Bosnia. Abdic’s deals with Serbs, Croats, Muslims, and the United Nations to keep the “Bihac pocket” free of conflict and relatively well supplied, were aided by the traditionally good relations between Muslims and Serbs in the predominantly Muslim area. Abdic’s view was that he had to stop the war at any cost. Although a Muslim, he did not wish to fight Serbs or go to war. In May 1995 his autonomous region developed into what he considered to be a sovereign republic.
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The stance he took inevitably aroused intense anger in Sarajevo. Abdic was viewed as a traitor who was prepared to sell out the central government of Bosnia for his own political purposes. The ensuing rancor led to a war-within-the war, this time between Bosniaks. This conflict took at least 2,000 lives, and saw the establishment in Western Bosnia of collection centers and camps where people loyal to the central government were harassed and killed for expressing opposition to Abdic. He also raised an army which was supplied, trained, financed by (and fought alongside of) the Army of Republika Srpska against the Bosnian regular forces.

In August 1995, a Bosnian Army offensive ended the Republic of Western Bosnia, forcing Abdic and some 27,000 of his supporters to flee to Croatia. About 15,000 returned in 1996, and another 10,000 resettled in third countries. Most of the remaining 2,000 returned in late 1997.

While Abdic was granted political asylum and Croatian citizenship by Croatian president Franjo Tudjman, the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina charged him with the deaths of 121 civilians, 3 prisoners of war, and the wounding of 400 civilians in the Bihac region. At first, Croatia refused to extradite him, but after the death of Tudjman in 1999, and a change in government in Croatia in 2000, Croatian authorities had a change of heart and arrested Abdic. He was put on trial, and in late July 2002 was sentenced to 20 years imprisonment for war crimes. Not only did the court rule that Abdic was responsible for the deaths referred to in the original charges, he was also convicted for setting up the autonomous region of Western Bosnia in defiance of the central government in Sarajevo. Throughout this time the Bosnian government had repeatedly pressed for extradition so that Abdic could be tried before a Bosnian court, but Zagreb refused on account of his Croatian citizenship. In a marked instance of legal cooperation between the two countries, Bosnia acquiesced and the case was tried before a Croatian court. The trial received the approval of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, in The Hague.

On October 5, 2002, while in prison, Abdic ran for the position of Bosnian President as a member of that country’s Democratic People’s Community (Demokratska Narodna Zajednica) party. He could do so by a strange ruling in Bosnian law that held him eligible owing to his conviction taking place in Croatia rather than Bosnia. He won 4.1 percent of the vote, better than the party itself at the same time in parliamentary elections (1.4 percent of the popular vote and 1 out of 42 seats in the House of Representatives of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and 3 out of 140 seats in the House of Representatives of the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina overall).

In 2005 the Croatian Supreme Court reduced Abdic’s sentence to 15 years. During 2011, however, discussions took place concerning a possible early release. For his part, Abdic has expressed the wish to possibly return to his old position at Agrokomerc in order to help rebuild the region. Abdic was released from prison in 2012, after serving 10 years in prison.
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Ahtisaari, Martti

Martti Ahtisaari is arguably the best-known Finnish statesman of the modern era, having served as a leading diplomat and President of Finland, UN Special Envoy, and winner of the Nobel Peace Prize. He was born in Viipuri, Finland (now Vyborg, Russia), on June 23, 1937, and graduated from the University of Oulu in 1959, qualifying as a primary school teacher. He developed an interest in foreign affairs after spending time in Pakistan between 1960 and 1963, training teachers and directing the YMCA’s physical education training program. In 1965 he joined Finland’s Ministry for Foreign Affairs, holding a variety of posts between then and 1973.

In 1973 he was appointed Finnish ambassador to Tanzania, where he stayed until 1976. From there, he joined the United Nations, and during the 1970s and 1980s undertook a number of missions related to Namibia in advance of its independence (1990). From 1984 to 1986 he remained under-secretary of state for international development co-operation in the Finnish Ministry for Foreign Affairs. He was state secretary in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs between 1991 and 1993.

In 1992–1993, during the Bosnian War, he was chairman of the UN’s Bosnia-Herzegovina Working Group of the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia. In 1993 he served as special adviser to the same body, and became the special representative of the secretary-general (SRSG) for the former Yugoslavia.

While engaged in these various international activities, Ahtisaari also nurtured his political ambitions within Finland, and after such a distinguished career with the United Nations and the Finnish Foreign Ministry he accepted the nomination for president of Finland’s Social Democratic Party in 1993. He was an attractive candidate owing to an unblemished political record and a vision of Finland as an active participant in international affairs. He was elected as president of the Republic of Finland in February 1994.

In 1999, as North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s war with Serbia over that country’s continued human rights abuses and ethnic cleansing in Kosovo neared its end, Ahtisaari was drafted by the European Union (EU) to serve as the broker of a possible peace settlement, along with Russia’s Viktor Chernomyrdin and Strobe Talbott from the United States. His negotiations with Chernomyrdin and Serb president Slobodan Milosevic eventually led to an end to the fighting, paving the way for Kosovo’s occupation by NATO forces.

He held the position of Finnish president until February 28, 2000, but did not seek re-election. Too many problems within his own party and in the parliament—none more troubling than the resistance he received over his vigorous foreign policy initiatives—sapped his enthusiasm for domestic politics. Leaving the presidency, however, opened up new avenues that enabled him to contiue the work he had already started in the international sphere.

In November 2005, UN secretary-general Kofi Annan appointed Ahtisaari as SRSG to the Kosovo future status process which was established to determine whether Kosovo, having been administered by the United Nations since 1999, should become independent or remain a province of Serbia. This role came to an end in July 2007, when the EU, Russia, and the United States agreed to chart a different path toward a lasting solution. Although there was some uncertainty over how this might work, Kosovo made a unilateral declaration of independence from Serbia in February 2008, a status which—despite much uncertainty at first—still holds today.

One of the first things Ahtisaari did upon leaving the presidency in 2000 was to establish Crisis Management Initiative (CMI), a nongovernmental, nonprofit organization that works to resolve conflict and to build sustainable peace. Its headquarters is located in Helsinki. As an organization it seeks to achieve and bring efficiency, quality, and impact into mediation, conflict resolution, and peace processes, and to design processes that build on local context by involving all, seeking to empower especially those stakeholders who might be underrepresented. It is, in effect, a body that aims to continue Ahtisaari’s legacy by helping the international community to do better when it comes to preventive diplomacy, peacemaking, and postconflict state building.

Between 2000 and 2008 Ahtisaari undertook a number of different activities related to peace mediation and conflict resolution. In 2000–2001, as part of the Northern Ireland peace process, he served as an inspector of the Irish Republican Army’s weapons caches for the Independent International Commission on Decommissioning. In this he worked with a South African lawyer and human rights activist, Cyril Ramaphosa.

Then, in 2005, Ahtisaari’s skills were required in Indonesia, where he facilitated peace negotiations between the Free Aceh Movement (GAM) and the Indonesian government, after the two had fought a three-decade long conflict over the status of the northern Sumatran province. Through his organization CMI, the negotiations ended on August 15, 2005, with the signing of a Memorandum of Understanding that would lead to the disarmament of the GAM rebels, the dropping of GAM demands for an independent Aceh, and a withdrawal of Indonesian forces from the province. Other activities included a period chairing an independent panel on the security and safety of UN personnel in Iraq in 2003, and serving as UN Special Envoy for the Horn of Africa, 2003–2005.

In December 2008, Martti Ahtisaari was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize “for his efforts on several continents and over more than three decades, to resolve international conflicts.” It was a recognition of Ahtisaari’s stand-out role in resolving conflicts in Namibia, Indonesia, Kosovo, and Iraq, as well as his many other peace-building efforts.
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Akashi, Yasushi

Yasushi Akashi is a Japanese diplomat and officer of the United Nations Secretariat, the first Japanese national to be employed in this role. He was born in Hinai, Akita Prefecture, on January 19, 1931, and educated at the University of Tokyo. He was a Fulbright Scholar at the University of Virginia, and also studied at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, Massachusetts.

Akashi became the first Japanese national to join the United Nations Secretariat in 1957, when he served the Department of Political and Security Council Affairs as a junior officer. He then went back to the United Nations in 1974 as Japanese ambassador. In 1979 he joined the UN staff on a permanent basis, and spent the next 15 years rising through the ranks. In 1992, while leading the UN’s disarmament operations, he was selected to take charge of the UN mission to Cambodia, where he supervised the country’s peace talks and subsequent elections in 1993.

While in Cambodia he displayed a character trait that became distinctive in later years: his dislike of confrontation. Early in his Cambodia mandate, the Khmer Rouge began to back away from the peace agreement, and Akashi was sometimes charged by his critics as being too soft in not forcing options onto the Khmer Rouge to bring them to an acceptable peace settlement. On the other hand, noncommunist parties asserted that the communist government of Prime Minister Hun Sen was not acting in a democratic manner, abusing its power and killing and threatening members of the opposition. As a diplomat, Akashi’s preference was to avoid conflict and err on the side of caution wherever possible, so both sides in the Cambodian negotiations were often frustrated (and even violent) in their responses. Despite this, eventually elections did take place and a government was formed in Cambodia, the UN operation being viewed as a triumph internationally.

In December 1993 Akashi was appointed special representative of the secretary-general (SRSG) to the UN mission to Bosnia, United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). He took his Cambodia staff with him, but found the tasks of brokering negotiations much more daunting than he had in Cambodia. Once more, his caution predominated over pragmatic politics, again leading to frustration on the part of the forces that should have been working with him rather than despite him. For its part, North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was particularly exasperated with Akashi’s avoidance of confrontation over the siege of the Bosnian city of Gorazde in 1993–1994. Bosnian Serbs, after repeated refusals to accede to NATO deadlines to withdraw their forces from the city perimeter, were targeted for air strikes by NATO, but Akashi refused to permit this action. Instead, he chose to negotiate. Adopting this strategy earned him kudos from the UN secretary-general, and elicited positive delight from the Bosnian Serbs; NATO forces, however, lost a great deal of confidence in his ability to bring about the kind of enforceable and lasting peace that would result in Serb compliance.

As SRSG Akashi’s essential approach not only emphasized caution; he also adopted an avowed stance of accentuating UN impartiality where all sides were concerned in the fighting. This attracted controversy from many critics, who claimed that a policy of impartiality in reality aided the Serbs by enabling them to aggress against the Bosniaks with impunity, while not permitting the Muslims to defend themselves—and even less, in keeping with the declared UN arms embargo on all sides, to allow the Muslims to purchase arms for the purpose. Some detractors even implicated Akashi in the success of the Bosnian Serb assault on the eastern Bosnian city of Srebrenica in July 1995. His even-handedness, it was argued, led to a reluctance to authorize UN military action against the Serb forces commanded by General Ratko Mladic, resulting in the victory of the Serbs and their subsequent massacre of some 8,000 men and boys from the city.

For its part, the UN Secretariat viewed Akashi as one who had an enormously difficult job to do, but who carried out the role fairly and in the appropriate diplomatic manner. Elsewhere, however, he was strongly criticized for the way he went about fulfilling that role, particularly for allowing his cautious impartiality to get in the way of preventing the Srebrenica genocide.

Between June 15 and June 20, 2010, Akashi visited Sri Lanka as the representative for peace building, rehabilitation, and reconstruction of the government of Japan. It was Akashi’s 20th visit to that country in his capacity as a special negotiator helping to facilitate a peace settlement between the government of Sri Lanka and the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE) in the civil war that lasted between 1983 and May 2009. Akashi’s role was to try to rescue something worthwhile from the often-mismanaged peace process that followed the end of the civil war in 2009, and aid the political steps being taken toward national reconciliation.

In his long career of over 40 years with the United Nations, Yasushi Akashi served in numerous posts. As well as SRSG in Cambodia and the former Yugoslavia, he also served in other capacities: as special adviser of the secretary-general in New York, under-secretary-general for disarmament affairs, and under-secretary-general for public information. Ultimately, he rose to the position of under-secretary-general for humanitarian affairs, and emergency relief coordinator from March 1996 to December 1997. Toward the end of his tenure, the Department of Humanitarian Affairs (DHA) was restructured and reborn as the Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA).

Taken generally, Yasushi Akashi’s even-handedness in all areas showed him to be a man with a profound faith in working through negotiation. With a strong background in political affairs, international security, and diplomacy, Akashi well understood that humanitarian emergencies have complex origins, and rarely have a purely humanitarian solution that is not grounded, at base, in practical politics that also have to be taken into account in any negotiation process.
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Albania

The Republic of Albania (capital Tirana, which has a population of 600,000) is situated south of Montenegro, west of Serbia and of the Republic of Macedonia, north of Greece, and east of the Adriatic and Ionian Seas. It is three-quarters mountainous. Its present population of 3.2 million is made up of 91 percent Albanians, 7 percent Greeks, and the remaining 2 percent Vlachs, Macedonians, Serbs, Roma, Bulgarians, and Montenegrins. After World War II, Albania had the highest population growth rate in Europe until 1990; since then the rate has fallen slightly. The Albanian language is spoken in two dialect forms: Geg to the north of the Shkumbin River and Tosk to the south. Geg is also the language of Kosovar Albanians in Serbia.

In 1967, Albania was proclaimed the world’s first atheist state. After the ban was lifted at the end of 1990, however, the population was found to be, as before World War II, approximately 70 percent Muslim and 30 percent Christian (20 percent Orthodox and 10 percent Catholic), although levels of active observance are low and Albanians are very tolerant of one another’s religions.

Albania has a primarily agricultural economy, with 65 percent of the population living in rural areas. Although rich in mineral resources, Albania lacks the technology and infrastructure to exploit these resources economically. Mining installations built during the periods of Soviet influence (1948–1961) and Chinese influence (1961–1978) have deteriorated beyond repair.

Albania was the last Balkan country to become free of Ottoman domination. Its present-day borders were defined in 1913 by the Great Powers (Austro-Hungary, France, Britain, and Russia), leaving as many Albanians outside Albania as within (most of those left outside fell within the borders of the former Yugoslavia). Last to gain freedom from communism, Albania held its first free elections in 1991, resulting in a majority Communist coalition government, which lasted only a few months. This coalition’s collapse was followed by several months of anarchy. Thousands fled the country at this time to Italy, Greece, and the former Yugoslavia.

In March 1992, the Democratic Party won a sweeping victory under Sali Berisha and Aleksander Meksi. Economic recovery was initially assisted by international aid, and by 1993 Albania was shown to have the fastest-growing economy and lowest inflation rate in all the former communist Eastern European countries. Berisha’s autocratic behavior soon disenchanted many of his former supporters, however, who created a new Democratic Alliance. After Berisha failed to win the referendum for a new constitution in November 1994, his efforts to silence opposition increased. Although national and international observers claimed that his party’s victory in the May 1996 election was fraudulent, Berisha continued to receive strong U.S. and European support.

After 1992, individuals developed “pyramid” investment schemes that paid out very high interest rates to their first investors. These schemes grew rapidly, involving more than half the population as well as wealthy expatriates. Considerable sums of money were also made by illicit transport of oil through Albania to Montenegro in defiance of the trade embargo on Yugoslavia. Although this practice helped to support the pyramid schemes, it only delayed their eventual collapse. When investors began to panic in January 1997, demanding the return of their capital, police responded to peaceful demonstrations with violence. Cheated investors held the government to blame for condoning the schemes, and there were claims that members of the government were among the beneficiaries. As popular frustration rose, violence and looting rapidly got out of hand, armories were ransacked, and Berisha in turn supplied arms to all those he believed were his supporters. By May 1997, it was estimated that more than a million weapons were in the hands of the general population. Armed gangs took control of large areas of the country; 1,800 people are believed to have died violent deaths.

The solution to this state of anarchy was seen to lie in fresh, closely observed elections. In March 1997 a caretaker government of national reconciliation under Bashkim Fino of the Socialist Party took over. A state of emergency was introduced, backed by an Italian-led multinational force of 7,000; it lasted until the newly elected parliament met in July. The election of June 29 showed such a clear majority for the Socialist Party that, even allowing for some irregularities in voting propriety, it could not be disputed. Fatos Nano (who had spent four years in jail following his arrest on dubious charges of embezzlement) became prime minister and Rexhep Mejdani became president. Cautious optimism brought renewed international support to Albania.

The combination of Albania’s internal instability, its long border with the former Yugoslavia, and its large Albanian minority ensured that Albania remained a focus of interest throughout the period of Yugoslavia’s disintegration. Concern within Albania for the Albanian population of Kosovo (“Kosova” in Albanian) varied throughout the communist period depending on Albania’s relationship with Yugoslavia. Tito’s campaign of “Brotherhood and Unity” encouraged a bridge-building attitude that Albania accepted to varying degrees, depending in particular on the extent of isolationism pursued by Albania’s communist leader, Enver Hoxha (head of state from 1945 until his death in 1985). During the early 1980s, Yugoslavia became one of Albania’s major trading partners, and for some years the nations’ ideological differences were minimized. A new railway between Titograd (Podgorica) and Shkodra was opened in 1986. In 1988, Albanian representatives attended the Balkan Foreign Ministers Conference in Belgrade and affirmed their friendship with Yugoslavia. At this time, Albanian relations were better with the Yugoslav capital of Belgrade than with Pristina, the capital of Kosovo.

As Serb-Kosovar relations deteriorated, however, the government of the Albanian capital city of Tirana protested against the treatment of Kosovars. Kosovars were encouraged by support from Albania itself in the face of increasingly frequent abuses of human rights. Albania gave official recognition to the September 1991 referendum declaring that the “Republic of Kosova” should be a sovereign and independent state. Berisha expected sympathy from the United States and Western Europe for his original support for unification, but he did not find it forthcoming. At the same time, Kosovars were regarded as unscrupulous and unpopular among the people of Albania, and domestic interest in unification declined. With encouragement from the U.S. ambassador in Tirana, William Ryerson, Berisha proposed a plan for the Kosovo issue involving the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the United Nations, for which he was commended for his restraint. Likewise in Macedonia, Berisha initially offered strong support to Albanians. Their oppression by Slav Macedonians was not as severe as that suffered by Kosovar Albanians, however, and Berisha was unable to maintain this support. Since the fall of Berisha, the Albanian and Macedonian governments have cooperated to reduce the flow of illicit weapons into Macedonia. The smaller Albanian population in Montenegro has been less well organized and has received less attention from the Albanian government.
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Amanpour, Christiane

Christiane Amanpour is one of the world’s leading broadcast journalists. Born in London on January 12, 1958, to an Iranian father and a British mother, she was raised in Iran until she returned to the United Kingdom in 1969, where she attended Catholic girls’ schools. Remaining in Britain after school, she was joined by her family in 1979, after they fled as refugees from Iran’s Islamic Revolution. She then moved to the United States to study journalism at the University of Rhode Island, cutting her reporting teeth as an intern with a local radio station before graduating in 1983.

In September that year she obtained a job as an assistant on the international desk of the fledgling Cable News Network (CNN) in Atlanta, Georgia. Her first major assignment saw her covering the Persian Gulf War between Iraq and Iran. In 1989 she was promoted to CNN foreign correspondent, and was assigned to Frankfurt, Germany, where she had a front-row seat covering the fall of communism and the democratic revolutions in Eastern Europe during the second half of the year.

By 1990 she was in New York as a correspondent for CNN’s New York Bureau. That year, her reports of Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait brought her to the attention of many around the world, while at the same time laying the groundwork for the later reports of CNN journalists Peter Arnett, Bernard Shaw, and John Holliman during the Persian Gulf War that followed in early 1991. Together, these reports led to a paradigm shift in international broadcast news coverage.

At CNN, Amanpour became the network’s chief international correspondent. She covered wars, famine, genocide, and natural disasters around the globe, reporting on major crises in Iraq, Afghanistan, Palestine, Iran, Israel, Pakistan, Somalia, Rwanda, and the Balkans. She gave riveting reports to the American people during that country’s own natural crisis, Hurricane Katrina, in late August 2005. Around the world she has been acclaimed for her coverage of armed conflict and disaster. Her exclusive interviews with world leaders include Iranian presidents Mohammad Khatami and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, Palestinian prime minister Mahmoud Abbas, Palestinian president Yasser Arafat, British prime minister Tony Blair, French president Jacques Chirac, Pakistani president Pervez Musharraf, and former Soviet premier Mikhail Gorbachev.

During the Bosnian War of 1992–1995 Amanpour frequently placed herself in danger in order to report the war at first hand. Throughout the Siege of Sarajevo she was one of a number of journalists who were present on site, and her emotional accounts of suffering touched the hearts of many around the world. In 1998, the city of Sarajevo named her an honorary citizen for her “personal contribution to spreading the truth” during the Bosnian War. (The honor was repeated in 2006.) In 2005 she returned to the town of Srebrenica, site of the 1995 massacre that took the lives of 8,000 Bosniak men and boys, reporting on that event’s 10th anniversary, and reprised her earlier reportage from the war itself.

Simultaneous with her reports during the Bosnian War was her coverage of the Rwandan Genocide of 1994; for both of these, she was to receive a number of awards for excellence in broadcast journalism.

In late 2008, Amanpour produced and appeared in a documentary that added a new dimension to her commitment to teaching about genocide through journalism. Scream Bloody Murder, aired on CNN on December 4, 2008, looked at genocide through the personal stories of those who have in various ways made themselves vulnerable in trying to stop it. Considering genocide as the most serious violation of international law, she argued that tackling genocide is one of the greatest challenges of our time if the post-Holocaust promise of “never again” is to be truly realized. Those whose stories she examined included Raphael Lemkin, General Roméo Dallaire, Fr. François Ponchaud, Peter Galbraith, Richard Holbrooke, and Mukesh Kapila. Inspired by their moral and physical courage she noted how they were willing to risk their professional status to alert those around them to the horrors of the situations in which they found themselves, and to urge action on governments that were otherwise reluctant to intervene. As a tribute to such people, the documentary was Amanpour’s contribution to commemorating the 60th anniversary of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG), at a time when the world seemed a much more dangerous place than it had promised to be when she began her career at the end of the Cold War.

Amanpour is unequivocally one of the world’s leading journalists on matters relating to war, famine, natural disasters, ethnic cleansing, and genocide. Without fail, her reporting has always been noted for being hard-hitting, accurate, and insightful. Frequently putting herself in danger in order to obtain a story and then get it out to a global audience, she is often seen characteristically wearing a flak jacket and in the thick of battle, taking upon herself the most harrowing of interviews with the widest range of people from all walks of life.

Christiane Amanpour is a multiaward-winning journalist. Her honors include nine Emmys, four Peabody Awards, two George Polk Awards, three duPont-Columbia Awards, the Courage in Journalism Award, and an Edward R. Murrow Award. She has five honorary doctorates from various universities in the United States, including Georgetown University and New York University. In 2007, she was awarded a CBE (Commander of the British Empire) from Queen Elizabeth II. The same year, she was named Persian Woman of the Year. On March 18, 2010, Amanpour announced that after 27 years with CNN, and 18 years as chief international correspondent, she would be leaving CNN for ABC News, where she would anchor the prestigious current events program This Week from August 2010. Amanpour hosted This Week for less than a year, before returning to CNN to be the host of Amanpour, a news interview show.
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Ashdown, Paddy

Baron Ashdown of Norton-sub-Hamdon, born Jeremy John Durham Ashdown in New Delhi, British India, on February 27, 1941, is a former British politician, United Nations representative, and officer in the Royal Marines. The eldest of seven children, when he was 4 years old his family returned from India to Britain to buy a farm in Ulster. The Irish accent he acquired when growing up earned him the nickname “Paddy,” which stayed with him for the rest of his life. Between 1959 and 1972 he served as a Royal Marines officer, and he saw active service as a commando in Borneo and the Persian Gulf. After Special Forces training in England in 1965, he commanded a Special Boat Section in the Far East. He went to Hong Kong in 1967 to undertake a full-time course in Mandarin Chinese, returning to England in 1970 to take command of a unit stationed in Belfast.

In 1972 Ashdown left the Royal Marines and joined the Foreign Office, where he was posted to the British mission to the United Nations in Geneva. It is alleged in some circles that this was a cover for Ashdown serving as an intelligence officer with Britain’s secret intelligence service, MI6. Between 1974 and 1976 he helped negotiate a number of international treaties and agreements, and was involved in various aspects of the 1973 Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe, also known as the Helsinki Conference.

Upon leaving the Foreign Office in 1976, Ashdown worked in local industry in the Yeovil area in Somerset. An interest in politics led him to becoming endorsed in 1976 as the Liberal candidate for Yeovil. He ran for Parliament unsuccessfully in 1979 but was elected in 1983, becoming the Liberal/Social Democratic Party Alliance spokesman on trade and industry affairs. In January 1987 he became education spokesman, and in July 1988 was elected leader of the Liberal Democrats. On January 1, 1989, he became a privy councillor. After a successful term as leader of the Liberal Democrats, he stood down in 1999, was knighted in 2000, and retired from the House of Commons in 2001. A year later he was created Baron Ashdown of Norton-sub-Hamdon.

Throughout all this time, Ashdown maintained a keen interest in foreign affairs, in particular the war in Bosnia. He was a leading advocate for decisive international action to enforce peace, arguing strongly in favor of a quick and comprehensive finish to the conflict. He visited the country many times during the conflict and subsequently. With this interest and background, on May 27, 2002, he was appointed to the position of high representative for Bosnia and Herzegovina within the Office of the High Representative (OHR), an agency created in 1995 to oversee the Dayton Agreement’s civilian implementation. Part of Ashdown’s brief was to serve as the European Union special representative to Bosnia. In taking up his position he became the fourth, and ultimately the longest-serving, high representative of the international community in Bosnia, succeeding Austrian diplomat Wolfgang Petritsch.

Earlier, on March 14, 2002, Ashdown had testified as a witness for the prosecution at the trial of Slobodan Milosevic at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). The defense tried to cast doubt on Ashdown’s testimony, but in a careful refutation of the defense strategy he actually strengthened his account and gave added credibility to the case against Milosevic.

Ashdown remained high representative—and was sometimes disparagingly nicknamed “the Viceroy of Bosnia” by critics—until May 20, 2006. Some saw him as high-handed and imperious in his approach, based on his reputation as one who was often too quick to intervene directly in Bosnian affairs. It was said that he showed a preference for avoiding the frustrations of delay caused through paperwork and bureaucratic red tape by using “bulldozer” tactics rather than diplomacy and negotiation—such as on one occasion when he fired 60 Bosnian Serb officials on the grounds that they were allegedly part of a support network helping fugitive war crimes suspects evade justice. (Most of these ultimately never appeared in court, due to a lack of hard evidence against them.)

Ashdown’s overall record was mixed. While rarely admitting to mistakes, his actions were nonetheless successful in bringing the ethnically divided Bosnian army under one united command structure, and in introducing a new state taxation system. Other achievements included strengthening the role of the central government, including turning the previously frequently rotating position of prime minister into something more stable across the duration of a fixed four-year electoral cycle. He later described his biggest disappointment as the failure, on his watch, to capture the two leading war crimes suspects from the Balkans conflict, Radovan Karadzic and Ratko Mladic.

Upon his departure, Ashdown was replaced as UN high representative by a former German government minister, Christian Schwarz-Schilling. In early 2008 Ashdown was mentioned as a possible candidate to become UN special envoy in Afghanistan after being approached for the position by Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. He withdrew his bid, however, after the Afghan government of President Hamid Karzai said it would prefer not to have Ashdown in this new role. Karzai was worried that the mandate of a “super representative,” with the kind of authority and powers Ashdown once enjoyed in Bosnia, could spiral out of control and diminish the opportunities for a return to stable democracy for Afghanistan in the future.

In 2010, Ashdown was once more on the hustings in British politics, this time campaigning on behalf of the Liberal Democrats in the general election of May 6. Throwing his full support behind party leader Nick Clegg, Ashdown was rewarded when Clegg entered into a coalition government with Conservative leader David Cameron and became deputy prime minister.
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Babic, Milan 

Milan Babic was a Croatian Serb politician, who, between 1991 and 1995, was president of the Republic of Serbian Krajina (RSK). He was born in the village Kukar near the town of Vrlika, Croatia, on February 26, 1956. A dentist by profession, in 1989 he became one of the directors of the medical center in Knin, a largely Serb-inhabited town in southwestern Croatia. Establishing himself as a leading member of the community, in February 1990 he abandoned the League of Communists of Croatia in order to join the recently established ultranationalist Serbian Democratic Party (Srpska Demokratska Stranka, or SDS) cofounded by Radovan Karadzic. He held a senior position in the SDS municipal committee in Knin, and from this he was elected municipal assembly president, or mayor, later in 1990, where he stayed until April 1994.

Knin is located in a region of the former Yugoslavia known as the Krajina, a borderland between Croatia and Bosnia. Traditionally it was the heartland of Croatia’s ethnic Serb community, which in 1990 comprised about 11 percent of Croatia’s population. With the rise to power of Croatian nationalist leader Franjo Tudjman and his political party, the Croatian Democratic Union (Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica, or HDZ), ethnic Serbs began to have their rights to autonomy cut back. As Croatia then moved toward independence from Serb-dominated Yugoslavia, Serbs in the Krajina, opposed to any status that would force them to remain in an independent Croatia, began to make moves to break away and establish their own state. A Serbian National Council was established to coordinate opposition to Croatia, and Babic was elected its president. On December 21, 1990, he announced the creation of a Serbian Autonomous District (Srpska autonomna oblast, or SAO) of Krajina, and on April 1, 1991, announced that it would secede from Croatia to join Serbia. Other majority Serb communities in eastern Croatia announced that they also would join the SAO.

The SAO attempted to create the key trappings of statehood. On April 30, 1991, it established an Executive Council (of which Babic was elected president), and a territorial defense force with Babic as minister of the interior and minister of defense. He in turn assumed the position of commander in chief of the armed forces, and established an armed militia that blockaded roads and cut the Croatian coastal region off from the rest of the country. The Executive Council established no-go areas for the Croatian security forces, resulting almost immediately in clashes between the Krajina Serbs and Croatian security forces. The fighting escalated during 1991. The Krajina Serbs, supported by the Serb-dominated Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslavenska Narodna Armija, or JNA), took the offensive against the Croatian army, and were successful in occupying nearly 30 percent of Croatian territory.

On May 29, 1991, Babic was appointed as interim prime minister/president of the government of the self-declared SAO Krajina. From this position, on December 19, 1991, the SAO Krajina proclaimed itself as the Republic of Serbian Krajina (Republika Srpska Krajina, or RSK). Babic held the position of president until February 15, 1992. In April 1994 he added to his portfolio the title of minister of foreign affairs, and in July 1995 he was elected prime minister. He held this latter position for only a few weeks; in August 1995, as Croatian forces took the offensive in the Krajina, the RSK leadership, along with some 200,000 Krajina Serbs, fled to nearby Serbia.
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During the war for control of the Krajina, Babic was allegedly involved in a joint criminal enterprise the purpose of which was the permanent forcible removal of the majority of the Croat and other non-Serb populations from the Krajina and other areas in Croatia in order to make them part of a new Serb-dominated state. This would involve a number of acts which, later, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) adjudged to be criminal. Others allegedly involved in the enterprise included such names as Slobodan Milosevic, Vojislav Seselj, Ratko Mladic, and other Krajina Serb leaders such as Milan Martic. The campaign, put simply, was a premeditated attempt at ethnic cleansing.

During the period between approximately August 1, 1991, and February 15, 1992, Krajina Serb forces, supported by units from the JNA, attacked towns, villages, and localities within the SAO Krajina. They then instituted a system of political, racial, and/or religious persecutions aimed at forcing the Croatian and other non-Serb civilian populations out of the areas. By his own admission, Babic later acknowledged that he had contributed to these persecutions. Specifically, he devised and upheld the ethnic cleansing program, and participated in and drove forward its development and execution. He also requested the help of the JNA to help bring about it, after which that army became a key player in the overall campaign.

Owing to political maneuvering involving the future of the Balkans, on February 26, 1992, Milosevic contrived to weaken Babic’s position within RSK and have him removed in favor of the much more politically acceptable Goran Hadzic. Babic’s effectiveness as a key figure in Serb politics did not fully recover after this. He retained the portfolio of minister of foreign affairs, but was never again to hold the highest office.

In October 2001, Babic contacted the ICTY, and agreed not only to be questioned, but to give testimony in the case of Slobodan Milosevic then taking place. At the end of 2002 he duly testified, arguing that although Milosevic, as president of Serbia, had no formal control over events in Croatia, he had the authority in practice to determine the policies of Croatia’s hardline Serbs (such as Babic himself). Babic’s testimony was as part of a preemptive plea bargain, as he himself was indicted before the ICTY on November 17, 2003, after which he surrendered voluntarily to the Tribunal. Initially, he refused to plead either guilty or not guilty to the five charges against him, but on January 27, 2004, he pleaded guilty to one count of crimes against humanity. In return for this guilty plea, the prosecution dropped the other four charges. He also issued a statement expressing “shame and remorse” for his actions, one of only a handful of defendants to have done so, and the only major figure involved in the Croatian War to make such an admission.

On January 28, 2004, the first trial chamber accepted Babic’s guilty plea, and withdrew the other counts. The prosecutor called for a maximum sentence of 11 years’ imprisonment, but the tribunal went further and on June 29, 2004, sentenced him to a term of 13 years. Although appealed, the sentence was upheld on July 18, 2005, and Babic was transferred to an undisclosed prison abroad.

He was then brought back to The Hague briefly to testify against his former political rival, Milan Martic, his successor as president of the RSK. On March 5, 2006, however, he was found dead in his cell in the ICTY detention unit after committing suicide.
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Banking 

Although often overlooked in recent analyses of the Yugoslav crises and wars of the 1990s, banking issues are of crucial importance in explaining the origins, dimensions, and economic consequences of the conflict.

Formerly presided over by the National Bank of Yugoslavia (NBJ) and the federation’s six republican central banks, the Yugoslav banking and monetary system began to disintegrate under the impact of the economic and political crises of the late 1980s. Yugoslavia’s U.S. $18 billion foreign debt problem forced a rescheduling of international liabilities in 1988. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) insisted upon accelerated economic stabilization and reform in return for its continuing financial support.

The IMF’s related insistence on a strengthened federation—at the moment when the federation’s very legitimacy was being openly contested by the constituent republics—proved to be highly problematic. Although economically rational, and in part successful, under the leadership of federal premier Ante Markovic from 1989 to 1991, IMF-supported economic stabilization and reform came apart as a result of the opposition of all the federation’s republican governments, that of Serbia in particular.

Because of the interference of the Serbian government, the autonomy of the Belgrade-based NBJ was effectively destroyed during 1990. Following the illegal appropriation of around U.S. $1.5 billion of hard currency and other assets by Serbia just before its parliamentary elections in December 1990, the Yugoslav crisis passed the point of no return. For Slovenia in particular, this blatant theft was the last straw a month before the League of Communists of Yugoslavia (SKJ) collapsed at its final congress in January 1991. In an equally serious development, through the NBJ the Serbian government seized over U.S. $5 billion of hard currency banked by private individuals throughout the imploding federation in 1991—a policy that was little more than theft and that was to lead to a serious crisis of confidence in all banks.

During 1991 further confusion ensued when what remained of the all-Yugoslav banking and monetary system completely collapsed, as Slovenia, Croatia, and Macedonia declared their independence from the federation. This process of disintegration was completed when Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence in April 1992. Thereafter, each of the successor states of the former Yugoslavia was to have its own central bank, currency, and banking system. All the former Yugoslav republics except Slovenia defaulted on their foreign debt liabilities at this time.

The newly declared Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY—composed of Serbia and Montenegro) was also subjected to economic sanctions by the United Nations from 1992 to 1995. A policy of reckless fiscal and monetary expansionism at a time of declining output and trade, as well as under conditions of war and sanctions, resulted in hyperinflation culminating in the highest inflation ever recorded in modern times: 1.3 trillion percent in 1993. In a desperate attempt to raise hard currency locally, the NBJ also allowed the operation of a number of semicriminal “private” banks involved in fraudulent pyramid selling schemes, resulting in losses of over U.S. $2 billion for their depositors by the time they collapsed in 1995. The FRY also used an elaborate network of offshore banking facilities linked to Cyprus to launder stolen moneys and to circumvent the UN economic sanctions before these sanctions were lifted in 1995. In a belated bid to avoid a complete economic collapse in 1994, the FRY introduced a new Yugoslav dinar tied to the German mark. Overseen by a new NBJ governor and former World Bank official, Dragoslav Avramovic, this policy partly stabilized the economy and banking system of the FRY. Pending the lifting of the remaining “outer wall” of financial sanctions against the FRY, however, the rehabilitation of the republic’s economy, banking system, and foreign debt position will remain incomplete.

Elsewhere in the former Yugoslavia, similar and inflationary fiscal and monetary expansionism under the impact of war and economic decline took place in all of the successor states during the early 1990s, followed by deflationary financial stabilization often supported by the IMF. Only in Slovenia has a properly functioning banking system emerged. In Croatia, a functioning banking and monetary system based on a new currency did not emerge until 1994. By 1997, however, Croatia was not far behind Slovenia in being able to borrow money abroad more or less normally. In Macedonia, financial stabilization did not begin until 1995, when a highly damaging economic blockade by Greece was finally lifted. In 1997 a major pyramid-selling banking scandal raised doubts about the integrity of Macedonia’s financial system. Partitioned through war and economically devastated during the 1990s, Bosnia-Herzegovina has yet to create any sort of functioning economy and banking system. In practice, it remains completely dependent on foreign economic aid for its very survival.
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Blair, Tony 

Tony Blair is a British Labour Party politician and prime minister of the United Kingdom from May 2, 1997, to June 27, 2007. Blair led the Labour Party to a landslide victory in the 1997 general election.

Anthony (Tony) Charles Lynton Blair was born on May 6, 1953, in Edinburgh, Scotland. He graduated from Oxford with a BA in jurisprudence in 1976. Shortly thereafter, he joined the Labour Party and became a member of Parliament for Sedgefield in 1983. He became leader of the Labour Party in Great Britain a decade later, on July 21, 1994. When the Labour Party won the 1997 general election, Blair became the youngest person, at age 43, to become prime minister since Robert Jenkinson, Lord Liverpool, in 1812.

As prime minister, Blair lent strong support for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bombing campaign of Yugoslavia in 1999. He was among those urging NATO to take a strong line against Serbian strongman Slobodan Milosevic, the president of Yugoslavia, who was charged with violating human rights in his suppression of ethnic Albanians seeking secession from Yugoslavia, which precipitated the Kosovo War. Indeed, Blair supported not only an air campaign to force Milosevic to cease and desist, but he also urged a ground operation in the event that aerial bombardment did not end the conflict. In this instance, he was ahead of U.S. president Bill Clinton, who was reluctant to commit ground forces to the war in Kosovo. Nevertheless, Blair placed some 50,000 British troops on stand-by readiness for rapid deployment if the situation warranted. The war ended without the insertion of ground forces, and some have argued that Blair’s threat of a ground intervention might have helped compel Milosevic to back down.

Through his robust backing of the strong NATO response, Blair demonstrated that he would support the use of force in order to spread liberty and protect human rights. On April 22, 1999, in a speech in Chicago less than a month after the bombing campaign against Yugoslavia had commenced, he put forth what became known as the Blair Doctrine. In it he argued that it was sometimes necessary to use force to prevent genocide and widespread harm to innocent peoples.

After the September 11, 2001, terror attacks against the United States that led to the deaths of nearly 3,000 people, Blair quickly aligned Britain with the United States. He was convinced that the perpetrators of the act should be dealt with quickly and decisively to prevent setting in motion a series of events that might set Muslims against the Western world. He thus helped form the international coalition that carried out the 2001 intervention in Afghanistan (Operation ENDURING FREEDOM), which toppled the extremist Taliban Islamist group that ruled Afghanistan at the time and that was accused of supporting the terrorist group Al Qaeda. Al Qaeda, an organization whose objective was to bring down existing governments in the Middle East and impose radical Islamist rule on others around the world, became the top target in the Global War on Terror. Blair’s government sent air, sea, and ground assets into Afghanistan during the initial thrust against the Taliban.

In 2003 Blair enthusiastically supported President George W. Bush’s call for an invasion of Iraq in order to overthrow the government of President Saddam Hussein. Blair argued that the Iraqi government, which had been ordered by the United Nations (UN) to dispose of its alleged weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), had not cooperated with UN weapons inspectors and was therefore subject to attack. When the United States invaded Iraq on March 20, 2003, the British government sent 46,000 British troops to assist with the invasion. Britain was by far the largest non-U.S. contingent in the coalition that supported Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. British troops remained in Iraq throughout the rest of Blair’s premiership, which ended on June 27, 2007. The number of British troops in Iraq decreased significantly since the initial invasion, however, and only about 7,000 British troops remained in that country when Blair left office.

Blair faced much criticism in Great Britain, even from members of his own party, for his support of the U.S. war effort. Critics accused him of spinning questionable evidence to galvanize support for the invasion of Iraq. Claims that Iraq possessed WMDs were never proven, and to date no WMDs have been located in Iraq.

After resigning as prime minister on June 27, 2007, Blair was named an official Middle East envoy for the UN, the European Union, the United States, and Russia. He was succeeded as prime minister by Gordon Brown. Brown continued to support the United States in its reconstruction efforts in Iraq. Brown did, however, call for significant British troop reductions.

Domestically, Blair has been both credited and criticized for having moved the Labour Party to the center of the political spectrum. His market-oriented policies seemed to boost the British economy and kept the Conservatives from questioning his motives. Blair successfully pushed for more funds for education and health care, and he oversaw the implementation of a national minimum wage act. Despite his domestic successes, however, foreign affairs greatly overshadowed his premiership, none more so than the divisive Iraq War.
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Blaskic, Tihomir 

Tihomir Blaskic is a former Bosnian Croat colonel, and later a general in the Croatian army, who was convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in March 2000 in connection with a massacre in the Bosnian village of Ahmici, in which approximately 100 Muslims were killed by Croat forces.

Born on November 2, 1960, in the village of Brestovsko in the Kiseljak municipality of Bosnia when it was still part of Yugoslavia, Blaskic was a career military officer who graduated from the Belgrade Military Academy in 1983.

Two days after Bosnia-Herzegovina had declared its independence on April 6, 1992, Bosnia’s Croat community created the Croatian Defense Council (Hrvatsko vijece obrane, or HVO), the army of the self-proclaimed Croatian Republic of Herzeg-Bosnia. Blaskic was given the rank of colonel, and on June 27, 1992, was appointed commander of the regional headquarters of the HVO in central Bosnia. In August 1994 he was promoted to general, and given overall command of the HVO in Herzegovina. In November 1995 he was further promoted to the position of inspector in the General Inspectorate of the army.

Between May 1992 and January 1993 Blaskic commanded troops in the Lasva Valley of central Bosnia, at a time in which Muslims and Croats began to fall out over the future control of the area. Under the so-called Vance-Owen Peace Plan of January 1993, the Lasva Valley would essentially come under majority Croat rule; the Muslims, presumably, would be moved out to make way for an ethnically homogenous Croat canton. The Bosnian Croats began positioning themselves to take the best possible advantage should the Vance-Owen plan be adopted, and open conflict between Croats and Muslims in central Bosnia appeared imminent. In January and April 1993, the Croatian forces issued two ultimata to the Muslims requiring them to surrender their arms; after the second ultimatum, HVO forces attacked.

The clear objective was one of ethnic cleansing, with the ambition of forcing the Muslims to leave the area. The acts perpetrated by HVO, Croatian militias, and regular Croat forces included murder, attacks on noncombatants, the taking of civilians as hostages, racial and religious persecution, and destruction of property for nonmilitary reasons. Several units appeared to lose control altogether, pillaging, burning houses and farm buildings, murdering civilians without distinction as to age or sex, destroying or damaging mosques, forcibly transferring people to detention centers where living conditions were deplorable, and forcing them to dig trenches at various locations. In the worst of these, the massacre of some 100 Bosniak civilians took place in the village of Ahmici. They were shot dead after hiding in the cellars of a number of houses, and the houses were then set on fire. Blaskic was later charged with responsibility for the crimes committed by the troops under his command.

On April 1, 1996, Blaskic was indicted by the ICTY, and surrendered voluntarily to the court. He was charged with grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions (specifically, willful murder, willfully causing great suffering or serious injury to body or health; widespread destruction of property; inhumane treatment, taking of civilian hostages); violations of the laws or customs of war (specifically, devastation not justified by military necessity; illegal attacks on civilians; illegal attacks on civilian property; murder; infliction of grievous bodily harm; looting of public or private property; destruction or willful damage to institutions dedicated to religion or education; cruel treatment; hostage taking); and crimes against humanity (specifically, persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds; murder; inhumane acts). His trial began in July 1997, and on March 3, 2000, the ICTY handed down a verdict of guilty. He was sentenced to 45 years in prison. In the public gallery, Blaskic’s wife, Ratka, fainted as the sentence was read out.

A judicial appeal was launched immediately, on the ground that not all documentation had been forthcoming from the Croatian government regarding the chain of command. The former president of Croatia, Franjo Tudjman, had opposed cooperation with the ICTY, and did little to assist defense attorneys who sought access to government archives. The appeal stipulated that Blaskic was not in charge of the forces who committed the war crimes for which he was convicted, and Blaskic himself always maintained that he was responsible only for the military operations of the HVO forces in central Bosnia. A very strong campaign for his release was waged in Croatia, and on July 29, 2004, it was successful.

His command responsibility for most of the charges was found to not have existed, and the appellate court dismissed 16 of 19 counts in the initial indictment. Blaskic’s sentence was commuted from 45 years to 9 years’ imprisonment, based on his good behavior while in custody, a clear prior record, his indifferent health, his voluntary surrender, and his young children. His defense applied for an early release because he had served 8 years and 4 months already, and the request was granted. He was released on August 2, 2005.

While Blaskic’s appeal was successful, another figure charged with the Ahmici massacre, Dario Kordic, was much less so. Kordic, a Croatian military leader and politician with close ties to Tudjman, had been sentenced by the ICTY in 2001 to 25 years’ imprisonment on Ahmici-related charges. Like Blaskic, Kordic also appealed against his verdict, though in his case the appeal was denied. Some observers anticipated that the new evidence introduced in the Blaskic case might have resulted in a heavier sentence for Kordic, and while this did not happen, nonetheless his original sentence stood. In May 2010 an appeal for his early release was denied owing to the seriousness of the crimes for which he had been convicted, and for breaches of discipline while in prison.
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Boban, Mate 

Mate Boban was a hard-line leader of Bosnia’s Croats during their war with the Bosniaks in the early 1990s, and a close ally of Croatian president Franjo Tudjman. Born on February 12, 1940, in the village of Sovici, a hamlet near Grude in western Herzegovina, as early as 1958 he was already a member of Yugoslavia’s League of Communists. Boban graduated high school at a time when communist policy toward western Herzegovina was going through a rapid modification at both the republican and federal levels. After 1966 the western Herzegovinians became more and more in charge of their own affairs, though this did not lead to political liberalization. The change meant only that local Croats began to vie with each other, both in loyalty to the regime and in harshness meted out to political enemies.

In 1966 Boban became director of the Napredak publishing company in Imotski. He remained a member of the communist establishment in the region, rising to become the local party secretary. Later, he worked in a tobacco factory in Zagreb.

In the summer of 1990 he underwent a political transformation, becoming a Croatian nationalist and rejecting the communism to which he had been so committed earlier. In 1991 the ruling party in the Republic of Croatia, Tudjman’s Croatian Democratic Union (Hrvatska demokratska zajednica, or HDZ), organized and controlled a branch of the party in Bosnia and Herzegovina, the Croatian Democratic Union of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Hrvatska demokratska zajednica Bosne i Hercegovie, or HDZ-BiH). By November 1991, more extreme elements of the HDZ-BiH, under the leadership of Boban, Dario Kordic, and others, with the support of Tudjman and his close associate Gojko Susak, took effective control of the party. Boban was eventually elected to the parliament of Bosnia-Herzegovina and served as HDZ vice president before rising to the position of party president.

At this time, with the communist state of Yugoslavia collapsing, there was a drive to connect all the Croat communities outside of the recently-declared Republic of Croatia with the new state itself. The initial phase of this would be Bosnian Croat autonomy, leading to the creation of a greater sovereign Croatia with a contiguous population. It was later suggested that Boban was handpicked by Tudjman in 1992 to form the independent Croat enclave in Bosnia.

On November 18, 1991, Boban proclaimed the existence of the Croatian Community of Herzeg-Bosnia, as a separate “political, cultural, economic and territorial” entity within the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina. He oversaw the establishment of the enclave, armed and financed by Zagreb, and led a campaign to drive the Serbs and Muslims from the territory. The move to re-establish Bosnia-Herzegovina on ethnic lines, and then arrange for the Croat and Serb areas to be merged within Greater Croatia and Greater Serbia, was presumed to be in line with the so-called Karadjordjevo agreement between Tudjman and Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic, in which, it was believed, the two met and agreed to divide Bosnia-Herzegovina between Croatia and Serbia.

The appointment of Boban as HDZ-BiH president marked the beginning of a period when Croat relations with the Bosniaks cooled, while a progressive reconciliation was effected with the radical Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic. At this time it was well known that Boban, who had made some of the most appallingly racist and chauvinist statements about Islam and Muslims since the break-up of Yugoslavia, was prepared to employ sweeping measures to integrate the Herzeg-Bosnia enclave into Croatia. He introduced a nationalist Croatian curriculum into the enclave’s schools, announced that “Croatian” was now the official language, and decreed that the Croatian kuna was the only acceptable currency. Humanitarian aid was managed and distributed to the Bosniaks’ disadvantage, and Bosniaks in general were increasingly harassed. Boban’s followers purged Serbs and Muslims from government offices and the police. The enclave designed its own flag and raised its own army, and the Republic of Croatia granted Croatian citizenship to the Croats of Bosnia-Herzegovina.

On September 14, 1992, the Constitutional Court of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina declared the Croatian Community of Herzeg-Bosnia illegal. Neither the enclave, nor the self-proclaimed Croatian Republic of Herzeg-Bosnia which succeeded it on August 28, 1993, was ever recognized internationally.

Boban was among the most fervent supporters of a separate Croat state in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Under his rule, the breakaway republic engaged in continuing and coordinated efforts to dominate and ethnically cleanse the municipalities which it was claimed were part of Herzeg-Bosnia. Persecution and discrimination directed against the Bosniak population increased over time. The Croatian Defense Council (Hrvatsko vijece obrane, or HVO), the army of the Republic of Herzeg-Bosnia, took control of many municipalities. Armed and assisted from Croatia, it attacked and destroyed the Bosniaks if they stood in the way of acquiring territory. All the techniques of destruction and intimidation employed elsewhere in the former Yugoslavia were employed: artillery, snipers, eviction, violence, rape, robbery, and extortion were employed to injure, kill, and brutalize the Bosniak population. Many, it was later determined, were deported to rudimentary concentration camps, at Heliodrom, Dretelj, Gabela, Vojno, and Sunje. A number of massacres committed during this process led to international condemnation, in particular those at Ahmici (April 1993) and Stupni Do (October 23, 1993).

Boban was not above singling out his own people for brutal treatment, as well. He is known to have ordered the assassination of Bosnian Croats who opposed his plans, or who did not show sufficient agreement with him on crucial matters, or expressed dissent against his mentor, Franjo Tudjman.

By early 1994 the tide was turning against the Bosnian Croats, and Herzeg-Bosnia ceased to exist when it joined the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina with the signing of the Washington Agreement in March 1994. This agreement, brokered by the United States, was signed by the prime minister of Bosnia-Herzegovina, Haris Silajdzic, the foreign minister of Croatia, Mate Granic, and the president of Herzeg-Bosnia, Kresimic Zubac. Mate Boban had been ousted as president after the Americans had made it clear that they had no intention of organizing any peace deal so long as he remained in office. He was effectively dismissed on the say-so of Tudjman, to whom he remained loyal to the end.

After the signing of the Washington Agreement, Boban went into retirement in Croatia. He left Zagreb when the prosecutors of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia began to take an interest in investigating his role in 1992–1993, though nothing came of their inquiries. On July 4, 1997, he suffered a massive stroke, and died three days later at a hospital in Mostar. To this day, there are persistent but unproven rumors that his death was faked to avoid being tried for war crimes.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Following the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire at the end of World War I, Bosnia and Herzegovina were absorbed into the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, which was dominated by the Serbs. It became a part of the subsequent Kingdom of Yugoslavia when that country was created in 1929. The tables were then turned on the Muslim gentry, as Serbs and Croats took Muslim lands and attacked many Muslim Bosniaks. During World War II, Bosnia and Herzegovina was divided between Italy and Croatia, which was essentially under German control. The region was the focus of bitter civil war among its three ethnic groups even as World War II raged around it, and thousands of people lost their lives. The internal conflict ended only with the creation of the communist state of Yugoslavia in 1945—of which Bosnia and Herzegovina was a constituent part—which suppressed such dissidence under a harsh dictatorship but did little to alleviate the underlying problems.

Tensions exploded anew in March 1992, when the Bosnian government followed Croatia and Slovenia in seceding from the Yugoslav federation. Although the United States and the European Union (EU) quickly recognized Bosnian sovereignty, Bosnian Serb forces, supported by the Serbian-dominated Yugoslav Army, took control of most of the nation’s Serb-populated areas and declared the creation of the Serbian state of Republika Srpska, part of Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic’s plan to create a “Greater Serbia.” The Bosnian Serbs began a campaign of ethnic cleansing—the massacre and forced flight of millions of Bosniaks—so that the Serbs could increase their territorial holdings. Serbs ultimately gained control of about 70 percent of Bosnian territory. The Muslim-led Bosnian government was virtually powerless to protect itself because of the introduction of a United Nations (UN) ban on the sale of arms to any of the nations involved, and it also failed to gain much authority outside the capital city, Sarajevo. The Bosniaks were also beset by conflict with Bosnian Croats, who were aided by independent Croatia in helping them sidestep the UN ban. The Croats soon gained control of areas around Mostar.

Early efforts to establish peace failed, and most of the nation’s major cities and towns were heavily damaged. Sarajevo experienced a devastating siege that saw civilians ambushed by shells and sniper fire and deprived of even the most basic needs of everyday life. The Bosnian Serbs rejected proposals for a multiethnic state and continued fighting. They also rejected calls to partition the state among the three ethnic groups. In March 1994, international negotiators, led by the United States, succeeded in forging an alliance between Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats in what became a loose federation plagued by disagreement over its structure and responsibilities. UN forces were deployed to help channel humanitarian aid but were often obstructed in their efforts by Serbian attacks. The Yugoslavian regime, in an effort to bring an end to UN economic sanctions against the Belgrade government, ended its overt support of the Bosnian Serbs in August 1994 and began giving verbal support to efforts to resolve the conflict. The fighting continued, however, and the Serbs quickly rebuffed a joint Bosniak-Croat offensive and began attacking the UN-designated safe area of Bihac.

A short truce was brokered by former U.S. president Jimmy Carter in December 1994, but the Bosniak-led government refused to renew it when it expired four months later. Fighting escalated once more. The situation worsened when the Bosnian Serbs besieged and took over several safe areas, including Srebrenica and Zepa. The Serbs also took several UN peacekeepers as hostages after the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) carried out air strikes against Pale, the Serbian headquarters, to pressure the Serbs to end their siege against Sarajevo and withdraw their heavy weaponry from areas around the capital. Serbian defiance was shattered in July 1995, when Croatian forces retook Krajina, a region of Croatia dominated by Serbs, and also retook some Serb-held towns in Bosnia. The forced flight of thousands of Serbs created a new impetus for a cease-fire and peace plan. After negotiations in Geneva, Switzerland, and Dayton, Ohio, in the fall of 1995, the warring sides agreed on a plan that would grant 51 percent of Bosnia to the Bosniak-Croat federation and the remaining 49 percent to the Republika Srpska. The Dayton Agreement was signed in Paris on December 14, 1995, and its implementation began soon after, although Serbs often left and destroyed the homes they had occupied in areas being handed over to the federation. In September 1996, Bosnians selected candidates to serve in a three-member collective presidency, including one Serbian member from the Republika Srpska and both a Muslim and a Croat member from the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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A UN war crimes tribunal, created in 1992, is still investigating and indicting those suspected of war crimes in the long conflict, but it remains unclear if any of the major figures implicated in the atrocities, including Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic and military leader Ratko Mladic, will ever stand trial. In January 2002, the United States and NATO began to increase pressure in their hunt for Karadzic and Mladic, offering a $5 million reward for the capture of the two men. In 2004, NATO relinquished the bulk of its peacekeeping duties to a newly created EU force (EUFOR). The EUFOR mission was the first such military deployment organized by the EU. The following year marked the 10th anniversary of the Dayton Agreement, and leaders from each of the three main ethnic groups signed a “Unity Pledge,” in which they agreed to overhaul the loose confederation created by the agreement in favor of a more centralized state. In the 10 years following the end of the civil war, more than 1 million of the estimated 2 million Bosnians displaced by the conflict have returned home. Wide-ranging executive powers continue to be held by the Office of the High Representative, an individual appointed by the international community to facilitate relations between the Croats, Bosniaks, and Serbs. A peacekeeping presence will remain in Bosnia and Herzegovina until the country is considered able to sustain a peaceful and stable government.
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Bosniaks 

Bosniaks (known as Bosnjaci, singular Bosnjak in Bosnian, and before 1993 known as Muslimani) are a Muslim Slavic group in the former Yugoslavia. They live mostly in Bosnia and Herzegovina, which they look to as their homeland (maticna drzava), and in the adjoining Sandzak region of southern Serbia and northern Montenegro, but also in the other Yugoslav successor states. After 1878, many emigrated to remaining Ottoman lands. Later flows of political exiles since 1945, economic migrants since the 1960s, and refugees in the 1990s have brought a Bosniak Diaspora of perhaps 500,000 to German-speaking countries, Scandinavia, North America, and Australia. In the 1991 census in Bosnia and Herzegovina, “Bosniaks” was not a category, but there were 1,902,956 Muslimani (almost 44 percent of the country’s population); many of the 242,682 who declared themselves Yugoslavs would also likely identify as Bosniaks today. One current estimate is that there are about 2.2 million Bosniaks in Bosnia and Herzegovina, some 48 percent of the country’s total population. Some 300,000–350,000 live in other ex-Yugoslav countries; they make up the majority (some 53 percent) in the Sandzak, according to the 2002 and 2003 censuses.

Bosniak religion and identification with Ottoman cultural tradition distinguishes them from neighboring Croats and Serbs, with whom they until recently shared a language. Bosniaks now refer to their language as Bosnian. Like Croatian, the written Bosnian language is based on the Ijekavic dialect and written in Latin script, and is distinguished mainly by a greater frequency of Oriental loan words and an additional “h” in some words (for example, kahva, coffee). The language distinguishes Bosniaks from other Muslim communities in the former Yugoslavia, which speak Albanian, Turkish, Romani, or Macedonian. The status of the Bosnian Muslims as a separate nation has been contested, and the recent (1993) adoption of “Bosniak” (a word used in Ottoman times) as their ethnonym was in part intended to put a stop to claims that they were ethnic Croats or Serbs of Muslim faith. The Muslim Slav communities in Montenegro and southern Kosovo are divided over whether to identify as Bosniaks, or as Muslimani or Goranis, respectively.

Bosniaks, like Croats and Serbs, derive from the South Slavs that arrived in the area in the fifth century CE. They identify with the medieval Bosnian state under Ban Kulin (who reigned from 1180 to 1204) and King Tvrtko (who reigned from 1353 to 1391). Following the conquest of Bosnia in 1463, Ottoman sultan Mehmet II made the area an administrative province (at various times sancak, eyalet, or vilayet) of the Ottoman Empire. Ancestors of the Bosniaks adopted Islam under Ottoman rule from the 15th century onward; by the 17th century, there was a Muslim majority. In the past, Islamization was explained variously as the result of forced conversion, conversion by a feudal class seeking to retain its privileges, and the mass conversion of a heretic Bosnian church. The evidence, however, points to a gradual, non-coercive process of conversion from folk Christianity to folk Islam, affecting different social strata and religious confessions; driven by the relative legal, economic, and psychological advantages of belonging to the dominant religion; and meeting scant resistance from Christian clergy, who were few and weakly organized.

Though the Muslims were regarded as “Turks” on account of their religion and participation in Ottoman culture, Bosnia was not significantly settled by ethnic Turks and the Muslim population remained Slavic-speaking. An Ottoman urban civilization developed in the cities of Sarajevo, Travnik, Mostar, and other towns, fostered by the endowments of notables like Sarajevo’s Ghazi Husrev-Bey, with learning and arts in Turkish, Persian, and Arabic as well as a vernacular literature in Arabic script (alhamiado). The Muslims also participated in the oral culture of epic song in the Slav vernacular. Bosnia lay on the border between the Ottoman and Habsburg empires, and the many wars and growing tax pressures were a heavy burden. The 19th century saw a number of local rebellions, both by local Muslim notables (against Ottoman modernizing and centralizing reforms, between 1821 and 1850) and by Christian peasants, the latter leading eventually to the involvement of European powers and the Ottoman loss of Bosnia to the Austro-Hungarian Empire.

Bosniaks are traditionally Sunni Muslims of the Hanafi school. The main Sufi orders today are the Naqshbandiyya and Qadiriyya; many others, including more heterodox tendencies, have historically been present among the Bosniak population. Local religious practices of note include: the mevlud celebrations, with recitations of pious poetry on Muhammad’s birthday as well as on other festive occasions; the tevhid commemoration of the dead and the women’s tevhid in private homes, with Koran recitation and prayers; visiting the roofed tombs (turbeta) of Muslim saints and martyrs; and pilgrimages with open-air devotions at particular “prayer-sites” (dovishta), some of which have become annual mass events. Contemporary religiosity ranges from the non-practicing secularist, through an easy-going faith stressing ethical principles and local traditions, to more rigid forms of piety that have recently asserted themselves, including Salafi influences associated with the Middle East.

Reformers and traditionalists in the first half of the 20th century debated how to adapt to life in a non-Muslim state. Muslim family and personal status law remained under sharia court jurisdiction until 1946. Under communist rule, these and other Islamic institutions were suppressed. The recognition of Muslims as a nation led to a cautious religious revival in the 1970s, with the founding of an Islamic newspaper and a theological faculty. Since the fall of communism, through the 1992–1995 war and postwar years, religion has had a high public profile, and there has been considerable growth in Islamic institutions (schools and higher education, publishing, etc.). Nearly all religious life is organized by the Islamic Community, headed by a reisu-l-ulema (Grand Mufti), which is recognized under the 2004 law on freedom of religion and religious communities.

The Bosnian Muslim population has historically been associated primarily with the urban life of traders and craftsmen. In the Bosnian borderland, unlike other Ottoman lands, the estates of military leaders often became hereditary, and there developed an indigenous Muslim nobility whose land was farmed by Christian kmets (serfs). There were also Muslim peasants farming their own land. Agrarian reforms in the 20th century did away with the Muslim landlord class, but many common family names incorporate titles like beg or kapetan. During the socialist period Bosnia and Herzegovina underwent rapid urbanization and development of some heavy industry. Male seasonal labor migration to countries like Germany and Switzerland was significant in the later 20th century. There is a pronounced social divide between city and countryside, and urbanites worry that their modern and cosmopolitan lifestyle is undermined by an influx of peasants displaced by the 1990s wars.

Bosniaks have lived closely mixed with Croats and Serbs, often in adjacent or shared villages and neighborhoods, and have participated with these and other groups in Bosnia’s social, economic, and cultural life through shared institutions. In the early 20th century, some Muslim intellectuals promoted Croat or Serb nationality, but most Muslims opted instead to identify themselves as nationally “undetermined” (neopredeljeni), until they were offered the option to officially identify as Muslims in an ethnic or national sense. Important traditional forms of artistic expression include the sevdalinka love songs and oral folk epics and ballads. There is a lively literary production and award-winning cinema.

Bosnia and Herzegovina has been a part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire (occupied in 1878 and annexed 1908), the first Yugoslavian state (1918–1941), the fascist Croatian state known as the Nezavisna Drzava Hrvatska (NDH) during World War II, and socialist Yugoslavia (1945–1992) before becoming independent. Austro-Hungarian rule left a lasting administrative, legal, educational, and architectural legacy. Many Muslims emigrated to Ottoman lands; others remained and slowly integrated into the new institutions. Political mobilization of Muslims under the new system began with a successful movement for Muslim autonomy in matters of education and administration of the religious endowments (1899–1909). Muslim parties like the Muslim National Organization (established in 1906) and its successor, the Yugoslav Muslim Organization (established 1919), joined shifting coalitions in ultimately unsuccessful attempts to prevent agrarian reform and keep Bosnia intact. In socialist Yugoslavia under Josip Broz Tito, from 1968 onward, the Communist Party recognized “Muslims” as a sixth nation (narod) in the country’s nationalities system, though the Muslims, unlike the other nations, did not have a republic to themselves, nor national institutions to promote their identity.

Economic crisis, the collapse of socialism, and the first free elections (in 1990) brought an uneasy coalition of nationalist parties to power. The Party of Democratic Action (Stranka Demokratske Akcije, SDA) of Alija Izetbegovic, a broad national movement with a pan-Islamist current, gained the Bosniak vote and has been a dominant force in Bosniak politics since. Bosnia’s subsequent declaration of independence from a dissolving Yugoslavia triggered the 1992–1995 war, in which Bosnian Serb and Croat forces supported by Serbia-Montenegro and Croatia, respectively, fought the Bosnian government to partition the country along ethnic lines. The brutal ethnic cleansing of the civilian population, the Srebrenica Massacre (1995), and the Siege of Sarajevo left at least 64,000 Bosniaks dead or missing, more than half of them civilians. The war experience has greatly affected all facets of Bosniak life, and it has left the challenge of rebuilding a devastated society and economy in a weak, decentralized, ethnically divided state.
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Bosnian National Library 

The National and University Library of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Nacionalna i univerzitetska biblioteka Bosne i Hercegovine), located in Sarajevo, is the formal name given to Bosnia-Herzegovina’s national library. An ideal example of the fusion of neo-Moorish and Austro-Hungarian architecture, it was designed initially in 1891 by Czech architect Karl Parzik, before being handed on for completion to Alexander Witek. He did not see the completion of the project, either; working between 1892 and 1893, he died in 1894. The project was finally completed by Ćiril Iveković in 1894.

The building was constructed on the site of the Mustaj-pasha’s mejdan, a circular field where previously two inns and a house were situated. The inns were pulled down, but the owner of the house sought both financial recompense and for the house to be relocated to the other side of the Miljacka River, opposite. In order to acquire the site, the price was paid; the rebuilt house still remains there, known to all as the Inat Kuca, or “Spite House,” as it was built on account of the owner’s spite.

The new municipal structure was formally opened April 20, 1896, and served as Sarajevo’s City Hall until 1949, at which point it became the location of the National Library. To everyone, the building was known as the Vijecnica (Town Hall).

During the Bosnian War of 1992–1995, the National Library became the scene of one of the modern world’s most intense acts of cultural destruction. On August 25–26, 1992, the Library was deliberately targeted by Serbian gunners in the hills surrounding Sarajevo, who fired incendiary shells into the stained-glass skylight over the building’s atrium. Almost all of the books—certainly one-and-a-half million volumes, but by some estimates nearly two million—were burned in the ensuing conflagration, together with some 700 priceless manuscripts and more than 155,000 other rare books and manuscripts. Moreover, the attack caused the complete physical destruction of the Library building itself, which was totally gutted by the fire. Only the outside shell of the Vijecnica survived.

While the attacks were taking place, concerned citizens of Sarajevo, including employees of the library, attempted to rescue whatever books they could. It was a hopeless task, made more difficult by the fact that they were subjected to sustained sniper fire from those in the hills. Many were wounded, some seriously, while one person died in the attempt.

The attack on the National Library, though the most extreme case of cultural destruction, was not the only case of its kind. Sarajevo’s Municipal Public Library lost half of its 300,000 volumes, and in May 1992, Serbian forces shelled and destroyed the collections of Sarajevo’s Oriental Institute together with the faculty libraries of six University of Sarajevo departments—these were completely destroyed, while four others were severely damaged at other times during the war.

The work of rebuilding the National Library has proven to be so monumental that the task would appear impossible. Apart from the physical damage to the building and the loss of practically all of the collections in their entirety, the library catalog was destroyed—so there is no way of knowing what was lost relative to what little remained.

Plans for reconstructing the building have been planned, and some work has been carried out in the vital area of international fund-raising for the purpose of rebuilding. The entire project is estimated to cost up to 15 million Euros (nearly 20 million U.S. dollars). While a completion date is not certain, it is hoped the opening of the reconstructed building will take place by 2015.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Bosnian Safe Areas 

Immediately following the virtual surrender of Srebrenica to the Bosnian Serbs, in mid-April 1993 the Security Council of the United Nations (UN) passed Resolution 819, which designated Srebrenica as a “safe area.” Just over one month later, this status was extended to five other Bosnian Muslim areas: the Bosnian capital of Sarajevo itself; Gorazde and Zepa (like Srebrenica, in the southeast); Tuzla in the northeast, and Bihac in the northwest.

Often mistakenly referred to as “safe havens” (a term that the UN itself rejected because of its specific meaning in international law), these safe areas were almost as mistakenly named. There was little or no prospect of making them safe without the UN taking sides, which hitherto it had resolutely not been prepared to do; instead, the UN had emphasized its role as humanitarian and diplomatic. Resolution 819, therefore, served only to show irresolution: the UN could not be keeper of the peace without being its enforcer, and to enforce the peace meant abandoning the very neutrality necessary to keep the peace, thus adding to the inherent weakness of the concept the acute difficulty of implementing it.

The UN secretary-general at the time, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, backed the plan for safe areas by calling for 35,000 troops to patrol them; as it turned out, the member nations supplied only one-fifth of that number. By the time of the Dayton Agreements, the three safe areas in the southeast had been taken by the Bosnian Serbs, while the other three remained as far from being safe as could be imagined.

The plan for safe areas, however well meant, was hurried, impractical, and consequently a failure, even though it was that failure that eventually precipitated the direct armed intervention by the international community that brought the Bosnian War to an end.

JOHN J. HORTON
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Bosnian War 

The Bosnian War took place in Bosnia and Herzegovina from April 6, 1992, to September 21, 1995. During this time, over 100,000 people were killed and over 1.8 million more displaced. The war resulted from a combination of political, social, and religious elements stemming from the disintegration of Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and officially ended with the signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement in Paris.

In April 1992, the former people of Yugoslavia, including the Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbians, began fighting for control of areas in the region of Bosnia-Herzegovina. In May 1992, the Bosnian Serb Army began its siege and shelling of Sarajevo, the capital of Bosnia. After internal fighting between Bosnian Croats and Bosniaks, these two groups signed a peace agreement, creating the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina in March 1994.

In July 1995, Serbian troops under General Ratko Mladic invaded the region of Srebrenica in eastern Bosnia. In what later became known as the Srebrenica Massacre, the Serbian troops murdered roughly 7,779 Bosniak men in one week. Soon afterwards, the Bosniak-Croatian alliance began regaining ground against the Serbian forces. With North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) arbitration, the war officially ended on December 14, 1995, with the signing of the Dayton Peace Agreement.

Immediately following the peace agreement, the Office of the High Representative in Bosnia and Herzegovina was formed by the United Nations. The Office was formed to oversee the implementation of the aspects of the peace agreement. In addition, in 1993 the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) was formed by the UN to prosecute war crimes in the former Yugoslavia. Controversial in nature, the court has convicted numerous people for crimes in the Bosnian and Kosovo wars.

In May 2006, Bosnia and Herzegovina brought a lawsuit against Serbia and Montenegro for inciting ethnic hatred and actively participating in the Srebrenica Massacre. It was the first time a nation charged another nation with genocide. On February 26, 2007, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) ruled that Serbian leaders failed to prevent the massacre, but ultimately exonerated the country of direct responsibility for genocide. In doing so, the court prevented further lawsuits against Serbia for monetary reparations.

The Bosnian War demonstrates the considerable power of war and the resulting human rights catastrophes. The sheer number of killings and displacements demonstrated the need for further human rights legislation and enforcement.

RICHARD C. HALL
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Chetniks

Bands of irregular guerrilla fighters called “Chetniks” (from the Serbo-Croat term cetnici) have come to be known for their ferocity in battle and their espousal of Serbian nationalism. The Chetnik tradition originated during the time of the Ottoman Empire, when bands of Chetniks were formed to fight the Turkish occupiers. These bands were first organized into recognizable military formations during the Balkan Wars (1912–1913). During World War I, they became an integral part of the Royal Serbian Army, often operating as special forces behind enemy lines. This army was one of the first in Europe to have such guerrilla detachments in its ranks. During World War II and the Axis occupation of Yugoslavia, Chetnik bands in Serbia and Montenegro emerged under the command of General Draza Mihailovic (1892–1946), who decided to stay on to fight the Germans and Italians after the capitulation of the government in April 1941. After liberating areas of Serbia toward the end of 1941, the Chetniks were driven into Montenegro and Bosnia by superior German forces.

A complicated and bitter civil war then broke out between the Chetniks and the communist Partizans led by Josip Broz Tito. Initially supported by the Western Allies, the Chetniks were later abandoned because of their alleged collaboration with the Axis occupiers. The British government also calculated that the entirely Serb Chetniks would not be able to resolve the deep divisions of the Yugoslav peoples in the postwar period. Increased Western political and military assistance was then made available to Tito’s Partizans. By the end of 1944, Mihailovic’s Chetniks had been defeated and discredited by the communists. In April 1946 Mihailovic was tried and executed as an alleged collaborator and traitor by the new communist Yugoslav government. In parts of Serbia, Chetnik anticommunist bands were in existence until the early 1950s. Large numbers of Chetniks fled Yugoslavia after the war and settled in North America and Western Europe; during the 1960s and 1970s, they occasionally undertook acts of terrorism in Yugoslavia.

A number of paramilitary forces calling themselves “Chetniks” emerged in Serbia, mainly in response to the rebellion of the Krajina Serbs in Croatia in 1990. These forces later fought in Croatia and Bosnia, where they are alleged to have committed many war crimes against non-Serbs.

These contemporary Chetniks, particularly those loyal to the Serbian Radical Party (SRS) and led by Vojislav Seselj, claim to be the latter-day followers of Mihailovic and one of his surviving commanders in exile, Momcilo Djuic. They have also called for the restoration of the exiled crown prince of Yugoslavia, Aleksandar Karadjordjevic. Early supporters of the new nationalist agenda of Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic, Seselj’s Chetniks later fell out with their onetime ally, mainly because of his alleged betrayal of the Bosnian and Croatian Serbs. Bitterly hostile toward both communism and Tito’s Yugoslavia, which they claimed was opposed to the interests of the Serbs, Serbia’s new Chetniks also strove to bring about the establishment of a royalist and Orthodox “Greater Serbia” on the ruins of the Yugoslav federation.

Modern Serb Chetniks have used insignia copied from earlier Chetnik models—a black flag with a white skull and crossbones, with the words “Freedom or Death” inscribed below it, and use of the three-fingered, or Orthodox, salute. A symbol of mourning for Chetniks in the past, beards have also been grown by today’s Chetniks. Their oath has remained, as before: “For King and Country.”
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Clark, Wesley

General Wesley Clark is a retired four-star general of the U.S. Army. Born on December 23, 1944, in Chicago, Illinois, and raised in Little Rock, Arkansas, Clark was a recipient of a prestigious Rhodes Scholarship enabling him to study at Oxford University, where he read philosophy, politics, and economics at Magdalen College. In 1962 he entered the U.S. Military Academy at West Point, and in 1969 was deployed to Vietnam. In January 1970 he received his first combat command, and the following month was wounded in action. After his Vietnam service he returned to West Point in a teaching capacity. Remaining in the army, Clark was stationed in Germany between 1976 and 1978, and after a number of appointments in Europe and the United States was promoted to full colonel in October 1983. On November 1, 1989, Clark was promoted to brigadier general, and in October 1992 to major general. In April 1994 he was further promoted to lieutenant general, and served as a staff officer with the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), between April 1994 and June 1996. In 1997, after a series of important military and political decisions had been made by the government of President Bill Clinton, Clark became U.S. Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), which granted him overall command of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) military forces in Europe.

Clark was therefore commander of NATO forces during the Kosovo War of 1999. In the aftermath of Serbia’s failed wars to retain Slovenia and Croatia, and the drawn-out and bloody conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995 (resulting in a quarter million deaths), it was hoped by many that Serbia’s nationalist regime, led by Slobodan Milosevic, would settle down and rejoin the world of peaceable nations. In March 1998, however, violence once more erupted, this time in Serbia’s southern province of Kosovo. The long-term ethnic and religious animosity between minority Serbs and majority Kosovar Albanians in the province led to the establishment of a self-defense organization, the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA), which engaged in terrorist activities in order to attract international attention to their cause and at the same time intimidate Serbs in the province to leave Kosovo.

The Serbian response, in an ever-escalating environment, was to clamp down brutally on all forms of Kosovar life and expression, ultimately resulting, in the spring of 1999, in a full-scale intervention by NATO for the purpose of stopping what had in a short time descended into a Serb-driven policy of ethnic cleansing against the Kosovar Albanians. Widespread killings of Kosovar civilians took place, particularly, though not exclusively, in areas well known as KLA strongholds such as the Drenica Valley. Increasingly, the United States and its European allies saw a need to intervene before this state-initiated killing got out of hand; the result was the decision by NATO, after many serious attempts at negotiation, to commence military action against Serbia in March 1999. The hope was that this would coerce Milosevic into stopping the attacks against the Kosovars, but the opposite took place: rather than succumbing, Milosevic took the chance afforded by NATO’s intervention to attempt to “ethnically cleanse” Kosovo of Albanians. During Serbia’s war with NATO, 1.3 million Kosovars were forcibly driven from their homes, and 800,000 were physically expelled from Kosovo. Thousands were killed, raped, and maimed in the process, leading to accusations of genocide in many quarters.

The bombing campaign, codenamed Operation ALLIED FORCE, began on March 24, 1999, and continued until June 10, 1999, and was noted for its high degree of technical application. In his desire to bring swift victory and stop the Serb assaults against Kosovo, Clark attacked not only military targets, but also facilities with dual civilian and military usages—for instance, the state-run Serb television headquarters in Belgrade. Urban concentrations were also hit, with civilian loss of life. Numbers of killed vary; Serb sources calculated anywhere between 1,200 and as many as 5,000 civilian deaths, while a Human Rights Watch report from February 2000 concluded that about 500 civilians died. There was also some damage to the environment, and questions were raised in international arenas regarding NATO’s selection of bombing targets, particularly later in the war. For its part, NATO suffered no combat deaths at all, granting Clark the singular distinction of being the only U.S. general to have waged (and won) a war without any combat fatalities.

The war itself was thoroughly illegal in international law, as it had not been endorsed by the United Nations Security Council and took place in an atmosphere of NATO intimidation that for many smacked of old-fashioned imperialism. Moreover, some antiwar activist groups labeled Clark, President Clinton, and British prime minister Tony Blair as war criminals for having launched NATO’s aggressive bombing campaign and the lives taken as a result of it.

Clark, in response, stated after the war that he did not consider the conflict to be a war against the Serbian people, but, rather, against the Serbian government which was repressing the people of Kosovo. In his view, the strategy adopted was one of degrading and destroying the Serbian military, coercing it in such a way that it would alter its despotic behavior. Clark hoped this change could take place through bombing, but argued throughout the campaign that if it did not, the NATO political leadership should consider the deployment of ground troops to invade Serbia in order to force the issue.

In Clark’s defense, supporters of the NATO action over which Clark presided could argue that ethnic cleansing was stopped, Serb persecution of Kosovars was brought to an end, and the events paving the way to Kosovo’s eventual independence in February 2008 were set well in train.

Clark left his post as SACEUR in April 2000, and retired from the military on May 2, 2000, but his life was anything but quiet. On September 17, 2003, he announced his candidacy for the 2004 Democratic Party presidential primary elections, but withdrew on February 11, 2004. After winning the Oklahoma state primary, he dropped out and instead endorsed the eventual Democratic nominee, John Kerry.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Clinton, Bill

Bill Clinton is a U.S. Democratic Party politician and served as president of the United States from 1993 to 2001. Clinton was born William Blythe in Hope, Arkansas, on August 19, 1946. His early life was characterized by hardships and struggles that formed his character and attitudes throughout his public life. His biological father, William Blythe III, was killed in an automobile accident prior to his son’s birth, and young Blythe was raised by his mother, Virginia Kelley. His mother’s marriage to Roger Clinton prompted William’s adoption and the changing of his name to William Clinton.

Clinton was a bright and astute student and decided on a career in public service and politics after meeting President John F. Kennedy on a Boys’ Nation trip to Washington, D.C. He received a scholarship to attend Georgetown University, where he earned a degree in international affairs. During his time at Georgetown, he spent a year assisting Arkansas senator J. William Fulbright. Clinton’s credentials as a progressive Democrat and social liberal were further developed under the tutelage of this prominent senator. In 1968 as the United States was being transformed by social changes and wracked by protests against the Vietnam War, Clinton was selected as a Rhodes Scholar. He spent 1968 to 1970 studying at Oxford University. On his return to the United States, he enrolled in the Yale University School of Law. While studying at Yale, Clinton met his future wife Hillary Rodham, who shared many of his liberal and progressive views. They were married in 1975.

Clinton’s initial foray into national politics occurred shortly after receiving his law degree. In 1974 he was defeated in a congressional race for Arkansas’s Third District. After a brief career as a professor at the University of Arkansas (1974–1976), he was named state attorney general and was elected governor in 1978 at age 32, the youngest governor in the nation. In 1980 he suffered a humiliating reelection defeat, caused by widespread opposition to an automobile licensing tax. Clinton’s resiliency and commitment were apparent when he successfully regained the Arkansas governorship in 1982, a post he held until his election as president in 1992.

In the summer of 1992 Clinton secured the Democratic Party nomination to run against incumbent president George Herbert Walker Bush, a Republican. Clinton was bedeviled, however, by questions regarding his marital fidelity, lack of military service, and the emerging Whitewater real estate scandal in Arkansas. In the race, he benefited from an economic downturn and businessman H. Ross Perot’s Independent Party candidacy.

Clinton won the November 1992 election with a minority of the popular vote. During his first term he balanced domestic issues and foreign policy in a highly effective manner. At home, he lobbied unsuccessfully for major health care reform. Clinton was successful, however, in raising taxes and reducing expenditures to reduce—and then eliminate—the federal deficit and in pushing through major welfare reforms. In foreign affairs, he promoted free trade agreements, brokered peace efforts in the Middle East and Balkans, removed U.S. military personnel from Somalia, and restored diplomatic relations with the Socialist Republic of Vietnam.

The congressional elections of 1994, however, brought Republican majorities in both the House and Senate. The Republicans’ “Contract with America” called for reducing the role of government and continuing the conservative policies of Ronald Reagan and was a thorough repudiation of Clinton’s presidency. A standoff between Clinton and congressional leaders led to a federal government shutdown in November and December 1995, which many Americans blamed on Republican intransigence.

In the 1996 presidential campaign Clinton promised a tough approach to crime, supported welfare reform, called for reducing the federal deficit, and insisted on the need to continue affirmative action programs. Robert Dole, a respected senator and World War II veteran, was the Republican Party candidate. The booming U.S. economy and suspicions regarding the Republicans’ agenda ensured a respectable Clinton victory. He was the first Democrat to secure a second presidential term since Franklin D. Roosevelt.

In 1997 Clinton submitted to Congress the first balanced budget in nearly three decades. The cooperation of congressional Republicans and major compromises by Clinton generated significant budget surpluses during the remainder of his presidency. By decade’s end, the American economy was more robust than at any time since the mid-1960s, unemployment stood at a historic low, and the stock market had reached new highs.

In the spring of 1994, when there were signs of a potential genocide of Tutsis and moderate Hutus to be perpetrated by Hutus, the Clinton administration did little to dissuade the Hutus from their murderous plot. Government documents later revealed that Clinton administration officials, including Clinton himself, knew about the rising tensions in Rwanda before the killing began in April. After the genocide began, Clinton, who had already decided that the United States would not intervene in the crisis, eschewed using the term “genocide” initially, so as not to attract too much public attention. Clinton and his cabinet claimed not to have known about the true magnitude of the tragedy until nearly 800,000 people had been killed in little more than a month. At the time, the administration did not see Rwanda as a place in which U.S. interests were at play, and it hoped to avoid the disastrous U.S. intervention in Somalia, which began in late 1992 and had embroiled American troops in a virtual civil war. In the years since the Rwanda genocide, Clinton has apologized for his administration’s inaction; indeed, he has said that the episode is one of his biggest regrets while in office.

During the Bosnian War (1992–1995), Clinton initially implored the nations of western Europe to take a strong stand against the Serbs, but in the late fall of 1994, when the Serbs appeared close to defeating the Croats and Muslims in a number of areas, he decided to seek accommodation with the Serbs. However, after a series of atrocities committed by Bosnian Serbs in late August 1995, Clinton assembled a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air operation, which ultimately forced the Bosnian Serbs to the negotiating table. In November 1995, Clinton hosted a summit in Dayton, Ohio, which resulted in the Dayton Accords (signed December 14, 1995), an agreement that ended the Bosnian War and left Bosnia as a single state of two separate entities governed by one central government.

Clinton also responded effectively to a series of other international crises. In 1998 in response to Iraqi president Saddam Hussein’s noncompliance with United Nations (UN) weapons inspections, Clinton authorized air strikes in Iraq (Operation DESERT FOX), and sanctions significantly hurt Iraq’s economy yet without producing any significant change in the Iraqi dictator’s behavior.

In the spring of 1999, Clinton supported a NATO military response to the genocide being conducted by Serbs against Albanians in Kosovo. Although the president backed an air campaign to force Serb leader Slobodan Milosevic from committing further atrocities against Albanians and other ethnic minorities, he was reluctant to dispatch ground troops to Yugoslavia, fearing high casualties and a military quagmire. In this case, British prime minister Tony Blair was actually in front of Clinton and urged the insertion of ground forces should the NATO air campaign prove unsuccessful. In the end, the air strikes worked, and the NATO operation came to an official end on June 10, 1999.

Clinton also worked mightily to secure a resolution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, a major Clinton administration goal. In the end, however, after many months of diplomacy and personal negotiations with the Palestinian and Israeli leaders, a long-term peace agreement proved to be elusive.

The Clinton White House also faced several foreign-inspired terrorist attacks on U.S. soil and on U.S. interests, the most serious of them being the 1993 World Trade Center bombing, the August 1998 truck bombing of two U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania, and the bombing of USS Cole in Yemen in October 2000. The last two incidents were specifically linked to Al Qaeda, and the earlier attack was more than likely tied to the terrorist group. In retaliation for the 1998 embassy attacks, Clinton ordered cruise missile strikes against suspected Al Qaeda posts in Khartoum, Sudan, and Afghanistan. The strikes were largely ineffective and engendered significant controversy in the United States and abroad. After leaving office and after the September 11, 2001, attacks by Al Qaeda, Clinton was insistent that his administration was fully aware of the danger that Al Qaeda posed to the United States but that it could not move quickly enough because neither the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) nor the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) was certain beyond all doubt as to Al Qaeda’s complicity in the earlier attacks. He claimed that battle plans were already in place for an invasion of Afghanistan and a massive hunt for Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden, but the clock on his administration ran out before the plans could be put into motion.

Clinton’s second term was also marked by personal scandal and legal problems. Kenneth Starr, the independent counsel investigating Whitewater, leveled against the president charges of sexual misconduct and lying to a federal grand jury. He did not, however, ever find evidence of wrongdoing in the Whitewater deal. In September 1998 the U.S. House of Representatives passed two articles of impeachment against the president, but in early 1999 the Senate acquitted Clinton on both counts along party lines. In order to end the Whitewater investigation, Clinton agreed to a five-year suspension of his law license and a $25,000 fine.

After leaving the presidency, Clinton assisted his wife in her successful senatorial campaign in New York and in her failed bid for the presidency in 2008, opened his own office in Harlem in New York City, and established a presidential library in Little Rock, Arkansas. He has also traveled extensively abroad and raised significant sums of money for charitable causes, including AIDS and, with former President George H. W. Bush, tsunami relief. Clinton also helped form the William J. Clinton Foundation, a global outreach enterprise that has helped millions of people around the world, and wrote his memoirs. During the 2012 presidential election, Clinton campaigned aggressively for President Barack Obama’s reelection.

JAMES F. CARROLL AND SPENCER C. TUCKER
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Concentration Camps, Bosnian War 

One of the defining characteristics of the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina has been the use of the chilling phrase etnicko ciscenje, or ethnic cleansing. The reality of this policy as an aim of the conflict has come to public attention most strongly in the establishment of detention camps. Media images of the suffering experienced by thousands of Bosnia’s inhabitants served to isolate the Serbs in world opinion and led to the widespread view that only the “traditional” Balkan propensity to violence could explain the cause and nature of the conflict. The camps have thus assumed a symbolic importance that is probably greater than their real significance and have played a substantial role in the propaganda war in the international media.

The overriding impression created by media treatment of the issue is that the camps were operated solely by Bosnian Serbs and run along the lines of the death camps of Nazi Germany. However, there is evidence that all sides in the conflict operated such camps and that there was considerable variation in their management, even among different camps operated by the same side. Thus, a myth has been created that will no doubt play an important role long into the future. There has already been an attempt to rewrite Yugoslav history from that period, with Croatian president Franjo Tudjman’s challenge of the previously accepted accounts of the Croatian Ustashe camps such as Jasenovac. We can expect to see further rewriting of history given the paucity of information about the camps of the Bosnian conflict.

According to the incomplete figures available, only a minority of people died actually within the camps. Many more were killed when they were shipped out of the camps to other locations to meet their deaths or when their villages were overrun. What is certain is that the Nazi camps’ industrialized, conveyor-belt approach to killing was not a feature of the Bosnian War. Instead, the deaths that occurred were from poor hygiene, starvation, sustained beating, and “sport” deaths, in which the victims’ tormentors practiced sadistic, “imaginative,” individualized killings. Furthermore, these camps were not purpose-built but were frequently located in former industrial units, probably the only sites available in most areas. Of the camps featured most often in media coverage, Manjaca was farm owned and operated by the Yugoslav People’s Army, Keraterm was a former ceramics factory, and Omarska was an abandoned iron mine. There is evidence that in the Serb-run camps organization and management were chaotic, with different authorities responsible for different camps (Manjaca was controlled by the Bosnian Serb Army and Omarska by the Commune of Prijedor) which led to difficulties and delays when aid agencies and other organizations such as UNHCR attempted to gain access. These delays inevitably led to the impression that the Bosnian Serbs were deliberately restricting access.

The existence of the camps, although known to various international agencies, did not become public knowledge and thus an issue of concern until the summer of 1992. The first person to break the news of their existence was Roy Gutman of New York’s Newsday, closely followed by the Guardian newspaper’s Maggie O’Kane and ITN. ITN’s coverage of Manjaca flashed around the world and is generally considered to be the reason for the camps’ appearance on the international political agenda.

There is considerable evidence that many camps were established, although some were of a very temporary nature. By August 1993, for example, the International Committee of the Red Cross estimated that there were 6,474 inmates in 51 camps. These numbers probably represent only a portion of the total number of inmates and camps at that time, and the complete figures may never be known. The Bosnian Serbs certainly conceived of the camps as fulfilling one of their war aims: the creation of ethnically pure areas. Most of the inmates were civilians, as Croat and Muslim community leaders and soldiers were generally isolated and taken away (the evidence suggests for execution) when Bosnian Serb forces arrived in an area. Imprisoning civilians achieved several aims: ethnic cleansing, hostages for exchange (in one instance 400 Croats for diesel fuel), and the creation of fear, which further enabled ethnic cleansing by encouraging civilians to flee before advancing military forces.

The camps had varying impacts on the various sides and across socioeconomic classes. In the early stages of the war, when the Bosnian Serbs were securing large areas of territory, most of the camps, including Manjaca and Omarska, were run by them. Under intense international pressure, camps that were known to the media and international agencies were gradually closed and the inmates transferred to holding centers in Croatia. Later stages of the war saw the creation of camps by the Muslims and Croats, and relatively little is known of these, as by then media attention had shifted to Sarajevo and the various Muslim enclaves. One Croat-run camp, Mostar, is known to have had conditions as bad or even worse than those of the Serb camps. Mostar was established by the Ustache-inclined Croatian Party of Rights at the former Yugoslav Peoples’ Army heliport near the town, and inmates were kept in fuel tanks. Many died from the fumes, and a considerable number of people were murdered for sport by guards (including women) stationed there.

Finally, evidence suggests that among the Serbs, captured non-Serb civilians were screened to determine their fate. Those who were highly literate (such as teachers) or who occupied relatively high socioeconomic positions in the area seem to have disappeared (presumably executed), and very few from these groups ever made it to the camps. One inmate of Trnopolje camp told Red Cross officials, “Only the working class lived.”

Little is really known about the camps of the Bosnian War, and what is known is distorted by often sensationalist media reporting. Much investigative work needs to be done to obtain a more accurate picture of their purposes, roles, and consequences.

ROBERT JIGGINS
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Cosic, Dobrica

One of the most widely known and respected Serbian and Yugoslav writers, Dobrica Cosic served as president of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) in 1992–1993. Born in 1921 at Velika Drenova, Serbia, he was educated at the University of Belgrade and participated in the National Liberation War (1941–1945) as a political commissar.

After the war, he attended the elite Higher Party School and subsequently held many high-ranking positions in the Communist Party of Yugoslavia (subsequently the League of Communists of Yugoslavia—LCY), including membership in its central committee. Working also as a professional journalist and writer, Cosic subsequently published a number of novels, beginning with Daleko je sunce (Far Away Is the Sun, 1951), a fictional treatment of the wartime Partizan experience in Yugoslavia. With the publication of his major work, a two-volume historical epic on the Serb experience during World War I entitled Vreme smrti (A Time of Death, 1972–1977), his reputation as Serbia’s greatest living novelist was confirmed. His most recent and more politically controversial two-volume work on wartime and postwar experience, Vreme zla (A Time of Evil), was published in 1985–1990.

During the 1950s and 1960s, Cosic was involved in a number of literary, linguistic, and political controversies about Yugoslav culture and hence the postwar communist Yugoslav experience; these circumstances eventually resulted in his prosecution as a Serbian nationalist and his subsequent expulsion from the League of Communists. Although never openly proscribed as a novelist, he was nevertheless in the political wilderness until the 1980s, when a revived Serb nationalism led to his reinvolvement in politics. He reportedly coauthored the controversial “Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sciences and Arts” (SANU) on the question of Serbian nationalism in 1985.

Cosic initially gave public support to Slobodan Milosevic, who later reciprocated this important intellectual endorsement of his controversial rule and policies. Following the proclamation of a new Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in April 1992, Cosic was elected to its presidency by a vote in the FRY assembly in June 1992. Supported by Milosevic and the renamed League of Communists, the Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS), he subsequently parted company with the Serbian president over the latter’s policies toward Croatia and Bosnia. In association with the federal prime minister at the time, Milan Panic, who had been invited by Cosic to take up this post from exile in the United States, Cosic attempted to pursue a more independent policy than that of Milosevic, most notably in relation to Croatia. In October 1992 Cosic and Panic effected a partial rapprochement with Croatia over the disputed Prevlaka Peninsula in southern Dalmatia. They then also tried to break the political impasse in the Serbian province of Kosovo. Cosic then publicly backed Panic’s unsuccessful bid against Milosevic for the presidency of Serbia. The result of this effort was Cosic’s forced removal from office in June 1993; he was accused of plotting with discontented generals to get rid of Milosevic through a military coup. Since then, Cosic has not been formally involved in politics, but he remains an influential figure in Serbia.

MARKO MILIVOJEVIC
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Croatia 

Croatia is a Slavic country located in the mountainous Balkans region of southeastern Europe. By the beginning of World War II, many Croats had become highly nationalistic and joined separatist movements, the most extreme of which was the Ustase (aka Ustashas or Ustashe), which was strongly fascist in ideology. In April 1941 a puppet state, the Independent State of Croatia (Nezavisna drzava Hrvatska—NDH), was created by Croat Fascists with Italian Fascist and Nazi supervision. The NDH governed most of modern Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and parts of Serbia. Its leaders implemented a policy of ethnic cleansing. The Ustase forced thousands of Serbs to convert from Orthodoxy to Catholicism. It also engaged in a campaign of ethnic cleansing against Serbs, Jews, and Roma (Gypsies). Six concentration camps were set up in Croatia along the banks of the Sava River, which is located about 60 miles south of Zagreb. The worst was Jasenovac, where over 100,000 (with some estimates claiming up to 700,000) civilians were murdered. Other camps were Zemun, Sajmiste, Donja Gradina, a women’s camp at Stara Gradiska, and a children’s camp at Sisak. Sajmiste was run by the Nazis as an extermination camp for Serbian Jews. It is estimated that between 4,000 and 8,000 were killed there. Others were also killed there as well, including Roma and Serbian opponents of the Nazis and the Ustase.
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After World War II, thousands of Ustase members and others Croat nationalists who were not in favor of the Communist regime of Josip Broz Tito were summarily executed. In 1991, the breakup of Yugoslavia soon led to the Serbo-Croatian War (the Homeland War in Croatia). Atrocities began to occur in October of 1991. On October 10th, 75 Croat civilians were massacred in the villages of Lovas and Opatovac in the eastern Croat region of Slavonia by Serb paramilitary units. On October 12th, Croat civilians were massacred at Saborskom. The killers were members of a Croat Serb militia known as the Militia of the Republic of Serb Krajina. War crimes were committed in the village of Skabrnja by Serbian forces when nearly 100 prisoners of war (POWs) and civilians were killed on or about October 12.

Between October 16 and 18, Gospic in the Lika district was the scene of a massacre of civilian Serbs by a Croatian military unit. On October 21, irregular Croatian Serb forces massacred a group of Croats near the village of Bacin in central Croatia. The Vukovar and Skabrnja massacres took place between November 18 and 21, 1991. More than 250 Croats were killed by the Yugoslav People’s Army. Indicted for the murders were Veselin Sljivancanin, Mile Mrksic, and Miroslav Radic.

The Skabrnja massacre occurred on November 18 when Serb paramilitary unites captured the village where 25 POWs and over 60 civilians were killed. In December 1991, some 50 Croat civilians were massacred at the village of Vocin by Serb irregular fighters. On June 21, 1992, the Croatian army attacked Serbian units on the Miljevic plateau on the heights above Dalmatia. United Nations (UN) peace keepers charged afterward that the Croats had committed war crimes in the attack.

Between September 9 and 17, 1993, the Croatian army engaged in Operation MEDAK POCKET, which was a salient around the village of Medak in the Kika region. The area was at that time under the control of the Krijnia Serbs who had declared the formation of the Republic of Krajina. The operation ended with a Croat victory, but only after a brief firefight with UN peacekeepers.

Operation STORM began August 4, 1995. It was alleged later to be a crime against humanity because it was an act of ethnic cleansing. The operation was directed against the Krijina Serbs who has occupied the Krijina region since 1578. Over 200,000 people were displaced by the end of the operation. The claim of ethnic cleansing was rejected because it was believed that most Serbs had left by the time the operation began. Croat General Rahim Ademi was nevertheless indicted for crimes against humanity and violations of the laws or customs of war. Despite Ademi’s surrender to UN authorities he was not tried by the International Tribunal but was remanded to Croatia where his trial was begun on June 18, 2007, in Zagreb.

Croatian General Ante Gotovina was charged with responsibility for the killing of over 100 Serbs during their expulsion from Croatia. His trial as of 2007 was joined with those of Ivan Cermak and Mladen Markac, but had been delayed. General Mirko Norac was convicted along with four others in 2003 of the killings at Gospic. Also convicted of war crimes was paramilitary leader Mirko Graorac in Split County (Zupanijski) Court, April 27, 1996. He was given a 20-year prison sentence for killing and abusing prisoners at a concentration camp near Banja Luka in Bosnia and for the physical and psychological maltreatment and torture of civilians.

Extradited to The Hague was Mladen Naletilic, nicknamed “Tuta.” He was convicted in 2003 of murdering several dozen Krajina Serbs in a covert military operation. A leader of the Krajina Serbs, Milan Martic, was convicted on June 13, 2007 for his part in the shelling of Zagreb in May 1995, and for other crimes against civilian targets. More cases await prosecution.

ANDREW J. L. WASKEY
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Croatian War of Independence 

The Croatian War of Independence was a four-year conflict (March 31, 1991–November 12, 1995) between Croatian national forces on one side and the Yugoslav People’s Army (YPA) and Serb guerillas within Croatia on the other. The YPA, which was the federal army controlled in Belgrade by the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, was dominated by Serbs, who historically had clashed with Croats. The conflict was actually both a civil war—fought within Croatia—and a larger war involving both the YPA and, beginning in early 1992, United Nations (UN) peacekeeping forces.

In the spring of 1990, Croatian nationalists held free elections in Croatia, with the ultimate goal of declaring independence from Yugoslavia. Within weeks, a parliament was formed, with the nationalist leader Franjo Tudjman as head of the fledgling government. These developments prompted federal leaders in Belgrade to disband all territorial defense forces in the various republics. Although independence fighters in nearby Slovenia had managed to circumvent this order, the Croats did not move quickly enough, and their local defense force was largely disarmed. While fighting in Slovenia lasted a mere 10 days and resulted in uncontested independence, the conflict in Croatia would endure for more than four years and resulted in many deaths and injuries and much damage.

In December 1990, a popular referendum in Croatia resulted in a strong push for complete independence. On June 25, 1991, Tudman declared Croatia’s intent to seek independence, which was formally declared on October 8. Slovenia had also declared independence on June 25, sparking the Ten-Day War. On March 31, 1991, the war in Croatia began when federal forces clashed with Croats in Pakrac. Later, federal forces would begin bombarding Croatian targets along the Adriatic; the Croats retaliated by besieging federal barracks in Croatia. This left federal forces without supplies or food, which compelled them to besiege and/or bombard civilian areas. After the civilian population had been killed or fled, YPA forces would move in and ransack villages and town for food and supplies.

When the war began, the YPA was far superior to Croat forces in terms of materiel and personnel. It possessed 300 jet aircraft and some 2,000 tanks, although much of this equipment was 30 years old. Croatian forces were small and poorly organized, with the police doing much of the fighting early on. The Croats possessed fewer than 2 dozen tanks and a few antiquated propeller aircraft. Firearms were in short supply and were similarly antiquated, while ammunition was scarce when the fighting began. In April 1991, ethnic Serbs living in Croatia announced their own breakaway republic within Croatia, known as the Republic of Serbian Krajina (about one-eighth of Croatia’s population was Serbian). This they did with the express encouragement of Belgrade and the YPA, with the hope that the Croats could be subdued by both federal forces and a guerilla effort waged by Serbs living in Croatia. Eventually, the Serbs occupied nearly one-third of Croatia’s total territory.

The fighting throughout 1991 was brutal, with many civilian casualties and wholesale devastation of Croatian towns, cities, and infrastructure. The combat also resulted in thousands of homeless and displaced people, both Croats and Serbs. Within the Serbian breakaway republic, the Serbs conducted vicious ethnic cleansing, designed to drive out or kill all non-Serbs in the areas they controlled. The conflict quickly became an international concern, with no fewer than 14 cease-fires arranged and promptly broken in 1991 alone. The fighting in Vukovar between August and September 1991 resulted in the deaths of at least 2,000 people, more than 1,100 of whom were civilians. Another 31,000 civilians were forcibly expelled from the city.

Finally, in January 1992, with the war’s death toll already approaching 10,000, the United Nations stepped in and brokered a cease-fire. This ended the continual fighting, but not the war, which would rage on and off until late 1995. In February, the first of some 14,000 UN peacekeeping troops arrived in Croatia to enforce the truce. This resulted in the withdrawal of virtually all YPA forces from Croatia; they then moved into Bosnia and Herzegovina, where another war was about to begin. The Serb guerillas and their leaders, however, continued sporadic fighting with Croatian forces. UN troops were unable to stop much of the later fighting. Indeed, in July 1992, Serb rebels bombarded the besieged city of Dubrovnik, causing considerable damage and panic among the civilian population. Meanwhile, Croatia’s independence was codified when it became a member of the United Nations in May 1992.

Sporadic fighting occurred until 1995, at which time the Croats mounted two major offensives designed to defeat the Serb insurgents and retake control of the territory they still held—Operations FLASH and STORM. The Serbs, now on the run, retaliated by shelling Zagreb, the Croatian capital, but that did not deter the Croats. By the late summer of 1995, the Croats had retaken virtually all of the rebel-held territory and expelled more than 100,000 Serbs from Croatia.

The fighting was essentially over by mid-November 1995; the war ended officially on December 14, when Croatian, Serbian, and Bosnian officials signed the Dayton Peace Accords in Dayton, Ohio. Despite the widespread suffering, the Croats emerged from the conflict entirely victorious. They preserved their independence and ensured the territorial integrity of their nation. Those goals came with a very high price, however. At least 25 percent of the nation’s economy was destroyed, and some $37 billion of damage was wrought on Croatia’s infrastructure and housing. The Croats reported nearly 16,000 people killed—8,147 soldiers, 6,605 civilians, and 1,218 missing, presumed dead. Some 250,000 Croats were displaced. The Serbs suffered nearly 7,950 dead—5,600 soldiers and 2,344 civilians. There were between 250,000 and 300,000 Serbs displaced during the fighting.

In the years after the war, both Serbian and Croatian leaders involved in the fighting came under scrutiny by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for their role in the conflict. In 2007, the ICTY found Milan Martic, a leader of the Serbia rebels in Croatia, guilty of colluding with Slobodan Milosevic and other Serbs to establish a “unified Serbia state.” During 2008–2012, three Croatian generals were tried at the ICTY for crimes against humanity, but they were ultimately acquitted.
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Dayton Peace Accords 

The Dayton Peace Accords brought temporary peace between the Bosnians, Croats, and Serbs following the break-up of the former Yugoslavia. On November 21, 1995, after more than three years of war in Bosnia, President Bill Clinton helped the leaders of these states negotiate a peace treaty. With estimates of 100,000 to 400,000 people dead and the country of Bosnia in ruins, the process of nation-building under the auspices of the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began. Bringing together 30,000 troops from 29 nations, the peacekeeping forces helped implement the provisions of the Dayton Peace Accords.

The Bosnian War—also known as the Balkan War—began on April 6, 1992. Three political parties emerged from the first Bosnian democratic election in 1990, with each party representing a major ethnic group. These parties, representing the Bosniaks, Bosnian Serbs, and Bosnian Croats, formed an uneasy coalition to maintain state unity. When Bosnia declared independence in April 1992, the Yugoslav People’s Army (of Serbia) surrounded Bosnia and began its military campaign.

Three years later, following involvement by Croatian, Bosnian, and Serbian forces, the three groups met with President Bill Clinton in Dayton, Ohio, to reach a peace agreement. The Dayton Peace Accords divided Bosnia into the separate republics of Bosnia-Herzegovina and the Republika Srpska. Further requirements maintained the capital city of Sarajevo, established a three-part government, required democratic elections, assured refugees right of return, excluded war criminals from political life, and mandated an international peacekeeping force.

Following the agreement, U.S. and NATO forces took responsibility for the enforcement and completion of the accords’ provisions. Heavy bombardment by Serbian forces during the war destroyed much of the infrastructure of Sarajevo and the surrounding countryside. Peacekeeping forces oversaw the reconstruction of the country’s vital systems, and protected citizens from further violence. In 1996, 29 nations contributed to the peacekeeping forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina, creating a force 30,000 members strong. Efforts continue into the present to strengthen the stability and peace of the Balkan region.
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Del Ponte, Carla 

Carla Del Ponte is an international criminal lawyer, best known for her role as chief prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). Born on February 9, 1947, in Lugano, Switzerland, she studied law in Bern, Geneva, and the United Kingdom, obtaining her legal qualification in 1972. After completing her studies, Del Ponte joined a private law firm in Lugano, leaving in 1975 to set up her own practice as a local lawyer. In 1981 she was appointed as a public prosecutor in Lugano, prosecuting cases of fraud, drug trafficking, money laundering, arms dealing, terrorism, and espionage. She also antagonized the Italian mafia, which made an assassination attempt on her life in 1992. As a result, Del Ponte became the first public figure in Switzerland to require round-the-clock protection and an armor-plated car.

In 1994 Del Ponte became attorney general for Switzerland, and in 1999 was appointed as chief prosecutor at the ICTY in The Hague, replacing Louise Arbour.

Over the next few years, she prosecuted numerous cases of those accused of crimes committed during the Balkan wars of the 1990s. Her greatest coup as prosecutor was the extradition of the former Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic from Serbia to The Hague, in 2001. His death in custody in 2006 robbed Del Ponte and the ICTY of a conviction, and for this she came under criticism for having taken too long to try him. While his death was a matter for deep regret, however, Del Ponte defended the prosecution’s painstaking construction of the case, arguing that anything less would have been a disservice to his victims.

In 2003 she was relieved of her responsibility as prosecutor for the ICTR in order to focus exclusively on prosecutions for the former Yugoslavia. Renowned for her stubbornness in pursuing justice, Del Ponte was known as one who did not favor one side or the other when bringing cases to the ICTY. Because of her dogged determination and concern with the victims of genocide, her detractors often labeled her with epithets: at different times she was known as “the whore,” “the new Gestapo,” “the unguided missile,” and “the personification of stubbornness.” In her own way, she took some measure of pride in such labels, as they showed that she was being effective as chief prosecutor. For Del Ponte, it did not matter whether an alleged criminal was Serb, Croatian, Bosnian, or Kosovar Albanian; she was more interested in issues of justice than of politics. That said, the majority of those against whom a case was brought while she was prosecutor were Serbs. For this she was condemned by many Serbs for having transformed the ICTY into what they considered to be an anti-Serb tribunal.

Some critics, pondering Del Ponte’s overall record, have put forth the view that her dogged pursuit of Milosevic meant that other Serbs were missed in the hunt for those most responsible for crimes against humanity and war crimes. By focusing on that investigation, it is argued, the general public and the ICTY itself were deprived of the prosecution of a number of other top leaders who could also have been apprehended. With so much placed at Milosevic's feet, the prosecution sought to conduct a super-trial which would put the blame on him for everything nefarious that took place during all the Balkan conflicts of the 1990s. And then he died, anyway.

Although Del Ponte successfully prosecuted a number of high-profile cases at the ICTY, her three most important actions did not bear any results during her tenure. One of them, against Milosevic, will never be resolved owing to his death in 2006. Two other cases, against former president of Republika Srpska Radovan Karadzic, and former Bosnian Serb general Ratko Mladic, are still proceeding as of this writing. Because of these misses, Del Ponte has concluded that her tenure as chief prosecutor was itself a failure, or at least, not the success she hoped it would be. Although the vast majority of those indicted were brought to trial, those who were the most prominent did not meet justice during her time in The Hague.

Overall, however, Del Ponte’s standing at the ICTY was an important one, sending a clear message to the perpetrators of grave human rights abuses that they will not be safe from prosecution as the culture of impunity she fought so hard to overturn was finally challenged through her dogged pursuit of justice. Some critics have argued that more suspects could, and should, have been tried during her term as chief prosecutor, though others disagree, saying that Del Ponte’s persistence kept the war crimes issue high on the international agenda. From the time she took office, Del Ponte and her investigative team brought a total of 91 suspects into custody. Under Del Ponte the prosecution at the ICTY proved beyond reasonable doubt that genocide was committed in Srebrenica, that rape was used as an instrument of terror and should be considered a crime against humanity, and that the crimes against civilians during the siege of Sarajevo merit the maximum sentences.

On January 30, 2007, Carla Del Ponte announced her intention to resign as chief prosecutor at the ICTY by the end of the year, stating it was “time to return to normal life.” She stayed in the role until January 1, 2008, when she was succeeded by the Belgian lawyer Serge Brammertz. In January 2008 she became Switzerland’s ambassador to Argentina, a position she held until early 2011.
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Denial of the Bosnian Genocide 

The Bosnian Genocide is no exception to claims by denialists, though, perhaps because it is so relatively recent. The central arguments of the denialist claims of genocide on the part of the Serbs regarding Bosnians appears to fall into two specific areas: (1) whether (or not) the Serbian agenda was in fact genocidal in its military drive to create a “Greater Serbia” in the image of the former Yugoslavia, and thus necessitating North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and U.S. military intervention including airstrikes, and (2) whether (or not) the murders of approximately 8,000 Bosnian Muslim men and boys in the Srebrenica, while the UNPROFOR [United Nations Protection Force] of 400 Dutch peacekeepers (Dutchbat) did nothing to prevent it, was itself genocide. Additionally, sharing in this so-called critique of genocide was the failure of the United Nations (UN), NATO, and the Western democracies, primarily the United States, to “even-handedly” address both Serbia and Bosnia, and the “slanted” media coverage by the Western media.

Those who make these claims are not Serbians, but Westerners, and include Americans Noam Chomsky, Philip Corwin, Edward Herman, Stephen Karganovic, Michael Parenti, Briton Diana Johnstone, Canadian Lewis MacKenzie, German Thomas Deichmann, and others. Particularly noteworthy in this context is the so-called Serbian Historical Project based in The Hague, Netherlands and founded by Cleveland, Ohio, attorney Stephen (Stefan) Karganovic, and funded by the Republika Srpska to the tune of more than $1,100,000 between 2008 and 2012. Also noteworthy and published in 2011 and available online, The Srebrenica Massacre: Evidence, Context, Politics is edited by Edward Harman with a Forward by Philip Corwin, and includes contributions by George Bogdanovich, Tim Fenton, Jonathan Rooper, George Szamuely, Michael Mandel, and Philip Hammond, with such provocative and indicative titles as “The Numbers Game,” “Securing Verdicts: The Misuse of Witness Evidence at the Hague,” and “UN Report on Srebrenica: A Distorted Picture of Events.”

Prominent Serbians have also participated in these denials. These include the current president of Serbia Tomislav Nikolic, and the president of the Republika Srpska Milorad Dodik. The refutational proof for the denialists, however, was the founding of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in 1993, established by the UN by Resolution 827, and based in The Hague, Netherlands. Since its founding, more than 150 individuals have been indicted for genocidal crimes and more than 125 brought to trial, including the president of Serbia Slobodan Milosevic who died in prison before a final verdict could be rendered; Serbian nationalist leader Momcilo Krajisnik; president of the Republika Srpska Radovan Karadzic, and Republika Srpska general Ratko Mladic, the latter two of whom are presently on trial after more than a decade in hiding.

The case of Srebrenica is particularly poignant—despite the Serbian claim that it was not genocide and whether or not one describes it as a case of “ethnic cleansing” or “massacre.” A paramilitary unit of Serbia known as the “Scorpions” together with members of the Army of the Republika Srpska under the leadership of Mladic removed from Srebrenica approximately 8,000 men and boys, some of whom were Bosnian military, from the area known as a “safe enclave/area” under the supposed protection of UNPROFOR Dutch troops only to be murdered en masse. To date, almost 7,000 victims have been identified via DNA testing, and more than 5,000 buried in the Memorial Centre at Potocari.

The Serbian military assault began on July 6, 1995, and concluded on the 11th. It has been estimated that prior to the assault, approximately 20,000–25,000 Bosniaks were gathered together in Srebrenica. On the morning of the 12th, the removals began by bus and heading north. Of those remaining, numerous instances of rape and torture of women have also been both witnessed and recorded. It has also been estimated that approximately 25,000 women were deported. There have also been reports by survivors of the use of chemical weapons against them as they fled. Subsequent to the Srebrenica Massacre until the end of the conflict, numerous other instances of the murders of Bosnian men, women, and children throughout the region took place, all implemented by Serbian forces. The task of identifying the remains found in mass graves continues unabated.

Importantly and thus putting to rest any false claims of genocide denial is the fact that a Serbian commission in 1995 acknowledged that the Srebrenica Massacre was a planned military action (though the denialists argue that this report was both coerced and falsified). In 2004, and again in 2010, the Serbian government publicly acknowledged the mass killing (though denialists have subsequently argued that these public expressions were equally coerced).
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Draskovic, Vuk

Vuk Draskovic is a writer and former Yugoslav and Serbian politician, who served as deputy prime minister of Yugoslavia/Serbia between January 18 and April 28, 1999, and minister of foreign affairs between March 3, 2004, and May 15, 2007. He is best known as one of the key intellectual movers behind the resurgence of Serbian nationalism in the 1980s and 1990s.

Draskovic was born on November 29, 1946, in the village of Meda, Zitiste, Serbia, and was the eldest child in a family of six children. He studied law at the University of Belgrade, and after graduation worked as a journalist for several years, including a lengthy period with Tanjug, the Yugoslav National News Agency.

In 1980 he moved away from journalism in order to devote his time to literary writing. His novels The Judge, The Knife, Prayer, The Russian Consul, and The Night of the General were bestsellers, both in Yugoslavia and overseas, and his works were translated into English, French, Russian, Greek, Roumanian, and Czech, among other languages. The nationalistic nature of his writing was controversial within communist Yugoslavia, and Draskovic was considered a dissident by many in the Yugoslav Communist Party hierarchy, notwithstanding his own longstanding party membership. His novel Noz (The Knife), in particular, created a furor when it was published in 1982, propelling Draskovic into the literary limelight. This, together with his other novels, tackled difficult themes and challenged communist revisionist history, and promoted a radical nationalist agenda that spoke violently of a reckoning between Serbs and Muslims in Yugoslavia at some time in the future.

Together with Mirko Jovic—who later led the White Eagles militia during the Bosnian War—and Vojislav Seselj, Draskovic founded the Serbian National Renewal Party (Srpska narodna obnova, or SNO) in 1989. However, after a year together the party split into three separate groupings; Jovic stayed with the SNO, Seselj formed the Serbian Radical Party (Srpska radikalna stranka, or SRS), and Draskovic formed the Serbian Renewal Movement (Srpski pokret obnove, or SPO), a Serb promonarchist party. Each vied with the other for recognition as being more conservative and nationalistic than the others, and Draskovic and Seselj soon became bitter political opponents.

Draskovic also became a leading opponent of Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic, and organized street protests and mass demonstrations against his regime in Belgrade on March 9, 1991. Over time, Draskovic built a reputation as a fierce and combative opposition leader, but in his desire for political power—and predominance among the varied opposition leaders—he made a number of deals with the Milosevic regime while at the same time remaining ostensibly committed to the idea of fundamental democratic change. His critics charged him with political opportunism, and of alternating between opposition and cooperation, but he remained consistent in his general opposition to Milosevic. In 1993 he was detained and harassed by the police after organizing further public demonstrations, was savagely beaten, and thrown into a high-security prison. Only a hunger strike, pressure from other opposition parties, and outrage expressed by the international community forced the Serbian regime to arrange his release.

Draskovic’s nationalism took a number of forms. Not only did he seek the rehabilitation of Serbian Chetniks and make numerous consciousness-raising speeches; he also put his beliefs into concrete form as he led the SPO into organizing a paramilitary unit called the Serbian Guard. He claimed his establishment of this force was a move to prompt Milosevic to form a specifically Serb military presence outside of the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA), but he later distanced himself from the Guard after it began committing atrocities in Croatia and elsewhere. And throughout all this time his compelling oratory and highly emotive rhetoric brought a radical nationalist dimension to Serbian politics rarely matched beforehand, advocating the Greater Serbia idea more extensively than Milosevic and many of those around him.

Despite this, Draskovic also possessed tendencies that were pro-Western and antiwar. He insisted that Serbia should develop a more democratic style of government, seek to move back into a Western alliance system, and try to keep the former Yugoslavia together, albeit in a new power-sharing arrangement with the Croats. On the other hand, his preference was always to reject any notions of separatism or the partition of Serbian territory.

After the Bosnian War ended in 1995, Draskovic remained in politics, and in 1996 joined in an alliance with the Democratic Party of Zoran Djindic and the Civic Alliance of Serbia under Vesna Pesic, which collectively was known as the Zajedno (“Together”) grouping. It achieved some success in local elections later that year, but in 1997 it split and Draskovic’s SPO again stood alone. In January 1998, in what some saw as a surprise move, the SPO was invited to form a coalition with Milosevic’s Socialist Party of Serbia. This was brought about in large part in the hope that Draskovic could use his influence in the West to ease tensions between Serbia and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) over Kosovo. Consequently, in early 1999, Draskovic became the deputy prime minister of what was left of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. During the Kosovo War of early 1999 he split with Milosevic, however, and on April 28, 1999, he broke the coalition altogether and returned to the ranks of the opposition.

Unsuccessful attempts were then made to assassinate Draskovic on October 3, 1999, and June 15, 2000. His political career waned over the next few years, though the SPO was still active throughout the 2000s despite its lack of success and some bad strategic maneuvering that cost it at successive polls. In late 2003 Draskovic entered his party into a pre-election coalition with another party, New Serbia, in time for parliamentary elections. Though enjoying only limited success, it was enough to enable the coalition to enter into a broader grouping of parties that formed a minority government. Draskovic was named foreign minister in the new administration, a position he held until May 2007.

Vuk Draskovic is arguably Serbia’s best known novelist, and is viewed by many Serbs as a charismatic and larger than life figure. He remains controversial, and a political survivor who can read the changing winds of opinion astutely. In August 2010, in what some viewed as the act of a supreme political opportunism—and which others outside of Serbia applauded as the act of a statesmanship—Draskovic argued in favor of changing Serbia’s 2006 constitution so as to remove references to Kosovo as part of Serbia in light of the changed realities brought about by that province’s unilateral declaration of independence on February 17, 2008. Despite the fact that such recognition would reduce Serbia in size, his view was that the loss of Kosovo was an accomplished fact that was unlikely to be overturned, and that this status should be recognized so that Serbia could move ahead to a new, post-Milosevic future.
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Drina Corps 

The Drina Corps was one of six geographically based corps of the Army of the Republika Srpska (VRS) during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War. It was principally responsible for the July 11–13 Srebrenica Massacre in which as many as 8,000 Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) men and boys were systematically slaughtered.

Numbering some 15,000 men at its peak deployment, the Drina Corps was created on November 1, 1992, under the command of General Milenko Zivanovic; he commanded the unit until early July 1995, at which time General Radislav Krstic took charge. The entirety of the VRS was under the control of Radovan Karadzic, president of the Republika Srpska. The Drina Corps was subdivided into 13 geographically based brigades, each under the command of a brigadier general. Two of those 13 brigades were responsible for Srebrenica and the surrounding areas—the Zvornik and Bratunac brigades.

In April 1993, in an effort to halt ethnic cleansing, the United Nations (UN) Security Council declared Srebrenica to be a “safe haven,” where persecuted civilian minorities could safely seek refuge. The city was then supposedly secured by peacekeeping troops under the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). In July 1995, Srebrenica was being protected by 1,170 Dutch troops, who were part of UNPROFOR. On July 10, the Zvornik and Bratunac brigades entered the city to capture it; the Dutch forces, which were not well trained or equipped for their mission, put up a tepid and ineffectual defense. The following day, the Drina brigades, with help from a local Serb militia group, unleashed a grisly massacre of at least 8,000 unarmed Muslim civilians, chiefly men and young boys. The events at Srebrenica shocked the international community, and the UN secretary-general termed the killings as Europe’s worst massacre since World War II.

The Srebrenica Massacre was ordered by Mladic, with Karadzic’s authorization, and carried out by Krstic. Several individuals associated with the massacre have since been arrested, indicted, and/or convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. Krstic was the first Serbian official to be brought up on such charges. Arrested in December 1998, he was tried and convicted of genocide in 2001. On appeal in 2004, his charge was reduced to being an accomplice to genocide, and his sentence was reduced from 46 years in prison to 35 years in prison.

General Zdravko Tolimir, who was also involved in the events at Srebrenica, was arrested in May 2007 and placed on trial by the ICTY. He was found guilty of war crimes in December 2012. Karadzic was arrested in July 2007 on a litany of charges, including ones related to the Srebrenica tragedy. His trial by the ICTY has progressed in fits and starts, however, and as of this writing, the proceedings are ongoing. Zivanovic has thus far not been indicted for Srebrenica, but he has been subpoenaed to testify in front of the ICTY.
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Erdemovic, Drazen

Drazen Erdemovic is an ethnic Bosnian Croat born in Tuzla, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on November 25, 1971, and the first person to be convicted as a war criminal in an international tribunal since the end of World War II. He was also the first defendant at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) to plead guilty to the charges brought against him.

Erdemovic had a mixed record of military service prior to his arrest. He first fought in the Croatian Army in 1991 during the Siege of Vukovar, before returning to Bosnia. When the Bosnian War broke out in April 1992, he joined the Bosnian army, and then deserted because of a dispute over a food ration. He moved into the HVO (Hrvatsko vijece obrane), the army of the self-proclaimed Croatian Republic of Herzeg-Bosnia during the Bosnian War, but was arrested for illegal activities, among which were clandestinely helping Serbs to cross demarcation lines between the Croatian and Serb occupation zones. He managed to escape and find refuge in a Bosnian Serb camp. Here, he enlisted in the VRS (Vojska Republike Srpske), the Army of Republika Srpska, and joined the 10th Sabotage Detachment.

Erdemovic’s unit saw close-quarter action in the Serb assault on the eastern Bosnian city of Srebrenica in July 1995, and on July 16 they were located at a collective farm in Pilica, north of the city. The VRS had begun sending male Bosniaks away from Srebrenica to various locations for execution after having taken the city on July 11, and Pilica was one such place. There, the unit met a convoy of buses arriving from Srebrenica filled with Bosnian Muslim men and boys of between approximately 17 and 60 years of age—all civilians—who had earlier surrendered to the Serb occupiers. Erdemovic’s unit led them away in groups of 10, and executed them in a controlled orgy of mass killing. By the end of the process, some 1,200 Bosnian Muslims had been murdered. Erdemovic later admitted to killing about 70 of the victims himself, even though he had at first allegedly resisted the order to commit these murders. It was later revealed in evidence that he was ordered to shoot the men or he would himself be killed.

After this, Erdemovic had problems aligning his own sense of morality with what he had done, and threatened to break ranks with his comrades and divulge what the 10th Sabotage Unit had done at Srebrenica. In response, one member of his unit, Stanko Savanovic, tried to silence Erdemovic by shooting him. Although badly wounded, in early 1996 Erdemovic managed to confess on camera about what had happened at Srebrenica. On March 2, 1996, he was arrested by the Yugoslav police and handed over to the ICTY by Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic on March 30, 1996.

Erdemovic was indicted on May 29, 1996, and appeared in court two days later. He pleaded guilty to the two counts for which he had been indicted, war crimes and crimes against humanity. He was the first person to enter a guilty plea at the tribunal, but sought some form of allowance for the fact that he had been intimidated into performing the acts for which he was on trial. According to the Nuremberg Principles of 1950, a set of precepts adopted by the United Nations International Law Commission after World War II, every person is responsible for his or her own actions, and that, as a result, the defense of “following superior orders” is not a valid or legitimate defense provided a moral choice was made to the person committing the criminal act. In Erdemovic’s case, this moral choice was not available, and the trial thus saw the defense of duress. As the trial proceeded, this was recognized, though the tribunal did not consider this absolved him totally of all guilt. On November 29, 1996, he was sentenced to 10 years’ imprisonment.

On December 23, 1996, he appealed, based on the assertion that his original guilty plea was not properly informed, after which he was given the chance to re-plead in a new case. The appeals chamber allowed the appeal, and on October 7, 1997, permitted a new trial to take place. On this occasion, the prosecutor withdrew the count of crimes against humanity. On January 14, 1998, Erdemovic pleaded guilty to the sole charge of violations of the laws and customs of war in that he participated in the murder of the Bosniaks at Srebrenica.

On March 5, 1998, he was sentenced to 5 years’ imprisonment and transferred to Norway to serve out his sentence. Credit was given for time served since March 28, 1996, and on August 13, 1999, he was granted early release. Upon serving his sentence, Erdemovic entered the ICTY’s witness protection program, and testified at the trial of Milosevic. Erdemovic was the first accused appearing before the ICTY to plead guilty to the crimes alleged against him, and the first against whom the ICTY handed down a sentence. In his case in November 1996 he claimed mitigating circumstances, which were later repeated in his appeal, namely, his young age when the crimes took place, his remorse, his subordinate status as a private soldier, the current absence of any dangerous character traits, the amenable nature of his personality, and the fact that, as a Bosnian Croat, he had been told by his Serb officers that if he did not kill Muslims he would himself be killed. In the final judgment on Erdemovic on March 5, 1998, these were accepted as mitigating circumstances affecting his behavior at Srebrenica. The chamber upheld his appeal on these grounds, and he was released from prison in August 2000 after completing his sentence.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Ethnic Cleansing and Genocide in Bosnia and Croatia, 1991–1995 

Between 1991 and 1995, Yugoslavia went from a peaceful, multiethnic nation to a dismembered region wracked by civil war that rapidly degenerated into reciprocal atrocities, genocidal massacres, and ultimately into actual genocide. From its formation in 1945 until its violent dissolution in 1991, Yugoslavia was among the most diverse nations of Europe, consisting of several national and ethnic groups, of which Serbs (36 percent), Croats (19.8 percent), Muslims (8.9 percent), Slovenes (7.8 percent), and Albanians (7.7 percent) were the most numerous. It was divided into six semiautonomous republics, each of which varied greatly with respect to ethnic composition.

There was a great deal of genocidal violence in the region during World War II. However, despite that bloody legacy, following the war, the vast majority of people in Yugoslavia coexisted in peace, regardless of their religion or ethnic origin. Indeed, in 1991, more than 20 percent of the population included ethnically mixed families, and in some cities like Sarajevo, the intermarriage rate was nearly 50 percent

During the Cold War decades of the 1960s and 1970s, Yugoslavia, under the leadership of Josip Broz Tito, had enjoyed more personal freedoms and a higher economic standard of living than any other communist country. However, Tito’s death in 1980 created a political leadership vacuum, which, combined with declining economic conditions during the rest of decade, created tensions and anxieties among the population that were exploited by nationalist politicians like Slobodan Milosevic, a Serb, and Franjo Tudjman, a Croat. By November 1989, the fall of the Berlin Wall signaled the end of the Cold War. Shortly thereafter, the Republic of Slovenia declared its independence from Yugoslavia, Croatia was moving rapidly toward independence, and Serb minorities in Croatia and Bosnia were worrying about their futures in a disunited Yugoslavia, particularly in areas where Serbs had been slaughtered by Croats during World War II.
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The social and political tensions worsened during 1990 as militant Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia obtained hundreds of thousands of guns; the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, which had been a force for federal unity, dissolved in chaos; free elections in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia reinforced nationalistic parties favoring secession; the Yugoslav national army intervened to disarm territorial defense forces in Slovenia and Croatia; and Serbs in Croatia began a campaign of terrorism, blockades of roads and railways, and armed confrontation with authorities.

In the years and months before the outbreak of war, as well as during the war itself, both Milosevic and Tudjman exploited aspects of the World War II genocide for political purposes, particularly through the use of television. They were assisted by academics and other members of the intelligentsia who helped confer upon the nationalistic ideology the patina of scholarly legitimacy.

Lethal conflict erupted in 1991. In late February, Serbs in Croatia declared their independence from Croatia. During March, Serbs seized control of the police station in the Croatian town of Pakrac, Croatian police used force in the attempt to free it, and the Yugoslav Army intervened to restore peace. Also in early March, a major demonstration in Belgrade against Milosevic was crushed by the Serbian police and Yugoslav military. On the last day of March, the first deaths occurred in a clash between Croatian Serbs and Croatian police in the Plitvice National Park south of Zagreb, the capital of Croatia. On June 25, both Croatia and Slovenia declared independence from Yugoslavia. Two days later, the Yugoslav Army began an unsuccessful 10-day war attempting to thwart Slovene secession. In August, the Croatian town of Kijevo was leveled by a 12-hour bombardment by Serbs, and the Croatian city of Vukovar was attacked by the Yugoslav Army. By the fall of 1991, massacres of civilians had been committed by both Serb and Croatian forces, leading Norman Cigar, the author of Genocide in Bosnia: The Policy of “Ethnic Cleansing” (Texas A&M University Press, 1995), to refer to the war in Croatia as a “dress rehearsal to genocide” in Bosnia. On November 18, Vukovar fell after months of fighting and more than 2,000 deaths. The city itself was largely demolished by heavy artillery, mortars, and assault from the air. In early December, the Croatian coastal city of Dubrovnik was savagely shelled by the Yugoslav Army. In January 1992, Cyrus Vance, as a United Nations (UN) mediator, negotiated a cease-fire in Croatia, and by early March more than 12,000 UN peacekeeping forces had begun to maintain the cease-fire in Croatia. The Croatian Serbs retained control of approximately one-third of the nation.

War and genocide spread to Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1992. In January, the Bosnian Serbs declared their own state, under the leadership of Radovan Karadzic, and at the end of March, a referendum in Bosnia, boycotted by Serbs, voted for independence from Yugoslavia. On April 5, the fighting in Sarajevo began. Also in April, Bosnian Serbs, aided by paramilitary units from Serbia, began a carefully planned campaign in which they systematically forced the removal of Bosnian Muslims in towns and villages throughout eastern and northern Bosnia, and there were also many instances of genocidal massacres of Muslims by Serbs. The Serbs controlled more than two-thirds of Bosnia by the end of June.

This purposeful nationalistic campaign to “cleanse” an area of an unwanted “outsider” ethnic group earned a new name: ethnic cleansing. The world was shocked at the appearance of such large-scale genocidal persecution in Europe for the first time since World War II. In July and August, journalists exposed a system of brutal concentration camps run by Serbs in which Muslims and others were tortured and murdered. Pictures of gaunt, starved, and beaten prisoners behind the barbed wire of concentration camps evoked haunting memories of the victims of Auschwitz and other Nazi concentration camps. Indeed, lengthy discussions and debates ensued as to whether the more limited scale of genocidal massacres (while many women were being subjected to systematic rape but not necessarily being murdered) largely of males between the ages of 20 and 60 could be “compared” to the Holocaust, which saw the virtual total extermination of the Jews. However, analysts resolved to express the differences between the ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia and the Holocaust, it became inevitably clear that genocide was taking place, and the modern Western world was humiliated, shocked, and haunted by the return of genocide to Europe.

In October, cooperation between Bosnian Croats and the Bosnian government broke down, and Bosnian Croat forces brutally attacked the towns of Prozor and Novi Travnik. By the end of 1992, nearly 2 million Bosnians had been displaced by the war from their homes. The conflict between the Bosnian government and Bosnian Croats intensified in 1993 as fighting continued between Bosnian and Bosnian Serb forces as well as between Croatian and Croatian Serb forces. In January, Croatian president Franjo Tudjman ordered an offensive against three positions held by Croatian Serbs. Also in January, Bosnian forces attacked Serb villages near Srebrenica, killing Serb civilians and burning their homes. During the spring and summer, both Bosnian and Bosnian Croat forces perpetrated numerous massacres in towns and villages they conquered. In Ahmici, for example, more than 170 Muslims were massacred by Croats, and Muslim soldiers committed atrocities against Croat civilians in areas near Vitez and Travnik. The Croats set up concentration camps in which Muslims were abused and killed in the vicinity of the city of Mostar, much of which was destroyed, including the famous Old Bridge, which fell on November 9, 1993.

In February 1994, the world was shocked by a Serb artillery attack on a marketplace in Sarajevo that killed 69 people and injured more than 200. More pressure was brought on the Bosnian Serbs to withdraw their artillery from the mountains surrounding Sarajevo, or else face North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air strikes. In March, after months of negotiations and pressure from the United States, Croatia and Bosnia ceased their hostilities and formed a federation. Serb assaults in April on the Bosnian town of Gorazde prompted NATO air strikes, to which the Serbs retaliated by taking 150 UN personnel as hostages. After more NATO strikes, the Serbs eventually released the hostages. In August, after the Serbs rejected a peace plan put forward by the Contact Group of five nations, Milosevic announced that the border between Serbia and Serb-controlled Bosnia would be closed to military transports. Following this, the Serbs renewed their campaign of ethnic cleansing in the territories they controlled. In December, former U.S. president Jimmy Carter arranged a temporary cease-fire that lasted in most places until April 1995.

In May 1995, Croatian forces crossed the UN cease-fire line and attacked Serb-held Western Slavonia, forcing 18,000 Serbs to flee. The Croatian Serbs retaliated by hitting Zagreb with artillery, killing 6 people and wounding nearly 200. On May 25, Serbs fired a shell into the “safe area” of Tuzla, killing 71 people. The next day, NATO warplanes attacked Serb military targets, and the Serbs responded by once again taking UN peacekeepers as hostages. On July 11, Serb forces overran the safe area of Srebrenica and slaughtered several thousand Muslim men in the single biggest massacre in Europe since the Holocaust. In August, crossing the UN cease-fire line, the Croatian Army launched Operation STORM to retake the Serb-controlled area around Knin, causing more than 150,000 Serbs to flee their homes. On August 28, Serb shells killed 37 people in a Sarajevo market, prompting NATO air strikes and intensified U.S. efforts to bring the conflict to a stop. In November, the leaders of Serbia (representing the Bosnian Serbs), Croatia, and Bosnia met for proximity talks in Dayton, Ohio, resulting, in December, in the Dayton Peace Agreements, which divided Bosnia into two “entities”—the Muslim-Croat Federation, which controlled 51 percent of the territory and the Bosnian Serb entity, which controlled 49 percent. The Dayton Agreements also established a NATO Implementation Force to enforce the cease-fire.

The UN International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia initially indicted only Bosnian Serbs on charges of genocide, including Radovan Karadzic, the former president, and General Ratko Mladic, who commanded the Bosnian Serb military forces during the war. Both were indicted twice by the Tribunal. The first indictment on July 25, 1995, accused them of responsibility for a system of detention centers in which Muslim and Croat prisoners were tortured and killed, as well as rounding up leaders of Muslim and Croat political groups and murdering many, forcible deportation of civilians, shelling and sniping of civilians in Sarajevo and Tuzla, widespread plunder and destruction of victims’ property, and systematic destruction of mosques and Catholic churches. The second indictment on November 16, 1995, charged them with genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes because of their superior authority over and command responsibility for the Srebrenica Massacre in July 1995. The UN Tribunal later indicted a number of Croats.

As of early 2013, the UN Tribunal had indicted 161 individuals on various charges in connection with the wars in the former Yugoslavia, with 126 cases completed. Of the 161 indicted individuals, 94 were Serbs, 29 were Croats, 9 were Albanians, 9 were Bosniaks, 2 were Macedonians, and 2 were Montenegrins. The remainder were either of undetermined ethnicity or saw the charges against them dropped. Pertaining to the Bosnian War alone, the Tribunal has convicted 45 Serbs, 12 Croats, and 4 Bosniaks. Mladic was extradited to The Hague in 2011, and his trial commenced in May 2012. It is still ongoing. Karadzic was finally arrested in 2008 and extradited to The Hague; after a number of interruptions and delays, his trial also remains ongoing. Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic was also indicted on charges related to the war in Bosnia. His trial began in February 2002. His trial was ongoing when he died of a sudden heart attack in March 2006. In 2007, the court cleared Serbian leaders of having had a direct hand in the genocide that occurred during the Bosnian War, but maintained that Milosevic and others were certainly aware that atrocities would occur and would continue to occur.

Beginning in December 1995, the presence of NATO soldiers maintained the peace in Bosnia, and thousands of workers with non-governmental organizations flooded the region to help rebuild the shattered infrastructure. In 2004, the European Union Force replaced the NATO troops, and as of late 2012, there were about 900 troops in the region. This was down dramatically from the peak of deployment, which included some 60,000 troops, including reservists.

Recent figures indicate that between 100,000 and 150,000 civilians died during the Bosnian War, many of them victims of genocide and ethnic cleansing. Other estimates claim that as many as 200,000 died. At least 70 percent of the casualties were Muslims.

ERIC MARKUSEN
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Ethnic Cleansing and Genocide in Kosovo, 1999 

Ethnic cleansing in Kosovo occurred during the 1998–1999 conflict between Serb forces under the command of Slobodan Milosevic and Kosovar Albanians in Serbia’s southern province of Kosovo. The vast majority of this genocidal activity, however, unfolded between March and June 1999, at which time the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was involved in a massive aerial bombardment campaign against Serb assets, code-named Operation ALLIED FORCE. Ethnic cleansing, a term first used extensively during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, soon became a synonym for genocide. The pattern of ethnic cleansing had therefore already been established prior to the Kosovo War. It typically began through the intimidation and terrorization of the group that was to be killed and/or forcibly relocated. This terror usually manifested itself in mass rapes, beatings, torture, mutilations, and killings, which were intended to force victims from their homes. After a given area had been “cleansed” of the unwanted population, the perpetrators would move their own people into the vacated areas, permitting them to claim a village, town, city, or region as their own.
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The Kosovo War began in earnest in February 1998 when attacks against Serb police and security forces by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) invited retaliation by Serb forces and the military of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, under Milosevic. Although both sides in the conflict were perpetrating atrocities against the other, including civilians, Milosevic’s forces, which were more numerous and better armed, gradually accelerated the violence. This encompassed ethnic cleansing on what was still a somewhat limited scale, but the conflict was creating a dire humanitarian emergency as thousands of Albanian Kosovars fled their homes. Many seeking refuge in adjacent areas were also being attacked. Meanwhile, Serbian police, paramilitary units, and Yugoslav army troops ratcheted up the violence in late 1998 and early 1999.

On January 15, 1999, Serb-allied forces murdered 45 civilian Albanian Kosovars at Racak, mutilated many of the bodies, and then tried to cover up the massacre. Widespread press coverage of the incident provoked international outrage and compelled the United States, Britain, and other NATO nations to convene a conference at Rambouillet, France, on February 6, 1999, to negotiate an end to the conflict. The negotiations included the United States, Britain, Germany, Russia, Yugoslavia (representing Milosevic’s Serbs), and Albanian Kosovars, including representatives from the KLA. When the talks became deadlocked later that month, the United States suggested a way to end the impasse. If Milosevic refused to abide by a comprehensive peace settlement, NATO forces would engage in a bombing campaign to force his forces from Kosovo; if the Albanian Kosovars balked at a peace plan, NATO would cease its aid to them and essentially permit Milosevic to do as he pleased in Kosovo. In the end, Milosevic and his Russian allies refused to sign a peace agreement, and Operation ALLIED FORCE commenced on March 23.

The NATO bombing campaign ended on June 10, with Milosevic’s complete capitulation and the withdrawal of Serbian troops from Kosovo. Ironically, however, ALLIED FORCE actually emboldened Milosevic’s forces to commit more atrocities, and ethnic cleansing skyrocketed between March and June. NATO’s unwillingness to employ ground forces was certainly a contributing factor to Milosevic’s calculation.

A U.S. State Department study of the events that unfolded between March and June 1999 estimated that at least 6,000 documented killings of Albanian Kosovars took place during that period; the total death count is probably closer to 10,000, as many victims’ bodies were burned or dismembered, making identification next to impossible. Another 1.5 million Albanian Kosovars were displaced (some 90 percent of the Albanian Kosovars then living in Kosovo). After ALLIED FORCE began, more than 1,200 residential areas were partly or entirely destroyed, including some 500 towns and villages. The Serbs also leveled some 100 clinics, hospitals, and pharmacies.

The Serbs accomplished their campaign of terror and ethnic cleansing by forcing Albanian Kosovars from their homes, looting businesses and homes, using them as human shields to protect their assets during the bombing campaign, engaging in the mass rape of women and girls, imprisoning male Albanian Kosovars in squalid conditions where they were beaten and abused, and by stripping them of all their identity papers, including land deeds, passports, car licenses, and other forms of identification. Many were killed outright, while scores more died from hunger, exposure, and disease.

Although the NATO bombing campaign did end Milosevic’s rein of terror, it was not universally well received in the international community. The operation was not sanctioned by the United Nations (UN), which only acceded to it retroactively, and many argued that NATO seemed willing to intervene in a European genocide, but had stood idly by during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994, implying that there was a double standard toward intervention based on race. Other critics pointed out civilian casualties precipitated by NATO airstrikes, including the accidental bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade by U.S. warplanes on May 7, 1999. The Serbs also claimed that NATO had unleashed atrocities against their people, although many of those claims were propaganda deployed by Milosevic. In the end, Human Rights Watch estimated that no more than 500 civilians died as a result of ALLIED FORCE, compared to Milosevic’s exaggerated claims of 1,200–5,000 killed.

On the other hand, ALLIED FORCE was well defended by U.S. president Bill Clinton, who argued that the carnage in Kosovo could not be allowed to continue and that the Serbs would only respond to blunt force. Holocaust writer and survivor Elie Wiesel visited refugee and prison camps during the Kosovo War, and based on what he saw, supported the airstrikes as necessary and appropriate.

Once Milosevic accepted terms of capitulation, a large, multinational peacekeeping force, under NATO command but sanctioned by the UN, moved into Kosovo to enforce the peace, allow Albanian Kosovars to return to their homes, and help reconstruct the war-torn province. A thorny issue arose almost immediately after the bombing ended, however, when Russia moved its own peacekeeping troops into the airport at Pristina and announced that it would be sending peacekeeping forces to participate in the NATO peacekeeping effort. Because Russia had been allied with the Serbs, the Albanian Kosovars were naturally distrustful of the Russians. The situation was at least partly resolved by placing Russian soldiers in defensive positions where they would not have to interact with many Albanian Kosovars. Since June 1999, the NATO-led peacekeeping troops in Kosovo have gradually shifted responsibilities to local Kosovo forces and police. By the end of 2013, there fewer than 5,000 foreign troops in the region conducting humanitarian and peacekeeping duties. It is estimated that all foreign troops might exit Kosovo by early 2014.

The ethnic cleansing that occurred in Kosovo resulted in numerous war-crime indictments by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia at The Hague. Indictments against Milosevic, Yugoslav deputy prime minister Nikola Sainovic, Yugoslav president Milan Milutinovic, Yugoslav army general Dragolijub Ojdanic, and Serbian interior minister Vlajko Stojiljkovic were handed down on May 28, 1999, even before the bombing campaign had ended. None of the indictments, however, charged the defendants with genocide. In October 2003, four others accused of war crimes in Kosovo were also indicted. Milosevic died in custody in March 2006, before his trial could be concluded. Most of the others were tried and found guilty.

Although the ethnic cleansing in Kosovo paled in comparison to the genocide unleashed during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War and the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, it is now clear that at least some of the international community realized that concrete steps—including the use of military force—were necessary to prevent more deaths and deportations in Kosovo. Operation ALLIED FORCE also proved the usefulness of NATO in a post-Cold War world. Until 1999, some critics of the alliance had begun to question its usefulness and efficacy. Those doubts were now largely laid to rest. On a more cynical note, some detractors of President Clinton suggested that he used the bombing campaign as a way to divert public attention from his recent impeachment stemming from the Monica Lewinsky scandal.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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European Union

The involvement of the European Community (EC) in the Yugoslav conflict marked the organization’s emergence as a major actor in international security affairs in its own right, but it also highlighted the problems the EC members faced in pursuing their declared goal of establishing a “common foreign and security policy.” (The EC formally became the European Union [EU] when the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union entered into force in November 1993). When the Yugoslav war broke out in June–July 1991, the EC rapidly took the leading role in managing the conflict, brokering an agreement on the island of Brioni whereby the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) would return to its barracks, Slovenia and Croatia would suspend their moves toward independence for three months, and a European Community Monitoring Mission (ECMM) would be deployed. Fighting, however, continued in Croatia. By September, there was debate over whether European Community members should intervene militarily to halt the conflict (using the framework of the EC’s “defense arm,” the Western European Union), but Britain vetoed this possibility. Instead, the EC appointed former British foreign secretary Lord Carrington as its peace negotiator, initiated peace talks in The Hague, and established the Badinter Commission to assess whether the various Yugoslav republics had met EC criteria for the recognition of their independence. The debate within the EC shifted to whether and when to recognize the independence of Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina. Germany supported the early recognition of Slovene and Croatian independence. Britain and France opposed this step, arguing that it would undermine the peace process and risk spreading the conflict to Bosnia. In December, with Germany threatening to take unilateral action, EC foreign ministers agreed to recognize Slovene and Croatian independence in January. Attention now focused on Bosnia, where tensions were escalating. In February 1992, the EC proposed a settlement on the basis of a single Bosnian state that was divided into three ethnically based cantons—the premise of the Carrington-Cutiliero Plan (named after Carrington and Portuguese foreign minister José Cutiliero, since Portugal then held the EC presidency). The Bosnian government, however, rejected the plan and went ahead with an independence referendum; war broke out in the country. The EC recognized Bosnian independence in April. By this stage, international peace efforts were moving to the United Nations (UN), which had negotiated a cease-fire between Croatia and Serbia in November 1991 and deployed the UNPROFOR (United Nations Protection Force) to Croatia in February 1992.

In August 1992 Britain, then holding the EC presidency, convened an EC-UN conference on Yugoslavia in London. This subsequently became the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY), with politician David Owen appointed as Britain’s EC cochair of the conference (alongside UN special envoy Cyrus Vance). The London Conference laid down the basis for a settlement, including a cessation of violence and the nonrecognition of any gains achieved by force. In January 1993, the ICFY produced a more detailed peace plan (the Vance-Owen Plan), based on the division of Bosnia-Herzegovina into 10 provinces. Although the EC was willing to support the Vance-Owen Plan, in the United States the new Bill Clinton administration opposed it, arguing that it would be a victory for “ethnic cleansing.” The Vance-Owen Plan failed, and fighting escalated in Bosnia. Divisions continued within the EC about the possible establishment of “safe areas” in Bosnia, the forces necessary to sustain them, and the basis for any peace settlement. In November 1993, a Franco-German initiative resulted in a new EU Joint [European] Action Plan, proposing a new internal division of Bosnia and an easing of sanctions on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY), but this was again opposed by the United States. With the failure of the peacemaking efforts of the EC and ICFY, attention shifted first to the new Contact Group, which was established in April 1994, and later to U.S.-led diplomacy, which resulted in the Dayton Agreements in December 1995. It was notable that the EU was not represented in the Contact Group and that the United Kingdom, France, and Germany participated in the Contact Group and the Dayton negotiations in their own right rather than as EU representatives. The leading diplomatic role of the United States and the central military role of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the events that led to the Dayton Agreements and in their implementation highlighted the extent to which political leadership of the international efforts to manage the Yugoslav conflict had shifted away from the EU.

Despite the failure of its peace initiatives, however, the EU did continue to play an important role in the Yugoslav conflict and the subsequent peace process. ECMMs remained in place in Bosnia and Croatia throughout the conflict, providing a valuable—and generally recognized as neutral—source of information (particularly on human rights abuses and local political developments). The EU also took over the administration of the divided Bosnian city of Mostar in 1994, launching a substantial effort to reunite the city. The effort was largely unsuccessful, however, and the EU’s first administrator for Mostar, Hans Koschnick, accused EU member states of failing to support him or to put sufficient pressure on the Bosnian Croats and Muslims to support reunification. Swedish politician Carl Bildt replaced David Owen as the EU’s special representative for the former Yugoslavia in June 1995 and subsequently became the international community’s first high representative in charge of the Dayton peace process. In the context of the Dayton process, the EU and its individual members were among the largest aid donors to Bosnia and Croatia. The EU also began to develop bilateral political and economic relationships with the former Yugoslav republics. The EU reached an agreement, known as the Association Agreement, with Slovenia, and the latter was among the first Central and Eastern European countries invited in 1997 to begin accession negotiations for EU membership. Political and economic cooperation agreements were arranged with Bosnia and the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia (FYROM). Ties with Croatia and the FRY were limited by continuing disputes between the EU and these two countries over progress in implementing the Dayton Agreements, democracy, and human and minority rights. Although its growing ties with the former Yugoslav states gave the EU significant political leverage in the region, its involvement in the Yugoslav conflict had also sharply illustrated the problems it faced as an international actor and the difficulties of coordinating diplomacy among its members.

ANDREW S. COTTEY
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Filipovic, Zlata

Zlata Filipovic was born in Sarajevo, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on December 3, 1980. At the age of 10, in September 1991, she started keeping a diary. When the Bosnian War began in 1992, and Sarajevo became first encircled and then besieged by Bosnian Serbs and the Yugoslav army, her diary became a record of the war and survival. To this day, it provides a powerful account of what Zlata, her family, and her neighbors lived through during the siege. Until 1992 she had lived the carefree life of an 11-year-old; when war suddenly entered her life, her diary became the confidante of her closest thoughts and impressions of what was happening to her city and the environment around her.

The early entries, during 1991, recounted the typical events of a schoolchild in Sarajevo, but from 1992 until late 1993 the diary chronicled the horrors of war as it pertained to the city. These two years recorded life without the normality of school or electricity, with rationed meals and the sound of shelling. Gasoline supplies were cut off, water became scarce, and Zlata became increasingly secreted away in an internal room in the family apartment. Her experiences revealed an innocent life horrifyingly transformed through war. A cosy home was converted into a fragile shelter bereft of electricity or water. Zlata showed herself to be a true expert witness to the war in Bosnia, conveying the real meaning of the siege of Sarajevo as no news report could. She described a life of constant bombing, food shortages, and the end of a happy childhood. She commented on the lines of refugees she observed, noting that they reminded her of movies about the Holocaust. Snipers lurked on the rooftops of Sarajevo, as heavy artillery surrounded the city. Readers of the diary see that Zlata was transformed from a girl with a clever mind and a cheery disposition to one whose world is shattered by the chaos and terror of war.

Notwithstanding the horror, Zlata’s diary entries proceeded, demonstrating a maturing appreciation of the buzzing confusion taking place around her, chronicling the varied emotions that war brings. In short, the innocence of Zlata’s Sarajevo childhood was ruined by war, but her diary provided her with a psychological escape.

During the summer of 1992 she gave her diary to her teacher, who later submitted it to a small publisher in Sarajevo associated with a French humanitarian organization. Once the diary became public property, interest followed from all over the world. A French publisher, Robert Laffont, negotiated the rights to republish the diary commercially, the inducement being that the publisher would work with the French government to help Zlata and her parents flee the fighting. On December 23, 1993, the family left Sarajevo on a returning humanitarian flight, and went to Paris. On the strength of the diary, the now 13-year-old Zlata had become a celebrity almost overnight.

Over the next several months she was flown around the world in order to promote the diary, which became an instant international bestseller. Before long it had been translated into 36 languages, and became required reading in many schools worldwide. Zlata met with students and politicians, conscious of the responsibility to employ her experience as recounted in the diary as a way to give a voice to those she left behind.

In October 1995, after a year in Paris, the Filipovic family moved to Dublin. Although she knew next to nothing about Ireland, Zlata settled quickly into Irish society, attending school and enjoying some measure of relative anonymity. In Dublin, Zlata excelled academically at St. Andrew’s College, such that when she graduated she moved to Britain to attend Oxford University. In 2001 she completed a BA in human sciences, and then moved back to Ireland to undertake an MPhil in international peace studies at Trinity College Dublin. Since then, she has spoken extensively at schools and universities around the globe about her experiences in Sarajevo, and has served with organizations such as the Anne Frank House and UNICEF. She has worked within the UN Children and Armed Conflict Division in New York, and collaborated with Amnesty International USA on developing human rights education material, as well as acting as a member of the executive committee of Amnesty International Ireland. She also works with a film production company in Ireland, developing and producing documentaries. In 2011 she produced the short film, Stand Up!, part of a campaign by the organization BeLonG to Youth opposed to homophobic bullying in Irish schools.

As a young adult, Zlata has devoted herself to humanitarian efforts and literature. In 2006 she co-edited a book, Stolen Voices: Young People’s War Diaries, from World War I to Iraq, a collection of children’s diaries from different war zones. While developing a name for herself in humanitarian work, though, internationally she is probably best known for her own diary from Sarajevo between 1991 and 1993.

Zlata has been described as the new Anne Frank, a reference that was made in the diary itself. News agencies and media outlets around the world embraced the idea with relish. Others, however, were offended by the comparison to Anne Frank in view of the fact that Anne and her family did not survive their ordeal, whereas Zlata and her parents not only survived but thrived in a new land that granted them refuge. Zlata herself has expressed unease with this comparison. Yet it could be said that both Zlata and Anne were intelligent children caught up in violent situations over which they had no control, during wars of ethnic cleansing and extermination. Zlata’s Diary, just as much as Anne’s Diary of a Young Girl, is a poignant plea for peace and a testament to the futility and waste of war. As an adult, Zlata Filipovic has since devoted herself to trying to ensure that her story will continue to attract attention and give a recognizable and representative face to children caught up in conflict.
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Foca, Rape Camp 

During the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, Montenegrin and Serbia forces committed many atrocities in and around the ancient city of Foca. Among them was the establishment of “rape camps,” where Muslim women were systematically raped or sexually abused. Foca is situated on the Drina River in eastern Bosnia, an area which the Serbs hoped to “ethnically cleanse” of Muslims. The Serbs not only established rape and killing camps, but they also destroyed virtually all vestiges of Muslim culture, including museums, schools, mosques, and libraries. In the summer of 1992, Roy Gutman, an American journalist, and British journalist Ed Vulliamy, first reported on the existence of the Serbian rape camps.

Gutman’s and Vulliamy’s reporting on the atrocities in eastern Bosnia quickly garnered international attention. The Serbians and Montenegrins in turn worked feverishly to cover up or destroy all evidence of the camps, fearing that they could be accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity. At the same time, press coverage of these nefarious activities led many human-rights groups, including Human Rights Watch, to include sexual violence as an international war crime. The use of mass rape by Serbian and Montenegrin forces was a clever calculation on their part, as the act of rape was considered to be particularly vile by Muslims. The sexual violence was thus designed to force out any Muslims who had not otherwise been killed or deported earlier.

Eventually, some 14 Serbian leaders were tried and convicted for their participation in the Foca atrocities, including Dragan Gagovic, Gojko Jankovic, Janko Janjic, Radomir Kovac, Zoran Vukovic, Dragan Zelenovic, Dragoljub Kunarac, Radovan Stankovic, Savo Todovic, Milorad Krnojelac, and Mitar Rasevic. Some of the defendants were tried by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), and others by the Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Radovan Karadzic was also arrested and tried for his part in the Foca calamity, but his trial is ongoing.

In the fall of 2004, the Association of Women-Victims of War, headquartered in Sarajevo, attempted to put up a small commemorative plaque in Foca to remember the female victims of rape during the Bosnian War. That effort was met with stiff resistance from Foca’s non-Muslims, and the plaque was never erected. Of the 22,000 or so Muslims who lived in Foca prior to the war, only about 2,000 were left after the conflict ended. During the early 2000s, some dislocated Muslims returned, but they are still a very small minority in Foca.
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Gagovic, Dragan

Dragan Gagovic was the police chief in Foca, a town south east of Bosnia’s capital Sarajevo, during the civil war in Bosnia in 1992. He was appointed police chief by Radovan Karadzic’s Serbian Democratic Party shortly after Bosnian Serb troops took control of the town in April 1992.

The International Criminal Tribunal at The Hague charged Gagovic in the “Foca Indictment,” the first indictment by that court to classify rape as a war crime. Gagovic was accused of detaining Muslim women, children, and elderly men in the Partizan Sports Hall in Foca. During their detainment, women and girls as young as 12 were the victims of gang rapes, verbal and mental abuse, and other sexually aggressive crimes. According to the indictment, Gagovic had full knowledge of the crimes being committed and even participated in them himself. During the drafting of the Foca a indictment, a woman known as FWS 48 (“Foca Witness 48”) testified that Gagovic had raped her after she complained about sexual assaults the day before. The indictment stated that Gagovic “knew or had reason to know that the women who were detained . . . were frequently sexually assaulted,” and that he failed to take action to stop the crimes. Because of his lack of action, Gagovic and two other men accused on the same counts were “responsible for all the crimes set out in the respective [62] counts.”

On January 9, 1999, Gagovic was confronted by French soldiers who belonged to the NATO-led Stabilization Force (SFOR). During the confrontation, Gagovic was shot to death in his car. Immediately after the event, a NATO spokesman relayed a message from NATO Secretary General Javier Solana, stating that the French soldiers had acted in self-defense when they killed Gagovic because he “charged at members of SFOR in his car, threatening to kill them.” The five children in the car, ages 8 to 12, were not harmed in the attack.

Gagovic’s death precipitated an international backlash against SFOR. The force had already been criticized for employing brutal tactics when it killed Simo Drljaca from Prijedor, who was also a wanted war criminal. He was “liquidated” during operation TANGO on July 10, 1997. That time it had been British troops attached to SFOR who killed Drljaca as he fished with his son and brother-in-law. Drljaca had also been indicted at The Hague.

Critics of the International Criminal Tribunal and SFOR forces were quick to point out that Serb and Muslim witnesses and a 1998 Human Rights Watch Report stated that most of the crimes against humanity committed in Foca were coordinated by the “crisis committee.” That committee was established by a group of nationalist leaders that included Velibor Ostojic, the propaganda chief of Bosnian Serb political leader Radovan Karadzic. Although Gagovic did sit in on the crisis committee meetings, the orders were supposedly given by Ostojic to begin a terror campaign against the Muslims in Foca.
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Gorazde, Bosnia

Gorazde is a predominantly Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) city now located within the Republika Srpska that was besieged by Serbian forces during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War. Gorazde, with a population of about 30,000, is situated along the Drina River in the southeastern part of Bosnia. In April 1993, United Nations (UN) peacekeeping forces established Gorazde as one of several official “safe heavens” where Bosniaks could seek refuge from Serbian attacks. The city was thereafter garrisoned with a small contingent of peacekeeping troops attached to the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR).

In late March and early April 1994, Serb forces, chiefly the Army of the Republika Srpska VRS), converged on Gorazde in an attempt to drive UNPROFOR troops out and ethnically cleanse the city of Muslims. This operation included heavy artillery shelling, which wrought much damage and killed numerous civilians in Gorazde. VRS forces then took some 150 UNPROFOR troops stationed at Gorazde hostage, using them as human shields to prevent threatened air strikes by North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air assets. The situation opened up large fissures between the UN, which was hesitant to employ force against Serb forces, and NATO, which sought to punish the Serbs for violating the laws of warfare.

With Gorazde besieged, no supplies or troops could exit or enter the city without coming under attack. On April 22, with the situation in the city growing increasingly dire, NATO gave Serb forces an ultimatum. Unless they withdrew at least three kilometers from the city, released the hostages, ceased their artillery attacks, and permitted free access and exit to all UNPROFOR troops and supply convoys, NATO intended to bomb Serb assets until they complied with NATO’s terms. The Serbs quickly agreed to do so, although Gorazde remained under a loose quarantine and was sporadically shelled until the end of the war in December 1995. Notably, Gorazde was the only Muslim city in eastern Bosnia that neither fell to the Serbs nor was ethnically cleansed. Although this distinction was helped by the UN presence there, much of the credit goes to the citizens of Gorazde, who put up a heroic defense and withstood extremely difficult living conditions for nearly two years.

The defense of Gorazde showcased the growing differences toward humanitarian operations between NATO and the UN. The UN simply tried to avoid all potential conflict on the ground by not engaging in activities that might escalate into a shooting war. NATO, on the other hand, clearly demonstrated its willingness to employ force, if necessary, to uphold the mission of the peacekeeping operation. During the Kosovo War, these differences became most apparent when NATO unleashed Operation ALLIED FORCE against Serb forces commanded by Slobodan Milosevic in 1999. That 78-day campaign successfully forced Serb forces from the province of Kosovo, stopped ethnic cleansing there, and ended the conflict. The UN initially refused to sanction the NATO operation, and did so only retroactively, after the war was over.

After the Dayton Agreement was signed in December 1995, a guaranteed corridor was established linking Gorazde with the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, which lies to the northwest. This corridor was created to ensure that the Serbs do not besiege the city again and that Gorazde residents have access to the Federation to which it belongs. Gorazde has been slowly reconstructed since 1995, but there are still many reminders of the damage it sustained during the Bosnian War.
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Gotovina, Ante

Ante Gotovina is a former commander in chief of Croatian forces during Operation STORM, a campaign launched against the Serbian Krajina on August 4, 1995, with the objective of recapturing the enclave from the Serbs and expelling them from the territory.

Born on October 12, 1955, on Pasman Island in what was then Yugoslavia, Gotovina spent a restless youth looking for ways to move beyond what the grey environment of the stagnant communist state had to offer. In 1973 he ran away to join the French Foreign Legion, where he became a member of an elite parachute commando unit. He fought in actions in Djibouti, Zaire, and Ivory Coast, and in April 1979 obtained French citizenship. Allegedly living on the margins of legality through the next few years, in the 1980s he was indicted for crimes such as extortion and robbery, and served a short prison sentence. He later moved to South America. In 1991, with the outbreak of war in the Balkans, he returned to Croatia.

On June 25, 1991, the Croatian Republic proclaimed its independence from the Federal Socialist Republic of Yugoslavia, and Gotovina enlisted in the Croatian National Guard (Zbor narodne garde, or ZNG), the first organized military body of what would later become the Croatian army. When it was established as such in 1992, Gotovina was promoted to colonel. Soon he was appointed commander of operations and military training in the First Brigade Corps of the National Guard, and from February to April 1992 he held the position of second commander of the Special Unit of the Croatian General Staff. On October 9, 1992, he was appointed commander of the Operations Zone of Split, a position he held until March 1996. By 1994 he had risen to the rank of major general.

Traditionally, the Krajina borderland between Croatia and Bosnia was the heartland of Croatia’s ethnic Serb community, which in 1990 comprised about 11 percent of Croatia’s population. With the rise to power of Croatian nationalist leader Franjo Tudjman, ethnic Serbs began to have their rights to autonomy cut back. As Croatia then moved toward independence from Serb-dominated Yugoslavia, Serbs in the Krajina, opposed to any status that would force them to remain in an independent Croatia, began to make moves to break away and establish their own state and fight for their independence. On December 19, 1991, the Republic of Serbian Krajina (Republika Srpska Krajina, or RSK) was proclaimed.

During the period between approximately August 1, 1991, and February 15, 1992, Krajina Serb forces, supported by units from the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA), attacked towns, villages, and localities in the Krajina. They then instituted a system of political, racial, and religious persecution aimed at forcing the Croatian and other non-Serb civilian populations out of the area.

During this time, Gotovina was responsible for carrying out military operations in the area around Split, including a defense of the region in the face of Serb assaults commanded by General Ratko Mladic. Gotovina’s campaigns enabled his forces to encircle the city of Knin. Tudjman rebuilt and re-equipped the Croatian army with American assistance, and on August 4, 1995, Croatian forces, in Operation OLUJA (STORM), crossed the cease-fire line and recaptured Knin. Under Gotovina’s command, Croatian forces now persecuted, expelled, and murdered vast numbers of Krajina Serbs, leading to the RSK leadership, along with nearly 200,000 Krajina Serbs, fleeing, under conditions of extensive distress and hardship, to nearby Serbia or the Serb regions of Bosnia. Gotovina was later accused of command responsibility for the death of 150 Serb civilians, as well as for the mass flight and expulsion of scores of thousands of others. For these and other actions, Gotovina is today viewed as a hero by many right-wing and nationalist Croats.

In March 1996 Gotovina was named as chief inspector of the inspectorate of Croatian army by President Franjo Tudjman, but politics intervened on September 29, 2000, when Gotovina and six other high ranking officers were forced to stand aside by Tudjman’s successor Stjepan (“Stipe”) Mesic after they published an open letter criticizing the government’s decision to investigate war crimes during the earlier conflict. This took away much of Gotovina's postwar protection, leading to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) issuing an indictment against him on May 21, 2001, for war crimes committed during Operation STORM.

According to the indictment, Gotovina participated in a joint criminal enterprise the purpose of which was the permanent removal of the Serb population from the Krajina region. He was indicted along with the commander of the Knin garrison, General Ivan Cermak, and Assistant Minister of the Interior and Commander of the Croatian Special Police in the Krajina Mladen Markac. Gotovina was charged with several counts of crimes against humanity (persecutions, deportation, inhumane acts, murder) and four counts of violations of the laws or customs of war (plunder, wanton destruction, murder, cruel treatment).

In July 2001 the ICTY issued sealed indictments to the Croatian government seeking Gotovina’s arrest, but by that stage he had gone into hiding. He went on the run for the next four years, and despite intensive efforts by the United States, Interpol, and countries from the European Union, he remained at large until captured in Tenerife, in Spain’s Canary Islands, on December 7, 2005. He was transferred to the ICTY on December 10, 2005.

On December 12 he made his first appearance before the ICTY, and pleaded not guilty on all counts brought against him: persecution on political, racial, and religious grounds; murder; plunder of public or private property; wanton destruction of towns and villages; deportation; forcible transfer; and other inhumane acts. The prosecutor then proposed that Gotovina be judged together with Cermak and Markac, and on July 14, 2006, the trial chamber accepted the motion and ordered that the cases be joined for a common trial.

The trial began on March 11, 2008. On March 5, 2009, the prosecution completed its case-in-chief, and on January 27, 2010, the defense rested its case. Closing arguments were heard in September 2010, with the prosecution calling for a sentence of 27 years’ imprisonment for Gotovina, 23 years for Markac, and 17 years for Cermak. On April 15, 2011, Gotovina was found guilty on 7 of the 8 counts of the indictment, and sentenced to imprisonment for 24 years. Markac was also found guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity, and sentenced to 18 years. Cermak was acquitted.

Large crowds who had gathered in Zagreb to watch the announcement of the ICTY verdict on big screens in the city protested loudly when the presiding judge, Alphons Orie, declared the accused guilty. Many Croatians still see Gotovina as a war hero and national liberator during the Croatian War of Independence, and consider him a martyr to the cause of Croatian accession to the European Union. Several members of the EU had argued for years that a successful capture, trial, and conviction of Gotovina would be one of the key conditions for Croatia to commence European Union accession talks.

On November 16, 2012, after appealing the prior court’s decision, Gotovina and Markac were acquitted by the presiding judge of the ICTY, Theodor Meron. Meron stated that there had been no conspiracy to “permanently and forcibly remove” the Serb population from Krajina. The two former generals maintained that they did not deliberately attack civilians.
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Gutman, Roy

Roy Gutman is a multiaward-winning American journalist and author. Educated at Haverford College (Pennsylvania) and the London School of Economics, Gutman was born on March 5, 1944, in New York City. A career journalist, he has specialized in foreign affairs reporting, having worked in some of the world’s most newsworthy locations. He was employed by Reuters’ for nearly a dozen years during the Cold War, serving in such places as Bonn, Vienna, Belgrade, London, and Washington, and was employed for brief periods by Newsweek and UPI.

Gutman joined the New York newspaper Newsday in January 1982, and served for eight years as National Security Reporter in Washington, D.C. In 1989, Newsday asked him to go to Europe. As a speaker of German, he was given the task of opening a Newsday office in Germany, in which he would act as European bureau chief. This placed him in the position of being able to cover the fall of communism in Europe, and between 1989 and 1994 he reported the downfall of the Polish, East German, and Czechoslovak regimes, the opening of the Berlin Wall, the unification of Germany, the first democratic elections in the former Eastern Bloc, and the violent disintegration of Yugoslavia. It was his reporting on the latter event that won him international renown, and changed the direction of his career as a journalist.

He had not visited Yugoslavia since 1975. In 1991, at the end of the Persian Gulf War, the newspaper asked him to investigate what was happening in the country in the aftermath of the fall of communism and the rise of a new Serbian nationalism under Slobodan Milosevic. New forms of nationalism in Croatia and Slovenia had also developed. Gutman traveled through each of the Yugoslav republics, with a particular interest in the ethnic and religious complexity of Bosnia-Herzegovina. War between Croatia and Serb-controlled Yugoslavia began in June 1991, and for the remainder of the year he endeavored to cover the story of the war. With little interest being shown by the readership back in the United States, however, he found it difficult to see many of his stories make it into print.

In Bosnia, the situation was different. On April 6, 1992, Bosnia declared its independence from the rapidly disintegrating Yugoslav federation. Combining Bosniaks, Serbs, and Croats into one country, independence was going to be a difficult proposition, as the nationalisms that had been unleashed over the previous few years had fostered separatist movements throughout the country. On the same day that Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence—and this was recognized by the European Powers and international bodies around the world—the Serbs invaded and a new war began.

As it turned out, Gutman was not there when the shooting started. With such relatively little interest being shown in the earlier Croatian conflict, the Bosnian War, at the beginning, was generally underreported throughout the American press. By the summer of 1992, however, the Siege of Sarajevo had begun to attract a lot of attention, so Gutman returned, initially to the largely Serb city of Banja Luka, in northern Bosnia. It was here that he first came across the term “ethnic cleansing.” He spoke to a number of people, trying to get to the core of the story from all sides. He went back and forth between Bosniaks, Croats, and Serbs in the city, finally concluding that stories he had heard about cattle-car deportations were true. More—and worse—was to come. He next heard of the existence of what were being called concentration camps.

Without hesitation, he went to the Serb authorities and simply requested that he be allowed to visit such places. Amazingly, they not only agreed, but offered to take him to a camp of his choosing. He asked to see the camp at Omarska, but was not taken there; instead, he was taken to a camp at Manjaca, the same day a Red Cross delegation was visiting. His photographer, Andrée Kaiser, accompanied him, and despite being closely guarded, managed to take revealing and damning photographs showing the degradation that the Bosniak prisoners were experiencing. With this story in hand, Gutman then demanded to be taken to Omarska. Again he was refused, so he began to research the story from other sources, both in Banja Luka and in Zagreb, where he interviewed a number of refugees.

By the time he wrote his account of Omarska, he still had not visited the place. The nature of his account, however, finally made people in the United States take notice. Newsday ran the story with the headline “Death Camps,” creating a furor around with world, and this precipitated a flurry of further reporting from Gutman that shocked enlightened opinion. Atrocities such as beatings and murders in concentration camps, forced starvation, rape camps where women were held and raped systematically and for months at a time, indiscriminate shelling of civilians, the destruction of culture, attacks on refugees, mosques, schools, and libraries—Gutman tried to leave no stone unturned in bringing to the world the horror of what he had witnessed or of what had been related to him.

The international outrage his story (and that of a British journalist, Ed Vulliamy) produced led in due course to the Serbs closing down a number of the camps and freeing the inmates. Later, the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees estimated that these closures may have saved up to 6,000 lives. Yet throughout all of his coverage, Gutman was careful not to act recklessly with language. He never used the terms war crimes or genocide in any of his coverage, though he had no doubt that everything to which he had been witness in fact added up to genocide.

Gutman’s reports on atrocities and “ethnic cleansing” in Bosnia-Herzegovina won the 1993 Pulitzer Prize for international reporting, as well as several other important human rights awards. The same year, he gathered together his dispatches from Bosnia into a single volume, and published them as A Witness to Genocide. The book became a bestseller. It was not a monograph, and for those who had been following his accounts in Newsday there was nothing new there, but the value in having the reports gathered together was profound for those contemplating the place of the United States in a post–Cold War world in which the moral code of the West had won out over totalitarianism.

As a result of his experiences in Bosnia and elsewhere, Gutman developed his interest further in an attempt to bring together reporters and legal scholars to broaden public awareness of the laws of war. With another journalist possessing Bosnian War experience, David Reiff, he cofounded the “Crimes of War” project, based at American University in Washington, D.C. This has led to the production of a guide to war crimes entitled Crimes of War: What the Public Should Know, which Gutman and Rieff co-edited and is now in its second edition.

In a final testament to the lasting legacy brought about by Gutman’s work, in April 2010 he was awarded the key to the city of Sarajevo as well as honorary citizenship of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in gratitude to him for his reporting during the 1992–1995 war.
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Hadzic, Goran

Goran Hadzic was a political leader and president of the Serb entity in Croatia known as the Republic of Serbian Krajina during the Croatian War of Independence in 1991-1992. He was later indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for war crimes committed during the conflict accompanying the break-up of that country throughout the first half of the 1990s.

An ethnic Serb, Hadzic was born on September 7, 1958, in the town of Pacetin, near Vinkovci, Croatia, in what was then still Yugoslavia. Before 1991 he worked as a storeman in a warehouse, but he had political leanings from an early age. As a youth he was a member of the League of Communists, the party of Yugoslav dictator Josip Broz Tito. In the late 1980s, Hadzic joined the Serb Democratic Party (Srpska Demokratska Stranka, or SDS), a political party in Croatia appealing to Croatia’s Serb population. The party existed between 1990 and 1995, and Hadzic’s rise was rapid.

On June 25, 1991, during Croatia’s war for independence from Serb-dominated Yugoslavia, Serbs from eastern Slavonia sought autonomy for the region, establishing a “Serb Autonomous Oblast” (SAO) and separating from the recently-declared Republic of Croatia. Hadzic was elected to lead the SAO’s government, soon thereafter joining with two other SAOs to form the self-proclaimed Republic of Serbian Krajina (RSK). On February 26, 1992, the Assembly of the RSK replaced its first leader, Milan Babic with Hadzic as the new premier, a position he held until December 1993.

Hadzic thus found himself in the position of leading his small republic during a time of war. In September 1993, when Croat forces threatened his position, Hadzic pleaded with Serbia’s President Slobodan Milosevic for troops to be sent to assist the hard-pressed RSK army. Milosevic did not comply, but a large force of Serbian militia under the command of Zeljko Raznatovic, also known as “Arkan,” moved in to provide support.

Hadzic lost the presidency of RSK in February 1994, and after the war ended in 1995 moved to Serbia. As a tribute to his fallen comrade-in-arms, in 2000 he attended the funeral of Raznatovic in Belgrade, after Arkan had been gunned down in an apparent gangland execution.

During his time as president of RSK, it is alleged that Hadzic was responsible for a number of major crimes perpetrated in order to ethnically cleanse the region. On June 4, 2004, he was indicted for war crimes by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). Specifically, Hadzic was charged with 14 counts of war crimes and crimes against humanity for his alleged involvement in the forcible removal and murder of thousands of Croatian civilians from the Republic of Croatia between 1991 and 1993. His indictment explicitly identified the massacre of 250 Croatian and non-Serb civilians from the Vukovar hospital in 1991, in one of the first atrocities of the war. The main thrust of the allegations also included prolonged imprisonment of civilians in detention facilities where torture, beatings, and killing took place, together with the forcible transfer of tens of thousands of non-Serbs from across the area under his control.

In 2004, just as it seemed he was about to be arrested, Hadzic disappeared from his home in Novi Sad, Serbia. Numerous sightings were reported over the next few years—in monasteries in Serbia, and in locations in Montenegro and Belarus. On a tip-off, Serbian police raided Hadzic’s home on October 9, 2009, but to no avail. Then, on June 18, 2010, the prosecutor of the ICTY, the Belgian Serge Brammertz, who succeeded Carla Del Ponte and took over many of her problem cases, declared before the UN Security Council that his highest priority was the arrest of the two major remaining war crimes suspects from the Balkan wars, Ratko Mladic and Goran Hadzic. Brammertz said at this time that efforts to find the last two major fugitives of the Balkan conflicts must be stepped up so that the ICTY could conclude its work.

On July 20, 2011, Serbian president Boris Tadic announced that Hadzic had been arrested by Serbian police near the village of Krusedol, northern Serbia. He was taken to Belgrade, and then to the ICTY at The Hague. On July 25 he appeared for an initial hearing before Judge O-Gon Kwon, but did not enter a plea. At arraignment on August 24, 2011, however, he pleaded not guilty to charges of murdering hundreds of Croats and expelling tens of thousands more in ethnic cleansing campaigns in Croatia. Hazdic’s trial is set to begin October 16, 2012.
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Halilovic, Sefer

Sefer Halilovic is a retired Bosnian military officer, former leader in the Army of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (ABiH), and a politician in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina (RBiH). He was indicted for—but acquitted of—war crimes during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY).

Sefer Halilovic was born on January 6, 1952, in Prijepolje, Sandzak, Serbia (then in Yugoslavia) and attended the Yugoslav military academy at Belgrade and the military school at Zadar. He then joined the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) and worked primarily as a security officer. In 1990–1991, he studied at a school for military commanders, but in September 1991 he quit the JNA with the rank of major, went to Bosnia-Herzegovina, founded the Patriotic League, and advised leaders on the formation of a new army.

Halilovic was named commander of the Territorial Defense Staff of the fledgling RBiH in May 1992, which for a time made him the senior-most officer of the army. In June 1993, the government of the RBiH named Rasim Delic as commander of the Supreme Command Staff, with Halilovic now becoming deputy commander of the Supreme Command Staff. As the Bosnian War progressed, Halilovic became embroiled in a power struggle with Bosnian political leaders, and on July 7, 1993, he narrowly escaped death during an assassination attempt. The would-be assassins used a remote-controlled bomb, which detonated but killed Halilovic’s wife and brother-in-law instead of Halilovic.

After the Bosnian War, Halilovic served as a minister for the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina (1998–2001), and in 1996 he founded his own political party—the Bosnian-Herzegovinian Patriot Party-Sefer Halilovic. In the late 1990s, he also became known for his vocal opposition to Bosnian president Alija Izetbegovic. In 1997, he published a memoir (Cunning Strategy) in which he tried to explain his role in the events of the early and mid-1990s.

On July 30, 2001, the ICTY indicted Halilovic for war crimes, specifically in connection with massacres in Uzdol and Grabovica in September 1993. Although he had not been present during those events, the prosecutor held that he was responsible as a military commander. The trial began on January 31, 2005, and ended on August 31, 2005. Halilovic’s defense team argued that their client had been set up by Rasim Delic and Bosnian politicians who disliked Halilovic. On November 16, 2005, the ICTY found Halilovic innocent of all charges, asserting that he in fact did not have ultimate command authority during the time of the massacres. The prosecution appealed the decision, which was ultimately upheld.

Since his acquittal, Halilovic has been actively involved in the politics of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and in October 2005 he was elected to the Parliamentary Assembly of Bosnia and Herzegovina.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Holbrooke, Richard

Arguably the most important U.S. diplomat of the late 20th century, Richard Holbrooke was a human dynamo who engaged in a diverse range of activities in a long public career. From being a professional diplomat, he was a scholarly researcher, a journal editor, a renowned author, an investment banker, and a security adviser during a presidential campaign. Born on April 24, 1941, in New York to nonobservant Jewish parents, Holbrooke attended Brown University (AB, 1962). Later, in 1969–1970, he spent a year as a mid-career fellow at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University.

Holbrooke began his working life as a Foreign Service officer in Washington, D.C., and served in a number of roles—in Vietnam between 1962 and 1966, at the Paris Peace Talks in 1967–1969, and as director of the Peace Corps in Morocco in 1970. In 1972 he resigned from the Foreign Service to become managing editor of the quarterly magazine Foreign Policy, a position he held until 1976. During 1974–1975 he also served as a consultant to the President’s Commission on the Organization of the Government for the Conduct of Foreign Policy, and was a contributing editor of Newsweek magazine. In 1976 he coordinated National Security Affairs for the Carter-Mondale presidential campaign.

In 1977 he was appointed to the position of assistant secretary of state for East Asian and Pacific affairs in the government of U.S. president Jimmy Carter, during which time the United States established full diplomatic relations with China. He remained in this position until January 1981, after which he again left government in order to assume two new roles: first as senior adviser to the investment company Lehman Brothers, and then as vice president of Public Strategies, a consulting firm he cofounded. From 1985 to 1993, Holbrooke served as managing director of Lehman Brothers.

In 1993, President Bill Clinton appointed Holbrooke as U.S. ambassador to Germany—a position in which he stayed for only a short time, prior to his further appointment as assistant secretary of state for European and Canadian affairs, between 1994 and 1996. (In accepting this position, he became the only person to assume the function of assistant secretary in two regional offices of the State Department.) His nomination was confirmed by the Senate on August 25, 1994.
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Holbrooke led the effort to implement the post–Cold War policy of enlarging North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), but it was really his role in overseeing America’s contribution to bringing about the peace settlement that ended the Bosnian War in 1995 that was Holbrooke’s signal achievement. This resulted in the signing of the Dayton Agreement on November 21, 1995, and the Paris Protocol on December 14, 1995. These two agreements, though bringing peace, were controversial in that they appeared to reward the Bosnian Serbs territorially for having engaged in ethnic cleansing. Because of this, Holbrooke—seen by many as being the major architect of the settlement—was criticized in some quarters. He would later maintain that he had no qualms about negotiating with killers, if it meant that by doing so he could prevent the death of people still alive.

The Dayton Agreement was one of Holbrooke’s greatest diplomatic achievements. He insisted that the new Bosnia should be a properly-constituted multiethnic state, despite the fact that it included within it a Serbian republic, Republika Srpska (which by no means saw itself as part of any new Bosnian state). Also, Holbrooke arranged, with Richard Goldstone, the prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, for indicted Bosnian Serb war criminals such as the radical Radovan Karadzic and General Ratko Mladic, not to be allowed to attend the peace talks or be permitted entry to the United States. The Bosnian Serbs would therefore have to be represented by the president of Serbia, Slobodan Milosevic, which suited Holbrooke as he considered Milosevic a hard man (much as he was himself), with whom he could engage in straight talk. Although it meant dealing with a thoroughly immoral person responsible for countless human rights violations, Holbrooke felt the effort was worth it if it could save lives.

For his work as the prime mover behind the Dayton Agreement, Holbrooke received numerous awards as well as six Nobel Peace Prize nominations. His book dealing with Dayton, published in 1998, was entitled To End a War, and was judged one of the 10 best books of that year by The New York Times.

In 1996 he left the State Department to resume his career in merchant banking, but in 1997, at Clinton’s request, he re-entered public life as a private citizen, serving as a presidential special envoy to Cyprus and the Balkans. During 1998 and 1999, Holbrooke then worked to end the conflict between the armed forces of Serbia and the Kosovo Liberation Army. By March 1999, after numerous visits to Belgrade and one-on-one negotiations with Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic, it was Holbrooke who conveyed the final offer of peace to the recalcitrant Serbian leader. The Kosovo Intervention, between March and June 1999, precipitated the NATO bombing campaign and a countercampaign of ethnic cleansing of the Kosovar Albanians by Milosevic, but almost certainly stopped a major genocidal outbreak.

On August 25, 1999, in the aftermath of the Kosovo Intervention, Clinton appointed Holbrooke as U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, where he remained until his departure on January 20, 2001. One of his most important successes as ambassador was in negotiating a rapprochement between the United States and the world body, settling a number of long-standing tensions within the relationship including the U.S. payment of back dues to the tune of U.S.$900 million. Also in 2001 he acted in an advisory capacity to the Council on Foreign Relations, and was chairperson of its Terrorism Task Force.

During the presidential bid in 2004 of Senator John Kerry, Holbrooke served as Kerry’s foreign policy adviser. It was no secret at this time that, had Kerry been successful, he probably would have handed the position of secretary of state to Holbrooke. This, however, was not to be Holbrooke’s prize. Then, during Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton’s campaign for the Democratic nomination in 2008, he served on her team in the same capacity.

On January 22, 2009, while working back in the private sector, Holbrooke was appointed by President Barack Obama as U.S. special envoy for Afghanistan and Pakistan. He took an important role in United States and NATO negotiations for a settled peace in Afghanistan, and was pivotal in helping to develop the Obama administration’s policy on the future of the country.

On December 11, 2010, during a meeting with Hillary Clinton at the State Department, Holbrooke fell ill and was taken to George Washington University Hospital. After 20 hours of emergency surgery to repair a tear in his aorta, Holbrooke died on December 13, 2010, from complications. Family members later affirmed that his last words, as he was being sedated prior to his surgery, were to his surgeon: “You’ve got to stop this war in Afghanistan.”

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Holiday Inn Sarajevo 

The Holiday Inn Sarajevo, a hotel belonging for most of its history to the Intercontinental Hotels group, was built for the 1984 XIV Winter Olympic games held in that city. It is a modern 10-story structure, incorporating conference rooms, shops, restaurants and bars, and also houses corporate offices of other firms. During the siege of Sarajevo between 1992 and 1995, the Holiday Inn acted as a central location for journalists from the international news agencies covering the siege. Numerous international aid organizations and elements of the United Nations were also based there.

Unfortunately, the hotel was located on that stretch of road that became nicknamed “Sniper Alley,” on the major approach from Sarajevo’s western industrial suburbs to the city center. As one of the primary “no-go” areas leading to downtown, “Sniper Alley” was a road on which drivers were strongly discouraged to travel. Leaving the hotel was an exercise in survival. Anyone wishing to do so had to don helmets and flak jackets (if they had them), and had to run through a series of connecting tunnels to avoid getting shot by snipers.

During the war, the entire hotel was run on black-market supplies, with food, oil for cooking and heating, water, and other necessary commodities brought in on foot—often via numerous subterfuges. Such food as could be obtained was often spoiled by the time it arrived. Fresh water was in such short supply that “luxuries” such as bathing was generally out of the question, while windows facing the hills were boarded up so as to keep casualties from sniper fire to a minimum.

The Holiday Inn stands on Zmaja od Bosne Street, right across from the former Bosnian parliament building—an edifice that was bombed mercilessly during the siege, and remained a blackened shell. The Holiday Inn itself frequently came under sniper fire during the siege, as Bosnian Serb forces targeted the hotel as part of the broader campaign to reduce the city.

It was from the Holiday Inn that the first shots of the war were fired in the spring of 1992, when Serb paramilitaries shot into a mass demonstration of Bosnians rallying prior to democratic elections. On April 5, 1992, 100,000 people of all nationalities turned out for a peace rally in Sarajevo. From the seventh floor of the hotel, renegade Serb riflemen opened fire on the civilians in the crowd, killing six people and wounding several more.

The first casualties of the war, and the siege, were two women—one Bosniak, the other Croat—who were in the first row of the protesters on the Vrbanja Bridge when the shorts rang out. Suada Dilberovic (1968–1992) was a Bosniak medical student in her sixth year of study at the University of Sarajevo when the war broke out. Also killed in that barrage was an ethnic Croat, Olga Sucic. The location of their death, the Vrbanja Bridge, was later renamed in their honor.

The six Serb snipers alleged to have fired on the fateful day were arrested, but a prisoner exchange was then released when Serb paramilitaries captured the Bosniak commandant of the Sarajevo police academy. The Serbs were soon expelled from the hotel, however, and it remained in Bosniak hands for the duration of the war, guarded by United Nations troops. Due to its location and its role as the hub of world networking for those covering the Bosnian War, the hotel became a symbol of Sarajevo’s resistance and refusal to capitulate.

The role of the Holiday Inn Sarajevo during the war was celebrated in the 1997 motion picture Welcome to Sarajevo (directed by Michael Winterbottom; produced by Graham Broadbent and Damian Jones), providing a representative snapshot of what life was like for the journalists who based themselves there throughout the siege. The hotel has now been fully restored, and again forms an important part of the Sarajevo skyline.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Humanitarian Law Center 

The Humanitarian Law Center (HLC) is a private, supranational organization dedicated to documenting human rights abuses during the wars in the former Yugoslavia from 1991 until 2000 and consulting with the governments in Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Kosovo with the aim of prosecuting perpetrators and aiding victims and their families. The HLC was established in 1992 in Belgrade, Serbia, by Natasa Kandic, a Serbian sociologist and noted human rights advocate. Later, after the 1999 Kosovo War, a second office was established in Pristina, Kosovo. The HLC has four main missions: (1) to document war crimes and human rights abuses committed during the various wars in the former Yugoslavia; (2) to commemorate and memorialize those events; (3) to aid in the pursuit of justice for victims and their families and advocate for reforms to avoid future atrocities; and (4) to educate and inform the public about human rights abuses that occurred between 1991 and 2000.

In 2004, the HLC created a Victim-Witness Support Program to help encourage witnesses to step forward and testify at war-crimes trials in Serbian courts. In 2006, the HLC, along with other human rights groups, launched the Regional Commission (RECOM) program in order to provide more of its services at the regional level. This permits the HLC to work with government officials, survivors, and victims’ families more closely in order to document atrocities and bring justice to perpetrators. The HLC has played a sizable role in exposing war crimes and has been a critical factor in the prosecution of numerous war criminals.

In May 2005 the HLC’s Belgrade office released a previously undiscovered video taken during the July 11–13, 1995 Srebrenica Massacre, showing several Scorpion militia fighters shooting at point-blank range six Muslim men, all of whom died. The next month, the video was handed over to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague, where it was shown during Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic’s war-crimes trial. The video was soon broadcast over Serbia’s television stations, and within weeks several Scorpions shown in the video were arrested in Serbia.

The following year, the HLC identified three officials of the Serbian Police War Crimes Investigation Unit, including its head investigator, as bystanders during the war in Kosovo. The HLC presented evidence that they had been involved in the Interior Ministry at the time and therefore had knowledge of atrocities being committed, but did nothing to stop them or report them. The three officials were fired from their jobs. In April 2008, 14 defendants accused of war crimes in Croatia went on trial in Belgrade based on documentation attained by the Law Center. The HLC successfully pursued war-crime charges in May 2008 against 11 members of the Yugoslav Army, including former general and commander Bozidar Delic, who had been involved in a massacre in Kosovo. In March 2009, former Serbian Interior officials were arrested for war crimes committed in Kosovo based on evidence provided by the HLC.

In January 2009, the HLC established a registry of people who were killed or disappeared in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina between 1991 and 1995. The organization has also begun a similar project for victims of the Kosovo War, known as the Kosovo Memory Book, which records all individual civilian deaths between January 1, 1998 and December 31, 2000. The work of compiling these registries is ongoing.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI, JR.
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International Committee of the Red Cross 

The International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) is the founder and coordinating body of the Red Cross and Red Crescent movement operating in virtually every country. It is probably the most instantly recognizable and reputable humanitarian aid organization in the world. It was founded in the last century as a strictly nonpolitical humanitarian aid agency to bring care and respite to the casualties of armed conflict and other humanitarian disasters. The ICRC’s unparalleled reputation was founded on the willingness of its staff to work in areas of conflict in order to bring comfort and dignity to those most affected by the consequences of war, particularly the noncombatant population.

During the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, the ICRC operated a large network of delegations and subdelegations throughout Bosnia-Herzegovina and the United Nations (UN) protected areas in Croatia. These offices were charged with implementing and overseeing ICRC operations, which included prison visits, prisoner exchanges, reuniting of families separated by the war, message exchange services, and a range of general relief activities. The ICRC coordinated many of these activities with local Red Cross offices, which were also struggling to provide humanitarian relief and other services. It also worked with many local and international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) to achieve its humanitarian goals. The ICRC was instrumental in mediating between the warring parties whenever called upon to do so. It acted as a guarantor of even-handedness in activities that involved the warring parties meeting to discuss humanitarian and related issues, to exchange prisoners, or to transport refugees across military boundaries. Through its high-level contacts in the political world and in international organizations, the ICRC was one of the main parties impressing upon all sides of the conflict the need to respect the articles of the Geneva Conventions, the international treaty that the ICRC had been directly instrumental in establishing; this treaty lays down a set of “acceptable” rules of conflict. Unfortunately, the war in the former Yugoslavia was to see many breaches of the conventions of “acceptable” conflict, particularly on the issue of “ethnic cleansing” and the rights of noncombatant populations to remain in their homes.

As with the work of other organizations, the ICRC’s work in one region often became a bargaining chip with which to secure access to ICRC benefits for other less deserving cases in other regions. For instance, reasonable access to prisoners on one side was effectively possible only by instituting an aid program that would deliver benefits to the local population on the other side. This was obviously frustrating for those wishing to assist the most needy, but it was a largely unavoidable part of the conflict and a price that had to be paid if the rights and survival of those most affected by the conflict were to be addressed. It was, for example, the ICRCs insistence and ability to visit every prison camp in the region that largely led to the uncovering of the terrible conditions meted out to inmates in some of the detention camps located in the Bosnian Serb sector in the north, such as at Omarska. On several occasions the ICRC was charged with assisting in the ethnic cleansing process being carried out by each of the warring parties. When local populations decided that they had “had enough,” they were permitted to leave their homes (usually for a fee) and go to the region where their particular ethnic group was in the majority, or to a third country. The ICRC was called in to ensure that these people remained safe and were not mistreated on their journey. However, this situation presented a real problem for the ICRC: it could either refuse to assist, and therefore abandon whole populations to their fate within contested regions; or else it could help these people relocate to new areas (with the provision that these moves were temporary and the people could return at the end of the conflict) but thereby be seen to be assisting in the ethnic cleansing process. Most of these dilemmas were handled with patience and diplomacy and the ICRC was able to emerge from the conflict with its reputation for neutrality and impartiality intact. But the Yugoslav conflict certainly presented one of its most problematic fields of operation since the end of World War II.
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International Court of Justice 

The International Court of Justice (ICJ), which celebrated its 50th anniversary in 1996, may be considered to be the legal arm of the United Nations (UN); it constitutes the highest court of appeal in cases of international law. The ICJ was called upon to deal with three important cases relating to the Yugoslav conflict, and its decisions have been regarded on each occasion as making a significant affirmation of international recognition of the authority of the Bosnian government in Sarajevo.

In March 1993 an action was brought by the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in which the former alleged violation of the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG), asking the court to order Yugoslavia to cease from acts of genocide and to cease supporting paramilitary/irregular forces engaged in similar acts in Bosnia-Herzegovina. It also challenged the international arms embargo initiated by UN Security Council Resolution 713 of September 1991, claiming that as a state it was entitled to seek support, including the necessary weapons, to defend itself. On April 8 the court declined to rule on the issue of the arms embargo, but it did make a provisional order regarding the protection of rights under the Genocide Convention, deferring a final decision on the matter. A second request for a protection order, filed in July, was heard on August 25–26. The court ruled on September 13 that its order of April 8 should be “immediately and effectively implemented.”

The court’s response to the case was significant in that in recognizing the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina as lawfully constituted, it undermined the claim of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia to be the sole legal successor to the former socialist federation. The order also drew attention to the wording of the Genocide Convention, which places signatories under obligation to “prevent and punish” genocide as well as to abstain from it.

In the following year, the Yugoslav government responded by bringing a case in which it claimed that the member states of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), by their decision of February 9 to respond positively to the UN request for airstrikes in support of Sarajevo, were infringing the charter of the UN by threatening to use force without the direct sanction of the Security Council. The defendant states on this occasion did not consent to the court’s jurisdiction, and the case was not heard. The outcome of these two cases indirectly paved the way for the use of air power by NATO forces later in the war.

Finally, in 1996 the ICJ returned to the case that had been brought by the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and that alleged acts of genocide under the Genocide Convention; the court published its decision on July 11. The defense had advanced the case that Bosnia was not a party to the convention at the relevant time and therefore was not entitled to bring the claim. Yugoslavia also argued that there was no international dispute between itself and Bosnia-Herzegovina—that the conflict in question was an internal one and should be considered as a civil war to which Yugoslavia was not a party in a territory over which Yugoslavia had no jurisdiction. The court ruled against Yugoslavia on both of these counts. By reaching this decision, the court laid the groundwork for a succession of trials on charges relating to the Genocide Convention to be brought before the International War Crimes Tribunal at The Hague.
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International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia 

The International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (the “ICTY” or the “Tribunal”) was established on May 23, 1993 by the United Nations Security Council in response to the violent break-up of the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. It was the first international tribunal of its kind since the International Military Tribunal (the Nuremberg Tribunal) and the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (the Tokyo Tribunal) in the wake of World War II.

The Tribunal has a four-fold mission: to bring to justice individuals responsible for serious violations of international humanitarian law committed on the territory of the former Yugoslavia; to bring justice to the victims; to deter future crimes; and to contribute to the restoration of peace in the Balkans by promoting reconciliation in the former Yugoslavia.

Beginning with Resolution 764 on July 13, 1992, the Security Council adopted a series of resolutions that would ultimately result in the establishment of the Tribunal. The Security Council subsequently invoked its authority under Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter and directed all interested parties in the former Yugoslavia, and particularly those with military forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina, to comply with earlier resolutions demanding cease-fires. Violations of international humanitarian law continued and the Security Council requested the Secretary General to appoint a Commission of Experts to investigate violations of the law.

This five-member Commission issued its report on February 9, 1993, concluding that international crimes had been committed in the former Yugoslavia “by means of murder, torture, arbitrary arrest and detention, extra-judicial executions, rape and sexual assault, confinement of civilian population in ghetto areas, forcible removal, displacement and deportation of civilian population, deliberate military attacks or threats of attacks on civilians and civilian areas, and wanton destruction of property.” The report concluded with a discussion of the possibility of establishing an ad hoc war crimes tribunal to try those responsible for the violations outlined in the report. Less than two weeks after the Commission of Experts Report was issued, the Security Council passed Resolution 808 on February 22, 1993, which decided, in principle, to establish an ad hoc tribunal. Pursuant to this resolution, the Secretary General was directed to prepare a report on all aspects pertaining to the creation of such a tribunal and taking into account the suggestions of member states of the United Nations with respect to the effective and expeditious implementation of a tribunal.

The Secretary General’s Report was submitted on May 3, 1993, and attached to the report was a draft statute for the Tribunal. In this report, it was stressed that “in assigning to the International Tribunal the task of prosecuting persons responsible for serious violations of international humanitarian law, the Security Council would not be creating or purporting to ‘legislate’ that law. Rather, the International Tribunal would have the task of applying existing international humanitarian law.” Thus, it was clear from the outset that the Tribunal would be further refining and developing the body of law pronounced upon at Nuremberg and Tokyo some 50 years earlier. Within three weeks of receiving the Secretary General’s Report, the Security Council unanimously adopted Resolution 827 on May 23, 1993 establishing the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia. The Tribunal sits in The Hague, Netherlands.

The ICTY has jurisdiction over crimes committed on the territory of the former Yugoslavia from January 1, 1991 to a date to be determined in the future by the Security Council. Four crimes fall within the competence of the Tribunal: genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and grave breaches of the four 1949 Geneva Conventions. The Tribunal has primacy over national courts in the sense that it may request a state to defer prosecution and transfer an accused to The Hague for trial.
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The Tribunal has jurisdiction over individuals (not organizations, political parties or other entities) and may prosecute persons who have “planned, instigated, ordered, committed or otherwise aided and abetted in the planning, preparation or execution” of a crime for which it has jurisdiction. In addition, superiors—whether military or otherwise—may be prosecuted and punished for crimes committed by their subordinates if the superior knew or had reason to know that a crime was about to be committed or had been committed by the subordinate and the superior failed to take the necessary and reasonable steps to prevent the crime or to punish the perpetrator. The fact that a Head of State or Government allegedly committed the crimes neither relieves the person of criminal responsibility nor mitigates the punishment. While a person may not escape criminal liability on the grounds that he or she was acting pursuant to an order of a superior, this factor may be taken into consideration in mitigation of punishment if the judges determine that justice requires such mitigation.

Pursuant to the Statute of the Tribunal, the judges are empowered to adopt the Rules of Procedure and Evidence. The Rules are a hybrid of the common law and civil law traditions and take into account both the rights of the accused and measures for the protection of victims and witnesses. The Statute and Rules guarantee the accused fundamental human rights. These rights include the right to a fair and expeditious trial, the right to remain silent throughout the proceedings, the right to be represented by defense counsel (at the Tribunal’s expense in the event of indigency), the right to confront and cross-examine witnesses, and the right to an interpreter in the event that he or she does not understand one of the working languages of the Tribunal (English and French).

The Tribunal is composed of three organs: the Chambers, the Office of the Prosecutor (“OTP”) and the Registry. Originally, there were 11 judges in the Chambers, but due to the growth of the Tribunal the Chambers currently consist of 25 permanent and ad litem judges. The 16 permanent judges are assigned to either one of the Trial Chambers or the Appeals Chamber. The permanent judges of the ICTY elect the president of the Tribunal from among their ranks.

A pool of 27 ad litem judicial positions were created in November 2000 to increase the efficient operation of the Tribunal and to expedite the trials to achieve a more efficient operation of the Tribunal. Of this pool, a maximum of nine ad litem judges may sit at any one given time and the first group of six ad litem judges arrived in September 2001. The ad litem judges sit on the Trial Chambers only and are precluded from participating in the pre-trial phase of the cases.

There are three Trial Chambers that are each broken down into two sections with three judges sitting on each section. There are no jury trials; rather, the three Trial Chamber judges sit as triers of both fact and law. Seven judges are assigned to the Appeals Chamber, although five judges sit on each appeal. The Appeals Chamber also hears appeals emanating from the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (“ICTR”) in order to ensure the consistent development of international humanitarian law.

The prosecutor is also the chief prosecutor for the ICTR. The office consists of two primary divisions, the Prosecution Division and the Investigations Division, as well as several other sections, covering appeals, international law and evidence. The Office of the Prosecutor is responsible for investigating and prosecuting the crimes that fall within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. The current prosecutor is Serge Brammertz while previous prosecutors have been Ramón Escovar Salom of Venezuela (1993–1994), Richard Goldstone of South Africa (1994–1996), Louise Arbour of Canada (1996–1999), Eric Ostberg of Sweden, and Carla Del Ponte of Switzerland (1999–2007), who had also served as the Prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda until 2003.

The third organ is the Registry which provides administrative support to the other organs. These support services include translation and interpretation, finance, personnel, security, building maintenance and relations with the host state, the Netherlands. It also encompasses two specialized legal support units, one for the judges and one for the Tribunal as a whole.

On May 7, 1997, Dusko Tadic was the first individual to be convicted by the ICTY. Since then, the Tribunal has indicted 161 individuals, and has completed proceedings with regard to 126 of them. The ICTY acquitted 13 individuals, transferred 13 cases to local courts, and sentenced 64 individuals (1 individual is awaiting transfer, 26 have been transferred, 34 have served their term, and 3 died while serving their sentences). Another 36 cases have been terminated either because indictments were withdrawn or because of the death of the accused. The ICTY has entered into agreements with a number of states for the incarceration of individuals convicted by the Trial Chamber. Such persons are transferred to these states once the appeals process has run its course. Persons awaiting trial or undergoing an appeal are detained at the United Nations Detention Unit in Scheveningen, a short distance from the seat of the Tribunal.

It was hoped that the ICTY would have completed the trial process of all those indicted by the end of 2008, with all appeals completed by the end of 2010. This was, however, extended in order to pursue currently pending warrants of leading indictees, such as Radovan Karadzic and Ratko Mladic.

In 2011, Goran Hadzic and Mladic were both arrested. Trials proceeding at ICTY are currently underway.
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Izetbegovic, Alija

Alija Izetbegovic was the first president of Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1990 and 1996, a period traversing the last days of communist rule in united Yugoslavia and the establishment of the independent Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina. He was born on August 8, 1925, in Bosanski Samac, a town in northern Bosnia. During World War II, he was a member of a Bosnian Islamic organization called Mladi Muslimani, or Young Muslims. This organization was a youth-oriented party of Islamic renewal that helped refugees. The aftermath of the war saw him graduate in law from the University of Sarajevo. The imposition of the communist regime of Josip Broz Tito, however, which suppressed ethnic and religious distinctiveness, saw Izetbegovic arrested in 1946, and jailed for three years.

Upon his release, he began to work tirelessly for Muslim rights within the Yugoslav state. In 1970 he published a manifesto entitled The Islamic Declaration, which again reinforced his Islamic fidelity. The book was banned by the communist government; Izetbegovic’s opponents would later look at this work as an affirmation of his Muslim fundamentalism—and thus, by extension, of Islamic extremism.

Although Tito died in 1980, the repression of religious and ethnic separateness continued, and in April 1983 Izetbegovic, along with several others, was again imprisoned, this time sentenced to 14 years’ jail. In May 1984 the sentence was reduced to 12 years, and in 1988, he was pardoned after a drawn-out appeals process, and released after almost 5 years in prison.

By then, Izetbegovic had become the de facto leader of Bosnia’s Muslims. In 1989 he was instrumental in establishing the Stranka Demokratske Akcije (Party of Democratic Action, or SDA). While this was not specifically a Muslim party, it was nonetheless a party that attracted the largest following among Muslims. At elections that year, the SDA won the largest share of the vote and 33 percent of the seats, and in a complicated constitutional atmosphere (and much political jockeying), Izetbegovic became president of the Bosnian republic within the Yugoslav federation. As Yugoslavia then began to unravel through the early 1990s, Izetbegovic looked to Bosnia’s interests in the rapidly-changing environment. In mid-February 1992, he arranged a referendum on Bosnia’s independence; on February 29, 1992, he declared Bosnia’s independence from Yugoslavia, to take effect as from April 7. The day before this, however, Bosnian Serb and Yugoslav forces crossed into Bosnia, with the intention of bringing the new country back into the federation, and the Bosnian War began.

The war for the partition of Bosnia was fought so ferociously that it became a three-way war of atrocities and counteratrocities, involving Slobodan Milosevic of Yugoslavia/Serbia, Franjo Tudjman of Croatia, Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic, and Izetbegovic. The vicious warfare that followed resulted in the death of up to 250,000 Bosnian civilians and the worst massacres in Europe since the end of World War II (most notoriously, the Serb massacre of some 8,000 Bosniak men and boys at Srebrenica in July 1995). The war’s most notorious expression came in the form of what became known as “ethnic cleansing,” a term used to denote any attempt to force minorities off their lands.

During the war, ethnic cleansing became a substitute for genocide in popular discourse, as mass killings proliferated throughout Bosnia. Military offensives to drive out minority populations intensified with the formation of paramilitary units, as more and more emphasis was placed on killing as a means of ensuring that those displaced would never return. In other words, genocide presented itself as the most efficient way of ridding oneself of an unwanted minority. Typically, the policy of ethnic cleansing would begin with the harassment of local citizens of an unwanted group, who could be terrorized and intimidated, often in fear of their lives, to leave their homes. Such terror could include torture, rape, beatings, and mutilation, and extend to murder and even mass murder as an example to the wider population. Once an area had been “cleansed” of its unwanted population, the perpetrators moved in their own people, and altered the character of the region as though the original owners had never existed; in this way, they laid claim to the region as of right, with no one able to claim pre-existing title through prior occupation. Genocidal violence characterized the Bosnian Serb tactics to destroy the entire Muslim population in Srebrenica and other UN-designated “safe areas.”

Throughout the war, Izetbegovic strove hard to retain Bosnia’s territorial integrity in the face of invasion, ethnic cleansing, and genocide, fighting three and sometimes four enemies at once. He consistently promoted the idea of a multiethnic Bosnia (an ideal that has become Izetbegovic's major legacy down to today), but waging war to guarantee Bosnia’s survival was at no stage something he could achieve without foreign intervention and a negotiated settlement.

The Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995 was a turning-point. In August 1995, North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air forces launched an intensive bombing campaign against Bosnian Serb positions around Sarajevo and other cities, which permitted the Bosniak and Croat armies to go over to the offensive against the Serbs. A ceasefire between all parties followed, with a peace treaty negotiated at Dayton, Ohio, on November 21, 1995, under the supervision of the United States. This was to a large degree brokered by U.S. diplomat Richard Holbrooke at the instigation of President Bill Clinton.

Izetbegovic remained in power until October 2000, when he retired at the age of 74. As president of Bosnia throughout the war, he held office between March 3, 1992, and March 14, 1996. He then immediately became president of post-Dayton independent Bosnia, where he remained until his retirement. A hero of the Bosniak people, he was (and remains) recognized as the father of Bosnian independence. He died on October 19, 2003, aged 78, and was buried in Sarajevo.
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Jankovic, Gojko

Gojko Jankovic was the leader of a Bosnian Serb military unit during the Bosnian War of 1992–1995. Indicted and tried by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), in February 2007, he was found guilty of participating in a widespread and systematic attack of the army, police, and paramilitary formations on the non-Serb civilian population of Foca between April 1992 and November 1993.

Born on October 31, 1954, in Trbusce (within the Foca municipality of Foca), Jankovic was a former café owner who later became a deputy commander of Foca’s Bosnian Serb military police. It was while serving in this capacity that the offences alleged against him took place.

In July 1992, Jankovic commanded a group of soldiers who attacked Bosniak civilians hiding in the forest in the vicinity of Kremnik. Gathering many of these people together, it was subsequently alleged that between July 3 and July 13, 1992, at least 72 Bosniaks from the Foda municipality were detained in two classrooms in the Foca High School. These included women, children, and the elderly. From July 13, 1992, they were transferred from there to Foca’s Partizan Sports Hall, which then functioned as a detention center until mid-August 1992.

Partizan was transformed almost immediately into a brutal rape center, where a carefully orchestrated pattern of sexual assault took place. Already during the detention at Foca High School many of the female detainees had been subjected to sexual abuse, but at Partizan heavily armed soldiers, in small groups of three to five, would enter, select women for rape, and take them to nearby houses, apartments, or hotels. When the women resisted or hid, the soldiers would beat them in order to force their compliance.

Around August 13, 1992, most of those imprisoned detainees at Partizan were released and deported by convoy to Montenegro, where they were able to receive medical care for the first time. Throughout this period, and into January 1993, Jankovic raped female detainees and, together with a co-accused, Dragoljub Kunarac, he kept two of them in sexual slavery.

After the end of the war in 1995, Jankovic was indicted by the ICTY alongside of seven other members of the Bosnian Serb forces responsible for the atrocities at Foca. According to the indictment, Jankovic and another co-accused, Dragan Zelenovic, were deputy commanders of the military police and the main paramilitary leaders at Foca, and thus bore both individual and command responsibility for the events that took place there. Jankovic was charged with seven counts of violations of the laws or customs of war (torture and rape), and seven counts of crimes against humanity (torture and rape). On March 13, 2005, he surrendered voluntarily, and was transferred to the custody of the ICTY the next day. He made his initial appearance before the tribunal on March 18, 2005, and appeared again on April 15, 2005. He pleaded not guilty to all counts of the indictment.

On July 22, 2005, the Referral Bench of the ICTY decided that Jankovic’s case should be referred to the War Crimes Chamber of the State Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina, so he could stand trial there. The case was duly referred on November 15, 2005, and on December 8 the same year Jankovic was transferred to the custody of the authorities of Bosnia and Herzegovina. His trial began on April 21, 2006.

On February 16, 2007, the Trial Panel found that as a leader of a military unit within the Foca brigade of the Bosnian Serb army, Jankovic participated in a widespread and systematic attack of the army, police, and paramilitary formations on the non-Serb civilian population of the Foca municipality between April 1992 and November 1993. He was found guilty of murdering, torturing, and raping Bosniak and Croat civilians in Foca across the same period. In a sentence amounting to the longest handed down by Bosnia’s War Crimes Chamber since its establishment in March 2005, he was sentenced to a prison term of 34 years. After an appeal, the Appeals Panel of the War Crimes Chamber upheld the sentence on November 20, 2007, though the court acquitted Jankovic of one of the rape charges.

Further attempts to reduce his sentence, order the Bosnian state court to retry the case, or have it returned to the ICTY for a new trial, were rejected by that tribunal on June 22, 2010. At the same time, the ICTY confirmed the original sentence, with no further action to be taken.
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Jashari, Adem

Adem Jashari was born in the village of Donji Prekaz, in the Drenica region of Kosovo, on November 28, 1955. For some people, he was a Kosovar Albanian terrorist, responsible for the murder of Serbian officials and police; to others, he was a freedom fighter who founded the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) and whose actions and subsequent death are worthy of recognition in the annals of martyrdom for Kosovo independence.

Growing up on age-old stories of liberation struggles waged by Kosovo’s ethnic Albanians, as a young man Jashari was rarely seen without a gun. In 1991, he was known frequently to cross the Kosovo-Albanian border in order to participate in armed actions against the Serbian police. At one point he and others decided to move to Albania for military training that would lead later to the establishment of the KLA.

After this, Jashari and his comrades committed several acts of sabotage against the Serb administrative apparatus, to such a degree that by December 30, 1991, Serbian police surrounded Jashari and his older brother Hamez Jashari at home in Prekaz, in an unsuccessful attempt to capture or kill them. In the siege that followed, large numbers of armed and unarmed people from the district rushed to Prekaz in support of the Jasharis, effectively breaking the siege and forcing the Serbian police to consider Prekaz a “no-go” area. Over the next several years the Jasharis participated in numerous actions against the Serbian army and police.

In July 1997 a Yugoslav court convicted Adem Jashari in absentia of terrorism, and on January 22, 1998, Serbian forces once more tried to assault the Jashari compound at Prekaz. Jashari was not home, but the men who were there drove away the attackers. The next day, as in the past, thousands of supporters descended on the village from the surrounding Drenica region, and again the Serb police and military were forced to retreat. For the Serbs, the challenge posed by ongoing Jashari recalcitrance and violence had become too much to bear, and it was openly acknowledged that a final reckoning would have to be made if the ongoing disgrace posed to Serb authority was to be stopped.

Still, Jashari and his KLA guerrillas maintained their pressure, completely unintimidated by the thought of Serb countermeasures. On February 28, 1998, a small KLA unit led by Jashari was ambushed by a Serbian police patrol near Likosane. In the fighting, four Serb police officers were killed and two were severely wounded.

At dawn on March 5, 1998, the KLA launched another attack on a police patrol in Prekaz, and on this occasion, by way of response, a full-scale Serb revenge mission was organized. The police and army now used tanks, armored personnel carriers, artillery, and helicopters to lay siege to the villages identified as KLA strongholds, such as Likosane and Cirez. KLA fighters and their families were forced to retreat to Jashari’s compound. The police initially invited Jashari to surrender, giving him a deadline of two hours in which to respond, and during this time a number of people left the compound. After the expiration of the deadline, the shooting began. In one of the houses, where most of Jashari’s extended family had gathered in a single room, a mortar shell fell through the roof, resulting in a considerable loss of life. The shelling continued for nearly two days, and Jashari, his brother Hamez, and 51 other family members were killed. Eighteen were women, and 10 were children under the age of 16.

To Kosovar Albanians, Adem Jashari became a symbol of independence, his eight-year armed struggle leading a family fiercely devoted to the fight for independence and ready to give their lives for the cause. The family home in Donji Prekaz has since been converted into a shrine, and the anniversary of his death is recalled throughout Kosovo each year. As a leading KLA commander in the Drenica operation zone, his fight—and ultimate demise in the Prekaz massacre—precipitated events that would eventually lead to the 1999 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) war against Serbia and the separation of Kosovo later that year. In 2008, after Kosovo’s declaration of independence on February 17, Jashari was posthumously awarded the title “Hero of Kosovo,” his contribution acknowledged as vital in the overall chronology of events.
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Jelisic, Goran

Goran Jelisic is a Bosnian Serb war criminal who was convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for crimes against humanity and war crimes. Born in Bijeljina, Bosnia, on June 7, 1968, he was raised in the town of Brcko and became a mechanic working with farm machinery. So far as anyone can tell, he did not exhibit any overtly violent tendencies until the onset of war in 1992 brought about a change in his behavior that led to him committing a number of major crimes against humanity against Bosniaks in and around the Brcko vicinity.
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The small city of Brcko, with a population of some 41,000, is located on the Sava River in northeastern Bosnia, on the border with Croatia. When war broke out in early April 1992, about 55 percent of the population were Muslim. In view of the city’s geographical location, it was always likely to be a bone of contention, and conflict began early. On April 30, 1992, two explosions destroyed bridges spanning the Sava River after local Serbs had demanded that the town be split into three sectors, Croat, Bosniak, and Serb. Some consider that this event marked the beginning of Brcko’s war.

The next day, radio broadcasts ordered the Muslim and Croat inhabitants of Brcko to surrender their arms. Serb forces, comprised of soldiers, paramilitaries, and police, were deployed within the town and began targeting the non-Serbian population with the intention of clearing them out. In what seemed to be a systematic process, each neighborhood was combed thoroughly, and all the inhabitants were directed to collection centers where Bosniaks and Croats were separated from Serbs. Bosniak and Croat women, children, and men over 60 were evacuated from the city; men between 16 and 60 were held in collection centers. Starting on May 7, nearly all the Bosniaks and some of the Croats, including several women who had been held back from the initial evacuation, were transferred to a camp that had been set up at Luka, a makeshift detention site consisting of a series of warehouses in a former port facility on the river.

Hundreds of people were detained at Luka in May 1992, in inhumane and degrading living conditions. Prisoners were severely beaten, humiliated, and forced to sexually abuse each other, and female detainees were raped, often repeatedly. Death was common. Paradoxically, there is also evidence that from time to time some prisoners managed to obtain release.

During this period, Goran Jelisic, wearing clothes that allowed him to pass as a police officer at Brcko police headquarters and Luka camp, committed the crimes for which he was later convicted. There is no evidence that he actually was a police officer, or that he belonged formally to any military or paramilitary unit. At Luka camp, however, individuals without any official standing, if they were known locally, could come and go without let or hindrance, and participate in camp activities. Jelisic was one such person.

Throughout most of May and into June 1992, Jelisic was certainly a presence at Luka. To say he was “on duty” at the camp, given his status, is something of a misnomer, but he acted as though he was a guard, with literally the power of life and death over those incarcerated there. Particularly during one two-week period, Jelisic was said to have entered Luka’s main hall, selected detainees for violent interrogation, and then executed them, their bodies thrown into the nearby Sava River. To the prisoners he took delight in calling himself the “Serbian Adolf,” and made highly discriminatory and degrading remarks to them as a matter of course. It is alleged that at one point he told his captives he had gone to the camp in order to kill Muslims. He was known to hit out indiscriminately, without regard for the prisoners’ sex or degree of vulnerability. His interrogations were often a pretext for violence resulting in death. He frequently carried out his murders execution-style, using a “Skorpion” submachine gun firing one or two bullets to the back of a kneeling victim’s neck. It is alleged that he bragged to his victims that he had to kill 20 or 30 Muslims before he could enjoy his morning coffee.

While the rest of his activities for the rest of the war are largely unknown to the public record, what is known is that on July 21, 1995, before the war was over, Jelisic was indicted by the ICTY for crimes against humanity, war crimes, and genocide, with a warrant issued for his arrest. Pursuant to this, he was apprehended on January 22, 1998, by a team of U.S. Navy SEALs acting as part of the postwar North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) forces sent to secure the area (SFOR). He was transferred immediately to the ICTY’s detention unit in The Hague, to face trial for 1 count of genocide, 16 counts of violating the customs of war (war crimes), and 15 counts of crimes against humanity for his involvement in the inhumane treatment and systematic killing of detainees. At his first appearance before the court on January 26, 1998, he pleaded not guilty to all charges.

On October 29, 1998, in a further appearance, Jelisic pleaded not guilty to genocide, but guilty to the counts relating to crimes against humanity and war crimes. This plea bargaining came as the result of discussions between prosecution and defense attorneys, leading the trial to commence in its own right on November 30, 1998. It was adjourned shortly after for various reasons, and resumed only on August 30, 1999. Once underway a second time, however, it proceeded rapidly, such that on October 19, 1999, the Trial Chamber pronounced its oral judgment, with a written statement to follow.

Notwithstanding Jelisic’s plea-bargain arrangement, the judges were required to make a ruling on the genocide charge, and upon consideration the Trial Chamber concluded that the prosecutor had not proven the sufficient elements required to establish beyond a reasonable doubt that Jelisic had planned, incited, ordered, or otherwise participated with the intent of destroying, in whole or in part, the Bosnian Muslim population as a national, ethnic, or religious group. Consequently, he was acquitted of the charge of genocide. If the prosecution’s case had been successful, it would have seen the first verdict relating to genocide from the ICTY.

The Trial Chamber did, however, find Jelisic guilty on all of the remaining 31 counts in the indictment relating to crimes against humanity and war crimes.

Judgment having been passed, on December 14, 1999, Jelisic was sentenced to 40 years’ imprisonment. Both sides appealed the sentence: the prosecution against acquittal on the genocide count, and Jelisic against the harshness of the sentence owing to the fact that he had already pleaded guilty. On July 5, 2001, the ICTY Appeals Chamber dismissed Jelisic’s appeal, and affirmed the original decision. The sentence of 40 years’ imprisonment was the harshest handed down by the ICTY to that point.

On May 29, 2003, Jelisic was transferred to Italy to serve his sentence, with time served granted for the period he had been in detention since 1998.
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 Kandic, Nat asa 

Natasa Kandic is a Serbian human rights advocate who has documented abuses throughout the wars in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo. She was born in 1946 in Kragujevac, Serbia, and after studying sociology at university became a dissident under the regime of Josip Broz Tito, having developed a passion for the promotion of human rights. She spent several years working with the trade union movement in Belgrade on issues relating to worker housing, and in 1992 she founded Belgrade’s Humanitarian Law Center (Fond za Humanitarno pravo). The Center now employs a staff of 70 lawyers, documenting the atrocities committed during the Balkan wars that took place between 1991 and 1999.

She has constantly protested the torture, rape, and murder committed by the warring factions in the conflict that devastated the former Yugoslavia throughout the decade, and in doing so has earned the hatred of her fellow Serbs and military leaders throughout the region. Though frequently labeled a Serb traitor by those at home, she has campaigned for the rights of all groups and all minorities in times of conflict, not simply those deemed to have been targets by the Serbs during the Balkan wars.

The Humanitarian Law Center is well known for its meticulous investigative work, and its research has been utilized by other international bodies such as the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). The Center also represents victims before international tribunals, providing legal assistance to refugees for land claims, citizenship, the right of return, pension payments, and property ownership rights. Over a lengthy period during the 1990s, Kandic engaged in a number of imaginative initiatives, such as the Candles for Peace campaign in 1991, where citizens stood with flames alight outside the Serbian presidential building nightly, reading the names of those killed during the war. She organized a petition that collected 78,000 signatures protesting the forced conscription of Serbians into the war in Croatia, and in 1992 she organized the so-called Black Ribbon March, which saw 150,000 citizens of Belgrade demonstrate against the suffering of civilians in Bosnia’s capital city Sarajevo, then under siege at the hands of the Bosnian Serbs.

In Sid, a town and municipality in the Srem District of Vojvodina, Kandic was investigating a mass killing that took place during the Kosovo conflict of 1999 when she first learned of the existence of a videotape made by the Bosnian Serb militia unit known as the Scorpions in July 1995. This tape, she discovered, chronicled on film the activities of one Scorpion detachment, from the time its members were blessed by their priest until they carried out the murder of six young Bosniaks (two of whom were only 17 years of age) near the village of Trnovo after the fall of the eastern Bosnian enclave of Srebrenica. The film showed how the Scorpions could be seen laughing, smoking, and taunting their captives, and how the victims were forced to lie down with their hands tied behind their backs before being shot in the back by their captors. The footage circulated for a decade among members of the Scorpions and Serb nationalist groups, and, it was said, could even be rented in video clubs in Sid.

Kandic learned that originally some 20 copies had been made, but that they had allegedly all been destroyed on the order of the Scorpion commanding officer when the war turned against the Bosnian Serbs later in 1995. One former member of the unit, however, made an extra copy for himself. It was this copy that Kandic eventually managed to track down in Bosnia, in 2003, after he had contacted her. Upon obtaining it, she passed it on to the ICTY. She also forwarded it to television stations in Serbia, in the hope that it would be aired as part of the self-examination and healing process following the downfall of Slobodan Milosevic in 2000.

On June 2, 2005, the video was broadcast on Serbian television. People were shocked by what they saw, as many until then were still of the opinion that the 1995 massacre was an unsubstantiated rumor that never actually happened. After it was shown on television, the videotape made a significant impact on Serbian public opinion owing to its presentation of evidence created by the perpetrators themselves. It also led to the immediate identification of one of the victims by his family, who were watching the program that night. Later, it became an important part of the case against Milosevic during his trial at the ICTY. The day after the video was broadcast, Serbian police rounded up eight Scorpion suspects, while a ninth was later detained in Croatia. Serbian prime minister Vojislav Kostunica called the executions brutal, callous, and disgraceful, thereby contributing toward the process of moving ahead the process of Serbia coming to terms with its past.

A much-decorated advocate for human dignity and justice for all, Natasa Kandic has won the admiration of human rights defenders throughout the world. In 2003 she was listed by Time magazine as one of 36 European heroes, and in 2005 was proclaimed an honorary citizen of the city of Sarajevo. At the same time Slobodna Bosna magazine named her Person of the Year in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Then, in September 2006, Kandic became a member of the Order of Danica Hrvatska, awarded by the president of Croatia to individuals who have made a significant contribution to the advancement of moral values.

Taken overall, it can be said that Natasa Kandic has consistently spoken out against repression and bigotry in all its forms. Her goal has been to press governments throughout the Balkan region to shoulder their responsibility and bring war criminals to justice, along the way ensuring that the many victims on all sides of the conflicts have a voice.
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 Karadzic, Radovan 

Radovan Karadzic is a former Bosnian Serb leader who was president of the entity called Republika Srpska between April 7, 1992, and July 19, 1996. Born on June 19, 1945, in Petnjica, a village in northern Montenegro in the Municipality of Berane, his father had been a Serb patriot, or Chetnik, and anticommunist who fought against Josip Broz Tito’s partisans during World War II. In 1960 Karadzic moved to Sarajevo, where he became a student at the University of Sarajevo’s Medical School. His chosen field was psychiatry, but he was also of a highly creative, literary disposition, and enjoyed writing poetry. As a poet, he came under the influence of the Serbian writer Dobrica Cosic, a Serb nationalist writer (later the president of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia), who convinced Karadzic to enter the world of politics.

In 1989 he was a founder of a pro-Serbian nationalist party, the Srpska Demokratska Stranka (Serbian Democratic Party, or SDS). The main intention of the SDS was to rally all Serbs in Bosnia (and later, Croatia) into a single community that would work to remain within Yugoslavia should Bosnia or Croatia decide to break away from the Federal Republic in the future. The major goal of the party, therefore, was the establishment of what would become a Greater Serbia. The SDS was anticommunist, heavily influenced by the Serbian Orthodox Church, and capitalist in its economic inclination. From Belgrade, it was supported by Slobodan Milosevic, the ultranationalist president of Serbia.

In June 1991, Slovenia and Croatia unilaterally declared their independence from the Yugoslav Federation, initiating the Balkan wars that were to dominate the region for the next four years. Macedonia declared its independence in September 1991. By way of response, in Bosnia-Herzegovina, a separate Serb Assembly was established on October 24, 1991, in order to represent the Bosnian Serbs in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Several Serb districts declared their autonomy and their allegiance to the Serb-dominated federal government, which led to armed conflict breaking out between Serbs and non-Serbs. Karadzic rejected proposals that Bosnia-Herzegovina follow the other republics on the independence route, and withdrew the SDS from the ruling coalition. At a closed referendum among Bosnian Serbs held in November 1991, most voted to remain part of Yugoslavia, and on January 9, 1992, the Bosnian Serb Assembly proclaimed the Republic of the Serb people of Bosnia and Herzegovina.
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In the aftermath of the Bosnian declaration of independence from Yugoslavia on April 6, 1992, Karadzic declared the Serb sections of the country independent, under the name Republika Srpska, or Serbian Republic. Karadzic was voted as president in Pale, in the mountains overlooking Sarajevo, on May 13, 1992. Backed by Milosevic, he then waged a murderous war against the Muslims of Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995. It was Karadzic who orchestrated the three-year-long siege of Bosnia’s capital city, Sarajevo. Day after day, he ordered a barrage of artillery to rain on the defenseless city. From his headquarters in Pale, Karadzic ordered the systematic destruction of historic Muslim targets such as the National Library, not to mention the killing of unarmed civilians congregated in open-air markets. His most egregious crime was the offensive he ordered in 1995 against the six so-called “safe areas” under United Nations (UN) protection (Sarajevo, Tuzla, Gorazde, Srebrenica, Zepa, and Bihac). In the worst of these, and in full view, Karadzic’s senior military officer, General Ratko Mladic, fell on the city of Srebrenica. Systematically, militias and troops from the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske, or VRS), the Bosnian Serb army, captured as many men and boys between the ages of 10 and 65 as they could find, led them out of the city, and killed them in the surrounding hills, burying them in mass graves. The women and children of Srebrenica were sent outside the borders of Republika Srpska. This was one of the most blatant acts of genocide, in the context of the Yugoslav wars, for which Milosevic was held accountable indirectly, and in which Karadzic was the primary executor.

After this, however—and possibly because of it—the position of the Bosnian Serbs began to deteriorate, as international opinion turned against them, and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) general Sir Rupert Smith started a campaign determined to bring this rogue army to heel. On August 4, 1995, Karadzic announced he was removing Mladic from command, and taking command of the VRS himself, though popular pressure forced him to overturn this order a few days later.

The worst effects of the Siege of Sarajevo ended in mid-September 1995, when the Bosnian Serbs, under pressure, agreed to withdraw their heavy weapons. The conflict had seen approximately 10,000 people killed, including over 1,500 children.

On November 21, 1995, the war came to an end when Milosevic, Bosnian president Alija Izetbegovic, and Croatian president Franjo Tudjman signed the Dayton peace settlement in the United States. Through this action, Milosevic effectively abandoned Karadzic, who was not permitted to attend in person by the government of U.S. president Bill Clinton on the ground that he had, by that stage, been indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes.

On July 11, 1996, Karadzic and Mladic were indicted jointly by the ICTY at The Hague on 16 counts, including genocide; crimes against humanity (extermination, murder, persecutions on political, racial, and religious grounds, and other inhumane acts, namely, forcible transfer because of religious or national identity); and war crimes (murder, unlawfully inflicting terror upon civilians, taking hostages, and wilful killing). This indictment did not stop him becoming the sole president of Republika Srpska on July 19, 1996 (and therefore supreme commander of the armed forces), but as an indicted war criminal he was banned from standing for parliament and pressured into relinquishing his government and party positions. He was succeeded as president by Biljana Plavsic.

He then went into hiding, and remained a fugitive from 1996 until his arrest in Belgrade on July 21, 2008. When he was finally caught, Karadzic was found living under a heavy disguise, working as an alternative medicine practitioner in Belgrade. With a false name, long, bushy beard, and glasses, he was barely recognizable. After a few days in the custody of the Belgrade war crimes court he was transferred into ICTY custody at The Hague on July 30, 2008. He appeared before Judge Alphons Orie the next day, when he was formally charged with one count of genocide, one count of complicity in genocide, four counts of war crimes, and five counts of crimes against humanity.

Karadzic attended the hearing without the assistance of counsel, informing the court that he intended to represent himself. At a second court appearance on August 29, 2008, he refused to enter a plea of guilty or not guilty. Finally, on March 3, 2009, Trial Chamber III entered a plea of not guilty on his behalf after he refused to enter a plea to new charges brought against him in a third amended indictment.

The trial began on October 26, 2009, with opening statements from the prosecution. Claiming that he had not had enough time to prepare his defense, Karadzic declared that he would boycott the trial and failed to appear. In the absence of the accused or anyone to defend him, Trial Judge O-Gon Kwon had no option but to suspend the case for 24 hours. The prosecution began its opening statement the next day. On November 5, 2009, the court forcibly imposed a lawyer on him, and postponed his trial until March 1, 2010. On November 26, 2009, however, Karadzic challenged the legal validity and legitimacy of the tribunal, though this was rejected. The trial duly resumed on March 1, 2010, when Karadzic decided to attend and present his opening statement.

A month later, on April 1, 2010, Karadzic again told the Tribunal that he would represent himself, and once more refused to recognize the charges or the legitimacy of the court. He denied all charges against him. By these constant delaying tactics, Karadzic was able to hold up the progress of the trial, stalling in the hope that a more favorable outcome could be won. His case was not helped, however, by the capture of Ratko Mladic on May 26, 2011, though how that might affect Karadzic’s trial is as yet uncertain.

At the time of writing, the case of Radovan Karadzic is still proceeding at the ICTY in The Hague.
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Kenney, George 

George Kenney is a Washington-based writer on matters of important foreign policy interest, and was formerly deputy chief, and then acting chief, of the Yugoslav desk in the U.S. Department of State.

Born in what was then the French territory of Algiers in 1956 to a family serving in the U.S. Foreign Service, he was raised in a variety of locations in the United States, Africa, and Europe. After attending graduate school at the University of Chicago, he followed in his family’s footsteps and also joined the Foreign Service.

As the war between Serb-dominated Yugoslavia and secessionist Croatia intensified throughout 1991, Kenney became more and more concerned that the United States was not doing more to stop the violence step in to bring the war to and end. Then, after Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence on April 6, 1992, Kenney’s concern turned to alarm, as he realized that no serious action was contemplated by the George H.W. Bush administration.

On August 25, 1992, Kenney resigned in protest over U.S. policy toward Yugoslavia. Shortly beforehand, he had written a memorandum suggesting that the U.S. send teams to investigate what was then happening in Bosnia—at a time when reports were surfacing of Serb-run concentration and rape camps, wanton violence, and ethnic cleansing. His most immediate concern was a report from the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) predicting that up to 150,000 people would die the following winter if immediate action from the countries of the West was not forthcoming. What frustrated Kenney most was the thought that the State Department knew what was taking place, and was not acting in a manner likely to stop the killing. Moreover, it seemed to be turning a blind eye to reports coming in from a wide variety of sources, filtered through Kenney’s desk.

Kenney’s action was considered courageous by many of those around him. Resignations over matters of principle, particularly of those involved in foreign affairs, have been infrequent historically, as they are statement that the public servant involved has confidence in a government’s policy—the policy he or she is expected to administer. Kenney’s resignation sent a message that the United States, and indeed, the countries of the West generally, must abandon their stance of little or no action and replace it with concrete measures that would stop the brutal aggression of Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic.

After his high-profile resignation, Kenney became a consultant to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the premier international affairs think tank in the United States. Over the next several years, he published numerous articles in the mainstream press, did hundreds of radio and television interviews and talk shows, and traveled extensively through the United States on speaking tours. During this time he kept a very close eye on events in Bosnia, and became disillusioned at the carelessness with which people were throwing around terms such as genocide, ethnic cleansing, holocaust, and the like. He was especially critical of what he saw as inflated numbers of those killed in the fighting—either in combat or through the deliberate targeting of civilians.

On April 23, 1995, he published an article in The New York Times that was arguably his most important piece to date, “The Bosnian Calculation.” In this, he argued that most estimates of the death toll up to that point were in fact highly inaccurate and massively overstated. He accused the Bosnian government and the international community of sensationalism and of deliberately inflating the number of fatalities to attract international support for the Bosniak cause over that of the Serbs—for whom he nevertheless retained the utmost contempt.

Predictably, Kenney’s article attracted a great deal of opposition. Questioning the figures of mortality, he was amazed at the credulity of the international press and leading statesmen and politicians who accepted claims of genocide and hundreds of thousands of deaths without seeking any sort of verification or clarification. For many people, Kenney’s controversial article—a stance from which he never departed—tarnished his heroic earlier action at the beginning of the war when he resigned over United States inaction.

One important outcome of the stand he took when he resigned, however, came in 1993, when his action served as an important precedent for the resignation of three other Foreign Service officials over the same issue. Marshall Freeman Harris, Jon Western, and Stephen Walker, all State Department experts on Bosnia and/or Croatia, resigned in protest over the U.S. handling of the Balkans mess within a two-week period in August 1993, in a massive condemnation over the government’s lack of effective action. While this did not change U.S. policy in any sort of tangible way, it was nonetheless an expression of the younger generation’s commitment to “never again” where genocide was concerned—and in doing so, provide some measure of hope for the future.
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 Kok, Willem 

Willem “Wim” Kok was a Dutch Labour Party politician, and prime minister of the Netherlands between August 22, 1994, and July 22, 2002. He was born in Bergambacht, the Netherlands, on September 29, 1938. A lifelong moderate socialist, in 1961, upon graduation from college he joined the Nederlands Verbond van Vakverenigingen (NVV), where he was chairman from 1973 until 1982. A merger of the NVV and the Catholic trade union (the NKV) saw him become chairman of the new Federatie Nederlandse Vakbeweging (FNV) between 1976 and 1986.
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In 1986 he became leader of the Dutch Labour Party. He led his party into office in a general election in 1994, and became prime minister in a coalition cabinet alongside of the more moderate liberal People’s Party for Freedom and Democracy and the social liberal party Democrats 66. Kok’s government was re-elected for a second four-year term in 1998.

In late January 1994, as part of the United Nations (UN) commitment to the defense of civilians during the Bosnian War of 1992–1995, the first units of a 1,170-strong Dutch paratroop battalion (codenamed “Dutchbat”) were deployed to Bosnia. Kok’s government, which inherited the mission, oversaw its subsequent activities. Earlier, on April 16, 1993, the Bosnian city of Srebrenica was declared by the United Nations Security Council to be a “safe area,” and in pursuit of this objective, on March 3, 1994, some 570 Dutchbat soldiers entered the city to relieve a much smaller Canadian detachment. In the 16 months that followed, Dutchbat experienced a range of challenging situations, including military deaths in combat conditions; the capture of some of its soldiers and their subsequent abuse by Bosnian Serb forces as human shields; being overrun in Srebrenica in July 1995 by Bosnian Serb forces led by General Ratko Mladic without a shot being fired; and, as a result, failing in their mission to defend the population of Srebrenica as some 8,000 civilians (mostly men and boys) were murdered after the fall of the city. Srebrenica became the scene of the greatest massacre on European soil since the Holocaust.

During the siege leading up to the fall of the city, Srebrenica found itself constantly suffering privation, as the Bosnian Serb army tested the resolve of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) troops guarding the city by blocking UN aid convoys. In holding out like the capital city Sarajevo, Srebrenica became a symbol of Bosniak resistance, but on July 6, 1995, its defiance came to an end. Encouraged by UN equivocation over whether or not to maintain the safe areas initiative, Mladic led a 10-day campaign to take over Srebrenica and subject it to the process known as “ethnic cleansing.” As the campaign was getting under way, thousands of Srebrenica’s men and boys fled the city in order to reach Muslim fighters beyond the hills, presumably hoping to lead them back to defend the city. The women, children, and elderly were for the most part loaded onto Serb-chartered buses and evacuated. Upon taking the city and overrunning the UNPROFOR base at nearby Potocari where the Dutchbat peacekeepers had been sheltering thousands of Bosnian Muslims, Mladic’s troops began hunting down the Muslim men who were then struggling through Serb-controlled lines. Capturing them in small groups, the Serbs concentrated them in larger numbers in fields, sportsgrounds, schools, and factories, where they were slaughtered in their thousands.

Srebrenica has become a symbol of the brutality of the Serb war against Bosnia’s Muslims, as well as of the UN’s failure to stand up to genocide—especially given the fact that the “safe zone” created by the UN was not defended, but simply allowed to be taken with the assent of the Dutch peacekeepers and their North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) commanders, both on the ground and elsewhere.

In the national soul-searching that followed, Netherlands citizens were distressed when it became known that the night before the final Serb assault on the city the Dutchbat commander, Lieutenant Colonel Tom Karremans, had drunk a toast with General Mladic, it was said in honor of Mladic’s victory. (Karremans later explained that it was only a glass of water, but by then, courtesy of Serb photographers filming the exchange, the damage had been done.) The fall of Srebrenica, and the death of its citizens by the thousands, was seen as a matter of national shame in Holland.

The role of the Dutch peacekeepers at Srebrenica was at the least ineffectual; at most, it was criminal in its complicity with the Bosnian Serbs. What it pointed to most clearly was the danger to be found in United Nations security operations that were not sufficiently supported at every level, and arguments were put that Dutchbat’s mandate was not clear enough, nor the troops properly trained or equipped, for the tasks they were required to undertake.

In 1996, Kok commissioned an official inquiry into the actions of the peacekeepers, and the resulting report, produced by the Netherlands Institute for War Documentation (NIOD), was issued on April 10, 2002. It found that both the Dutch government and the United Nations shared responsibility for the massacre, and while laying primary responsibility for the massacre at the feet of Mladic, it also condemned the Dutch government for committing troops to protect the enclave with insufficient logistical or numerical means to see the job through. The ramifications were significant. Six days after the report’s release, following an emergency cabinet meeting that had been called to discuss the report, Kok’s government resigned en masse. While denying any responsibility for the actual killing, Kok declared that his government bore the shame of having been in office, and was therefore responsible for the shortcomings of Dutchbat during its tenure at Srebrenica. Immediately after the resignation of the government, the Army chief of staff, General Adrianus (“Ad”) van Baal, also resigned.

Some political commentators in the Netherlands saw Kok’s action as a cynical piece of political gamesmanship at a time of falling popularity in the polls. The fact that elections were already scheduled to take place a few weeks later (in May 2002), and that Kok had announced the previous year that he would be leaving politics after the election, did nothing to add to the view that Kok was acting out of altruistic motives alone. Others, to the contrary, held that by resigning Kok in April 2002 made a gesture that would henceforth be the benchmark of what representative accountability in the face of failed humanitarian intervention really means. Whatever the reason, Kok’s action did not help his party. He was succeeded as leader of the Dutch Labour Party by Ad Melkert, who went on to lose the election.

The resignation of the Dutch government over Srebrenica was unanticipated, and refocused the spotlight back onto the Srebrenica Massacre at a time when many in the Netherlands were beginning to move on. It is not yet clear whether the action of the Kok government in 2002 was a precedent for statesmanship in the 21st century, or will remain a singular event in world politics unlikely to be repeated.
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 Kosovo

Kosovo, also known as Kosova, is a country in the southern Balkans bordering on Albania, Macedonia, Montenegro, and Serbia. After the collapse of the Ottoman Empire on the eve of World War I, Kosovo, which has been inhabited by Serbs and Albanians for centuries, was conquered by Serb forces. The inclusion of Kosovo in the new “Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes” left almost half the Albanian population in the Balkans outside their Albanian homeland, but it helped ensure the survival of Serbian culture in the “holy lands” of what was once known as Old Serbia. The Kosovo Albanians did not fare any better under their Serb rulers than they had under the Ottoman sultans. Denied all linguistic, cultural, and educational rights, they were forced to play the part of simple peasant farmers in a country that the South Slavs considered their exclusive property. Albanian-language schools remained as unlawful as they had been under the Turks, and even the possession of Albanian-language books was dangerous for the few people in Kosovo who could read at that time.

“Ethnic cleansing” was a keystone of Serbian policy toward Kosovo from the very start. In the 1920s and 1930s, indeed up to 1960, hundreds of thousands of Albanians were forcibly expelled from their homeland, mostly to Turkey, under the absurd pretext that they were Turks; Serbian colonists were more than willing to occupy and settle the newly vacated farmlands. Characteristic of the attitude taken by the Serbian authorities before World War II was a memorandum presented to the Belgrade government on March 7, 1937, by noted Serbian historian Vaso Cubrilovic on the expulsion of the Albanians. As a consequence, Albanian loyalties to the royalist Yugoslav state were divided when Axis powers occupied Kosovo in 1941 and reunited the province with Albania, giving Kosovo Albanians schools and cultural facilities in their own language for the first time. In early 1945, Kosovo was formally returned to Yugoslavia after President Tito persuaded communist leaders in Albania to give up the principle of self-determination and accept a “Marxist solution” for the region. Tito realized he would never receive Serbian support for a referendum on self-determination. On its reincorporation into Tito’s Yugoslavia, Kosovo was nonetheless declared an autonomous region within the Republic of Serbia, not an integral part of Serbia.
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The extreme political divergence between Yugoslavia and Albania that erupted in 1948 made it evident to Kosovo Albanians that they could not look to the Albanian capital of Tirana for anything more than moral support in the areas of culture and education. The Albanian language had finally been proclaimed one of the official languages of Kosovo, but the linguistic and educational rights that were theoretically enjoyed by the Albanian population in Kosovo long remained more abstract than concrete. Tito’s would-be successor, Vice President Aleksandar Rankovic, made active use of the secret police to repress and terrorize the Albanian population, whom he despised, in favor of a “Greater Serbia,” until his fall from grace at the Brioni Plenum in July 1966.

The improvement of Yugoslav-Albanian relations in the wake of the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968, as well as the establishment of full diplomatic ties between the two countries in February 1971, brought about a political thaw for the Kosovo Albanians. In 1968, they won the right to fly their national flag, and in November 1969 the bilingual University of Pristina was opened, facilitating higher education in Albania for the first time. Full cultural autonomy was first achieved after much delay under the Yugoslav Constitution of 1974, though only in Kosovo itself, not for the large Albanian community in Macedonia. The spirit of Yugoslav brotherhood and unity and the semblance of autonomy and freedom that the Albanians enjoyed in the 1970s were brought to an abrupt end in 1981. The popular demand for republican status and equality with the other peoples of the Yugoslav federation (a demand supported by the vast majority of the population of Kosovo) was met with tanks and automatic rifles.

The suppression of the uprising of March–April 1981 signaled the end of peaceful coexistence in Kosovo and, at the same time, the beginning of the demise of Yugoslavia. Throughout the 1980s, the political and economic situation in the province deteriorated, and as a result intercommunal relations took a drastic turn for the worse—a harbinger of what was to come for all of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. The mass rallies of 1989 held by Serb ultra-nationalists, under the leadership of Slobodan Milosevic, to commemorate the 600th anniversary of the Battle of Kosovo, as well as the open Serbian military invasion of Kosovo in the summer of 1990, brought the province to the verge of civil war. The elected parliament and government of Kosovo were deposed, and the Albanian media were stifled; Rilindja, the only Albanian-language daily newspaper, was banned, and all Albanian-language radio and television broadcasting was shut down. “Emergency legislation” facilitated the direct takeover of all Kosovo industry and the firing not only of Albanian management but of all employees of Albanian nationality—literally hundreds of thousands of workers. In the autumn of 1991, teaching at the University of Pristina was suspended, with the exception of courses reserved for students from the Serb minority, and all Albanian professors were expelled. Albanian-language elementary and secondary schools were closed down.

The new Serbian constitution of 1989 did away with the autonomy of Kosovo for all practical purposes. The Albanians proclaimed the Republic of Kosovo on July 2, 1990. In an impromptu session held in Kacanik on September 7, 1990, the “illegal” Parliament of Kosovo promulgated its own constitution. In a referendum held later that month, 87.5 percent of the population voted for Kosovo as an independent and sovereign state. Serbia responded with repressive force. Armed intervention led to additional and more violent repressive measures that included displacement of ethnic Albanians and several massacres. Toward the end of the decade, NATO forces initiated a bombing campaign against the Serbian forces and forced their withdrawal. Deliberations as to Kosovo’s future under United Nations hegemony began and continued for a number of years without a resolution to the situation. Milosevic was forced from office and in 2001 arrested and placed on trial for war crimes relative to the massacres in Kosovo. He died before his trial was concluded.

After negotiations in 2007 on the status of Kosovo failed to resolve the issue, the Kosovo Assembly declared independence on February 17, 2008. Over the next year, approximately 50 countries recognized the new country. Among the countries that have refused to recognize it is Serbia, which is pursuing several options in international law to have the province’s independent status rejected.
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Kosovo, War Crimes in 

In response to reports of atrocities and a humanitarian crisis in Kosovo, on March 23, 1999 the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began a 78-day air campaign dubbed Operation ALLIED FORCE against a range of Yugoslav military targets. This campaign soon escalated to include NATO-designated “dual-use” targets. Local violence intensified exponentially, as did the extent of the already-existing refugee crisis, causing an estimated 850,000 Kosovar Albanians to flee to neighboring Albania and Macedonia. On June 10, 1999, the Slobodan Milosevic regime agreed to withdraw its forces from the province under United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolution 1244, pursuant to Chapter VII of the UN Charter, simultaneously with the deployment of the NATO-led Kosovo Force (KFOR) and the United Nations Interim Administration in Kosovo (UNMIK). Along with these forces, a special representative of the UN Secretary General was granted executive authority. Between March and June 1999, media reports typically estimated some 10,000 Kosovans killed, mostly by Serb security forces but also by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) against suspected collaborators. NATO operations, meanwhile, had resulted in the deaths of approximately 500 innocent civilians; an additional 800 were injured.

On June 2, 2000, the prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), Carla del Ponte, announced that her office had found no grounds for an indictment of NATO targeting or military operations. Prosecuting war crimes is an important element in the overall effort to bring about post-conflict reconstruction in Kosovo. While remaining formally under Belgrade’s sovereignty, the province’s unresolved final international legal status continues to be intensely disputed.

Accountability for human rights violations in Kosovo has been addressed through trials in internationalized local courts, the ICTY in The Hague, and the War Crimes Panel at the Belgrade District Court. On May 24, 1999, the ICTY indicted Milosevic, president of Yugoslavia from 1997 to 2000, on charges of individual command responsibility for genocide which included complicity in genocide; deportation; murder; persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds; inhumane acts; forcible transfer; extermination; imprisonment; torture; willful killing; and a lengthy list of other internationally prohibited crimes in Kosovo. Milosevic was arrested on April 1, 2001, by Serbian authorities and transferred to the ICTY on June 29, 2001. The charges against him were later extended to include crimes committed in other former Yugoslav territories. Milosevic died in detention on March 11, 2006, however, resulting in the termination of the trial against him three days later.

On May 24, 1999, the ICTY also indicted Milan Milutinovic, president of Serbia from 1998 to 2002, for persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds, murder, deportation, and forcible transfer. In June 2002, mass grave sites approximately 20 kilometers away from Belgrade were discovered containing the remains of 470 civilian Kosovan-Albanian victims in an area that was under the control of the Yugoslav armed forces, thereby directly linking war crimes and public officials. Several other senior Serb and Yugoslav officials also faced ICTY indictment for war crimes in Kosovo: Nikola Sainovic, Dragoljub Ojdanic, Nebojsa Pavkovic, Vladimir Lazarevic, Vlastimir Djordevic and Sreten Lukic.

Kosovo is the first instance in which the UN inserted international judges and prosecutors to work alongside existing jurists in the local criminal justice system. Pursuant to UNMIK Regulation 2000/64, these international judges and prosecutors had the power to intervene in war crime trials when they suspected either lack of expertise among local jurists or biased judgments against representatives of other ethnic communities. These internationalized local courts reversed and remanded previous judgments by all Kosovo-Albanian courts against accused Serbs due to lack of sufficient evidence by international legal standards regarding, for example, intent to commit genocide. There were also concerns over the full enforcement of due process. Much of Kosovo’s society remains ill-informed and suspicious about the work of both the ICTY and of the internationalized local courts, and Serb jurists have boycotted the latter. Unfamiliarity with the common law approach to criminal justice among local legal professionals who were trained in a civil law tradition is another obstacle. Some of the foreign judges on these hybrid tribunals also were not experts in international jurisprudence, and they often failed to cite relevant cases from the ICTY. The UN special representative ultimately decides which cases merit international involvement.

On January 27, 2003, the ICTY indicted Fatmir Limaj on charges of commanding the KLA. The indictment charged him with responsibility for operations in the Llapushnik area and of the Llapushnik prison camp of the KLA (about 25 km west of Prishtina). Together with Isak Musliu and Haradin Bala, Limaj was charged by the ICTY with war crimes against Serbs and Albanian collaborators during the Kosovo conflict. On November 30, 2005, Limaj and Musliu were found not guilty, but Bala was convicted. Their cases are pending before the Appeals Chamber. The ICTY also indicted Ramush Haradinaj, an ethnic Albanian and former prime minister of Kosovo, together with two other men whose trial began in March 2005; they were charged with killing 40 people in 1998.

In July 2003, the Republic of Serbia, in order to implement Chapter XVI of its Basic Criminal Code, which elaborates on criminal offenses against humanity and international law, adopted the “Law on Organization and Jurisdiction of Government Authorities in Prosecuting Perpetrators of War Crimes.” In accordance with Article 5 of the ICTY Statute for criminal investigation and prosecution of perpetrators of criminal offenses, it established a Prosecutor’s Office for War Crimes and a War Crimes Panel in the District Court of Belgrade. In 2006, it initiated trials of suspected low and mid-level perpetrators of war crimes against prisoners of war immediately after the end of Operation ALLIED FORCE. In October 2004, amendments to the law empowered the prosecutor to undertake criminal prosecutions based on the data and evidence collected by the ICTY in cases in which an indictment had not necessarily been issued. The unresolved fate of over 2,000 missing persons remains the most sensitive “transitional justice” issue for all Kosovans.
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Kosovo Liberation Army 

The Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) was an Albanian Kosovar military force first established in 1990 and dedicated to Albanian unity and the creation of an independent Kosovo. Many nations in the West initially considered the KLA a terrorist organization (as did Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic), as it engaged in largely guerilla-style war to achieve its political ends and frequently targeted ethnic minorities, particularly during the 1998–1999 Kosovo War. At the height of its operations, the KLA had some 20,000 armed troops. Many of the soldiers hailed from Albania, but the KLA also included mercenaries from Saudi Arabia, Afghanistan, and Yemen. The KLA was never well organized or led, as some members were rightists while others were leftists. Between 1990 and 1994, the KLA was an underground organization that had not engaged in any widespread military operations.

Beginning in 1995, however, the KLA began staging attacks against Serbian police. Initially, the group had attempted to reach accommodation with Serbian strongman Milosevic, but the bloody 1992–1995 Bosnian War seemed to prove to the KLA leadership that no compromise with the Serbs was possible or even desirable. During 1998, conflict flared anew in the region when the KLA began a bloody campaign against Milosevic’s forces; Milosevic in turn responded in March 1999 with Operation HORSEHOE, an effort to bring ethnic cleansing to Kosovo. This prompted a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)-led intervention that saw the aerial bombardment of Serbian forces and infrastructure both in Kosovo and Serbia. During this time, NATO was working with the KLA to defeat Milosevic’s genocidal campaign in Kosovo.

The air campaign forced Milosevic to cease his campaign, and in June 1999 the United National Administrative Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) took over government functions in Kosovo, a mission that is still ongoing. One of the goals of UNMIK was to dissolve the KLA and form a new army in its stead. This was only partly realized, however. The KLA remained largely as it had existed during the 1990s, but was renamed the Kosovo Protection Force (KPF). The newly named force, operating under the aegis of UNMIK, launched its own campaign of ethnic cleansing in 1999, which was designed to expel all foreigners—Serbs, Roma, and non-Albanians from the Province of Kosovo. The KPF also continued the KLA’s effort to achieve independent status for Kosovo. At the same time, the NATO-led Kosovo Force, an armed peacekeeping group authorized by the UN, was unable to stem the KPF’s attacks.

Since the early 2000s, the situation in Kosovo has gradually moderated, although Kosovo remains under the nominal control of the UN. On February 17, 2008, Albanian Kosovar nationalists declared the existence of the Republic of Kosovo, a move that the Serbs roundly denounced. The new republic has achieved partial international recognition, and hopes to solidify its position within the international community by the time peacekeeping troops vacate the region. Currently, the KLA continues to exist, under its new name, and is the de facto Kosovar army.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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 Kosovo War 

In the mid 1990s, increasing Serbian repression had radicalized many moderates among the 90 percent majority Albanian population in the Serbian province of Kosovo. With the threat of violence increasing, Ibrahim Rugova (the elected president of the Republic of Kosovo since 1992 but not recognized by Yugoslavia) pleaded for a United Nations (UN) peacekeeping force in Kosovo.

On April 22, 1996, the secret Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) carried out a series of attacks against Serbian security personnel throughout the province. When Albania collapsed into violence in 1997, a good deal of that nation’s military hardware was looted and ended up in the hands of the KLA in western Kosovo. Although the United States branded the KLA a terrorist organization, neither it nor other Western powers made any effort to stem the flow of arms and money to it.

The Yugoslav Army responded to the KLA attacks with considerable force, attacking base areas. In the ensuing fighting a number of civilians were killed. Although the Serbs sought talks with Rugova, he rejected any negotiations with Serbian officials and insisted that the talks be only with the Yugoslav government over independence.

In May 1998, the Yugoslav Army carried out a major military operation in Kosovo, leading the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) to launch in June an air demonstration, Operation DETERMINED FALCON, over the Yugoslav borders.

President Slobodan Milosevic reached an agreement with president of the Russian Federation Boris Yeltsin to cease offensive military operations and begin negotiations, but Milosevic and Rugova met only once, in Belgrade, on May 15. By that time, the United States was clearly backing the KLA. Heavy fighting occured during the summer, with atrocities committed by both sides and the destruction of churches and mosques. By the fall and with winter approaching, some 250,000 Albanians had been driven from their homes in Serb ethnic cleansing.

U.S. diplomats attempted to hammer out a deal in which the Yugoslav Army would halt its attacks, NATO peacekeeping troops would enter the province, and the KLA would drop its bid for independence. A ceasefire agreement was brokered on October 25, 1998. A Kosovo Verification Mission was established with unarmed observers.

The inadequacy of this effort was soon apparent, as the violence increasingly shifted to urban areas, including assassinations and bombings on both sides. A turning point in the war came on January 15, 1999, with the so-called Racak Massacre in which a number of ethnic Albanians were found murdered, their bodies mutilated.

Meanwhile, contentious and plodding talks occured at Rambouillet, France, between the parties during February–March 1999, with NATO secretary-general Javier Solana acting as a go-between. On March 18, the Albanian, U.S., and British representatives to the talks signed what became known as the Rambouillet Accords. This agreement called for the autonomy of Kosovo, the development of democratic institutions, and the protection of human rights. This was to be guaranteed by an invited international civilian and military force. The Serb and Russian delegations refused to sign the agreement, however. The Serbs’ counterproposal was so extreme as to be rejected even by their Russian ally.

With the Serbs recalcitrant, NATO launched a bombing campaign during March 12–June 11, 1999. It was the first time that NATO had conducted a military campaign against a sovereign nation and the first military operation for the German Air Force since World War II. All the NATO powers took part to some degree, including Greece, the government of which opposed the war. In all, NATO carried out some 38,000 sorties. The proclaimed goal of the campaign was announced as “Serbs out, peacekeepers in, refugees back.” That is, Yugoslav troops must leave Kosovo, to be replaced by an international peacekeeping force so that ethnic Albanian refugees might return to their homes.

Clearly NATO planners had underestimated the force that would be required, and the campaign did not go well at first. Indeed, it emboldened Milosevic to intensify Serb efforts to clear Kosovo of its Muslim non-Serb population, sending hundreds of thousands of refugees fleeing into neighboring Bosnia, Albania, Montenegro, and Macedonia. By April, the UN reported that nearly 850,000 people—the vast majority of them ethnic Albanians—had been driven from their homes.

NATO intensified the air effort, hitting not only strategic targets but increasingly Yugoslav Army units on the ground, including individual tanks and artillery pieces. Dual-use targets struck included infrastructure such as bridges over the Danube as well as television towers and political party headquarters in Belgrade. On May 7, 1999, NATO bombs inadvertently hit the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, killing 3 and wounding 20, sharply straining relations between Washington and Beijing and producing anti-American demonstrations throughout China.

With NATO actively considering the dispatch of ground troops (U.S. president Bill Clinton was opposed), in early June 1999 Finnish president Martii Ahtisaari, former Russian prime minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, and London banker Peter Castenfelt convinced Milosevic to back down and accept a peace agreement that would end the war and halt the NATO bombing campaign. On June 9 NATO and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia formally signed a peace agreement that would admit a military presence (the Kosovo Force) within Kosovo under the UN but incorporating NATO forces.

On June 11, NATO troops entered Kosovo in Operation JOINT GUARDIAN as the Yugoslavian Army exited the province. Although no NATO lives were lost in the bombing campaign, it is estimated that as many as 1,500 Serb civilians were killed. NATO claims of military damage inflicted were found to be inflated, and many of the targets struck (such as tanks) turned out to be decoys. This was a consequence of Serb ingenuity that overcame NATO technology but was also the result of restrictions to minimize the chance of casualties among the aircrews that had kept the NATO aircraft above 15,000 feet.

The war left Kosovo in near chaos. Within a matter of a few weeks, a half million Kosovo refugees moved back into the region. By November more than 800,000 had returned. In Serbia meanwhile, large demonstrations called for the removal of Milosevic from power. The Kosovo War became the major factor that drove him from power in 2000.
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 Kostunica, Vojislav 

The last president of the now-defunct Yugoslavia, Vojislav Kostunica served as prime minister of Serbia from March 2004 to July 2008.

Born in the Serbian capital of Belgrade on March 24, 1944, Kostunica was raised in Mount Suvobor, a small Serbian village. He aspired to be a professional basketball player but eventually followed in the footsteps of his legal-minded family, attending the Belgrade University School of Law. He received his bachelor’s degree in 1966, then went on to earn both a master’s degree (1970) and a doctorate (1974) in law from the same university. While studying for his doctorate, Kostunica worked as an assistant professor at the School of Law. In 1974, however, after criticizing the policy of then-president Josip Broz Tito to grant greater constitutional autonomy to Croatia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Slovenia, and Kosovo as being biased against Serb minorities, Kostunica was forced to resign his teaching post.

Kostunica transferred to another university, the Institute for Social Sciences, in 1974. He was named a senior science associate at the Institute for Philosophy and Social Theory in 1981, serving for a time as the institute’s director. Kostunica’s thesis, an opposition to capitalism, was later turned into a book, opening the door to his writing career. He worked for a number of respected journals of law and philosophy, including The Chancery for Legal and Social Sciences, where he was also editor in chief. A strong advocate of free speech, Kostunica participated in an organization called the Board for the Protection of the Freedom of Thought and Expression during the 1980s. He was offered a professorship at Belgrade University in 1989, but turned it down because the university had forced him out in 1974.

In 1989, Kostunica helped found the Democratic Party (Demokratska Stranka, DS), a centrist party that favored a democratic multiparty political system, free speech, and a free press. The party split in 1992 when the DS began to move away from the center toward the right of the political spectrum. Kostunica then became president of the DS dissident faction, the Democratic Party of Serbia (Demokratska Stranka Srbije, DSS), which ironically would eventually swing further to the right than the DS. In 2000, Kostunica became the presidential candidate of the Democratic Opposition of Serbia (DOS), an 18-party opposition bloc that included the DSS. A reluctant candidate, Kostunica agreed to stand in as the DOS candidate for Yugoslav president only after it became evident that opposition leaders Vuk Draskovic and Zoran Djindjic were not likely to defeat Slobodan Milosevic.

Kostunica enjoyed an advantage going into the election because he had avoided the major pitfalls of Yugoslav politics: he was never a member of the Communist party, he had no ties to opposition candidates who favored the West, and he was never associated with Milosevic’s corrupt regime. During his campaign, he endorsed Western economic policies and the notion of a free, democratic Yugoslavia, yet he was also an unapologetic Serb nationalist who strongly condemned the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) 1999 bombing campaign (a response to Serbian ethnic cleansing in Kosovo) and criticized the Dayton Agreement as unfair to the Bosnian Serb population.

Milosevic, on the other hand, did not acknowledge Kostunica as a viable opponent until after the challenger had already won the election. Kostunica refused to participate in a run-off with Milosevic, insisting that he had won the initial election with enough of the vote to avoid a second round. Milosevic, in turn, refused to concede his post, setting off a wave of demonstrations by the public demanding that he step down. On October 4, 2000, after protesters had stormed the nation’s Federal Assembly building and the police had joined in the protests, Milosevic announced that Kostunica had indeed won the election.

Kostunica faced a monumental challenge as president in rebuilding the decimated economy of Yugoslavia (which by then had shrunk from a federation of six republics to just two: Montenegro and Serbia), as well as reestablishing international ties. He pushed for the country’s return to full membership in the United Nations (UN), and he endorsed Montenegro’s arguments for autonomy. As Serbia and Montenegro officially agreed to a looser federal union on February 4, 2003, Kostunica served as president of Serbia and Montenegro until the new Federal Assembly was formed on February 27, 2003.

On February 20, 2004, Kostunica was appointed Serbian prime minister by acting president and speaker of the legislature Dragan Marsicanin. As prime minister, he had faced a number of challenges in moving Serbia into the 21st century. Eager to obtain membership in the European Union (EU) for Serbia, Kostunica promised to arrest wanted Bosnian Serb war crimes suspect Ratko Mladic by April 30, 2006, and extradite him to a UN international criminal tribunal. However, his failure to secure the arrest of Mladic—who was not arrested until 2011—resulted in the suspension of talks with the EU.

Although opposed to Montenegrin independence, Kostunica accepted Montenegro’s decision to leave the union with Serbia and issued a declaration of Serbian independence on June 5, 2006. The independence of Montenegro triggered speculation that the Serbian province of Kosovo, which was then administered by the UN and NATO, might also become sovereign. Indeed, Kosovo declared its independence in February 2008 in a controversial move that prompted unrest among the Serbian populace and within Kostunica’s government. The internal rifts proved too deep in the wake of Kosovo’s declaration, and the governing coalition collapsed in early March. On March 8, Kostunica dissolved the government, and President Boris Tadic was forced to dismiss the National Assembly on March 13 and call for snap elections. In the subsequent elections, which took place on May 11, Kostunica’s DSS finished a distant third after an anti-EU, pro-Russian campaign that stressed Serbia’s claim to Kosovo.
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 Krajisnik, Momcilo 

Arrested in 2000 on genocide and war crimes charges, Momcilo Krajisnik is one of the highest-ranking politicians to appear before the United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague, the Netherlands. From 1996 to 1998, Krajisnik, a member of the Serbian Democratic Party of Bosnia and Herzegovina (Srpska Demokratska Stranka Bosne i Hercegovine, SDS-BiH), served as one of three members of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s federal presidency. Known as a Serb hard-liner whose primary aim was the creation of a greater Serb state, Krajisnik has expressed resentment toward what he perceives as international interference in the former Yugoslavia.

Born in 1945, Krajisnik studied to become an economist. He worked briefly as a banker, then moved into politics as president of the Bosnian Parliament in 1991 and the primary representative of the SDS-BiH. In 1992, the SDS-BiH and other Serb nationalist groups in Bosnia and Herzegovina responded to the nation’s decision to declare its independence from Yugoslavia by creating a Bosnian Serb state. Krajisnik supported the move and served as speaker of the unrecognized breakaway state’s new legislature.

Krajisnik maintained a high profile during Bosnia’s long-running civil war between Roman Catholic Croats, Orthodox Christian Serbs, and Muslim Bosniaks. As a strong Serbian nationalist, he embraced the opportunity to establish a greater Serbian state. Krajisnik came to power under the tutelage of Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic. Krajisnik quickly rose to replace Karadzic as the leader of hard-liners within the SDS-BiH after Karadzic was indicted by the ICTY for war crimes and continued to advocate the creation of a greater Serbian state that would include Serb regions of Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia. Krajisnik urged his colleagues to ignore the efforts of international peacekeepers and defy the Dayton Agreement (1995).

In nationwide elections mandated by the Dayton Agreement held on September 14, 1996, Krajisnik was elected as the Bosnian Serb member of Bosnia and Herzegovina’s three-member presidency, securing 67 percent of the vote in the Republika Srpska. The other two presidents elected were Alija Izetbegovic and Kresimir Zubak. In an effort to undermine the authority of the presidency, Krajisnik coordinated a Serb boycott of the swearing-in ceremony for the collective presidency and legislators on October 5. International officials at the National Theater in Sarajevo delayed the ceremony for more than three hours in hopes of a late arrival by the Bosnian Serbs. Krajisnik’s refusal to attend stemmed in part from his disapproval of the phrasing of the oath of office and his objection to pledging loyalty to a unified nation. The boycott did not prevent him from assuming office.

In February 1997, Krajisnik drove a further wedge between Bosnian Serbs, Bosnian Croats, and Bosniaks by announcing the existence of a “special relationship” between the Republika Srpska and Yugoslavia, in direct conflict with Bosnia and Herzegovina’s stance on Yugoslav allegiance. Yugoslav president Slobodan Milosevic had repeatedly encouraged the dream of establishing a greater Serbian state at the expense of Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats. Krajisnik made it clear that his allegiances were to Serbian nationality rather than to a united Bosnia and Herzegovina.

In a rare spirit of cooperation, Krajisnik worked with his copresidents to establish a single currency for Bosnia and Herzegovina in April 1997. The new currency—the convertible mark—replaced the Bosnian dinar, the Yugoslav dinar, and the Croat kuna. Beginning in July, Krajisnik instituted another boycott, this time of meetings between himself and his copresidents. Krajisnik claimed that the boycott was in response to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) seizure and execution of Serbs accused of war crimes. He also maintained that he feared traveling to Sarajevo, the capital of Bosnia and Herzegovina, because it lay within the Bosniak-Croat controlled region. Krajisnik discontinued the boycott in early September after international officials threatened to remove him from office.

In September 1998 Zivko Radisic succeeded Krajisnik as Bosnian Serb president and in December 2001, Krajisnik was expelled from the SDS-BiH along with his former mentor Karadzic for their roles in the Serb ethnic cleansing campaigns during the early 1990s. NATO forces arrested Krajisnik in April 2000 and extradited him to The Hague, where he stood trial for genocide, crimes against humanity, and violation of the laws and customs of war. On September 27, 2006, the ICTY sentenced Krajisnik to 27 years in prison on charges of war crimes, but the court acquitted him of the more serious charge of genocide, citing insufficient evidence. In his verdict, ICTY judge Alphons Orie stated that Krajisnik’s “positions within the Bosnian Serb leadership gave him the authority to facilitate the military, police, and paramilitary groups to implement the objective of the joint criminal enterprise,” namely the extermination and persecution of non-Serbs during Bosnia’s civil war. Orie continued: “Mr. Krajisnik . . . accepted that a heavy price of suffering, death, and destruction was necessary to achieve Serb domination.” On March 17, 2009, the Appeals Chamber judged that Krajisnik’s sentence should be reduced from 27 to 20 years. In September of that year, he was transferred to the UK to serve the remained of this sentence.
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 Krstic, Radislav 

Radislav Krstic was born on February 15, 1948, in Nedjeljista, in Vlasenica, Bosnia-Herzegovina. In 1968 he enrolled in the Belgrade military academy, from where he graduated in 1972 as a commissioned officer in the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA). Between 1972 and 1981 he was stationed in Sarajevo, after which he was assigned to the general staff of the Belgrade military academy. In mid-1986 Krstic was reassigned to Pristina, the capital of Kosovo, where he remained in various training and command positions.
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After the secession of Bosnia from Yugoslavia on April 6, 1992, Krstic elected to return to his place of birth. He joined the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske, or VRS), where he was given the rank of lieutenant colonel. After seeing action in a number of engagements, and an accompanying series of promotions, on August 15, 1994, Krstic was appointed chief of staff and deputy commander of the Drina Corps, one of six geographically-based corps in the VRS, under the overall command of General Milenko Zivanovic.

On December 29, 1994, Krstic stepped on a landmine and was seriously wounded; on January 3, 1995, his right leg below the knee was amputated. After a period of recuperation and further treatment, he returned to active service in the middle of May 1995, and was engaged in leading heavy fighting in the Srebrenica, Zepa, and Vlasenica regions. In June 1995 he was promoted to the rank of general major, and on July 13, 1995, assumed command of the Drina Corps.

On July 9, however, General Ratko Mladic, overall commander of the VRS, arrived in the area with orders that the town of Srebrenica must be taken. The Drina Wolves from the 1st Battalion of the Zvornik Brigade were the first VRS soldiers to enter the town of Srebrenica. After the area was cleared and more forces arrived, Krstic and his staff moved into the town of Srebrenica itself. Krstic visited nearby Potocari, the location of the base housing the Dutch soldiers of UNPROFOR, the United Nations Protection Force that had guaranteed Srebrenica as a safe area. It is unclear, however, as to the extent of his involvement in the ensuing Srebrenica Massacre. He was closely involved, at a command level, in the Bosnian Serb attacks at the height of the assault, and when the Srebrenica operation began he held responsibility for the planning and execution of the campaign, under the overall command of Zivanovic and Mladic. By the time the assault on Potocari took place, Srebrenica was in the process of being “ethnically cleansed” in line with Mladic’s orders. On July 12 and 13, women, children, and the elderly then sheltering in the UN base were put onto buses and deported en masse; the men were then systematically hunted down in the hills surrounding the city, and slaughtered. As second-in-command of Serbian forces responsible for the fall of Srebrenica, Krstic saw his troops massacre an estimated 8,000 Bosniak men and boys, in Europe’s worst atrocity since the Holocaust.

Krstic remained a senior officer for the duration of the war, and led the attack that resulted eventually in the capture of another UN safe haven, Zepa, on August 1, 1995. On November 21, 1995, however, he was relieved of his duties as commander of the Drina Corps and sent to the National Defense School in Belgrade.

For crimes committed during the Srebrenica campaign, Krstic was indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) on October 30, 1998. These included genocide, complicity to commit genocide, extermination, two counts of murder, and persecution. (Two additional charges were added on October 27, 1999. One was for deportation, the other for inhumane acts.) Until this time, Krstic had led an open life in Republika Srpska, and was given command of the 5th Corps of the VRS in April 1998. On December 2, 1998, however, he was arrested by soldiers of the United Nations Stabilization Force for Bosnia-Herzegovina (SFOR); he was transferred for trial to The Hague the next day, charged with genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes.

Krstic’s defense was to deny all complicity and involvement in the Srebrenica Massacre. He acknowledged that war crimes had been committed by the VRS, but denied that he issued orders for the actions for which he had been charged, instead placing full responsibility with Mladic. He claimed that he did not participate in planning, organizing, or ordering any killing or deportations, and denied knowing anything about such things until placed on trial. He pleaded not guilty to genocide and complicity to commit genocide; murder; cruel and inhumane treatment; acts of terror; destruction of personal property; forcible transfer; and extermination. The strategy of denial did not work, and on August 2, 2001, Krstic was found guilty on all counts and sentenced to 46 years’ imprisonment. He became the first man convicted of genocide by the Tribunal, and was only the third person ever to have been convicted under the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG).

On August 15, 2001, Krstic’s legal team appealed the judgment, arguing that the court both misconstrued the legal definition of genocide and erred in applying the definition to several circumstances of the case. The Appeals Chamber dismissed the appeal concerning misinterpretation of the legal definition of genocide, but on April 19, 2004, found in favor of some of Krstic’s other grounds of appeal. The court declared him not guilty of genocide, but affirmed his guilt as an accomplice to genocide, and his sentence was reduced to 35 years.

Finally, on December 20, 2004, Krstic was transferred to the United Kingdom to serve his sentence. On May 7, 2010, he was assaulted in prison by three fellow inmates at the Wakefield high-security prison. Guards found him bleeding and unconscious, and immediately transferred him to a hospital, but his injuries were not life-threatening.
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Lilic, Zoran 

Serbian Zoran Lilic succeeded Dobrica Cosic as president of Yugoslavia, holding the ceremonial office from 1993 to 1997. After Slobodan Milosevic took over the presidency in 1997, Lilic became Yugoslavia’s deputy prime minister, a position he held until his replacement in 2000 by Miroljub Labus.

Born on August 27, 1953, in Brza Palanka, Serbia, Lilic was educated at Belgrade University. He began his career working in state-owned industries. A member of the Serbian League of Communists, now the Socialist Party of Serbia (Socijalisticka Partija Srbije, SPS), he chaired the Serbian Assembly from 1992 to 1993.

Following a vote of no-confidence that prompted the removal of President Cosic’s government, the Yugoslav Federal Assembly appointed Lilic president on June 25, 1993. He became a vice president of the SPS in 1995. An ally of then-Serbian president and SPS leader Slobodan Milosevic, Lilic supported Milosevic’s self-appointed role as the representative of the Bosnian Serbs during peace negotiations following Bosnia and Herzegovina’s secession from Yugoslavia during 1994–1995. Lilic also backed Milosevic’s demands for the resignation of Bosnian Serb leader and alleged war criminal Radovan Karadzic, who stepped down in July 1996.

In July 1997, Lilic was succeeded as Yugoslavia’s president by Milosevic, who sought the office after being prevented from serving a third term as Serbian president by the Serbian Constitution. Backed by the SPS and Milosevic, Lilic made a strong bid for the Serbian presidency in September 1997. Two rounds of elections were deemed inconclusive, however, after fewer than the required 50 percent of the electorate turned out to vote. Lilic withdrew his candidacy after the second round of balloting and was replaced by Milan Milutinovic. In November 1997, Lilic was appointed Yugoslav deputy prime minister. He stepped down from the post in October 2000, following Vojislav Kostunica’s presidential win over Milosevic.

In July 22, Lilic was arrested and forcibly transported to The Hague, the Netherlands, in order to testify against Milosevic, who was on trial for crimes against humanity and genocide at the United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. In February 2006, Lilic refused a request to testify before the International Court of Justice, which was hearing Bosnia and Herzegovina’s charge of genocide against Serbia.
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Lukic, Milan

Milan Lukic was born in the Bosnian town of Foca on September 6, 1967. A Serb, during the Bosnian War of 1992–1995 he organized a militia group known as the White Eagles, which operated in and around the town of Visegrad, located on the Drina River. Prior to this he lived for periods of time in Germany, Serbia, and Switzerland, but returned to Bosnia from Zurich in 1992. It was after arriving in Visegrad that he is alleged to have been closely involved in the wartime re-formation of the White Eagles, which had already existed as a group of Bosnian Serb paramilitaries known as the Avengers.

The White Eagles group has been identified with Serbian Radical Party (Srpska radikalna stranka, or SRS) politician Vojislav Seselj, a connection he denies. The group fought during both the Croatian and Bosnian Wars, and was reportedly involved in ethnic cleansing campaigns not only in Bosnia but also in Serbia’s provinces of Vojvodina and Kosovo. Its earlier incarnation began in 1991–1992, and saw it responsible for a number of atrocities: Vocin, Croatia (December 1991); Visegrad, Bosnia (May 1992); Foca, Bosnia (between April 1992 and January 1994); and Gacko, Bosnia (June–July 1992). Other massacres committed directly on the responsibility of Lukic include those at Sjeverin and Strpci, where non-Serb minorities in Serbia and Montenegro were abducted and then murdered on Bosnian territory. Various members of the White Eagles were later indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY).

Lukic’s group was known to work with local police and military units, with the intention of spreading terror in Visegrad and its vicinity for the purpose of permanently ridding the town of its Bosniak population. Among the acts committed by the group within the Visegrad municipality were murder, rape, torture, assault, imprisonment, deportation, systematic looting, and destruction of Muslim homes and villages. Both of Visegrad’s mosques were completely destroyed. These activities took place throughout the summer of 1992, until such time as the prewar Muslim population of Visegrad—some 14,000 in all—had been removed from the town altogether. The action became the first instance of what became known as “ethnic cleansing” in Bosnia, and was carried out allegedly on the orders of Bosnian Serb leaders Radovan Karadzic and General Ratko Mladic. Given his orders, the task of “cleansing" the town fell to Lukic, as the most senior militia leader in the vicinity.

Throughout his reign of terror, Lukic did not act alone. His cousin, Sredoje Lukic, and a close family friend, Mitar Vasiljevic, were also closely involved with Lukic’s command, and were, like Lukic, later convicted by the ICTY for their part in the massacres. The Lukic cousins were together allegedly responsible for numerous assaults against Bosniak women they held prisoner at Visegrad’s infamous Vilina Vlas spa hotel, Lukic’s headquarters, where women were often held for days and weeks and repeatedly raped.

In the culture of impunity that prevailed in Serbia and Republika Srpska after the Bosnian War ended in December 1995, Lukic lived quite openly, and was often seen around Visegrad and within Serbia itself, especially in Belgrade. Protected by influential political and police contacts in Serbia and Republika Srpska, no action was taken to hand him over to the ICTY. In August 1998, however, the ICTY charged him with 11 counts of crimes against humanity and 9 other counts of violations of the laws or customs of war. This initial indictment was then confirmed on October 26, 1998, though kept confidential until October 30, 2000, when it was unsealed. In 2001, the original indictment against Lukic was amended to include war crimes as well as crimes against humanity, as ICTY negotiators uncovered more evidence against him.

In October 2002, after the fall of Slobodan Milosevic, the Office of the Public Prosecutor in Belgrade issued indictments against Lukic on a different set of charges relating to the mass murder of Bosniaks during the Bosnian War. A Serbian court sentenced him in absentia to 20 years’ imprisonment in September 2003. With this hanging over him, he held a number of informal negotiations with ICTY officials with a view to surrender and a possible transfer to The Hague, and on April 9, 2005, he offered to go voluntarily once his superiors had also gone. (No names were mentioned, though it was generally assumed that these would include Mladic and Karadzic, both of whom remained at large during this period.) Then, on August 8, 2005, Lukic was arrested in Buenos Aires, Argentina. He appeared before a judge the following day, as extradition orders were being cut to have him transferred to The Hague for trial. This duly took place on February 21, 2006. At his initial appearance in court on February 24, he pleaded not guilty to 12 counts of crimes against humanity (persecution, murder, inhumane acts, extermination) and 9 counts of violations of the laws or customs of war (murder and cruel treatment).

On June 12, 2008, the prosecution filed a motion for a new indictment, asking the Tribunal to consider a proposal to add rape, sexual violence, slavery, and torture in detention centres and other locations in Visegrad to the existing charges. The day before the trial began, however, the Trial Chamber rejected the prosecution submission seeking to add the new charges, ruling that such an amendment to the indictment would prejudice Lukic’s right to have enough time to mount a defense.

The trial began on July 9, 2008, and closing arguments took place on May 20, 2009. Lukic was found guilty on all counts for which he had originally been charged; on July 20, 2009, he was sentenced to life imprisonment. He was only the second individual to be so sentenced by the ICTY.
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MacKenzie, Lewis

Lewis MacKenzie is a retired Canadian military officer who served as commanding officer of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1992. He was born on April 30, 1940, in Truro, Nova Scotia, to a military family that had deep historical roots in Canada. He studied at St. Francis Xavier University, where he majored in philosophy, and then joined the Canadian Army, where he received his commission with the Queen’s Own Rifles in 1960. At various times in his military career he attended the University of Manitoba, the Canadian Army Command and Staff College (1970), the NATO Defense College in Rome (1977), and the United States Army War College (1983).

His career before being posted to Bosnia saw him deployed to such locations as Gaza, Cyprus, Saigon (now Ho Chi Minh City), and Egypt, as well as operational command of the United Nations Observer Mission in Central America.

MacKenzie did not expect to be deployed to the former Yugoslavia. Based in Toronto as deputy commander of all troops stationed in Ontario, he anticipated a move to Ottawa in the summer of 1992 to assume a new posting at National Defence Headquarters, but on February 26, 1992, he received the call that would see him sent to Sarajevo within days. The unexpected orders named him chief of staff of UNPROFOR, a peacekeeping body established by the UN Security Council on February 21, 1992, initially for the purpose of facilitating a peace agreement between Croatia and the breakaway Republic of Serbian Krajina. MacKenzie’s primary task was to provide security for the four United Nations Protected Areas created under the agreement. UNPROFOR was established for an initial period of a year, with headquarters situated in nearby Sarajevo. MacKenzie’s mandate broadened in April 1992 when the Bosnian War broke out, and he was forced to create a new area of command, Sector Sarajevo, in May 1992. He assumed command of this new unit, employing it to open Sarajevo airport for the delivery of humanitarian aid.

MacKenzie’s role in Bosnia established much in the way of what would become standard UN procedure over the next three years. Notably, it was MacKenzie who instituted the cardinal principle of UNPROFOR neutrality, a principle that appeared reasonable on paper, but, in reality, discriminated against the Bosnian Muslims by virtue of their being outnumbered and outgunned in an unequal combat foisted on them by the rebellion of the Bosnian Serbs and invasion from Serbia. This attracted controversy from many critics around the world, particularly as it became clear that UNPROFOR under MacKenzie’s command was enjoying a very close relationship with the Serbs that appeared to be something less than impartial—even extending to MacKenzie allegedly befriending the leader of the Bosnian Serbs, Radovan Karadzic, while those under Karadzic’s command were committing ethnic cleansing and other atrocities of civilians in the vicinity of Sarajevo. MacKenzie also adopted a controversial position through allegedly making statements opposing Western intervention in the war altogether, and calling for a reduced UN and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) presence.

In October 1992 MacKenzie returned from the Balkans—some said in disgrace, though others were deeply sympathetic with him in view of what they considered to be a next-to-impossible job. The Canadian government commended him for his work in Sarajevo, and following his return he was appointed commander of the army in Ontario. While as a serving officer he did not comment on Canadian government policy, MacKenzie was openly critical of the UN’s ability to run a peacekeeping mission of the kind demanded in Bosnia, citing issues relating to command, control, and support for the peacekeeping forces placed under his authority.

Perhaps the most serious charge leveled against MacKenzie came in December 1992, when the chief Bosnian military prosecutor in Sarajevo, Mustafa Bisic, accused him of sexual misconduct against four Bosniak women held by Serbian forces in a rape-detention camp called Kod Sonje (“At Sonia’s”), in the Sarajevo suburb of Vogosca. Bosnian authorities conducted a careful investigation of the rape allegations, and secured a number of testimonies from both victims and witnesses. The Bosnian courts also requested that the UN revoke MacKenzie’s diplomatic immunity. Formal charges were never laid, primarily because MacKenzie was never questioned over the allegations, and there the matter rested.

In March 1993, after a military career then into its fourth decade, he retired from the Canadian military. This gave him the opportunity to write and speak freely about his experiences, and to set the record straight as he saw it. Later in 1993 he published his memoir of his time in Bosnia, Peacekeeper: The Road to Sarajevo. It became a bestseller in Canada, as he presented a frank perspective of the problems of modern peacekeeping and why it is that United Nations so often gets it wrong. He drew attention to how the UN has adapted (or failed to adapt) to the growing complexities of multinational peacekeeping in an age where superpower rivalries are no longer able to keep warring factions in check. While delving into these multifaceted theoretical issues, he also summarized his own experiences in the field during his deployment, explaining both his frustrations and the reasons for his successes.

Since that time, Major General MacKenzie has written and lectured extensively on his experiences in the former Yugoslavia and on current events generally. He has built a reputation as a controversial commentator on a wide variety of issues. Where the former Yugoslavia is concerned, he has cast doubt on the veracity of claims that the events in the city of Srebrenica in July 1995 can be called genocide, even going so far as to question whether Srebrenica could legitimately have been called a UN Safe Area. He has challenged the findings of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), and contested the conclusions and reasoning of the Appeal Chamber’s 2004 judgment in the case of Radislav Krstic that reaffirmed that genocide took place at Srebrenica.

In other areas, MacKenzie has also been controversial. He has been highly critical of his fellow-Canadian general, Roméo Dallaire, commander of the United Nations troops in Rwanda in 1994, over the issue of whether they should have stayed or withdrawn. Dallaire stayed, against the orders of the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations, in order to try to save lives amid the unfolding genocide. In doing so, MacKenzie has argued, Dallaire exceeded the terms of his mandate and jeopardized the lives of the troops under his command.

MacKenzie’s most contentious post-Sarajevo act, in the eyes of many, was a two-day paid speaking tour in Washington, D.C., on behalf of the Serbian-American lobby group SerbNet, soon after he retired. MacKenzie denied that he had been paid by SerbNet, but a number of investigations by leading journalists contested this claim. To Bosniaks and their supporters, MacKenzie showed at this time that he was a Serb sympathizer whose claims to even-handedness during his tenure in Sarajevo would henceforth be called seriously into question.

His views were challenged even further when he queried the West’s wisdom in going to war in 1999 against Serbia over Kosovo. At a time when many saw the NATO action as an attempt at stopping another genocidal situation inspired by Slobodan Milosevic, MacKenzie, discounting the Kosovo Liberation Army as terrorists, asked whether or not NATO was in fact bombing the wrong side. Subsequent articles in later years restated the problem, and concluded that events since the war had done nothing to sway MacKenzie from his original position.

Though no longer a serving soldier, Lewis MacKenzie is far from a spent force in retirement. He is now a much sought-after public affairs commentator through the pages of Toronto’s Globe and Mail and on Canadian television (particularly with regard to security and military affairs), and he maintains an active schedule as a public speaker on leadership and conflict resolution.
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Markovic, Ante

Ante Markovic was the last prime minister of Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia and held the office from 1989 to 1991.

Markovic was born in Bosnia and Herzegovina, then one of the six Yugoslav republics, on November 25, 1924. In the 1930s he joined the League of Communist Youth and was its leader for several years. He fought with the forces led by Josip Broz Tito to free Yugoslavia from German and Italian occupation during World War II. Markovic received a degree in electrical engineering and worked at a factory in Zagreb, Croatia, serving as the director general of the plant from 1961 to 1986. At the same time he was active within the League of Communists of Yugoslavia and in 1982 he became the president of the executive council of the party’s Croatian branch. Between 1986 and 1988 he was head of the Yugoslav Federation’s collective presidency.

When he became prime minister in 1989, Yugoslavia’s economy was in deep trouble and Markovic determined that the only solution was a rapid transition to a free-market system. His efforts were not entirely successful, in part because of an unwillingness by the communist leadership, including Markovic himself, to convert the nation to a multiparty system. However, on January 22, 1990, the ruling communist party ended its monopoly on political power. Multiparty elections held the following April ended the dominance of the party in all but the Serbian and Montenegrin republics. Serbia—one of Yugoslavia’s poorer republics—which was under the leadership of Slobodan Milosevic, opposed Markovic’s reform plans, and Milosevic used Serbia’s control over the Yugoslav government to undermine his efforts. Markovic’s position was further undermined by the secessions of Croatia and Slovenia—which Markovic tried to block—and then by Milosevic’s support for insurgencies carried out by ethnic Serbs within Croatia and later in Bosnia and Herzegovina.

Markovic resigned from the premiership in December 1991 after a series of power struggles with Milosevic and the outbreak of war with Croatia. Following his resignation and the secessions of four of the six Yugoslav republics, the reformed Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (comprising only Serbia and neighboring Montenegro) replaced the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia.

In 2003, Markovic testified at the war crimes trial of Milosevic before the United Nations International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia that a plan existed between Milosevic and Croatian president Franjo Tudjman to divide Bosnia and Herzegovina between Serbian and Croatian control. Markovic also told the tribunal that Milosevic worked with Radovan Karadzic to train Bosnian Serb fighters.

After a short illness, Markovic died early on November 28, 2011.
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Medak Pocket

The Medak pocket consisted of a collection of small rural villages and hamlets in United Nations (UN) Sector South, which formed a “finger” of Serb-controlled land protruding into Croatian territory. On September 9, 1993, Croatian forces mounted an attack in this area, overrunning it completely and killing or routing the few defenders. Possibly as a result of Serb attacks on Zagreb and Karlovac, within a few days the Croatians indicated a “willingness to withdraw” and turn over the territory to the peacekeeping force UNPROFOR (United Nations Protection Force).

As UN forces (consisting of troops from Canada and France under UN operational control) entered the area from September 15, they found that every building in the area had been burned or demolished, livestock killed, and wells poisoned. According to the UN secretary-general, there was “evidence of mass murder that remains largely undocumented.”

Sweep teams were organized to assess and record the extent of the damage, search for survivors, and collect bodies. The teams included civil police (CIVPOL) from the European Community (EC) for monitoring, UNPROFOR medical officers, and soldiers. A letter from the secretary-general to the UN Security Council reporting the incident noted that “there was a clear, obvious and overwhelming pattern of wanton destruction. . . . Devastation was total.” Other UN reports on the incident note that the timing of the destruction was inconsistent with any legitimate military conduct and not of military necessity. Moreover, “the devastation was wrought in an unopposed withdrawal, not a contested advance or retreat.”

Apart from the evidence of ethnic cleansing, the incidents at Medak are noteworthy for two other reasons. First, Canadian contingent reports stress that not only did the Canadian troops find themselves subject to Croatian-orchestrated delays in occupying the area, but that they were also involved in pitched battles with Croatian forces who began firing on them soon after occupation. It is possible that these Croatian soldiers had not received the cease-fire order, but it seems equally likely that these delays and attacks were intended to allow Croatian forces to complete their destruction of the area. There have also been allegations that much of the killing and destruction could have been prevented had UN troops been allowed to move into the area more quickly. UN orders that required soldiers to negotiate their way into the area, combined with Croatian delaying tactics, slowed the UN troops’ movement.

Second, the United Nations has released the names of at least 10 individuals who acted as mercenaries for Croatian forces and who were involved in the Medak atrocities. Perhaps surprisingly, seven of these men were from the Netherlands, and a number of them had served in either North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) or UN peacekeeping forces prior to their involvement the Yugoslav conflict. The remaining three named individuals were from Hungary, the United States, and Indonesia, respectively. Many of these men returned to their home countries after the war to their former lives. One is now reportedly a monk.
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Mejakic, Zeljko

Zeljko Mejakic is a convicted Bosnian Serb war criminal. He was the chief of security and de facto commander of the Omarska detention camp, established by Serbian forces near Prijedor in northwestern Bosnia and Herzegovina, between May and August 1992. Mejakic was born in Petrov Gaj, in the municipality of Prijedor, on August 2, 1964, and prior to the outbreak of the Bosnian War on April 6, 1992, was a police officer in the village of Omarska.

After the forcible takeover of Prijedor by Bosnian Serb police and army forces in late April 1992, Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats became subjected to severe restrictions, including movement and employment, and privations of various kinds. More than 7,000 non-Serbs from the Prijedor area were confined in the Omarska, Trnopolje, and Keraterm camps between May and August 1992, and Mejakic was present at Omarska from May 24 onward, when he joined as chief of security with full authority over all the guards and any visitors. In late June 1992 he was placed in overall charge at Omarska, where he remained until August 30, 1992. A later indictment by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) stated that he was “superior to and responsible for the three guard shifts,” as well as other functions in the camp, in which prisoners were subjected to cruel treatment, severe beatings, sexual assaults, and other forms of physical and psychological abuse. Many were murdered.

Omarska was recognized by Human Rights Watch as a concentration camp, and there were certainly many aspects of its operation that justified this designation. Run by Bosnian Serb forces in the small town of Omarska, a mining town near Prijedor, it was one of 677 alleged detention centers and camps set up throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina during the war. Among the actions undertaken at Omarska, and its sister camp at Keraterm, were daily interrogations, severe beatings, other forms of physical and psychological abuse including sexual assault, and killings. Omarska and Keraterm operated in a manner designed to discriminate and subjugate the non-Serbs by inhumane acts and cruel treatment.

On February 13, 1995, an initial indictment against Zeljko Mejakic was issued by the ICTY. He and 13 other co-accused were charged with crimes that took place at Omarska and Keraterm in June and July 1992. The crimes listed in the indictment, it was alleged, were the result of a joint criminal enterprise between the co-accused. On September 17, 2002, the indictments against Mejakic were amended to also include individual criminal responsibility and superior criminal responsibility in respect of crimes against humanity and war crimes.

On July 1, 2003, although living in Serbia since November 1996, he surrendered to the ICTY. He was transferred from Serbia to The Hague three days later, and made his initial appearance before the Tribunal on July 7, 2003.

Specifically, the charges against him included three counts of crimes against humanity (persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds; murder; inhumane acts), and two counts of violations of the laws or customs of war (murder and cruel treatment). He pleaded not guilty to all counts of the indictment.

On July 20, 2005, the Referral Bench of the ICTY decided that the case be submitted to the Bosnian authorities in Sarajevo. The co-accused appealed against this decision, but on April 7, 2006, the Appeals Chamber of the ICTY dismissed the appeal. On July 28, 2006, Mejakic and his co-defendants appeared before Bosnia’s War Crimes Chamber in Sarajevo. Again, their plea was not guilty. The trial itself began on December 20, 2006.

Much of the trial was taken up with claims and counterclaims regarding the degree to which Mejakic was or was not in a position of superior authority in the camp, and how far he had in fact tried to help alleviate the condition of detainees. He acknowledged occurrences of rape of Bosniak women, and expressed condolences to the families of those killed at Omarska, but also said that he had helped detained Bosniak civilians during their detention and after they were released. Bosniak witnesses for the defense testified to this during the trial. Building on such testimony, Mejakic’s defense, in closing arguments, called for him to be released, adding that it considered the state prosecutor was not able to prove Mejakic’s responsibility for the crimes committed at Omarska. An added argument for leniency and dismissal rested on the fact that in 2003 he had voluntarily surrendered to the ICTY without challenge.

The State Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina did not accept the arguments of Mejakic’s defense team, and on May 30, 2008, he was found guilty of crimes against humanity (murder, imprisonment, torture, sexual violence, persecution, and other inhumane acts) as a direct perpetrator of one instance of mistreatment and under the theory of command responsibility as the de facto commander of Omarska camp. He was also found guilty under the theory of joint criminal enterprise for furthering the camp’s system of mistreatment and persecution of detainees. He was sentenced to 21 years’ imprisonment, his sentence to be served in full and in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
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Milosevic, Slobodan

Slobodan Milosevic was the president of Serbia between 1989 and 1997, and then of the remnants of Yugoslavia between 1997 and 2000. He was born on August 20, 1941, in Pozarevac, a small town on the outskirts of Belgrade, the son of Montenegrin parents—both of whom committed suicide, his father in 1962 and his mother in 1974. His ancestors belonged to the Vasojevici clan from Montenegro.

In 1959, aged 18, he joined the Serbian Communist Party, and in 1960 he became a law student at the University of Belgrade. He graduated in 1964. While a student he became active in the League of Communists, and upon graduation became an economic adviser to the city of Belgrade. In 1968 he was appointed as deputy director of the state-owned Tehnogas Company, and in 1973 became its director. His political advancement was helped through his connection with a friend and mentor, Ivan Stambolic, his predecessor as director of Tehnogas and later president of the Republic of Serbia within the Yugoslav Federation. Between 1978 and 1983, Milosevic was president of Beobanka, one of Yugoslavia’s largest banks (and the largest in Serbia), where he remained until entering politics in 1983, at which point he joined the Presidium of the Serbian League of Communists. On May 28, 1986, the 10th Congress of the Serbian League of Communists elected Milosevic as its president.
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By 1987 he had became a leading political figure, emerging as a zealous promoter of a Greater Serbia, a long-time aspiration of some Serbian nationalists—an aspiration which was also, simultaneously, long feared by many non-Serbs in Yugoslavia. Milosevic’s first order of business was to stem the rising tide of Kosovar Albanian nationalism. On April 24, 1987, he gave a rousing speech to an angry audience of Serbs at Kosovo Polje protesting at what they deemed were the unfair policies of the Albanian majority in Kosovo. Milosevic declared that he would never allow anyone to hurt Serbs as long as he was their leader. Both Milosevic and his speech became famous overnight, and he thereafter served as the symbolic leader of Serbs all over Yugoslavia. He imposed a harsh rule and a much stronger police presence over the Kosovar Albanians, leading to the abandonment of any hopes they may have had of a return to Kosovar autonomy.

This was the beginning of an ideological about-face for Milosevic. From the views he had espoused earlier in his career as a communist party functionary, he now remade himself into a radical Serbian ethno nationalist. Then, following the collapse of communism and a push by Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and Macedonia to leave the Yugoslav federation in 1991–1992, Milosevic appeared to have but one aim in mind: to keep the country together under Serbian domination at all costs. Toward that end, he encouraged Serbian minorities in Croatia and Bosnia to “free” themselves from “foreign”—that is, Croatian and Bosniak—rule. To make their defense possible, by 1992 Milosevic was providing the so-called “threatened” Serbian minorities within those two newly independent states with weapons and inciting them to wage ethnic war.

In April 1992, following Bosnia’s declaration of independence, violence erupted throughout the former Yugoslav republic. Milosevic promised to protect Serbs from the threat of “Islamic fundamentalism” and “Croatian genocide.” Warfare exploded across the region, and as it did so horrendous war crimes, crimes against humanity, and even genocide were perpetrated in the quest to occupy land and clear entire non-Serb populations.

The result saw the practice of ethnic cleansing introduced throughout the Balkans, with the Bosniaks experiencing forms of genocide at the hands of the Serbs. Over succeeding years, Milosevic became the prime mover of the violent dissolution of Yugoslavia along ethnic lines. While the Bosnian Serb forces under the command of generals such as Ratko Mladic, Milenko Zivanovic, and Radislav Krstic directed the Serb war effort, Milosevic was prepared to take something of a back seat in the prosecution of pan-Serb interests. Moreover, the Bosnian Serb political leader, Radislav Karadzic, served the purpose of attracting most of the West’s opprobrium for the horrors committed in the name of Greater Serbia.

Within an otherwise brutal and bloody conflict, arguably the worst atrocity committed at Bosnian Serb hands took place in July 1995, when Serb troops took over the United Nations (UN) safe haven of Srebrenica (and the Dutch base at nearby Potocari) and, as Dutch UN peacekeepers looked on, massacred some 8,000 Muslim boys and men in a genocidal massacre that was the largest such atrocity in Europe since the Holocaust.

Building on the efforts of others whom he supplied and supported, Milosevic nonetheless came close to achieving his goal of a Greater Serbia. His policies resulted in hundreds of thousands dead and the dissolution of what had been the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and saw the Bosnian Serbs rewarded with the permanent acquisition of large tracts of land that had formerly been majority Bosniak or Croat.

Indeed, Milosevic might even have been ultimately successful in his quest for a Greater Serbia but for two major external interventions from the international community. The first was the peace settlement bringing an end to the Bosnian War, the Dayton Agreement signed on November 21, 1995. By this, the fighting was ended through the introduction of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) troops, whose task was to supervise the disengagement of the belligerent parties and monitor the resulting peace. The new map of Bosnia incorporated many of the military gains won by Bosnian Serb militias and regular forces through force of arms, but while the peace settlement represented a limited victory for Milosevic, it stopped short of giving him total mastery over Bosnia, which remained independent.

After this, Milosevic attempted to rebuild his image, from being seen as a brutal warmonger to a peacemaker prepared to give ground on some of his ambitions for the greater good of his people. In 1997 he became president of a newly 3 reconstituted Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, but if the idea was to buy time to enable Serbia to rebuild and look to the future, it came at a bad moment. Armed clashes between Kosovar Albanian separatists and Serbian paramilitary police and the army led to escalating rounds of repression by Milosevic’s government against the Kosovars, particularly in the Drenica Valley region. Scores of thousands of Kosovar civilians were forcibly expelled from the province, accompanied by an orgy of looting, destruction of houses, and shelling of villages. By now, this was enough for the West, leading to the second major external intervention against Milosevic—and, ultimately, his undoing.

The crisis reached its peak with the signing of an international agreement reached at Rambouillet, France, on February 23, 1999. Its intention was to resolve the crisis over Kosovo. The countries of NATO resolved to bring Milosevic’s reign of terror in the Balkans to a halt, once and for all, and his refusal to cease violence against the Kosovar Albanian population led to an intense NATO bombing against Serbian military installations—and then Serbia proper—between March and June, 1999.

In response to the bombing, Milosevic took the opportunity afforded by the resulting chaos to carry out a massive campaign of “ethnic cleansing” against the Kosovar Albanian population. Ironically, as NATO carried out its controversial bombing effort intended to stop Serb aggression against the Kosovars, the Serbs intensified their measures against the very population NATO was trying to save. While Serbia was ultimately defeated by a NATO alliance determined not to lose under any circumstances, Milosevic, by now increasingly detached from political reality, considered the battle a victory. Forced to surrender, he was ordered by the allies to desist from ordering any further attacks against the Kosovars, and to evacuate all military, paramilitary, and police forces from the province.

Significantly, it was during this conflict that, on May 27, 1999, Milosevic was indicted for crimes against humanity by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague. Charges of war crimes in Croatia and Bosnia, and genocide in Bosnia, were added some 18 months later.

The defeat in Kosovo eventually led to his political downfall in October 2000. On June 28, 2001, after some hesitation, the newly 3 elected government of Vojislav Kostunica turned Milosevic over to the ICTY. Soon the charges against him were recast to include genocide in Bosnia and war crimes in Croatia. When his trial began on February 12, 2002, he refused to recognize the legitimacy of the tribunal, and represented himself rather than accept court-appointed counsel. The trial was controversial from the beginning, with Milosevic still enjoying a high level of support within Serbia and the Serb areas of Bosnia known as Republika Srpska. Other critics voiced concerns about the extent to which he was likely to receive a fair trial from the ICTY, equated with a “victors’ court” so soon after the Kosovo Intervention.

The prosecution took two years to present its arguments in the first part of the trial, which covered the wars in Croatia, Bosnia, and Kosovo. It concluded its case on February 25, 2004, after hearing nearly 300 witnesses.

The charges he faced were genocide, complicity in genocide, deportation, murder, persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds, inhumane acts and forcible transfer, extermination, imprisonment, torture, willful killing, unlawful confinement, willfully causing great suffering, unlawful deportation or transfer, extensive destruction and appropriation of property not justified by military necessity and carried out unlawfully and wantonly, cruel treatment, plunder of public or private property, attacks on civilians, destruction or willful damage done to historic monuments and institutions dedicated to education or religion, and unlawful attacks on civilian objects. In all, he faced three distinct acts of indictment, which in total represented 66 different counts.

On August 31, 2004, the next phase of the trial began, with Milosevic starting his case for the defense. He dismissed all accusations of war crimes, genocide, and crimes against humanity. As the trial proceeded, however, the trial was repeatedly interrupted as a result of Milosevic’s deteriorating health due to high blood pressure, bouts of fatigue, and heart problems. On March 11, 2006, he died of a heart attack, in jail, as ICTY prosecutors were beginning to produce evidence and witnesses that could have confirmed his guilt. His body was returned to his birthplace at Pozarevac, and buried in a public ceremony attended by thousands of Serbian nationalists.

On March 14, 2006, the proceedings against Slobodan Milosevic were formally terminated.

The significance of the Milosevic trial lay in the fact that it was the first in which a former head of state was tried before an international court. Heads of government, such as Jean Kambanda, had already been tried by such courts, as had several others after World War II. But the Milosevic case was to serve as an important precedent, and other indictments would follow in succeeding years.
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Milutinovic, Milan 

Milan Milutinovic succeeded Slobodan Milosevic as president of Serbia in 1997. After his term expired in 2002, he surrendered to the United Nations (UN) International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia to face charges of crimes against humanity stemming from his involvement in ethnic cleansing in Kosovo.

Milutinovic was born in Belgrade, Serbia, on December 19, 1942, when Serbia was one of six republics within the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. He earned a law degree in 1965 from the University of Belgrade Law School and went on to fill a number of high-level positions in both the Serbian and Yugoslav governments.

In 1995 Milutinovic became Yugoslavia’s foreign affairs minister, serving in the administration of President Zoran Lilic. Prevented by term limits from seeking a third term as Serbian president, Milosevic used his influence to become president of Yugoslavia. In December 1997, his Socialist Party of Serbia (SPS) endorsed Milutinovic's campaign for president of Serbia. Although Milosevic had originally backed former Yugoslav president Lilic as the SPS candidate two months earlier, he threw his support to Milutinovic after Lilic’s repeated bids for the presidency ended in deadlock. Milutinovic triumphed in December 21 runoff elections, earning 59 percent of the vote.

Milutinovic stepped down from office at the end of December 2002 when his term expired. He was charged with crimes against humanity and violations of the laws of customs of war in 1999 but did not officially surrender to the UN tribunal until 2003. He was released from detention in 2005 and found not guilty of all charges against him on February 26, 2009.
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Mladic, Ratko 

Ratko Mladic was the commanding officer of the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske, or VRS) throughout the Bosnian War of 1992–1995. Along with the Bosnian Serb political leader Radovan Karadzic, he came to symbolize the Serb campaign of ethnic cleansing of Croats and Muslims. Mladic was born in the village of Bozanovici, Kalinovik, in southern Bosnia, on March 12, 1943. He became a career soldier in the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA), entering the Military Academy in Zemun in 1961, and graduating at the top of his class from the Officers’ Academy in 1965. The same year, he joined the Yugoslav Communist Party. Rising through the officer ranks, by 1989 he had been promoted to the post of head of the Education Department of the Third Military District of Skopje, Macedonia.
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As the Yugoslav Federation began to disintegrate, Mladic received rapid promotion. In June 1991, he was appointed as commander of the 9th Corps of the JNA, leading his forces in a number of engagements fighting in Croatia, and on October 4, 1991, he was promoted to major general.

Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence on April 6, 1992, and on April 24, 1992, Mladic was further promoted to lieutenant colonel general. A little over a week later, he ordered that all routes into and out of Sarajevo be closed down, and that water and electricity supplies be shut off. The Siege of Sarajevo had begun. On May 10, 1992, Mladic was given command of the 2nd Military District Headquarters of the JNA; two days later, with the creation of the VRS, he was appointed its overall commander, second only to Karadzic, who as president held the position of commander in chief. Starting in May 1992, Sarajevo was subjected not only to a blockade, but also to heavy artillery fire and sniper fire, as a campaign took hold against the civilian areas of the city, terrorizing, mutilating, and killing civilians, and destroying buildings.

The VRS then began a campaign of persecution against the Bosniak population in districts outside of Sarajevo. This aimed at driving them out through expulsions, forced displacement, arrests, murder, and imprisonment in detention centers, where they were subjected to extreme forms of physical and psychological abuse. Bosniak homes, businesses, and places of worship were also ransacked and destroyed. This policy, of what became known as “ethnic cleansing,” would typically begin with the harassment of local citizens, who would be terrorized and intimidated, often in fear of their lives, to leave their homes. Such terror could include torture, rape, beatings, mutilation, and extend to murder. Sometimes, wholesale killing of much larger numbers was undertaken. Once an area had been “cleansed” of its unwanted population, the Bosnian Serbs would move in their own people, and alter the character of the region as though the original owners had never existed. In this way, they could lay claim to the region as of right, with no one able to claim pre-existing title through prior occupation.

On June 24, 1994, Mladic was promoted to the rank of colonel general, in command of some 80,000 troops. As commander in chief, Mladic had authority over the entire operations of the VRS, and therefore assumed full responsibility for its campaigns and behavior. The crimes committed by the Bosnian Serb military whilst Mladic was in charge were many, and, as its commanding officer, he was held by international prosecutors to bear command responsibility.

On July 24, 1995, Mladic was indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. He was held to be personally responsible for the offensive he ordered in the summer of 1995 against the six so-called “safe areas” under United Nations protection (Sarajevo, Tuzla, Gorazde, Srebrenica, Zepa, and Bihac). In the worst of these, and in full view of a watching world, Mladic fell on the city of Srebrenica between July 11 and July 22, 1995. Systematically, militias and troops from the VRS captured as many men and boys between the ages of 10 and 65 as they could find, led them out of the city, and killed them in the surrounding hills, burying them in mass graves. At least 8,000 were murdered. The women and children of Srebrenica were sent outside the borders of the Bosnian Serb entity of Republika Srpska. Mladic, as the military architect of the campaign, is thus considered by many as the war’s greatest mass killer.

Despite the ICTY indictment against him, and in defiance of the warrant put out for his arrest, Mladic continued to live quite openly after the Bosnian War ended in December 1995. He even retained his post as VRS commander, and functioned fully in that capacity. Only on November 8, 1996, did the president of Republika Srpska, Biljana Plavsic, dismiss Mladic from his post, and even then he was still so respected that he continued to receive a pension until November 2005.

Without any fear of arrest, he was often seen on the streets of the many towns he visited in an official capacity. He attended football matches, dined openly in restaurants, and was observed in a number of overseas locations. With the arrest of former Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic in 2001, however, Mladic began to fear that his days of open impunity could be drawing to a close, and he went into hiding. There were many reports in the years that followed of Mladic having been sighted in Republika Srpska and Serbia, often under heavy guard. He became one of the world’s most hunted men, with Serbia and the United States offering huge rewards for his capture, and Interpol launching a worldwide manhunt.

In May 2010 Mladic’s family sought to have him declared officially dead. Milos Saljic, the lawyer representing the family, said they were convinced he was no longer alive, having suffered a heavy stroke in 1996 and not been seen in public for the last seven years. Under Serbian law, those over the age of 70 who have not been heard from for more than five years can be declared legally dead without a heavy burden of proof, but in the case of Mladic (who would have been 68 at the time of the petition), a court ruled that the family would have to prove that he was no longer alive.

Mladic managed to remain at large for nearly 16 years. At the end of 2009, the European Union demonstrated the level of its concern that this final chapter in the Bosnian War had to come to an end by announcing that it would delay negotiations over Serbia joining the EU until Mladic was arrested. As a result, Serbia stepped up its efforts to apprehend him, launching numerous raids on his family and known Bosnian Serb nationalist safe houses.

Finally, on May 26, 2011—the same day that an indicted Rwandan war criminal also on the run, Bernard Munyagishari, was captured—Serbian security forces arrested him in Lazarevo, Serbia, about 100 kilometers northeast of Belgrade. He was brought immediately before the Belgrade Higher Court for a hearing on whether he was fit to be extradited to The Hague, and the court ruled on May 27 that this could proceed. He was extradited on May 31, 2011, and his trial began on June 3. The charges Mladic faced were genocide; crimes against humanity (murder, torture, beatings, and rape against Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats); extermination; murder; forcible deportation; terror and unlawful attacks against civilians; sniping and shelling against civilians; and hostage-taking.

Reactions among some sections of the Serb population, both in Republika Srpska and Serbia, were spontaneous and angry. Demonstrations broke out in many towns and cities, and Mladic was described frequently as a hero of the Serbian people who was only doing what he had to do to defend all Serbs.

Mladic first appeared in court on June 3, 2011, when the charges against him were listed. After a month of postponing his plea, the court entered a not guilty plea on his behalf. He refused to accept the court-appointed lawyers provided, and threatened to boycott the proceedings until they were replaced by those of his own choosing. The proceeding then adjourned until July 4. Mladic treated the bench contemptuously, refusing to take off his hat, constantly interrupting the presiding judge, Alphons Orie, and shouting demands. At one point, Mladic removed his headphones and stopped listening to the translation of the trial altogether. Orie, in response, ejected Mladic from the courtroom before the formal charges could be read. There is widespread speculation that through delaying tactics such as these Mladic is attempting to derail the trial process for as long as possible, in full knowledge that the UN has said the ICTY must be wound up by December 2014.

Mladic’s trial began on May 16, 2012.
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Montenegro

Montenegro is the smallest of the constituent republics of the former Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY). It first gained formal international recognition as a sovereign nation in 1878 at the Congress of Berlin. The 19th century brought increased economic and social development to the country, and it adopted its first formal constitution in 1905. Five years later, in 1910, Montenegro officially became a constitutional monarchy with Nikola I as king. Montenegro and the other emerging Balkan states cooperated to drive out what little remained of the Ottoman presence in Europe during the first of the Balkan Wars in 1912. By 1913, unity had collapsed and the second Balkan War broke out as Serbia, Romania, and Greece fought over the spoils of their victory against the Ottomans. The contentious nationalism of the Balkans soon became the tinderbox that lit the fuse of World War I, with the assassination in June 1914 of the Austro-Hungarian archduke Franz Ferdinand by a Bosnian Serb nationalist.

Following World War I, Serbia occupied Montenegro in 1918 and annexed the country to the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes under the leadership of Serbian king Peter Karageorgevic. Montenegro mounted a series of unsuccessful revolts against the Serbians, but by 1920 the Montenegrin Orthodox Church was banned and its property turned over to the Serbian Orthodox Church, King Nikola I was banished, and the kingdom of Montenegro was abolished. An uprising on Orthodox Christmas (January 7, 1919) triggered a guerrilla war against Serbian forces that continued sporadically until 1926.

Beginning in 1926, non-Serbian groups grew increasingly bitter and disenchanted with the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. In 1929, King Alexander, Peter’s successor, responded to the growing discontent by abrogating the constitution, forming a dictatorship, and renaming the country the Kingdom of Yugoslavia (the Kingdom of Southern Slavs). His actions did little to allay non-Serb fears, and between 1929 and 1939 tensions continued to grow among the nation’s ethnic groups, leading to the 1934 assassination of Alexander by the Ustashi, a Croatian fascist organization. When World War II broke out, Montenegro temporarily regained its independence through an alliance with Benito Mussolini’s fascist Italy. Meanwhile, the Yugoslav government formed an unpopular alliance with Mussolini’s ally, German Nazi leader Adolf Hitler. Yugoslav efforts to break this alliance led to the April 1941 German invasion of Yugoslavia.

Following the war, Montenegrins supported Josip Broz Tito’s efforts to reconstitute the Yugoslav state as a communist federation divided ethnically. Tito thus organized the country as a federation with six republics loosely divided along ethnic lines: Slovenia, Serbia, Croatia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro. Tito’s Yugoslavia was a communist state and hence more liberal political organizations were suppressed. The government moved rapidly to introduce nationalization and other instruments of communist control, but over time a less centralized model that included workers’ councils that managed individual enterprises developed. Yugoslavia gradually adopted an independent line that initially alienated Tito from the rest of the Soviet-led communist bloc. Eventually, he forged a middle way, often characterized by strained relations with both the East and the West. Not surprisingly, Tito was a key player in the formation of the nonaligned movement.

After Tito’s death in 1980, his position was replaced by a collective presidency made up of representatives from each of the republics. However, the nation’s economic problems, including a huge foreign debt, began to cause difficulties and the new government proved weak. Both problems facilitated a revival of the ethnic and religious rivalries that were suppressed under Tito. A nationalist movement in Serbia gained control of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia, and Slobodan Milosevic, an extreme nationalist, gained power in 1989. Milosevic instituted severe measures to support his nationalist cause, including press censorship and the reversal of autonomy for the Kosovo and Vojvodina regions, whose populations were predominantly ethnic Albanian and ethnic Hungarian, respectively.

The Yugoslav republics of Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina all declared their independence during Milosevic’s rule. War raged throughout the Balkans for a decade as Milosevic fought to keep the nation together. Numerous war crimes, including ethnic cleansing, characterized the conflict. Montenegro initially supported Milosevic, but in 1991 it accepted a European peace proposal to end the fighting, leaving Serbia as the lone Yugoslav republic to reject the deal. Montenegro again declared its sovereignty in 1991 and adopted a new constitution. However, in a 1992 referendum, Montenegrins voted to retain ties with Serbia, and another constitution was adapted reaffirming Montenegro’s status as a republic within Yugoslavia. Nevertheless, relations between Serbia and Montenegro continued to deteriorate in the mid-1990s due to increased efforts by Milosevic to curtail Montenegrin nationalism.

In 1997, Montenegrin president Milo Djukanovic accused Milosevic of being unfit for public office. In 1999, the Montenegrin legislature proposed abolishing the Yugoslav federation in favor of a more loose association between the two entities. Montenegro passed a citizenship law and adopted the German deutschmark as its national currency; Milosevic responded with a partial economic blockade, which soon became a blockade of food supplies and a full economic embargo. Also in 1999, Djukanovic refused to condemn that year’s North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air strikes against Yugoslav territory in response to Milosevic’s ethnic cleansing campaign against Kosovo’s ethnic Albanians.

Talk of secession increased as Milosevic attempted to extend his hold over the country and take advantage of splintered opposition groups by calling early elections in September 2000. Although defeated by Vojislav Kostunica, Milosevic initially refused to step down from office, inciting massive protests and demonstrations across Serbia and in Montenegro. Shortly after Milosevic was forced to step down, the United States and the European Union (EU) lifted their sanctions against the country. Milosevic was sent to The Hague to face charges of war crimes and crimes against humanity, including genocide, in connection to his wars against Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia. His trial before a UN tribunal began in 2001 and continued with many delays and suspensions until Milosevic’s sudden death in 2006.

In attempting to bring stability to the region, EU foreign policy representative Javier Solana mediated talks between the two remaining Yugoslav republics and convinced Montenegro to form a loose confederation with Serbia. On March 14, 2002, Serbia and Montenegro signed an EU-brokered accord dismantling the Yugoslav federation and forming a new Balkan state. Under the agreement, the two became semi-independent states sharing a common foreign and defense policy but maintaining independent economies, customs services, and currencies. The new union of Serbia and Montenegro was officially established in February 2003 by the approval of a new Constitutional Charter for a period of three years. At the end of the three-year period, the charter granted both Montenegro and Serbia the opportunity to reevaluate the agreement and choose to opt out of the union.

The Montenegrin government scheduled a referendum on continued alliance with Serbia for May 21, 2006, despite Serbian opposition. President Filip Vujanovic and Prime Minister Djukanovic led the independence campaign, while opposition political parties representing Serbs in Montenegro lobbied to continue the union. Acceding to EU pressure, the government agreed that for the decision to be valid, 55 percent of voters must choose independence. With more than 80 percent of eligible voters participating, 55.5 percent of Montenegrins voted to sever the confederation with Serbia, and on June 3, 2006, the nation once again declared its independence. After leading Montenegro for nearly a decade, first as president and then as prime minister, Djukanovic left the government in October 2006, shortly after his Democratic Party of Socialists secured victory in the nation’s first legislative elections since independence. The Democratic Party of Socialists named Zeljko Sturanovic as his successor. Sturanovic would not stay in office long, however, as illness hampered his ministership and prompted him to resign in January 2008. Djukanovic was promptly nominated to the post again and was elected in February. In April 2008, the country’s first presidential election since it achieved full independence was held, and the incumbent Vujanovic emerged the clear winner.
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Mothers of Srebrenica 

Formed in 1996, the Bosnian political advocacy organization, Mothers of Srebrenica is comprised of Bosniak women whose husbands and sons were lost to the 1995 Srebrenica Massacre. Before the war, these women were homemakers living in the small villages around Srebrenica. Had the July 1995 Srebrenica tragedy not befallen them, it is unlikely they would be political activists or public figures. Yet, the Mothers of Srebrenica have proven incredibly adept activists, crucial to Bosnia’s post-conflict transitional justice. In their initial 1996 action, to protest the poorly 3 handled investigation into the fate of the tens of thousands missing from Srebrenica, the Mothers occupied Tuzla’s Red Cross offices. They demanded that the truth behind Srebrenica’s crimes be revealed and publicized, all those responsible held accountable, and survivors receive restitution and right of return to their prewar homes.

Since that time, in lobbying for truth, justice, and reconciliation, the Mothers’ ever-evolving toolbox of non-violent tactics has included strategic media engagement, public demonstrations, peaceful marches, and educational campaigns as well as art-therapy workshops for survivors and inter-ethnic cooperation with Serbian and Kosovar women seeking missing loved ones. As their national stature and international visibility have grown, their activities have expanded to larger commemorative projects and greater actions toward social repair. The most visible of these activities, annually the Mothers coordinate July 11th Srebrenica commemoration. Each year tens of thousands (including international heads-of-state, diplomats, and UN delegates) gather amid prayers, speeches, and calls for global social justice. The ceremony is a cathartic rallying point for Bosniaks and an important annual ritual that engraves Srebrenica’s memory on the consciousness of the international community. The Mothers were also instrumental in establishing the Srebrenica-Potocari Memorial Center which encompasses the dedicated cemetery for Srebrenica’s victims and memorial space with artifacts and victims stories.

Additionally, the Mothers have cultivated stronger inter-ethnic cooperative solidarity efforts. Their work with Serbian mothers searching for their loved ones contributes substantially to post-conflict healing. The Mothers have also established a “Children of Srebrenica” foundation, providing educational support to those who lost one or both parents in the genocide. Further, they organize artistic workshops for affected children. The ensuing artworks are then sold as postcards to support the foundation.

The international impact of the Mothers’ work has also been remarkable. In November 1999, the UN Secretary-General officially acknowledged that the UN failed to protect Srebrenica. In August 2001, in the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia’s first genocide conviction, General Radislav Krstic received a 46-year sentence for his role in Srebrenica, establishing the 1995 Srebrenica atrocities as genocide under international law. Moreover, in 2002, Dutch prime minister Wim Kok took responsibility for the Dutch troops’ failure to protect Srebrenica. Kok resigned, as did all 29 of his party’s parliamentary ministers. Dutch Army chief-of-staff, general Ad van Baal, followed suit.

Similar to Argentina’s Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, the Mothers of Srebrenica root their activism in motherhood. Their public image is predicated on a dual identity—grieving mother and aggrieved victim. Yet, even as womanhood is central to their advocacy, the Mothers of Srebrenica eschew the “feminist” label. Still, in organizing to speak truth to power while simultaneously creating an inherent climate of social support for Srebrenica’s widows and moreover for women of all ethnicities, the Mothers of Srebrenica challenge the image of women as passive victims.
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Nogic, Inela

Inela Nogic is a Bosniak woman who achieved worldwide fame at the age of 17 when, during the siege of Sarajevo, she won the 1993 Miss Sarajevo beauty pageant, held in a basement to avoid sniper attacks from Bosnian Serb militias.

Born into a strict Muslim family in 1976 in Sarajevo, she was a good student at school. With the outbreak of war in Bosnia in 1992, however, her neighborhood became known colloquially as “Little Hiroshima” owing to the destruction that soon ravaged it. Nogic and her friends decided to make the best of the situation by not succumbing to the horrors and deprivations around them. An attractive young woman in a city renowned for what some have termed “Sarajevo style”—a combination of French chic and Italian flair—the pretty blonde commented to reporters during the siege that maintaining a good appearance through attention to hair and make-up was a way for young women to show those bent on their murder that youth, beauty, and life would win out over the forces that otherwise would destroy them.

In 1993, Inela Nogic became the symbol of that attitude for all young Bosniak women. As the siege continued, the idea of organizing a beauty pageant, “Miss Sarajevo 1993,” came from a group of young Sarajevans committed to maintaining the life of the city and showing the world that the conditions under which they were living were intolerable even though their spirit would not be broken.

Once the competition was announced, Inela Nogic was encouraged to enter by her mother. European aid agencies and NATO administrators, taken with the idea of a beauty pageant right under the noses of those seeking the destruction of the city, ensured that the contest, which took place on May 29, 1993, would be transmitted across the world. While it was inspiring, it was also sad to watch. Many of the young women participating, clearly affected by the siege and the war, appeared undernourished and sickly. At the end of the pageant, in an especially poignant moment, Nogic and the other contestants held up a banner that read “DON’T LET THEM KILL US!”

An American journalist and film director, Bill Carter, had arrived in Sarajevo in the winter of 1993 to work with The Serious Road Trip, an aid organization founded in London in 1991 for the purpose of delivering food to orphans affected by totalitarian collapse and war. While he was in Sarajevo he shot hundreds of hours of video, including coverage of the Miss Sarajevo pageant. In discussion with the lead singer of the rock band U2, the Irish-born Bono (Paul David Hewson), Carter suggested an idea to film a documentary based on Sarajevo’s underground resistance movement. Bono reputedly jumped at the idea; not only to produce the film, but also to provide the necessary funds to support the project.

The result was a film entitled Miss Sarajevo. Subsequently broadcast across the globe, it provoked a viewer response calling for an end to the siege and the bloodshed in Bosnia. Later, Bono and U2, together with Brian Eno, and featuring a cameo solo by Luciano Pavarotti, employed footage from the film in order to create a film clip for a single of the same name. Inela Nogic was featured on the cover of the single.

Nogic was to say later that the objective of the pageant was to show that the war was about more than just men and guns, but that women also had a part to play in defying the aims of the killers through raising morale and embracing life. In Balkan tradition—whether it is Serb, Bosniak, or Croatian—the noun “inat” translates roughly into a notion of actions taken “in spite of the consequences.” It embodies a spirit of defiance regardless of what might come next, rather as the untranslatable Hebrew word “davka” suggests behavior in spite of the concerns of others. Nogic’s inat was thus symbolic of a wider defiance relating to Sarajevo’s struggle to retain its humanity regardless of the siege that was strangling the city.

Popular imagination soon created the urban legend that the winner of the Miss Sarajevo pageant had been killed by sniper fire, but it is possible to speculate that the Miss Sarajevo pageant may have in fact potentially saved Inela Nogic’s life. As a result of the publicity her win generated, she met a Dutch journalist, and a year later the couple moved to the Netherlands, where they settled down and produced two children. She then studied graphic design, and took up residence in Amsterdam.

In 1997 U2 was scheduled to perform in Sarajevo, the first band able to host a concert in the city since the end of the war. Bono contacted Nogic, then doing modeling work in France. He organized for his private plane to convey her from Nice to Sarajevo, where she was met by NATO military authorities at the airport. They then escorted her to the concert at the Kosevo Stadium along with the band members, and Bono sang Miss Sarajevo in her presence as U2’s special guest.
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North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

The involvement of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the Yugoslav conflict was closely intertwined with the post—Cold War adaptation of NATO itself. Many observers suggested that if NATO could not play a role in a conflict on its doorstep, such as that in Yugoslavia, then the alliance had little future. NATO, it was argued, must go “out of area” or go out of business. The Yugoslav conflict also provoked bitter disputes within NATO and between the alliance and the other international organizations involved in the conflict.

Initially, NATO played relatively little role in international efforts toward conflict management in Yugoslavia. The European Community (EC) led the international mediation efforts, and the United Nations (UN) played the central role in military peacekeeping. The relative disengagement of the United States from the early stages of the conflict further weakened NATO’s role in the former Yugoslavia.

Gradually, however, NATO came to play a growing role in the conflict. From July 1992, NATO naval forces monitored and enforced the UN arms embargo and economic sanctions against the former Yugoslavia in the Adriatic Sea as part of Operation SHARP GUARD. From October 1992, NATO air forces monitored (and from March 1993 enforced) the UN-established no-fly zone over Bosnia-Herzegovina. In June 1993, the UN Security Council authorized “all necessary measures, through the use of air power” to support the UNPROFOR peacekeeping force in deterring attacks on the six UN-designated “safe areas.” This brought NATO air forces more directly into the Yugoslav conflict. There were disputes, however, among NATO’s members and with the UN about the circumstances in an extent to which airstrikes should be used. Authorization for the use of air power was provided by a complex “dual-key” arrangement, requiring both NATO and UN agreement for any airstrikes. This arrangement, combined with the vulnerability of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) peacekeepers on the ground, limited the use and impact of NATO air power at this stage in the conflict.

Disputes over the use of NATO air power became intertwined with wider Western differences over policy toward the Yugoslav conflict, provoking some of the most bitter internal disputes in NATO’s history. In 1993, the Bill Clinton administration came to power advocating a policy of “lift and strike”—that is, lifting the arms embargo against the Bosnian Muslims in order to enable them to defend themselves and using airstrikes against any Bosnian Serb or Bosnian Croat aggression. The United States was unable to persuade its allies, particularly the United Kingdom and France, the largest contributors to UNPROFOR, to support this policy. The United States accused Western Europeans of appeasement in the face of Serbian aggression and “ethnic cleansing.” Western European states pointed out that the United States was unwilling to deploy ground forces of its own and that any airstrikes would make their own forces on the ground vulnerable targets for retaliation. The disagreements were so serious that observers suggested they threatened the very future of NATO itself. The overrunning of the safe areas of Srebrenica and Zepaby Bosnian Serb forces in July 1995 brought the issue to a head and paved the way for NATO to take a central role in managing the Yugoslav conflict. UNPROFOR was strengthened by the deployment of the Rapid Reaction Force and the withdrawal of UN peacekeepers from vulnerable positions; NATO began to plan for more widespread airstrikes, and the dual-key arrangement with the UN was abandoned. In late August 1995, after a Bosnian Serb mortar attack on Sarajevo, NATO initiated a three-week campaign of airstrikes against Bosnian Serb forces—Operation DELIBERATE FORCE, which resulted in the Bosnian Serbs agreeing to a cease-fire and eventually led to the Dayton Agreements.

The Dayton peace agreements confirmed the central role of NATO in the Bosnian peace process. A 60,000-strong NATO Implementation Force (IFOR) was deployed in December 1995 to enforce the peace and implement the military components of the Dayton Accords. In contrast to UNPROFOR, IFOR had the mandate, military means, and political backing necessary to maintain the fragile peace in Bosnia and for the first time included U.S. ground forces. In 1997 IFOR was renamed the Stabilization Force (SFOR) and its size was reduced to 36,000 troops. Early in 1998, NATO members agreed to a further extension of SFOR’s mission with no clear time limit. The presence of the NATO force was widely believed to be essential to maintaining the fragile peace in Bosnia, whereas its withdrawal might well result in renewed fighting. The issue remained contentious within NATO. There remained strong pressures in the U.S. Congress for the withdrawal of U.S. forces from Bosnia at some point. The United States’ European allies, however, were reluctant to remain in Bosnia without the involvement of U.S. ground forces. Additionally, should serious violence break out in Kosovo and/or Macedonia, NATO might be called upon to play a role in any military intervention—again raising difficult issues for the alliance’s members. As of early 1998, therefore, the longer-term role of NATO in the former Yugoslavia remained uncertain.

NATO’s involvement in the Yugoslav conflict also led the alliance to cooperate closely with states and international organizations with which it had not previously worked. In Operation SHARP GUARD, NATO worked closely with the Western European Union (WEU). In supporting UNPROFOR, NATO worked closely with the UN, although the relationship was uneasy because of differences over the use of airstrikes. I/SFOR worked closely with the various civilian agencies involved in the Dayton peace process, particularly the UN’s High Representative and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). NATO also worked closely with a number of states outside the alliance. Hungary allowed NATO air surveillance operations to be undertaken from its airspace and the deployment of I/SFOR from its territory; Albania cooperated with NATO in enforcing the embargo in the Adriatic Sea; and 14 non-NATO countries (including Russia) participated in I/SFOR.

NATO’s involvement in the Yugoslav conflict marked the organization’s transition from a traditional defense alliance to a wider peacekeeping and peace enforcement body. The Yugoslav conflict, however, also highlighted the problems NATO would face in playing such a role.

ANDREW S. COTTEY
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Nuhanovic, Hasan

Hasan Nuhanovic is a Bosniak survivor of the Srebrenica genocide, and a leading voice calling for appropriate recognition of the failures of the United Nations in permitting the Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995. Born on April 2, 1968, in Zvornik, Bosnia-Herzegovina, he was a student at Sarajevo University studying for a degree in mechanical engineering before the outbreak of war intervened in April 1992. His father, Ibro Nuhanovic, was a manager and businessman; his mother, Nasiha, made the family home, while his brother, Muhamed, was enrolled in high school.
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This comfortable existence came to a crashing halt with the start of the war. The Nuhanovic family narrowly escaped the 1992 massacre of about 2,600 Bosniaks by Bosnian Serb forces in the region of Vlasenica. As luck would have it, Hasan had come home that weekend from Sarajevo, enabling the whole family to leave together. They went to Srebrenica, where Ibro’s brother lived, and remained in the city for the next three years. In early 1993, by UN Security Council Resolution 819, Srebrenica was declared a “safe zone,” after which UN troops entered the city to guarantee its safety. Hasan Nuhanovic, who spoke flawless English, was taken on as an interpreter. For the next two years, the Nuhanovic family lived in relative peace, and Hasan Nuhanovic stayed on as a translator-interpreter after the Canadian UN contingent was relieved by a force of soldiers from the Netherlands, codenamed Dutchbat.

In holding out like Bosnia’s capital city Sarajevo, Srebrenica became a symbol of Bosniak resistance throughout the war, but on July 6, 1995, its defiance came to an end. Encouraged by UN equivocation over whether or not to maintain the safe areas initiative, Bosnian Serb general Ratko Mladic led a 10-day campaign to take over Srebrenica and subject it to the process known as “ethnic cleansing.” As the campaign was getting underway, thousands of Srebrenica’s men and boys fled the city in order to reach Muslim fighters beyond the hills, hoping to lead them back to defend the city. The women, children, and elderly were for the most part loaded onto Serb-chartered buses and evacuated. Upon taking the city, and overrunning the UN base at nearby Potocari (where the members of the Dutch peacekeepers had been sheltering thousands of Bosniaks), Mladic’s soldiers began hunting down the Muslim men who were then straggling through Serb-controlled lines. Capturing them in small groups, the Serbs concentrated them in larger numbers in fields, sportsgrounds, schools, and factories, where they were slaughtered in their thousands. It is impossible to arrive at anything but an approximation of the number killed, as many mass graves are yet to be located, and population figures from before the fall of the city are imprecise owing to the large number of uncounted refugees who had earlier flooded into the city. Best estimates have fluctuated between seven and eight thousand killed.

Nuhanovic, anticipating that his position as a translator-interpreter would provide some measure of protection, brought his family into the Dutchbat base at Potocari. Ibro Nuhanovic was then delegated as one of three representatives of the Bosniak population to negotiate with Mladic on the future status of the refugees. These “negotiations” were a sham, and were never intended to have an outcome that would be humanitarian or just.

On July 12–13, 1995, Hasan Nuhanovic spent the night with his parents and brother in a makeshift office on the UN base at Potocari, under the orders of a Dutch officer, Major Andre de Haan. On the morning of July 13, sometime between 5:00 and 6:00 a.m., de Haan informed Nuhanovic that the Bosniaks in the base were to be evacuated. All 5,000 people then secure in the base would have to leave. As Nuhanovic inquired what this was to mean for his family, de Haan ordered him to tell the family that they must leave the base. Another Dutch soldier then said “Hasan, tell your family to leave right now!” Over Nuhanovic’s anguished protests, Dutchbat troops then ushered them out. As they went, Nuhanovic made to join them, but his 19-year-old brother, Muhamed, convinced him to stay. That was the last time Hasan Nuhanovic saw any of them alive.

Outside, in full view of the Dutch troops, Serb soldiers separated men and boys from their wives, mothers, and sisters. Hasan Nuhanovic and a handful of other local staff left later with the Dutchbat troops, after orders came for them to withdraw to Zagreb, Croatia.

Following the war, Nuhanovic continued to work for a variety of international organizations as a translator, at the same time campaigning ceaselessly to establish the truth about the genocide and bring to account those responsible for his family’s death. He was instrumental in establishing the Srebrenica Genocide Memorial at Potocari, literally across the road from the former Dutchbat base, where, each year on the anniversary of the fall of Srebrenica, the remains of those victims identified by DNA testing over the course of the previous year are interred. He has, further, been active in providing evidence in a number of trials of alleged war criminals at the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia at The Hague.

Nuhanovic maintains that, far from being passive bystanders, the officers of Dutchbat were active participants in the genocide, even to the extent of assisting people onto the buses that would take them out of the city and thereby “ethnically cleanse” Srebrenica of its Bosniaks. Although working with the Dutchbat troops—soldiers who knew him personally—Nuhanovic and his family, by virtue of their religion and ethnicity, became targets for genocide. Nuhanovic and the family of Rizo Mustafic, an electrician who worked for the UN and was also ordered to leave the Potocari base, have since taken legal action against the Netherlands in Dutch civil courts for redress over the death of their family members. The action includes allegations, inter alia, that the Dutch state was involved in genocide and violated fundamental human rights by handing the family members of Nuhanovic and Mustafic to the Bosnian Serbs.

In its initial hearing of the case, the District Court in The Hague found against Nuhanovic and the Mustafic family. After an appeal, the Court again dismissed the case against the Netherlands, ruling that the Dutch soldiers had acted under the UN flag, and that the Netherlands could therefore not be held accountable. Then, in September 2008, the Court again sided with the Dutch state.

In July 2010 Nuhanovic filed a new lawsuit, this time against the commanders of Dutchbat, citing their personal and command responsibility for Dutchbat participation in the ethnic cleansing of Srebrenica. On July 5, 2011, after battling the Dutch state for nine years, Nuhanovic received vindication when a historic decision by an appeals court in The Hague placed the blame squarely on the Dutch government’s shoulders, ruling that the Netherlands was responsible for the deaths in view of the fact that Dutchbat officers were in effective control of their troops, and should not have turned the victims over to the Serbs. The court found that Nuhanovic’s family was forced off the base on July 13, 1995, and did not leave voluntarily.

Hasan Nuhanovic has campaigned tirelessly in pursuit of truth, justice, and recognition with regard to what happened at Srebrenica in July 1995. As well as his legal and investigative work, he has also written a highly detailed chronology of the events at Srebrenica, Under the UN Flag, in which he examines the responsibility and guilt of the international community before, during, and after those crisis days. In raising consciousness about the genocide, and working unceasingly not only for himself but for all families and all victims, a Bosnian journalist, Dragan Stanimirovi, has labeled Nuhanovic the “Elie Wiesel of Bosnia.”

For many years, Nuhanovic was unaware of the whereabouts of the remains of his father, mother, and brother. Slowly, identification of body parts was able to be made, and gradually he was able to arrange for their interment at the Potocari Memorial Cemetery. On Sunday July 11, 2010—almost 15 years to the day since he was told to relay the order for their evacuation from the Dutchbat base—Hasan Nuhanovic was able finally to lay to rest the recently identified remains of his mother and brother, alongside those of his father. It was the first time the whole family had been together, in any sense of the word, since July 13, 1995.
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Omarska Concentration Camp 

Notorious detention camp established by the Serbs in May 1992 to house Croats and Bosnian Muslims (Bosniaks) in the aftermath of ethnic cleansing in the municipality of Prijedor. The concentration camp was located in northwestern Bosnia’s Prijedor Province at the site of an abandoned iron ore mine. Prisoners there were subjected to starvation, terrible overcrowding, rape, torture, beatings, and murder. Although it is not known exactly how many may have perished in the facility, which was only in operation until August 1992, estimates range from hundreds to a thousand or more. A number of individuals responsible for the establishment and operation of Omarska were later successfully prosecuted for crimes against humanity.

Serb records pertaining to Omarska indicate that a total of 3,335 people—the vast majority of them Bosniak men—were detained at the camp from about May 25, 1992, until August 20, 1995. Outside officials, however, have estimated that the number of detainees may have been closer to 5,000–7,000. Serbs imprisoned most of the detainees after they had fled their homes during Serbian assaults against the town. The Serbs claimed to be holding them because they had been involved in “paramilitary activities” against Serb forces, a charge that had virtually no basis in truth.

The conditions at Omarska were appalling. Prisoners had no access to medical care or adequate potable water supplies. Many became ill or died from drinking contaminated water. There were virtually no sanitation facilities, which meant that much of the camp quickly became an open sewer. Overcrowding was so bad that some internees suffocated during the night; their bodies would be pulled out of their cells in the morning and thrown into mass graves. At best, prisoners were fed one meal per day, usually a small piece of bread and perhaps some rancid jelly. Many were beaten for real or imagined infractions, tortured when they would not provide Serb authorities with the information they sought, and women were routinely raped and abused. Foreign visitors likened the facility to a Nazi concentration camp during World War II.

Survivors have testified that on some nights, between 30 and 150 men were taken out of their cells and tortured or killed. Inmates were normally killed by way of beating, shooting, or throat-slashing. Prisoners were often forced to bury the victims of these crimes; many never returned, and it is presumed that they too had been murdered. On one evening in late July 1992, a group of prisoners were burned atop a pile of old tires; survivors claim that some were still alive and struggled as the flames consumed them. In early August, a group of foreign journalists visited Omarska and immediately publicized the horrors there. The Serbs shut down the facility by month’s end, but there were still more than 675 other camps in other parts of Bosnia and Herzegovina that were still operational.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Operation Allied Force

Operation ALLIED FORCE was the code name of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bombing campaign against Serbian assets in the province of Kosovo between March 24 and June 10, 1999. The operation effectively ended the Kosovo War, forced Yugoslav president Slobodan Milosevic’s Serbia forces out of Kosovo, and paved the way for the insertion of a large peacekeeping force into Kosovo under NATO command and a United Nations (UN) mandate, known as the Kosovo Force or KFOR.

The Kosovo War began in earnest in February 1998 when attacks against Serb police and security forces by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) invited retaliation by Serb forces and the military of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia under Milosevic. Although both sides in the conflict were perpetrating atrocities against the other, including civilians, Milosevic’s forces, which were more numerous and better armed, gradually accelerated the violence. This encompassed ethnic cleansing on what was still a somewhat limited scale, but the conflict was creating a dire humanitarian emergency as thousands of Albanian Kosovars were fleeing their homes. Many seeking refuge in adjacent areas were also being attacked. Meanwhile, Serbian police, paramilitary units, and Yugoslav army troops ratcheted up the violence in late 1998 and early 1999.

After the Serb-perpetrated massacre at Racak on January 15, 1999, which resulted in the deaths of 45 Albanian Kosovars, NATO leaders, particularly U.S. president Bill Clinton and British prime minister Tony Blair, decided to sponsor peace talks at Rambouillet, France. Those negotiations commenced on February 6. The talks quickly became deadlocked, however, as neither side was willing to compromise to assuage the other. U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright attempted to break the impasse by offering an incentive to both sides. If Milosevic did not agree to a comprehensive peace plan, NATO would commence a bombing campaign against his troops and strongholds in the region. If the Albanian Kosovars failed to agree to the peace offer, NATO would withdraw all support from the KLA and permit Milosevic to do as he wished in Kosovo. A tentative peace deal was brokered on March 19, but the Serbs and their Russian allies refused to abide by the agreement.

Operation ALLIED FORCE began on March 24. It included 19 nations: Belgium, Canada, the Czech Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, Britain, and the United States. During the 78-day campaign, a total of 277 aircraft were used (192 bombers and fighters), 63 support aircraft, 19 reconnaissance aircraft, and 3 attack helicopters. They flew sorties day and night and were aided by NATO naval assets in the Adriatic Sea. Most NATO nations, including the United States, were reluctant to employ ground troops in Kosovo. Indeed, the only NATO leader willing to use them was Tony Blair, who actually placed British troops on stand-by readiness for rapid deployment if necessary.

Operation ALLIED FORCE faced a number of criticisms at the time. Some decried the use of unilateral force in the absence of a UN Security Council mandate (the UN approved of the campaign, but only retroactively). Others argued that NATO’s unwillingness to insert ground troops into Kosovo prolonged the war and actually emboldened Serb forces to ramp up their ethnic cleansing. This was at least partly true, as most of the ethnic cleansing occurred between March and June 1999 (between 6,000 and 10,000 Albanian Kosovars died during this period). Still others pointed to the inevitable deaths due to “collateral damage.” At least 500 civilians died as a result of ALLIED FORCE, and U.S. bombers mistakenly hit the Chinese embassy in Belgrade on May 7, killing three Chinese journalists and straining Sino-American relations. Some detractors also pointed out that although NATO stood idly by while genocide was unleashed in Rwanda in 1994, it was quite willing to intervene in a much smaller genocide in Europe only five years later, hinting that the Kosovo intervention was racially motivated.

On the upside of things, ALLIED FORCE seemed to reinvigorate NATO, redefining its role in a murky post-Cold War world. It also established a precedent for future humanitarian-based interventions and placed other world leaders on notice that wars of aggression, human rights abuses, genocide, ethnic cleansing, and genocide would not be tolerated by the international community. The operation also seemed to vindicate the adherents of strategic air power. NATO forces suffered no casualties during the campaign, although two American pilots died when their AH-64 Apache suffered a malfunction and crashed. Serbian forces suffered 5,000–10,000 soldiers and police killed, and several more hundred wounded.

Operation ALLIED FORCE certainly attained its primary goal of forcing Milosevic’s forces from Kosovo. The insertion of KFOR ensured that peace would be maintained, that thousands of Albanian Kosovar refugees could return to their homes, and that the battered Kosovo Province could begin reconstruction efforts. The bombing campaign also dealt a stinging rebuke to Milosevic, who ended the conflict amid plunging popularity in Yugoslavia. Indeed, he was forced from power in October 2000.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Oric, Naser 

Naser Oric was the commander of Bosniak forces in and around the city of Srebrenica between 1992 and 1995. He was born on March 3, 1967, in Potocari, about five kilometers from Srebrenica itself. In 1985 he was conscripted into the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslavenska Narodna Armija, or JNA), where he served in a special unit for atomic and chemical defense, and was promoted to the rank of corporal. Upon finishing his period of service, he joined the police force, and saw service in special actions in 1990 in Kosovo. Upon his return to Belgrade he became a bodyguard to Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic. In late 1991, he was made police chief in Potocari.

When Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence on April 6, 1992, the new Bosnian government immediately turned its attention to defense. The same day the country was invaded by the JNA, and on April 8, 1992, a Bosnia-Herzegovina Territorial Defense Force was established. By the middle of the month, Naser Oric, as a trained soldier, became commander of local security in Potocari. Soon, he was given the task of organizing the defenses of Srebrenica, then of the entire region covering several municipalities. On July 1, 1992, he became a member of Srebrenica’s War Presidency.

Throughout the war the Srebrenica region saw heavy fighting, and hundreds of victims, including civilians, fell in the first year. The town at the center of the municipality became a Bosniak enclave surrounded by Serbs. Between April 1992 and March 1993, the Srebrenica town and its surrounding villages were constantly subjected to Serb military assaults, including artillery attacks, sniper fire, and air bombardment. Each attack followed a similar pattern. Serb soldiers and paramilitaries would surround a Bosniak village, call upon the people to surrender their weapons, and then open fire with indiscriminate shelling and shooting. In most cases, they would then enter the village, expel or kill the population, and destroy their homes. During this period, Srebrenica was daily subjected to random shelling from all directions. Nearby Potocari, in particular, as a sensitive point in the defense line around Srebrenica, was a daily target for Serb artillery and infantry. Other Bosniak villages were also routinely attacked. All this resulted in a great number of refugees and casualties.

The Serbian takeover of the regional municipalities of Bratunac and Srebrenica during 1992 signaled the beginning of large-scale ethnic cleansing. Once towns and villages were securely in their hands, the Serb forces—the military, the police, the paramilitaries and, sometimes, even Serb villagers—applied the same pattern: Muslim houses and apartments were systematically ransacked or burnt down, Muslim villagers were rounded up or captured, and sometimes beaten or killed in the process. Men and women were separated. In a number of villages around Srebrenica the Bosniak population began to organize local resistance groups. Naser Oric, who saw himself as a man of action, was one of the leaders.

At the start, however, he found few local supporters, and his small group of militiamen possessed only hunting rifles or automatic rifles from the police armory in Srebrenica. Oric’s first major attack on the Serbs took place on April 20, 1992, in Potocari, when his forces successfully ambushed a number of vehicles of local Serbian police and the notorious Serb paramilitary group led by Zeljko Raznatovic, also known as “Arkan,” and his militia group, the “Tigers.” Immediately thereafter, regular troops from the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA) started artillery assaults against Oric’s stronghold in Potocari and surrounding villages.

In early May 1992 the Bosniak forces began to assault the Serbs in and around Srebrenica, and the Serbs began to flee or were driven out. Bosniak forces retook control of the Srebrenica regional district on May 9. Oric then began to enlarge the area under his control through attacks on Serb villages around the town.

In 1994 he was promoted to the rank of brigadier general. It was later alleged by the prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) that he authorized numerous raids into nearby Serb villages in which the troops under his command engaged in acts of destruction, pillage, torture, imprisonment, and murder. Long after the end of the war, in April 2003, Oric was arrested and transferred to The Hague for trial. In October 2004 he appeared before the ICTY in a clear case of command responsibility, charged with war crimes. He was the first Bosniak to be charged with such crimes committed in the Srebrenica area, and public opinion was widely split between those who saw him as a heroic defender of his people and those who considered him to be a major war criminal. This black-and-white picture was compounded by those who supported his defense of the city but condemned him as a criminal and war profiteer who made a fortune on the black market in Srebrenica. A Serb allegation was that the Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995, carried out by units of the Army of Republika Srpska’s Drina Corps—all local men—took place as a revenge measure against Oric’s alleged ransacking of the Serb areas in the region.

In 2006 the ICTY found Oric guilty on some of the charges in the indictment, and sentenced him to imprisonment for two years. He was acquitted of direct involvement in the murder of prisoners, but found guilty of negligence in that he did not exercise sufficient command responsibility over the actions of the men under his control. ICTY chief prosecutor Carla Del Ponte announced on July 31, 2006, that she would appeal the two-year sentence, saying it was too short. Instead, she demanded a sentence of 18 years, but the Tribunal disagreed. Given that Oric had by this stage already been incarcerated on remand for over three years, the court ordered that time already served would suffice for his sentence. On July 3, 2008, the ICTY Appeals Chamber reversed the Trial Chamber’s conviction and acquitted Oric of all charges. He was released immediately, and returned to a hero’s welcome in Sarajevo a few days later, after which he travelled to his home in Tuzla.
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Ostojic, Velibor 

Velibor Ostojic is a Bosnian Serb academic and politician who played a key role in Radovan Karadzic’s government before, during, and after the 1992–1995 Bosnian War. As such, he has been implicated in the commission of massacres, mass rapes, and other crimes against humanity.

Velibor Ostojic was born in Foca, a town in southeastern Bosnia and Herzegovina, on August 8, 1945. Ostojic became a literature professor, but when war broke out in the former Yugoslavia, he became involved in nationalist politics for the Bosnian Serbs. Eventually, he was named minister of information for the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina and became a member of Karadzic’s inner governing circle. As the Bosnian War began, he was also reportedly a member of the Crisis Committee for Foca, which sought to institute ethnic cleansing in the region by killing or expelling all Muslims currently residing there.

As the war progressed, Ostojic allegedly procured weapons for Karadzic’s SDS forces and helped organize paramilitary forces from Serbia to aid the Bosnian Serb army. Worse still, Ostojic and the other members of the Crisis Committee established “rape” concentration centers, where perhaps several thousand women, some as young as 15, were repeatedly raped and kept as sex slaves by Serbian and Bosnian Serb officials and military troops. In an effort to cleanse the region of Muslims, all mosques and other symbols of Muslim culture were destroyed. At least 22,000 Muslims fled the region, and as many as 2,700 others were reported dead or missing, likely victims of mass killings and massacres. Ostojic certainly knew about these activities and condoned them; others have alleged that he knowingly ordered such carnage and destruction in his desire to rid the Foca region of Muslims. Human Rights Watch has interviewed scores of survivors and witnesses who have corroborated these allegations.

When the conflict began, Ostojic and his cohorts ordered all Muslims to turn in their weapons and leave the area. Those who did not do so promptly were to be arrested, placed in a nearby prisons doubling as a concentration center, or be killed. Ostojic also used his power as minister of information to ensure that negative publicity about Bosnian-Serb atrocities was minimized. At the same time, he and his agency sought to stifle any opposition and concocted false stories about crimes being committed by opposition forces. He repeatedly denied that Muslim civilians and Croats were being held in a series of concentration camps, asserting that only armed Muslims were being detained. In 1995, Ostojic was made deputy prime minister, a reward for his loyalty to Karadzic.

Despite much evidence and eyewitness testimony, Ostojic has never been indicted for war crimes. Quite ironically, he later served as chief of a human-rights commission assembled at the behest of Bosnia’s parliament. The appointment outraged many survivors of the ethnic cleansing in the Foca area.
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Owen, David 

Lord David Owen, Baron Owen of Plymouth, is a British politician, who, over a long and varied career, played an important role in British foreign affairs in both the Labour (1960–1981) and Social Democratic (1981–1990) parties. Born on July 2, 1938, in Plympton, England, he studied medicine at Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge, before commencing specialized training in neurology and psychiatry at St. Thomas’s Hospital in 1959. He qualified as a medical doctor in 1962.

Owen joined the Labour Party and the Fabian Society in 1960 and in 1964 ran unsuccessfully for a seat in the House of Commons. He entered Parliament by winning the seat of Plymouth Sutton in 1966 and remained the member for this constituency (and its successor, after an electoral redistribution) until 1992, when he resigned his seat upon elevation to the peerage.

Between 1977 and 1979 Owen served as British foreign secretary in the Labour government of James Callaghan, but early in 1981, disillusioned with Labour policies in a number of areas, Owen and three other senior Labour politicians broke away to form the Social Democratic Party (SDP), a moderate left-leaning party. Twenty-eight other Labour MPs and one Conservative joined the new party, which, by the end of the year, had allied itself with the Liberal Party to form the SDP-Liberal Alliance. Owen then led the SDP on two occasions; from 1983 to 1987, during the Alliance years; and, after the merger of the two parties to form the Liberal Democrats, between 1988 and 1990 as leader of the much smaller “continuing SDP.”

In August 1992 he was chosen—controversially, in some quarters—by British prime minister John Major to succeed Lord Peter Carrington as co-chairman of the European Union’s Arbitration Commission of the Conference on Yugoslavia (commonly known as Badinter Arbitration Committee), set up by the Council of Ministers of the EU on August 27, 1991, to provide the Conference on Yugoslavia with legal advice.

When Bosnia-Herzegovina declared its independence from Yugoslavia on April 6, 1992, it was generally anticipated that the EU would use its regional influence to act as a broker between Yugoslavia and Bosnia to stop the fighting and get the warring parties to the negotiating table. This was not to be. It quickly became apparent that there was little in the way of a unified European position on Bosnia, and that, as a consequence, greater effort would be required by the international organizations more broadly defined. As a result, various diplomatic missions were established to negotiate with the parties—particularly with Bosnian Serbs and the government of Yugoslavia—in an effort to establish a basis for peace. Owen and Cyrus Vance, a former U.S. secretary of state, were selected to lead a joint UN (Vance) and EU (Owen) negotiating process intended to convince the parties to try to reach a settlement. Yet while Vance and Owen visited all parts of Bosnia and Yugoslavia, talking to leaders, hearing various positions, and taking proposals back and forth, little of real value was achieved.

The goal of the resultant “Vance-Owen Peace Plan,” an initiative negotiated in January 1993, was to prepare a map of Bosnia with internal borders that would be acceptable to Bosnia, Croatia, and Serbia, but since the military fronts fluctuated from day to day, it was initially impossible to arrive at a consensus. Vance and Owen were supposed to draw up lines in which no land had been obtained by military conquest, with the principle that all refugees could return to their homes. It was a hopeless task. In all, they produced over 30 maps, each one a compromise. They all reflected land obtained by conquest, and it was understood that the right of return was merely a theoretical gesture that was politically impossible to enact. The final Vance-Owen map proposed dividing Bosnia-Herzegovina into 10 semiautonomous cantons: three for each of the ethnic groups, and a separate one for the capital, Sarajevo. This would, they proposed, preserve Bosnia’s unity and distinctive multiethnic character. The plan, supported by the UN, was rejected: first by the Americans, because it rewarded the Bosnian Serbs by allowing them to keep much of the land they had taken by force; and then by the Bosnian Serbs, because it did not give them enough of the land they coveted.

On June 18, 1993, Owen declared the plan dead. The significance of the Vance-Owen Peace Plan was that it was the last international initiative to favor a united Bosnia based on shared civic consciousness. Henceforth, schemes put forward to try to bring peace concentrated on separating the warring parties through some form of partition.

Still, the attempts to find peace dragged on, with Vance and Owen struggling to find ways to break the deadlock. After Vance’s departure from the scene and his replacement by Norway’s Thorvald Stoltenberg, little changed. In late July 1993, representatives of Bosnia-Herzegovina’s three warring factions entered into a new round of negotiations. On August 20, Owen and Stoltenberg unveiled a new map that would partition Bosnia into three ethnic ministates, in which Bosnian Serbs would be given 52 percent of Bosnian territory, Bosniaks would be allotted 30 percent, and Bosnian Croats would receive 18 percent. On August 29, 1993, the Bosniaks rejected this new plan, and in March 1994, another proposal was put forth; it, too, was defeated.

After this, Owen, who had decreasing support from the European Parliament for his role as a peacemaker, sought a way to remove himself from the Yugoslav quagmire. In 1994 he was awarded the prestigious decoration of Companion of Honour for his services in the former Yugoslavia, and by the end of May 1995 his position had been taken by former Swedish prime minister Carl Bildt.

Since then, Lord Owen has pursued activities outside of politics, in petroleum, pharmaceutical, and steel enterprises, as well as served as chancellor of the University of Liverpool between 1996 and 2009.
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Panic, Milan 

Milan Panic, a U.S. entrepreneur of Serbian descent, returned to his native land in 1992 to serve as prime minister of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, a position he held until 1993. During that same time he campaigned unsuccessfully for the office of Serbian president, a race he lost to incumbent president Slobodan Milosevic.

Panic was born in the Serbian capital of Belgrade on December 20, 1929. After World War II, he achieved fame as a cyclist and attended the University of Belgrade, earning a bachelor’s degree in 1955. He defected later that year and spent a year in West Germany, before migrating to the United States. Studying biochemistry and serving as a research assistant at the University of California, Panic supported himself by working for several firms as a chemist, before establishing his own company, the International Chemical and Nuclear Corporation, in 1960.

Later changing its name to ICN Pharmaceuticals, the California company experienced modest growth during the 1960s and went public in 1969. ICN reached the $178 million mark in annual sales in 1974, but Panic, who did much of his business overseas, was hurt by the devaluation of the dollar that year and by federal accusations in 1977 that he issued misleading financial projections. He was also charged with misrepresenting the effectiveness of a drug to fight AIDS in 1987, a matter he settled out of court. Yet ICN prospered and purchased Galenika, the country’s largest pharmaceuticals company, in 1991.

In July 1992, Milosevic asked Panic to come to Yugoslavia to serve as prime minister. The move was seen as an attempt to install an easily manipulated figure and as a public relations ploy to improve the reputation of Yugoslavia, which had suffered as a result of Serbian atrocities during the war resulting from the secession of the republics of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, and Slovenia. However, once in office Panic quickly moved to distance himself from Milosevic, whom he blamed for the wars, and to bring an end to hostilities.

After just a few months in office, he ran an underdog campaign to unseat Milosevic as president of Serbia, preaching against ethnic hatred, vowing to end the war, and emphasizing the economic ruin faced by Serbia because of international sanctions imposed in reaction to the Serbian-led ethnic cleansing operations. The official tally showed Milosevic as the winner in the December balloting, though there was evidence of election manipulation. Panic was removed from the prime ministership by a vote in the Federal Assembly several days later, and he resumed his work at ICN in March 1993.

In 2002, Panic stepped down from ICN and purchased the biomedical firm MP Biomedicals.
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Perisic, Momcilo

Momcilo Perisic is a former Serbian general who was tried and convicted of war crimes in 2011 but was acquitted of all charges on appeal in 2013.

Perisic was born on May 22, 1944, in Kostunici, Yugoslavia, attended the Yugoslav Military Academy, and entered the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) in 1966. A general by the time the wars in the disintegrating Yugoslavia began in 1991, he commanded the Artillery School in Zadar, a Croatian town on the Adriatic coast, and participated in the shelling of that location in 1991. A Croatian court sentenced him in absentia to 20 years in prison for his role in the attacks on Zadar, but he was never formally called to account for those events. In 1992, he became commander of 13th Corps (Bileca region), and six months later he was named deputy commander and chief of staff for the 3rd Yugoslav Army headquartered at Nis. In April 1993, he was appointed commander of that same army.

Perisic was a high-ranking military commander during both the Croatian War of Independence (1991–1995) and the Bosnian War (1992–1995). As such, he directly presided over numerous military operations conducted by the JNA (until 1992) and the Yugoslav Army (1992–1998).

In February 2006, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) handed down indictments against Perisic for various war crimes committed during a vicious rocket attack against Zagreb (May 2–3, 1995), the Srebrenica Massacre (July 11–13, 1995), and the April 5, 1992–February 2, 1996 Siege of Sarajevo. The indictments claimed that Perisic’s forces had aided and abetted war crimes committed by the armies of the Republika Srpska and Serbian Krajina in those places. The next month, Perisic surrendered to ICTY officials and he was formally charged with persecution based on racial, religious, or political grounds, murder, and inhumane acts. Perisic’s trial began on October 2, 2008.

The defense rested in case in March 2011, and the judges began their deliberations. On September 6, 2011, the ICTY found Perisic guilty of most, but not all, of the charges against him, and sentenced him to a 27-year prison term, which he began serving immediately. The prosecution had asked for a life sentence.

The former general’s lawyers filed an appeal motion, and on February 28, 2013, the Appeal Chamber of the ICTY overturned the earlier decision and acquitted Perisic of all charges. The judges determined that there was not enough proof to demonstrate that Persic had directly assisted the armed forces responsible for the crimes at Sarajevo, Zagreb, or Srebrenica. Furthermore, the court ruled that while Perisic had supported the general war efforts during the Croatian and Bosnian Wars, he had not personally ordered or directed the commission of war crimes.
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Plavsic, Biljana

Biljana Plavsic, a Bosnian Serb, served as president of Republika Srpska from 1996 to 1998. Born in Tuzla, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on July 7, 1930, she was a professor of biology and acting dean of the faculty of Natural Science and Mathematics at the University of Sarajevo, with over 100 scientific works and papers published prior to the disintegration of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s.

Plavsic was a member of the Serbian Democratic Party (Srpska Demokratska Stranka, or SDS) during the last days of united Yugoslavia. She was the first female member of the presidency of the Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and from February 28, 1992, to May 12, 1992, was one of the two acting presidents of the self-proclaimed Serb Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. She then became one of two vice presidents of Republika Srpska, serving under President Radovan Karadzic.

During the Bosnian War of 1992–1995, Plavsic became renowned for the intensity of her expressions of Serbian nationalism. She visited the front lines frequently to inspire the troops and reinforce their own sense of patriotic duty. At the very beginning of the war, in April 1992, she appeared in Bijeljina with a notorious and vicious militia leader responsible for much of the ethnic cleansing during the earlier war with Croatia, Zeljko Raznatovic, better known by his nickname of “Arkan.”

Plavsic was also instrumental in establishing contact with the then-president of Serbia, Slobodan Milosevic, though publicly she was extremely critical of his willingness to negotiate with the Western powers and his favorable reception of the Vance-Owen Peace Plan of January 1993. This was a peace initiative negotiated by America’s Cyrus Vance and Britain’s Lord David Owen to bring the three-way war in Bosnia to a peaceful end. The final Vance-Owen proposal would divide Bosnia-Herzegovina into 10 semiautonomous cantons: three for each of the ethnic groups, and a separate one for the capital, Sarajevo. The plan, supported by the UN, was doubly rejected: by the Americans, because it rewarded the Bosnian Serbs by allowing them to keep much of the land they had taken by force; and by the Bosnian Serbs, because it did not give them enough of the land they coveted. The significance of the Vance-Owen plan was that it was the last international initiative to favor a united Bosnia based on a shared civic consciousness. Henceforth, schemes put forward to try to bring peace concentrated on separating the warring parties through some form of partition. For his willingness to consider the Vance-Owen plan, Plavsic denounced Milosevic as a traitor to the Serb people.

Plavsic was well known for her radical positions on Serb nationalism. When Karadzic was forbidden from attending the Dayton Peace talks in November 1995, he nominated Plavsic—whom he deemed to be more extreme than himself—as president of Republika Srpska in his place. A realization on her part that Republika Srpska was isolated and unloved by the West, however, led to her attempting to reinvent the Bosnian Serb nationalist movement. She quit the SDS, formed a new party, Srpski Narodni Savez (Serbian People’s Alliance, or SNS), and changed her political orientation completely. This saw the start of an attempt to make the cause of Serb nationalism more respectable to the international community, though for Plavsic it came at a political cost. There was no place in the new arrangements for a reformed extreme nationalist, and her political career declined markedly.

In 2000 she was indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for crimes committed during the war in Bosnia, and she surrendered herself voluntarily to the court’s jurisdiction on January 10, 2001. She was charged with two counts of genocide (genocide and/or complicity to commit genocide); five counts of crimes against humanity (extermination; murder; persecutions on political, racial, and religious grounds; deportation; alternatively, inhumane acts); and one count of violations of the laws or customs of war (murder). At Plavsic’s initial court appearance on January 11, 2001, she pleaded not guilty to all the charges brought against her, but in the belief that she would not be able to bring forth credible witnesses to testify on her behalf, in 2002 she entered a plea-bargain arrangement with the prosecutors. In exchange for all other charges being dropped, Plavsic pleaded guilty to one count of crimes against humanity on political, racial, and religious grounds for her part in directing the war and targeting civilians. She also expressed “full remorse” for her actions. In 2003 she was sentenced to 11 years’ imprisonment for crimes against humanity and forceful expulsions prompted by religious, political, and racial motives, and on June 26, 2003, began serving her sentence at Hinesberg Women’s Prison, Frovi, Orebro County, Sweden.

On April 26, 2007, the Swedish government rejected an appeal filed by Plavsic made for a pardon; then, in June 2008, she again requested a pardon on account of her advanced age and poor health. On December 4, 2008, this request, too, was rejected. Finally, on September 15, 2009, the ICTY declared that Plavsic’s good behavior while in prison could lead to her parole, and her release was announced on October 27, 2009. She had by that stage served two-thirds of her original sentence. Plavsic was flown immediately to Belgrade and received a warm reception from Serbian authorities.

The case of Biljana Plavsic is significant on account of it being the first occasion on which an international criminal court had brought charges of genocide or crimes against humanity against a female political leader, or on which a woman had been convicted along these lines. Although there were numerous trials after World War II of women guards from Nazi concentration camps, none were political leaders, or arraigned for the types of crimes faced by Plavsic.
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Prlic, Jadranko

Jadranko Prlic is a Croatian politician, former official of the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina, and prime minister of the rump wartime political entity known as Herzeg-Bosnia from 1992 until 1996, during the Bosnian War (1992–1995). In 2013, Prlic and several other officials were found guilty of various war crimes and crimes against humanity related to the Bosnian War by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY).

Jadranko Prlic was born at Dakovo, Croatia (then part of Yugoslavia) on June 10, 1959. After joining the League of Communists in the mid-1970s, he received an undergraduate degree and went on to study economics at the graduate level. He received a doctorate in economics in 1987 from the Faculty of Economics-Sarajevo and began a career in academe. He eventually became a full professor on the Faculty of Economics, and in 1988 he was elected mayor of Mostar.

A member of the Croatian Democratic Union of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Prlic became vice president of the Executive Council of the Socialist Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1989, which post he held until 1991. He also was acting president of Bosnia and Herzegovina in 1990. In 1992, he gained membership on the Croatian Defense Council and the same year became prime minister of Herzeg-Bosnia, a self-proclaimed rump regime during the Bosnian War. He retained that position until 1996. At the same time, from 1994 to 1996, he was also defense minister for the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. During his tenure as prime minister, he presided over wholesale human-rights violations, including ethnic cleansing. These primarily involved Serbs as well as Bosniaks (Bosnian Muslims) residing in the region over which he governed.

From 1996 until 2001, Prlic served as the foreign minister of Bosnia and Herzegovina. On March 4, 2004, the ICTY indicted Prlic, along with five other Bosnian Croat leaders (Slobodan Praljak, Bruno Stojic, Milivoj Petkovic, Berislav Pusic, and Valentin Coric), for numerous war crimes and crimes against humanity stemming from the 1992–1995 Bosnian War and genocide. Prlic was charged with nine counts of grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions, nine counts of violations of the laws or customs of war, and eight counts of crimes against humanity.

The ICTY trial began on April 26, 2006, and lasted until March 2, 2011, when the last of the closing arguments ended. The prosecution called 145 witnesses, while the defense team called 61 witnesses. All six men were tried simultaneously in the same court. On May 29, 2013, the ICTY finally announced its verdict, finding all of the defendants guilty, to varying degrees, of the charges before them. Prlic was given a 25-year prison sentence. It is likely that he will appeal both the convictions and the sentence.
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Racak Massacre

The Racak Massacre refers to the purposeful killing of 45 civilian Kosovar Albanians in the village of Racak, in the southwestern part of Kosovo Province, on January 15, 1999. The atrocity was perpetrated by Serbian forces under the overall command of Slobodan Milosevic, then president of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia. The massacre served as the most significant immediate catalyst of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO) aerial bombing campaign against Serbian forces, known as Operation ALLIED FORCE, which commenced in March 1999.

Serbian forces committed the Racak atrocities in retaliation for the killing of four Serbian police officers by the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) on January 8 and January 10, 1999. The Racak killings were unusually brutal and included two women and a number of male youths, one as young as 12. Some of the bodies were mutilated, including decapitation in one case, although it was unclear whether the bodies were mutilated prior to or after death. When news of the atrocity became widespread, Milosevic’s government flatly denied that it had engaged in the killing of civilians, alleging instead that the dead were KLA members and allied insurgents. The Serbs also suggested that the mutilations had occurred after death to make it appear that they were the innocent victims of a massacre.

The events at Racak convinced many Western nations, including the United States, that Milosevic could only be dealt with under the threat of force. Within weeks, beginning on February 16, U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright and other NATO leaders convened a meeting among the Serbs and Kosovar Albanians at Rambouillet, France, to hammer out an end to the ongoing Kosovo conflict. The understanding was that NATO would bomb Serbian interests if Milosevic did not agree to the terms of a peace agreement. If the Kosovar Albanians refused to abide by the agreement, NATO would withdraw all support from the KLA and leave Kosovo to its own devices.

On March 19, the Rambouillet Conference resulted in a comprehensive peace plan. The KLA reluctantly signed the agreement, but the Serbs refused. This resulted in the commencement of NATO’s Operation ALLIED FORCE on March 24, which endured until June 10. Milosevic ultimately yielded to NATO’s attacks and withdrew from Kosovo, which would now be administered by the United Nations. Milosevic brazenly declared the Kosovo War a Yugoslav victory, but in reality it was a crushing defeat for the Serbian strongman, who would be ousted from office the following year.

The NATO campaign actually emboldened Milosevic’s forces to engage in a renewed effort at ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. Thousands of innocents died between March and June, and more than 800,000 Kosovar Albanians were forced to flee the province. The lack of NATO ground troops (most NATO members, particularly the United States, were extremely reluctant to get involved in a ground war in Kosovo) meant that Serb forces were able to act with relative impunity on the ground, especially during the early weeks of ALLIED FORCE. Several Yugoslav officials would later be indicted on war crimes relating to the events at Racak, including Milosevic himself. He died, however, in March 2006 while in custody of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). His trial was then ongoing but was never completed.
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Radio B-92

Radio B-92 is a radio and television corporation based in Belgrade, Serbia, that served as a major counterweight to the rabid nationalism of Serbian strongman Slobodan Milosevic during the Yugoslav Wars of the 1990s.

Radio B-92, an independent Yugoslav broadcasting enterprise, was established in May 1989 by Dragan Dilas and Veran Matic, both Serbs who denounced Milosevic and his policies. Matic continues to serve as the stations’ chief operating officer (CEO). Radio B-92 was initially funded in part by the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) and the Soros Foundation. In October 1990, B-92 began an independent television station. The Milosevic regime and its supporters despised the stations and attempted to close them down several times during the early and mid-1990s, but the stations never remained off-air for very long.

Radio B-92 was one of the few broadcast sources for news and other information in the former Yugoslavia that was not controlled by the Milosevic government. Its programming, news, editorials, and other features regularly challenged Milosevic’s propaganda machine and its focus on virulent Serb nationalism and anti-minority viewpoints. In addition, the stations spearheaded efforts to produce a number of documentaries that questioned the validity of Milosevic’s ideology and actions. In 1996, to thwart attempts to shut it down, Radio B-92 began broadcasting over the internet, which the Milosevic regime had a much harder time controlling. Some of the broadcasts were then re-broadcast through the BBC World Service.
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In the spring of 1999, during the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO’s) intervention in the Kosovo War (Operation ALLIED FORCE), Milosevic’s henchmen cracked down on pro-Western media outlets and seized B-92’s Belgrade studios. Undeterred, however, B-92 personnel continued to broadcast using mobile transmitters and borrowed studios. During that conflict especially, B-92 has been credited with having sown seeds of distrust among many Serbians, who in turn began to doubt the wisdom of Milosevic’s ruinous policies.

After Milosevic’s fall from power in October 2000, Radio B-92 broadcasted programs highly critical of Milosevic and his subordinates, including a number of satires and parodies. When the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) began to hold trials in the late 1990s of those accused of war crimes during the Yugoslav wars, Radio B-92 broadcast live excerpts. It has continued to do so as more individuals have been tried. In 2003, the stations also produced a ten-part television documentary based on a book by Svetlana Broz (Good People in a Time of Evil) that examines how civilians of differing ethnicities helped one another during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War. In 2001, Matthew Collin published a best-selling book, This Is Serbia Calling, in which the author details the station’s activities during the 1990s and its critical role in the resistance movement.
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Radio Television of Serbia (RTS) 

Radio Television of Serbia (RTS) was a Serbian public broadcasting network that played a key role in the upheavals and violence of the 1990s in the former Yugoslavia. Formerly known as Radio Television Belgrade, Radio Television of Serbia (RTS) began radio broadcasts in 1929; it commenced its first television programming in 1958. For much of its existence, the organization was controlled by the government and offered news as well as sporting events and even some dramatic shows.

When Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic came to power in 1989, he almost immediately began employing the RTS as a propaganda tool for his own personal and political agenda. He ordered virtually all of the journalism staff fired when reporters and others refused to serve as official mouthpieces for his policies. RTS hired a new staff, which was loyal to Milosevic’s regime. The daily news programs routinely glorified Serb policies and castigated anyone who opposed the government. RTS essentially became the official propaganda tool for Serb nationalism.

RTS helped fuel ethnic hatreds and bogusly reported that Muslims and Croats were engaged in raping Catholic nuns and killing Serb children. In the meantime, RTS almost never reported on atrocities committed by Serbs or Serb forces. During the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, while Sarajevo was under siege and being regularly bombed and shelled, RTS showed pictures of Sarajevo from the 1980s, ignoring the damage done to that city. During the Kosovo War (1998–1999), RTS ignored massacres perpetrated by the Serbia police in September 1998, and paid no heed to the forced relocation of some 800,000 Kosovar Albanians. When Western media reported these events, RTS denied that they occurred or did not report them.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) jets bombed the RTS building in Belgrade on April 23, 1999, resulting in 16 deaths. The manager of RTS was later convicted for failing to evacuate the building amid imminent threat of attack. RTS used the tragedy to condemn Western intervention. In October of the following year, during massive anti-Milosevic demonstrations in Belgrade, the recently 3 repaired RTS building was virtually destroyed by protesters, who rightly saw RTS as a potent weapon that had been used to foment virtual civil war. After Milosevic was ousted that same month, RTS was reorganized and became a legitimate media outlet once more. It is now the principal Serbian television and radio network.
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Rambouillet Accords

The Rambouillet Accords, or Agreement, was an abortive attempt to end the fighting and ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, which was the result of a conflict between Serbian forces under the command of Slobodan Milosevic and Kosovar Albanians (chiefly the Kosovo Liberation Army or KLA). The immediate catalyst for the Rambouillet Conference (February 6–March 19, 1999), which produced the Accords, was the purposeful killing of 45 civilian Kosovar Albanians in the village of Racak, in the southwestern part of Kosovo Province, on January 15, 1999. The massacre was committed by Serbian forces.
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The events at Racak convinced many Western nations, including the United States, that Milosevic could only be dealt with under the threat of force. Within weeks, beginning on February 16, U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright, other North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) leaders, and Russian diplomats convened a meeting among the Serbs and Kosovar Albanians at the French town of Rambouillet to hammer out an end to the ongoing Kosovo conflict. The understanding was that NATO would bomb Serbian interests if Milosevic did not agree to the terms of a peace agreement. If the Kosovar Albanians refused to abide by the agreement, NATO would withdraw all support from the KLA and leave Kosovo to its own devices.

The talks produced a preliminary agreement on February 23, but areas of disagreement remained, and so the conference was extended to hammer out the final details. On March 19, the Rambouillet Conference resulted in a comprehensive peace plan. The KLA reluctantly signed the agreement, but the Serbs and Russians refused to go along with it.

Specifically, the Rambouillet Accords established an interim, three-year agreement whereby Kosovo would achieve self-government and security from further military moves against it by Serbian forces. The agreement was divided into several chapters, including: Constitution; Security; Conduct of Elections; Economic Issues; Humanitarian Aid; Implementation (I); Ombudsman; Implemetation (II); and Final Clauses. Among other things, the agreement called for free elections and set the stage for the imposition of a constitutional, democratic government in Kosovo. It outlined a government mechanism composed of executive, legislative, and judicial branches and established a blueprint for basic freedoms as well as a plan for economic development. The Accords also encompassed a broad range of security measures, including the withdrawal of all Serbian forces from Kosovo, the insertion of a multilateral peacekeeping force, the establishment of a Kosovar police force, and the imposition of basic security measures to protect the Kosovar government at the federal level.

NATO forces began bombing Serbian assets on March 24. That operation, code-named ALLIED FORCE, lasted until June 10, when Milosevic agreed to withdraw his forces from Kosovo. Although the Rambouillet Accords had stopped short of advocating or embracing independence for Kosovo, Milosevic refused to agree to any plan that gave any level of autonomy to the Kosovar Albanians, just as he refused to abide by outside interference in Yugoslav affairs. Milosevic’s refusal to agree to the Accords came at a heavy price. His forces suffered significant losses during Operation ALLIED FORCE, and his defeat ultimately cost him the presidency of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in 2000. He was also indicted for war crimes and crimes against humanity for events that took place during the Kosovo War.
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Rape Camps, Former Yugoslavia 

During the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, Serb forces routinely subjected Croat and Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) women and girls to mass rapes, many of which occurred in dedicated areas, mostly concentration camps, which also became known as rape camps. Although mass rapes certainly occurred during the 1998–1999 Kosovo War, and despite the fact that rumors of rape camps during that conflict circulated widely, their existence has never been substantially proven. During the Bosnian War, the estimated number of rapes committed by the Serbs was estimated to be between 20,000 and 50,000. Some victims were as young as 12. The shocking level of sexual violence, which was extensively covered by the international media, prompted numerous human-rights groups to classify mass rape as an international war crime. After the war, a number of Serbs charged with sexual violence were convicted; this marked the first time in history such a crime was recognized and prosecuted by an international tribunal.

The Serbs promptly systematized their program of mass rape, which took two principal forms. First, when Serb forces moved into a given area that was to be ethnically cleansed, they quickly separated the men and boys from women and girls. Most of the males were either deported to prisons or murdered, leaving the women and girls entirely defenseless. Sometimes, the mass rapes occurred within the villages or towns that were being liquidated. More often, however, the Bosniak women and girls were sent to concentration camps, which functioned as de facto rape camps. There Serbia troops subjected them to sexual enslavement and mass rapes. Sometimes these rape centers were located in private homes, schools, or other public buildings, which served de facto brothels for Serbian forces.

The Serbs employed mass rape as a weapon to humiliate Bosnian Muslims, whose cultural conditioning made such crimes particularly degrading, even sacrilegious. Rape was frequently used as part of a larger plan to punish and torture Bosniak women. It was also employed to diminish the Muslim bloodline by forcing Muslim to give birth to children of mixed parentage.

There were a number of rape camps throughout Bosnia and Herzegovina. The most infamous of these were: the Keraterm Camp (near Prijedor); Omarska (also near Prijedor); Vilina Vlast (near Visegrad), and the Foca Rape Camp, which was perhaps the most notorious of all. In the summer of 1992, Roy Gutman, an American journalist, and British journalist Ed Vulliamy first reported on the existence of the Serbian rape camps. Gutman and Vulliamy’s reporting on the sexual atrocities in eastern Bosnia quickly garnered international attention. The Serbians and Montenegrins in turn worked feverishly to cover up or destroy all evidence of the camps, fearing that they could be accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity.

Eventually, some 14 Serbian leaders were tried and convicted for their participation in the Foca atrocities, including Dragan Gagovic, Gojko Jankovic, Janko Janjic, Radomir Kovac, Zoran Vukovic, Dragan Zelenovic, Dragoljub Kunarac, Radovan Stankovic, Savo Todovic, Milorad Krnojelac, and Mitar Rasevic. Some of the defendants were tried by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, and others by the Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Radovan Karadzic, former president of the Republika Srpska, was also arrested and tried for his part in the Foca calamity, but his trial is ongoing, and other charges are also pending.
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Raznatovic, Zeljko

Zeljko Raznatovic, also known as Arkan, was a former criminal who became arguably the most infamous and violent of paramilitary Serbian warlords in 1990s. He was born on April 17, 1952, in Brezice, southern Slovenia, and grew up in Zagreb (Croatia), Pancevo (Vojvodina, Serbia), and Belgrade. In his early teens he became a juvenile delinquent, turning to petty crime by snatching purses in Belgrade’s Kalemegdan Park. As he grew older he graduated to other forms of criminal activity, eventually turning his hand to robbing banks in Belgium, Holland, Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, and Italy. Raznatovic seemed to consider the risks associated with criminality to be simply part of his profession. Injured several times in clashes with police, he was captured and convicted on a number of occasions—but he also escaped from jails in Belgium (1977) and Holland (1981). Some argued that he was able to do this owing to his also being engaged as an agent of the Yugoslav state security police as a government hit man, targeting troublesome Yugoslav émigrés abroad. He took his nickname, “Arkan,” from a false name on one of his multiple forged passports. Far from being a petty criminal, Raznatovic’s many activities landed him as one of Interpol’s 10 most wanted criminals.
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Arkan returned to Serbia in 1981, continuing his criminal career by opening a number of illegal businesses. He managed to take over the supporters’ club of the Red Star Belgrade soccer club, from which, on October 11, 1990, he would later recruit some of the most violent hooligans into a paramilitary group known as the Serb Volunteer Guard. Nicknamed “Arkan’s Tigers,” the unit was to see its first action in eastern Slavonia in 1991.

The Tigers set up their headquarters and training camp in Erdut, Croatia. With the onset of the Balkan wars from 1991 onwards, Arkan began a campaign of assaulting targets in Croatia and Bosnia. For Arkan, killing became a patriotic duty, and the ensuing years saw the volunteer Tigers grow in size and ferocity. It is reported that his irregular army consisted of 10,000 well-trained fighters equipped with modern weapons, including tanks and helicopters, though this might be an exaggeration; elsewhere, other reports state that his force consisted of a core of just 200 men, and perhaps totaled no more than 1,000 troops. Certainly, however, it is known that his units were supplied by the Serbian Ministry of Internal Affairs, though the extent of such connection has been hotly disputed by authorities in Belgrade.

Arkan’s forces were linked with a number of major actions during the Balkan wars, from the Vukovar hospital massacre of November 19, 1991, to the Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995. The Tigers were accused of carrying out some of the most brutal ethnic cleansing actions in Bosnia, and Raznatovic was feared and hated throughout the region as a butcher.

The Tigers were notorious for their atrocities. It is clear that Raznatovic worked under the supervision of Bosnian Serb leaders Radovan Karadzic and Biljana Plavsic. Whether or not he was acting under instructions from Serbian leader Slobodan Milosevic, however, is a matter of dispute, though it is suspected that many members of the Tigers had been seconded from Yugoslav police and army units. Despite claims by Milosevic that Arkan ran an independent operation, there were signs everywhere that the Tigers did in fact operate with Milosevic’s assistance. For example, during a massacre at Prijedor in May 1992, the Tigers, along with other Serb paramilitary groups, perpetrated their atrocities not only with the full knowledge of the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA), but with its support. Also, when Arkan’s men committed atrocities in Zvornik, they were allowed to do as they wished in the center of the city while Yugoslav army units held down the perimeter areas.

Arkan became a folk hero for many Serbs, and could muster substantial influence over public opinion within Serbia itself as well as among the Bosnian Serbs. He was a powerful man with high-level connections in the state apparatus and projected himself as a defender of Serbs everywhere, and to capitalize on his popularity he and others of like mind founded a political party, the Party of Serbian Unity (Stranka Srpskog Jedinstva, or SSJ), on November 3, 1993, with Arkan as president. In this endeavor his vision exceeded his grasp, however, as the party failed to win any seats in a Serbian parliamentary election on December 19 that year. (In the 2000 election, however—after his death—the party would receive 200,000 votes and win 14 seats in the Serbian parliament.)

With the end of the Bosnian War in late 1995, Arkan disbanded the Serb Volunteer Guard in April 1996, but kept open the prospect that the Tigers could return should there be sufficient cause to do so in the future.

On September 30, 1997, the prosector at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), Louise Arbour, indicted Zeljko Raznatovic on 24 charges for the crimes of genocide, crimes against humanity, and grave breaches of the laws and customs of war. It was a secret indictment, not made public until March 31, 1999, during the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s war with Serbia over its policy of ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. The charges in the indictment were at that time not revealed, only that the indictment against Raznatovic existed. He vehemently denied all war crimes charges against him in interviews he gave to Western news sources.

He would not, however, stand trial, for on January 15, 2000, in the lobby of the Intercontinental Hotel, Belgrade, he was gunned down by Dobrosav Gavric, a former member of the Tigers. Theories abound about who organized the assassination; while he led a violent life and died a gangster’s death, there were those who also argued that he possessed a great deal of intelligence on the workings of the Yugoslav state and of key individuals within the state hierarchy, who would have preferred to see him out of the way before he testified before the ICTY in The Hague. Certainly, in the aftermath of the ICTY’s publication of its indictment against Slobodan Milosevic in May 1999, Arkan would have been an embarrassment to the regime.

Zeljko Raznatovic was buried with full military honors and Orthodox rites in Belgrade on January 20, 2000, before his wife, the much younger Svetlana “Ceca” Velickovic (b. 1973), a popular folk singer, and some 20,000 public mourners.
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Republika Srpska

The Republika Srpska (Serb Republic) is one of the two governing states within the state of Bosnia and Herzegovina that proclaimed itself as an autonomous region in January 1992. The other governing entity within Bosnia and Herzegovina is the Federation of Bosnia-Herzegovina. The Republika Srpska played a major role in the bloody 1992–1995 Bosnian War and engaged in ethnic cleansing during that conflict. The republic covers 9,597 square miles and controls two non-contiguous areas—the northern third and southern third—of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Between the two areas lies the Federation of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The republic has an essentially static population; in 1996, it was estimated to be 1.4 million, and in 2010 it remained virtually unchanged.

Although it did not declare its independence until 1992, the Republika Srpska began, unofficially, amid the tumultuous disintegration of Yugoslavia in 1991. On October 24, a group of Serbs within Bosnia and Herzegovina formed their own legislature and the next month held a plebiscite among Bosnian Serbs. The vote was to determine if they were to continue to live under the government of the Republic of Yugoslavia or join with the Croats and Bosnian Muslims in a greater Bosnian state. Voters chose to remain within Yugoslavia, and on January 9, 1992, the assembly declared itself the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. On April 6, 1992, Bosnia and Herzegovina declared independence, which compelled the Bosnian Serbs to secede from that union on April 7. From that point on, the Serbian Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina became known simply as the Republika Srpska.
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Beginning in 1992, the republic, under President Radovan Karadzic, became embroiled in the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, annexing new territory in joint operations with the Yugoslav National Army (JNA) and engaging in a vicious campaign of ethnic cleansing against Croats and Bosnian Muslims in order to force them out of areas it then controlled. Complicit in this de facto genocide was General Ratko Mladic, who commanded the armed forces of the Republika Srpska. This genocidal killing continued, virtually unabated, until the December 1995 Dayton Agreement (Accords) ended the Bosnian War.

During the talks held at Dayton, Ohio, Karadzic’s negotiators pushed hard to retain most of the territorial gains made during the conflict, and they were largely successful in that effort. The Republika Srpska continues on today, although both Karadzic and Ratko have been indicted for war crimes and crimes against humanity in connection with the Bosnian War. The republic is not recognized by the international community (with the exception of Serbia-Montenegro), however, and it enjoys no representation in the United Nations. Nevertheless, it remains an autonomous political entity within Bosnia and Herzegovina, with its capital at Banja Luka.

The Bosnian War wrought much destruction on the republic, with as much as 50 percent of all the homes in non-Serbian areas destroyed. More recently, there has been an uptick in discrimination against non-Serbs within the Republika Srpska, which is being monitored by several international organizations. Beginning in 2005, the republic agreed to become more integrated with Bosnia and Herzegovina, and as condition for this it substantially reduced the size and power of its armed forces. Today, the republic’s economy struggles with slow growth, especially in the non-Serb areas.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Bosnia and Herzegovina; Bosnian War; Karadzic, Radovan; Mladic, Ratko; Montenegro; Serbia; United Nations; Yugoslavia


Further Reading

Judah, Tim. The Serbs, History, Myth and the Destruction of Yugoslavia. London: Yale University Press, 1997.

Zimmermann, Warren. Origins of a Catastrophe: Yugoslavia and Its Destroyers. New York: Times Books, 1996.



Rose, Sir Michael 

General Sir Michael Rose is a former British Army officer who served as the force commander of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Bosnia-Herzegovina between January 17, 1994, and February 25, 1995. The son of a British officer, he was born in Quetta, in what was then British India, in 1940. He was educated at Cheltenham College, St. Edmund Hall, Oxford (where he read philosophy, politics, and economics, and of which he is now an honorary fellow), and the Sorbonne in Paris. In 1959 he received a commission in the Gloucestershire Regiment Territorial and Army Volunteer Reserve (TAVR), and transferred to the Royal Air Force Volunteer Reserve (RAFVR) in 1962. He became an officer in the Coldstream Guards in 1964.

Subsequent to this he joined the Special Air Service (SAS) Regiment, and served in Malaya and Oman. From then on, Rose’s career path was steady. Between 1973 and 1975 he was brigade major, 16th Parachute Brigade; commanding officer of the 22 SAS Regiment, 1979–1982; commanded Special Service operations during the Falklands War in 1982; and then served as commander of the 39th Infantry Brigade from 1983 to 1985. In 1987, Rose was the commandant of the School of Infantry and in 1988 became the first director of Special Forces. Between September 1991 and April 1993, he was commandant of the Staff College, Camberley.

In 1993 he was appointed as deputy joint force commander overseeing the United Kingdom contribution to the UN mission in the former Yugoslavia, and in January 1994 was given command of UNPROFOR. Prior to taking command, he was knighted by Queen Elizabeth II. As UNPROFOR commander, his roles included the maintenance of peace between the warring Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and Muslims; working to establish a political settlement of the conflict; preventing the conflict from spreading beyond Bosnia; and ensuring the uninterrupted flow and delivery of humanitarian aid to stricken communities in war-ravaged Bosnia.

He was authorized to invoke NATO assistance to enforce his mandate when required, should there be violations of UN-brokered ceasefires. He was, however, reluctant to do this, preferring not to escalate the conflict and instead uphold the traditional peacekeeping principles of maintaining impartiality, exercising restraint, displaying tact and diplomacy, and eschewing the use of force except for self-defense. This was the best way, in his view, that peace could be achieved, a peace that would be respected by all the warring parties. Many critics did not see value in this approach, principally on account of the fact that Rose’s reluctance to request NATO air strikes to punish Bosnian Serb aggression, and interference with UN humanitarian aid convoys, appeared to reward the aggressors and encourage further violence. In the eyes of many of Rose’s detractors, his tactics were deemed ill-suited to the situation prevailing in Bosnia.

As force commander, Rose was in charge of nearly 40,000 military personnel, nearly 1,000 civilian police, and over 400 other civilian and locally recruited staff. Altogether, UNPROFOR was drawn from 37 different countries. He had a reputation for being a tough commander who was prepared to execute UNPROFOR’s brief robustly in face of the difficulties posed by a situation where three separate armies and a large number of uncontrollable paramilitary groups waged war against each other, and in which civilian populations were frequently attacked, forcibly evacuated, and regularly murdered en masse. He attracted further criticism, however, for what his detractors considered to be simultaneously an appeasement of the Serbs and bullying toward the Bosnian Muslims. Under Rose’s command, UNPROFOR was frequently disparaged for its inability (taken by many as unwillingness) to do more to protect lives. (The oft-quoted joke that the United Nations Protection Force’s mandate was to “protect ourselves and nobody else” was, for many, an accurate statement of the force’s inadequacy.)

Rose resented such accusations, arguing rather of the need for impartiality and even-handedness within the framework of a stout resistance to any diminution of UNPROFOR’s authority from any side. The critical counterargument was that Rose was little more than an agent of the great powers whose preference was not to take sides, a stance which in reality gave succor and advantage to the Serbs over the legitimate interests of the Bosniaks. Debates continue to this day. What can be determined is that it was only with his departure in January 1995 and his replacement by another British officer, General Sir Rupert Smith, that Western governments were forced finally to impose a solution on the Bosnian Serbs and bring peace to the region.

General Rose’s mission was difficult, but not impossible. Certainly, he was obliged to meander through a confusing environment of conflicting interests both within and outside of Bosnia, of shifting policy directions from European capitals, of so-called “mission creep” (whereby the objectives of the UNPROFOR mandate moved according to the changing fortunes of the war), and always insufficient resources to make the best out of a complicated situation. It did not help Rose that the Western media was for the most part sympathetic to the Bosniaks in their attempt to escape the ethnic cleansing (and, sometimes, genocide) intended at the hands of the Bosnian Serbs. At the opposite end of the scale, Rose often made allowances for the Serbs that the Western press saw as thoroughly unacceptable, in which he argued that the Bosniak government exaggerated the number of civilians killed at Serb hands, or even, to stir up international sympathy, deliberately caused death and destruction against its own citizens and cities.

Following his year-long period of service in Bosnia, General Sir Michael Rose returned to Britain and was appointed deputy commander in chief Land Command for part of 1995, then adjutant general (with responsibility for personnel and administrative matters in the British Army) and aide-de-camp general to the Queen until he retired from the army in September 1997. He then settled down to put his case in a memoir, Fighting for Peace: Bosnia 1994 (London, 1998), a largely self-exculpatory piece that some critics and historians have since viewed as a statement-in-reverse of what could have been achieved in Bosnia had Rose been less committed to the ideals and ethos of the Bosnian Serbs or universally opposed to Bosniak national aspirations.
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Rugova, Ibrahim

Ibrahim Rugova was the first president of Kosovo, appointed by the Kosovo Assembly on March 4, 2002. He was was born on December 2, 1944, in Cerrce, western Kosovo, during the Italian fascist occupation of the region during World War II. On January 10, 1945, Yugoslav Communists summarily executed his father, Uke Rugova, and his grandfather, Rruste Rugova. An outstanding student, Ibrahim Rugova graduated first from the University of Pristina in 1971, and then undertook a doctoral degree. Part of this included a two-year period studying at the École Pratique des Hautes Études at the University of Paris. He received his PhD in 1984.


[image: Ibrahim Rugova was elected president of Kosovo in 2002. (AP Photo/Sulejman Kllokoqi)]
Ibrahim Rugova was elected president of Kosovo in 2002. (AP Photo/Sulejman Kllokoqi)



Rugova was initially an editor with the Pristina student newspaper Bota e Re ( New World ) and the magazine Dituria ( Knowledge ), before becoming a professor at the Institute for Albanian Studies in Pristina, where he became editor-in-chief of its periodical, Gjurmime albanologjike (Albanian Research). In 1988 Rugova was elected president of the Kosovo Writers Union, having earlier joined the Yugoslav Communist Party. He also published poetry and several studies of literary theory, criticism, and history, stamping him as a leading Kosovar intellectual.

Throughout the late 1980s Rugova was one of a number of opponents to the harsh rule of Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic; together, they established a dissident organization called the Democratic League of Kosovo, or Lidhja Demokratike e Kosoves (LDK). This organization attracted hundreds of thousands of followers, and Rugova became the movement’s acknowledged leader on December 23, 1989, when he was elected LDK president. It was the first political party in Kosovo to directly challenge the ruling communist regime, and soon became the leading political force in Kosovo. Within months, 700,000 people—virtually the entire adult Kosovar Albanian population—had joined, and the LDK established a de facto alternative government running parallel to that of the Serbian government.

Rugova’s “government” was not recognized beyond the borders of nearby Albania, but the incident was one that galvanized Milosevic. In 1989 he changed the status of Kosovo within Yugoslavia, abolishing its autonomy and launching a crackdown against all expressions of Kosovar equality. Widespread violations of human rights—unwarranted dismissals, extrajudicial beatings, torture, and killings—became the norm.

Under Rugova’s leadership, the LDK completed the legal framework for the institutionalization of the independence of Kosovo. Among the steps that followed were a declaration of independence (July 2, 1990), a proclamation of Kosovo as a republic and the adoption of a constitution (September 7, 1990), and a national referendum on independence and sovereignty conducted in late September 1991. In addition, Kosovo’s Albanian population boycotted Yugoslav and Serbian elections. On May 24, 1992, separate multiparty parliamentary and presidential elections were held in Kosovo, in which Rugova won an overwhelming majority and was elected president.

At a time when Milosevic was engaging in ruthless military tactics against secessionists in Slovenia and Croatia in 1991, and Bosnia-Herzegovina between 1992 and 1995, Rugova distinguished himself through the advocacy of passive resistance strategies, and an unremitting call for the independence of Kosovo from Serbia. Fearing a Bosnia-style bloodbath, his policy of passive resistance earned him the title of “the Gandhi of the Balkans” in some quarters. His strategy was supported by many Kosovars, preferring, like Rugova himself, not to see a repeat of what was then happening in Bosnia.

While Milosevic met the challenge of Rugova’s passive resistance campaign with increasingly repressive measures, he did not ban the LDK, preferring not to drive it underground. This enabled Rugova to act more and more as the head of a legitimate government in Kosovo, and even allowed him to travel abroad, notwithstanding that the LDK did not possess any official standing within or outside of Yugoslavia. It is also possible that Milosevic saw Rugova as a useful pawn who could keep Kosovo quiet while the war with Bosnia was taking place, thereby averting the possibility of a wholesale uprising in the province.

Throughout the 1990s, Rugova was thus viewed as the moderate, intellectual face of Albanian opposition to Milosevic, though he rejected any form of negotiation on future independence for Kosovo. This upset many radical Kosovars, who considered the current state of turmoil in Serbia to be the best chance for Kosovo to break away from Yugoslavia. In this context, an armed military resistance force, the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) was formed in 1997, and began targeting Serbian police and military installations and Serbian officials. These radicals blamed Rugova’s policy of nonviolence for Kosovo’s failure to achieve independence. In an ever-escalating military and police state environment, the Serbs clamped down brutally on all forms of Kosovar life and expression.

Rugova’s attitude toward the KLA was at first somewhat ambivalent, but eventually he lent the movement his support, as outrage grew in the West for military action against Serbia’s brutal rule. Ultimately, at the end of March 1999, the position of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) powers toward the possibility of another Bosnian-style situation led to a full-scale military intervention—Operation ALLIED FORCE—for the purpose of stopping what had in a short time descended into a Serb-driven policy of ethnic cleansing against the Kosovar Albanians.

At the beginning of this new conflict, Rugova was effectively kept under house arrest in Pristina, but in early April 1999 he was taken to Belgrade, where he was shown on Serbian state television meeting Milosevic and calling for an end to the war. This involuntary appearance, at the height of the conflict, undermined his reputation within the province, especially among the KLA rebels. Many felt the hero of Kosovo was now urging NATO to stop the bombing, allowing Milosevic to get his way. Some Kosovars even accused Rugova of treason.

In early May 1999 Rugova was allowed to leave Kosovo for temporary exile in Italy, his political career apparently over. However, he received a hero’s welcome upon his return, and despite the political damage he had suffered during the war he soon regained public esteem and won a decisive victory against his political rivals in the KLA. In 2001 the LDK won provincial elections and on March 4, 2002, he was appointed as president by the Kosovo Assembly, under the supervision of the United Nations. He was re-elected president by the Kosovo Assembly in December 2004, and survived an assassination attempt in 2005, before he died in office.

A chain-smoker, on January 21, 2006, he lost his battle with lung cancer. He was buried without religious rites on January 26, at a funeral attended by regional leaders and a crowd estimated to number one and a half million people. He had spent more than 16 years at the center of Kosovar Albanian politics, striving to establish Kosovo as a democratic sovereign state. The man considered by many as the Father of the Nation did not live to see where his campaign might end, but on February 17, 2008, Kosovo prime minister Hashim Thaci declared a unilateral declaration of independence for the province. By the end of 2011 that status had been recognized by nearly 90 states.
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Sarajevo, Siege of 

The siege of Sarajevo, a city in Bosnia, began in April 1992, as the Yugoslav Army sought to prevent the independence of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Though only one of many Yugoslavian cities to be destroyed during that country’s dismemberment, the siege of Sarajevo was tragic because of the dedication its population had once shown to peaceful coexistence and because of the heroic defense that its citizens maintained.

The breakup of Yugoslavia began with declarations of independence by Slovenia and Croatia in 1991. Elections held in Bosnia in December 1990 had resulted in the three national communities (Serb, Croat, and Bosniac Muslim) gaining seats in rough proportion to their populations. In a referendum on independence held in early 1992, nearly two-thirds of the Bosnia electorate cast a vote; almost all voted for independence.

After Bosnia and Herzegovina declared its independence in March 1992, a new, smaller Yugoslavia was formed consisting of Serbia and Montenegro. The Yugoslav Army, supported by militias of Bosnia Serbs, began to move into position around the city of Sarajevo. When Bosnia’s independence was recognized by the United States and the European Community on April 6, Serb paramilitary forces immediately began firing on Sarajevo, and the bombardment of the city by heavy artillery began soon thereafter.

It is estimated that nearly 12,000 people were killed or went missing in the city, including over 1,500 children. An additional 56,000 people were wounded, including nearly 15,000 children. The city also suffered major structural and property damage as the Serbs deliberately attacked civilian installations, houses, monuments and institutions associated with the Muslim culture. Thus they shelled and burned to the ground the National and University Library of Bosnia and Herzegovina containing thousands of irreplaceable manuscripts and gutted mosques and other cultural centers. Two thirds of the buildings in the city were reported as either seriously or partially damaged. The Bosnian government estimated that some 10,000 apartments had been destroyed during the siege, which had also damaged an additional 100,000 residences.

In June 1992, United Nations (UN) peacekeeping forces arrived in Bosnia and Herzegovina, but their presence did not halt the fighting. The people of Sarajevo showed amazing courage during the siege, which continued for nearly two more years until it was formally ended by the Serbs in February 1994. In spite of the Serbs’ public announcement that the siege was over, attacks on Sarajevo continued through 1995. In August 1995, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) declared that if the Serbs did not halt their attacks on Sarajevo and other UN-protected areas, Bosnian Serb positions would be attacked by NATO forces. When Serb forces kept up their artillery shelling of the city, NATO planes bombed the Serbians. The NATO bombing halted in September, when Serbia, Croatia, and Bosnia and Herzegovina agreed to a peace plan, the Dayton Agreement (1995), which was signed in December in Dayton, Ohio.
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Sarajevo Haggadah

The Sarajevo Haggadah is a priceless, highly decorated and illustrated text of the Haggadah, which details the Jewish Passover Seder. Written in Hebrew and thought to have originated with Sephardic Jews in Barcelona circa 1350, it was spirited out of Spain after 1492, when the Jews were expelled from Spain, and officially reappeared in Italy in the 16th century, where it remained until it was sold to Sarajevo’s National Museum in 1894. During World War II, the Sarajevo Haggadah was hidden from the Nazis and Ustashe and then smuggled out of the city. It was kept in a Muslim cleric’s home, hidden under floorboards, until the war ended, at which time it was returned to Bosnia’s National Museum. In 1992, during the Bosnian War, the text was again threatened but miraculously saved from thievery or destruction.

In June 1992, during the siege of Sarajevo, Enver Imamovic, then director of the museum in which the relic was housed, was crestfallen when some of the museum’s buildings were damaged by shelling. Fearing that its most prized and valued possession, the Hagaddah text, had been damaged or lost, he risked his own life, making his way through the streets of the besieged city and undergoing interrogations by police, to rescue the text. After spending hours sifting through rubble, Imamovic finally found the safe in which the text was housed. Again risking injury or death, he made his way to Sarajevo’s central bank vault, where the text was placed for safekeeping until war’s end. Ironically, the Sarajevo Haggadah was saved by two Muslims half a century apart.

Today, the Haggadah text remains in the Bosnian National Museum in Sarajevo, but archivists and preservationists have lacked the funds to secure it and keep it safe from environmental degradation. By 2012, museum staffers had not been paid in six months, and the future of the museum remains in great jeopardy. Some experts, including Imamovic, believe that the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) may intercede by taking the Haggadah out of Sarajevo for safekeeping elsewhere. The text has an almost mystical quality to it, owing to its copper and gold illuminations and the wine stains on some of its calf-skin pages, which suggest that it was used during Passover Seders, perhaps centuries ago.
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Scorpions 

The Scorpions were a Bosnian-Serb paramilitary force formed in 1991 by Slobodan Medic in the now-defunct breakaway Republic of Serbia Krajina. The Scorpions (named after the Czech-manufactured hand guns they employed to execute people) were extensively involved in the 1992–1995 Bosnian War and were also active in the 1998–1999 Kosovo War. Many of the militia’s members were involved in war crimes committed against civilian populations.

The Scorpions’ first major operation occurred during the siege of the Croatian city of Vukovar during September–November 1991; that city was virtually leveled. Serbian military leaders routinely employed the Scorpions and other similar paramilitary forces to augment their strength and terrorize civilians, so that ethnic cleansing could be implemented.

The Scorpions were widely involved in operations during the Bosnian War, first in Croatia, then in eastern and western Bosnia. The group participated in the horrific July 11–13, 1995, Srebrenica Massacre, working closely with Bosnian Serb forces as they murdered at least 8,000 un-armed civilian Muslims, chiefly men and young boys. Many of the Scorpions used their hand guns to shoot victims execution-style, in the backs of their heads.

The Scorpions kept a relatively low profile after the December 1995 Dayton Agreement brought an end to the Bosnian War. The group did not entirely disband, however, and it became active again in 1999, during the Kosovo War. Indeed, it has been accused of various war crimes and atrocities in the Kosovo Province, particularly the March 28, 1999, Padujevo Massacre, in which 19 unarmed Albanian Kosovars, including women, children, and the elderly were systematically murdered.

In May 2005, Belgrade’s Humanitarian Law Centre, headed by human-rights activist Natasa Kandic, released a previously undiscovered video taken during the Srebrenica Massacre, showing several Scorpion fighters shooting at point-blank range six Muslim men, all of whom died. The next month, the video was handed over to the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) in The Hague, where it was shown during Serbia leader Slobodan Milosevic’s war-crimes trial. The video was soon broadcast over Serbia’s television stations, and within weeks several Scorpions shown in the video were arrested in Serbia. Meanwhile, Serbian political leaders roundly denounced the violence depicted in the video.

Numerous leaders in the Republika Srpska and Serbia-Montenegro, however, declared the video to be a Bosnian Muslim forgery designed to indict others allegedly involved in the massacre at Srebrenica. In 2007, a Serbian court found Slobodan Medic, along with three other Scorpions, guilty of war crimes in connection with Srebrenica. Two years later, a Serbian court found Scorpions commander Sasa Cvjetan guilty for his involvement in the 1999 Padujevo tragedy and sentenced him to a 20-year prison term. Shortly thereafter, Zeljko Djukic, Dragan Medic, Dragan Borojevic, and Midrag Solaja, all members of the Scorpions, were arrested and tried for their role in the Padujevo Massacre. The first three were found guilty and received 20-year prison sentences, while Solaja was given a 15-year sentence. By 2000, the Scorpions had been dissolved.
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Serbia 

The country today known as Serbia was known as Yugoslavia until February 2003 and as Serbia and Montenegro from 2003 to 2006. Yugoslavia itself did not exist until after World War I, and the region, which makes up part of the Balkan Peninsula, was long dominated by foreign empires.

The rise of the Ottoman Empire—which superseded the crumbling Byzantine Empire in the east and aggressively expanded westward into the European continent—dramatically altered the social and political landscape of the Balkan Peninsula. In 1389, at the Battle of Kosovo, Ottoman forces defeated the Serbs, and for the next three centuries Serbia was part of the Ottoman Empire. Though a military defeat, the Battle of Kosovo became a fundamental event in the formation of a Serbian national identity. After their victory in Kosovo, the Ottomans continued their military campaign in the Balkans, annexing Bosnia, Herzegovina, and parts of Montenegro by 1499. The Turkish conquest dramatically altered the Slavs’ established social systems, destroying the power of the local nobility. In the regions where inhabitants converted to Islam, particularly in parts of Bosnia and modern-day Albania, the social structure was not as drastically affected. Montenegro, whose mountainous terrain made it too difficult for Ottoman forces to fully control, also remained somewhat insulated and retained an independent government.

In the 17th century, as the Ottoman Empire fell into decline, the Habsburg Austro-Hungarian Empire expanded its influence in the Balkans. By the early 19th century, Ottoman control of the Balkans was tenuous, and the vacuum created by the ebb of Turkish power opened the door for the growth of nationalism among the peninsula’s ethnic groups. To create a sense of national identity, the Balkan Slavs drew on their history and ancient folklore as well as their religious heritage. However, realization of nationalist ambitions required the aid of foreign powers, since none of the Balkan groups were powerful enough to establish an independent nation alone. A nominal Croatian state was created with permission of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1868, and Serbia and Montenegro were granted independence in 1878 by the Treaty of San Stephano, concluded at the end of the Russo-Turkish War.

Nationalism had the negative effect of stirring up ethnic rivalries, often in the form of territorial disputes, between the various Balkan groups. Particularly at a loss were the region’s Muslims, who had long depended on the Ottoman social and economic infrastructure to protect their religion and way of life. The emerging Balkan states cooperated long enough to drive out what little remained of the Ottoman presence in Europe during the first Balkan War of 1912. By 1913, unity had collapsed and the second of the Balkan Wars broke out as Serbia, Romania, and Greece fought over the spoils of their victory against the Turks. The contentious nationalism of the Balkans soon became the tinder box that lit the fuse of World War I, with the assassination in June 1914 of Austrian archduke Franz Ferdinand by a Bosnian Serb nationalist.

The downfall of both the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman empires by the end of World War I opened the door for the realization of Balkan nationalistic desires. On December 1, 1918, the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes was officially established under the leadership of Serbian king Peter Karageorgevic. Though a unified Slavic state was never the initial goal of the various Balkan ethnic groups, most political leaders realized that unification was their best option, at least for the moment. These hopes proved overly optimistic, however. Over the protests of both Croats and Slovenes, a constitution adopted in 1921 created a centralized government predominantly under Serbian control. Over the next several years, non-Serbian groups grew increasingly bitter and disenchanted with the kingdom’s government. In 1929, King Alexander, Peter’s successor, responded to the growing discontent by abrogating the constitution, forming a dictatorship, and renaming the country the Kingdom of Yugoslavia (the Kingdom of Southern Slavs). His actions did little to allay non-Serb fears, and between 1929 and 1939, tensions continued to grow among the nation’s ethnic groups, leading to the 1934 assassination of Alexander by the Ustashi, a Croatian fascist organization.

When World War II broke out, Yugoslavia tried to remain neutral, but the regents ruling in the name of Prince Paul gave in to German pressure in 1941 and formed an alliance with Adolf Hitler. The alliance prompted widespread popular discontent and public protest, and a contingent of military officers moved quickly to overthrow the regency. They then placed Prince Paul on the throne and repudiated the German alliance in his name. In April 1941, Germany responded by invading Yugoslavia. The country was occupied by German, Italian, Bulgarian, and Hungarian forces, along with the Ustashi.

Two rival resistance groups rose up to oppose the Nazi occupation: the Chetniks—Serbian nationalists—and the Partisans, a communist group led by a Croatian-Slovene named Josip Broz Tito. While both groups fought the Nazis, they ultimately had different ideas for the reconstitution of the Yugoslav state. The Chetniks sought a resumption of Serbian dominance, while the Partisans wanted to establish a communist federation divided along ethnic lines. Although both sides committed atrocities during the war, the Partisans were able to secure the support of the Allies and gain control of the country when the war ended.

Tito organized the country as a federation with six republics loosely divided along ethnic lines: Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina, and Montenegro. Tito’s Yugoslavia was a communist state, and more liberal political organizations were suppressed. The government moved rapidly to introduce nationalization of other instruments of communist control, but over time, a less centralized model that included workers’ councils that managed individual enterprises developed. Yugoslavia adopted an independent line that initially alienated Tito from the rest of the Soviet Union—led communist bloc, but he eventually forged a middle way, often characterized by strained relations with both the East and the West. Not surprisingly, Tito was a key player in the formation of the nonaligned movement.

Tito’s death in 1980 revealed the cracks in the Yugoslavian political system. He was replaced by a collective presidency made up of representatives from each of the republics. However, the nation’s economic problems, including a huge foreign debt, began to cause difficulties and the new government proved too weak. Both problems facilitated a revival of the ethnic and religious rivalries that were suppressed under Tito. A nationalist movement in Serbia gained control of the League of Communists of Yugoslavia and Slobodan Milosevic, an extreme nationalist, gained power. Milosevic instituted severe measures to support his nationalist cause, including press censorship and the reversal of autonomy for the Kosovo and Vojvodina regions, whose populations were predominantly Albanian and Hungarian, respectively.

Milosevic tried to increase the centralization of power and to revive the concept of a Greater Serbia at the same time that Croatian and Slovenian leaders were seeking increased decentralization. As it became clear that Milosevic was intent on increasing Serbian authority, Croatia and Slovenia declared their independence from Yugoslavia in June 1991, leading to the outbreak of the Yugoslavian Civil War. Despite a constitutional provision allowing for the secession of republics, the Serbian-dominated Yugoslavian Army actively opposed Croatia’s and Slovenia’s withdrawal. The independence of Slovenia was conceded after a 10-day war that the Yugoslavian forces lost. However, the large Serb minority in Croatia joined forces with the Yugoslavian Army to gain control of vast territory there.

Milosevic had a similar response to the secession of Bosnia and Herzegovina the following year. With their campaign of ethnic cleansing, the Serbs succeeded in killing or forcing out much of the Muslim Bosniak and Croatian populations from large parts of Bosnia. The United Nations (UN) imposed international sanctions against Yugoslavia for its actions. Around the same time, Macedonia also seceded, without much of a struggle, due to its relatively small Serbian population.

After losing three wars, Milosevic reconstituted the Yugoslavian government as a two-republic federation including only Serbia and Montenegro. International sanctions against Yugoslavia were eased in 1995 after Milosevic blockaded the Bosnian Serbs in Bosnia and signed the Dayton Agreement, which returned territories to Bosnia and Herzegovina and Croatia, although there was continued Serbian resistance to the peace plan from within those two countries. Milosevic had been forced to act in part because of the devastation the sanctions had brought to Yugoslavia, with inflation running at unheard-of rates and the state under the threat of disintegration.

By early 1998, however, Milosevic had renewed his campaign for a Greater Serbia, this time turning his attention to the predominantly ethnic Albanian region of Kosovo. Though the Serb-controlled Yugoslavian Army was sent into the province ostensibly to root out members of the rebel Kosovo Liberation Army, the military’s ethnic cleansing campaign led to numerous civilian deaths, as hundreds of thousands of villagers fled to the mountains and forests for safety. Milosevic’s refusal to sign an internationally brokered peace agreement in March 1999 precipitated a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air campaign to crush Serbia’s military strength. Following the Serbian retreat from Kosovo, UN preacekeepers moved in and assumed administrative control of the region. However, despite the UN presence, ethnic Albanians began a series of violent reprisals against Kosovo’s small Serb population.

Hoping to extend his hold over the country and take advantage of splintered opposition groups, Milosevic called early elections in September 2000. Although defeated by Vojislav Kostunica, Milosevic initially refused to step down from office, inciting massive protests and demonstrations across the country. Shortly after his defeat, the United States and the European Union (EU) lifted their sanctions against the country. Milosevic was sent to The Hague to face charges of war crimes and crimes against humanity, including genocide, in relation to his wars against Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia. His trial before a UN tribunal began in 2001 and continued with many delays and suspensions until Milosevic’s death in 2006.

On March 14, 2002, Serbia and Montenegro signed an EU-brokered accord destroying the Yugoslav federation and forming a new Balkan state. Under the agreement, Serbia and Montenegro became semi-independent states sharing a common foreign and defense policy but maintaining independent economies, customs services, and currencies. The new union of Serbia and Montenegro, approved by the Federal Assembly in June 2002 and officially established in February 2003 by the approval of a new Constitutional Charter (2003) and law to implement it, was intended to keep the states in a loose union for a period of three years, at which time they could reevaluate the agreement and choose to opt out of the union.

Montenegrins voted in May 2006 to discontinue the union with Serbia. Accepting the vote, Serbia declared its independence the following month and established diplomatic relations with Montenegro. Also in 2006, the Serbian government and Kosovo’s Serb and ethnic Albanian communities began talks over the future status of the province. These talks culminated in a UN proposal for Kosovo’s supervised independence, which was rejected by the Serbian government. In the face of this breakdown in negotiations, Kosovo unilaterally declared independence in February 2008 and was recognized by the United States and most of the EU member states. Serbia and Russia denounced the move and blocked UN recognition of the breakaway province. NATO and EU troops stationed in Kosovo virtually ensured its independent existence, but Serbia has vowed not to give up the region formally.
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Seselj, Vojislav 

Vojislav Seselj is a Serbian nationalist politician and ideologue, currently on trial at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for alleged war crimes and crimes against humanity. He was born on October 11, 1954, in Sarajevo, to an ethnic Serb family originally from eastern Herzegovina. As a student he studied law, first at the University of Sarajevo and then at the University of Belgrade, from where he obtained a doctorate in 1979; at the age of 25, he became the youngest holder of a PhD in Yugoslavia.

Under Yugoslavia’s communist regime he was a committed member of the party, but over time he became critical of some of its policies, and in 1984 he was arrested and sentenced to eight years in prison for “counterrevolutionary” activities. On appeal, the Supreme Court of Yugoslavia reduced the sentence to six years, then to four, and finally to two years. Seselj was released in 1986, two months early. In total, he spent 22 months in jail, 6 of which were spent in solitary confinement. Upon his release, he settled in Belgrade where he began increasingly to associate with Serbian nationalist groups.

In 1989 Seselj visited the United States (where he had previously taught briefly at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor). Then, later that year, together with Vuk Draskovic and Mirko Jovic, he founded the anticommunist Serbian National Renewal (Srpska narodna obnova, or SNO) party. He split from this group on February 23, 1991, to form the Serbian Radical Party (Srpska radikalna stranka, or SRS), a far-right, ultranationalist party dedicated to the ideal of a Greater Serbia expanded from the other regions of what was Yugoslavia. In June 1991 he was elected a member of parliament of the Serbian Republic. Much of his campaign was dedicated to promoting the Greater Serbia notion, as well as appealing to all Serbs to unite and fight against Serbia’s “hereditary enemies”—Croats, Muslims, and Albanians living within the territory of the former Yugoslavia—and by doing so creating a homogeneous Serbian state.

In an election in December 1992, during the Bosnian War and after the secession of Bosnia, Macedonia, Croatia, and Slovenia, the SRS won a respectable 27 percent of the vote. The Socialist Party of incumbent President Slobodan Milosevic won 40 percent, and while Seselj enjoyed a cordial relationship with Milosevic during the early stages of Yugoslavia’s disintegration, in September 1993 the two came into conflict over what Seselj considered Milosevic’s half-hearted support for Republika Srpska. This opposition saw him jailed twice, in 1994 and 1995. Despite this, in 1998 Seselj joined Milosevic’s national unity government formed as a response to the violent challenge coming from within the Serbian province of Kosovo. He was Serbia’s vice president between 1998 and 2000.

On February 14, 2003, Seselj was indicted by the ICTY, charged with 15 counts of crimes against humanity and violations of the laws or customs or war. The indictment charged that his speeches and actions, as the head of volunteer groups which his party sent into specific areas during the Croatian and Bosnian Wars, actively demonstrated his participation in a joint criminal enterprise aimed at ethnically cleansing Muslims and Croats from large sections of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina, in order to integrate these regions into a new state under Serb domination. Such actions were proscribed under articles 3 (violations of the laws and customs of war) and 5 (crimes against humanity) of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) Statute. It was stated that the criminal enterprise came into existence before August 1, 1991, and continued at least until December 1995. The indictment further stated that Seselj worked toward achieving the aims of this conspiracy with a number of others, including Milosevic, General Ratko Mladic, Radovan Karadzic, Zeljko Raznatovic, also known as “Arkan,” and Biljana Plavsic, among others. Based on the indictment, he was accused on the basis of his individual criminal responsibility.

Seselj surrendered voluntarily to the ICTY on February 24, 2003. His initial court appearance took place two days later, and he refused to enter a plea. Seselj refused to attend the trial opening. The court therefore designated a lawyer to take his defense. Seselj, in response, insisted on the right either to mount his own defense or to nominate his own counsel, but this was denied by the Tribunal, which instead imposed counsel upon him. In protest, on November 10, 2006, Seselj began a hunger strike. In Belgrade, on December 2, 2006, about 40,000 people marched in Seselj’s support. He ended his hunger strike after 28 days, when the Appeals Chamber granted him the right to defend himself.

The opening statement from the prosecution was read on November 7, 2007, and the presentation of evidence commenced on December 11, 2007. By February 11, 2009, the prosecution had presented 71 witnesses. With only some seven hours left before the conclusion of the prosecution’s case, however, the trial was suspended indefinitely at the prosecution’s request. It was claimed that witness intimidation had corrupted the judicial process. After the trial resumed, Seselj claimed that the court had presented numerous false witnesses—and that, as a result, the prosecution’s case was so flimsy that he did not even need to produce any witnesses of his own.

On July 24, 2009, he was sentenced to 15 months in custody for contempt of court, for having earlier published the names of three confidential witnesses whose identities had been ordered suppressed by the tribunal. The trial resumed on January 12, 2010, and continued until March 17, 2010. On March 30, 2010, it was adjourned until further notice. A second charge of contempt, again involving witness intimidation, was brought against him for allegedly disclosing, in a book he wrote while in custody, court restricted information regarding 11 protected witnesses, including their names, occupations, and places of residence.

In September 2011 the Tribunal rejected Seselj’s bid to have his trial discontinued. He had claimed that on the grounds of natural justice he should be set free owing that the unusual (and on his submission, unreasonable) length of the case. The court found that the trial could continue, arguing that there is no set time limit for a trial of this nature.

In June 2012, Seselj was found in contempt of court for a third time. For this, he was sentenced to two years in prison.
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Sexual Violence against Women 

From 1992 to 1995, forced deportations, torture, and internment in concentration camps characterized Serbian ethnic cleansing campaigns. When, within the Bosnian War’s first year, alarming numbers of Bosniak women arrived in Croatian refugee camps reporting extreme sexual violence, enslavement, and torture, it became clear that mass rape was a hallmark of Serb ethnic cleansing. While the exact number of rapes during the Yugoslav Wars is unknown, and combatants on all three sides are responsible for a range of wartime atrocities, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) estimates that from 1992 to 1995, Serb forces raped 20,000 to 50,000 women and girls as part of a systematic plan to terrorize and destroy the Bosniak community. Witnesses tell of women and girls raped in their homes and in public spaces—in schools, hospitals, and churches, on buses, in the streets, and even in police stations.

Further, while some men and women in all concentration camps were victims of sexual violence, some camps were specifically dedicated to mass rape. A common feature of Bosnia’s wartime landscape, women and girls aged six to seventy were enslaved for as long as two years in more than 30 rape camps across Bosnia. The atrocities therein were predicated on intimate gendered indignities. Rapists, who often knew their victims before the war, peppered misogynist taunts with familiarity. Sometimes brothers or fathers were forced to rape their own family members, and were killed if they refused to do so. Moreover, women were often impregnated and held until termination was impossible; forcing them to have “Serb babies,” as Serbian culture is patrilineal. Before, during, and after rape, the women were frequently brutalized with genital mutilation, beatings with fists, boots, and rifles, and the “branding” of their flesh with Serb nationalist insignia (among other tortures). Enforced domestic servitude compounded their humiliation—cooking and cleaning for their rapists. At their captor’s will and whim, women were bought and sold, traded for goods, or given as rewards to soldiers.

The rape camps in the town of Foca have gained particular notoriety, so much so that Foca has become synonymous with rape. Beginning in 1992, Serb forces brutally expelled Foca’s Bosniak men, and imprisoned countless women in locations throughout the town. Partizan Hall, Foca’s sports complex, served as one of Foca’s largest rape camps. At Partizan, directly next to Foca’s police station, enslaved women, some as young as 12, were tortured and raped dozens of times per day. Each night, Serb military (often in collusion with Foca’s police and even some civilians) selected women to be “taken out.” Those “taken-out” could be raped by as many as 20 men in a single night. One survivor testified that she was raped more than 100 times in two months. Some selected women were never seen alive again. Those who escaped Partizan Hall to report their enslavement and abuse at the neighboring police station were subsequently raped, beaten, and re-enslaved by Foca’s local police.

In addition to repeated rape, survivors of the camp set-up at Foca’s high school were forced to dance naked at gunpoint to entertain soldiers, scrub blood and skin from the torture rooms, and watch the torture and execution of family members. When TV crews from Belgrade and Pale visited the high school, the women were threatened with grave consequences should they fail to speak positively about the conditions of their detention, thus furthering the Serbian public illusion that Serb forces had clean hands.

Survivors’ accounts of grotesque sexualized violence and its often public display suggest not only that the Serbian authorities approved of the zeal with which Serb soldiers and paramilitary employed systematic rape in the ethnic cleansing of Foca, but also that Foca’s local authorities and even some civilians were eager participants. While certainly there were incidents of criminal war rape on the Croatian and Bosniak sides as well, and all sides resorted to rape warfare on some occasions, the ICTY has determined that Serb forces alone employed systematic rape as a weapon in service of a larger ethnic cleansing policy. While the physical violence of war rape is most often rendered on individual female bodies, as a part of a greater war strategy, rape is symbolically directed at the larger community, especially against the men who formerly controlled sexual access to these same women. These women were victims both because of their gender and their ethnicity. Hence these rapes both fit the definition of genocide and speak to the ways in which women experience war as a part of the group at large, and, as a gendered body, both as the assumed property of the victor and as the assumed property of the vanquished. This flagrant strategic appropriation of the female body in service of an ostensibly genocidal plan, particularly in conjunction with the concurrent use of genocidal rape in Rwanda, was sufficiently brutal, unprecedented, and publicized to prompt international attention.

In 1993, the European Community commissioned an investigation into reports of Serb atrocities. Their report stated, “In Bosnia-Herzegovina and Croatia, rape has been used as an instrument for ‘ethnic cleansing.’ Rape cannot be seen as incidental to the main purpose of aggression, but as serving a strategic purpose in itself.” The UN concurred, and in 1996, the ICTY charged eight individuals with crimes against humanity for their roles in Foca’s rape camps including Dragan Zelenovic, Gojko Jankovic, Radovan Stankovic, Dragan Gagovic, and Janko Janjic. Dragoljub Kunarac, Radomir Kovac, Zoran Vukovic, were additionally charged with genocide. In March 2000, the ICTY commenced the landmark Foca rape trial against Kunarac, Kovac, and Vukovic. Only 16 women came to testify, and even then, only with their identities masked—under pseudonyms, with their faces and voices disguised to the public. Still, these 16 testimonies were crucial to creating a historical record of the atrocities at Foca, and to the success of this groundbreaking legal case. In 2001, the ICTY found these men guilty of sexual torture, enslavement, and rape as crimes against humanity. Although the ICTY stopped short of calling these crimes “genocide,” as the first legal case in which war rape has been successfully prosecuted as a crime against the violated woman, the Foca case marks an evolution of international law and of women’s human rights.

In the end, Kunarac was sentenced to 28 years; Kovac 20 years; and Vukovic 12 years. Zelenovic was apprehended in 2005 and in 2007, in exchange for his guilty plea and full-disclosure testimony, was sentenced to 15 years. The ICTY transferred Jankovic and Stankovic to the Court of Bosnia and Herzegovina which, in 2007, found both men guilty of crimes against humanity and sentenced them to 34 and 20 years, respectively. Gagovic and Janjic were killed during their arrests in 1999 and 2000.
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Silajdzic, Haris 

Haris Silajdzic is a Bosniak politician and former university academic, who served as prime minister of Bosnia-Herzegovina between October 25, 1993, and January 30, 1996, under the presidency of Alija Izetbegovic. Born in Sarajevo on October 1, 1945, Silajdzic graduated from the Faculty of Arabic Language and Islamic Studies in Libya and obtained his PhD, in international relations, on the subject of American-Albanian relations.

As a university academic, Silajdzic taught Arabic at the University of Pristina, was a professor of languages and philosophy at the University of Sarajevo, and held visiting positions at Cornell University, Harvard, and the University of Maryland, among other institutions.

During the Bosnian War of 1992–1995, Silajdzic was an important political figure representing Bosnia-Herzegovina. He served as foreign minister from 1991 to November 1993, and then as prime minister between November 1993 and February 1996. As a key political figure, for many people in the West he was the public face of the Bosnian Muslims. Articulate in English and with a clear ability to project the best possible image, Silajdzic portrayed a Bosnia that deserved a fairer deal from the great powers than it had been receiving since declaring independence on April 6, 1992.

Throughout the Bosnian War Silajdzic was perceived as the most visible advocate for self-defense and Western military assistance to Bosnia, and was harshly critical of the general arms embargo that was supposed to apply to all parties involved in the fighting—a situation that gave an immense advantage to Serbia and the Bosnian Serbs, owing to a considerable stockpiling of arms that had taken place over a period of years prior to the start of hostilities. At every turn, Silajdzic insisted that Bosnia faced foreign aggression by Croatia and Serbia, and that as a member of the United Nations it had a right to call upon the UN to live up to its Charter and come to the aid of a member state facing foreign aggression.

He also alerted the West to the issue of ethnic cleansing of Bosniaks and Bosnian Croats by Serb forces, and reinforced the message whenever he was given the opportunity. Throughout the war he was a constant visitor in Western and Islamic capitals and also spoke at the UN, always striving to raise consciousness about ethnic cleansing.

In 1995, Silajdzic was a member of the Bosnian delegation that negotiated the U.S.-sponsored Dayton Accords, called by U.S. president Bill Clinton and brokered by his representative Richard Holbrooke. Silajdzic was a leading member of the Bosnian team, but although the negotiations ultimately ended the conflict, he was, and remains, a critic of the terms of the agreement, which in the eyes of many rewarded the Bosnian Serbs for their ethnic cleansing activities by permitting them to retain much of the territory that was formerly majority Muslim. Within Bosnia, he is not alone. Since 1995 organizations throughout the country have voiced dissatisfaction with the Dayton Accord provisions, and opposition to the autonomy of Republika Srpska, the Serb autonomous area, has been extensive.

In 1996 Silajdzic founded the Party for Bosnia and Herzegovina (Stranka za Bosnu i Hercegovinu, or SBiH), a liberal conservative party that seeks to eliminate the two entities of Republika Srpska and the Bosniak-Croat Federation within a unified Bosnia-Herzegovina. He became cochairman of the Council of Ministers of Bosnia and Herzegovina between December 1996 and February 2000. In a general election in October 2002 he was a candidate for the Bosniak presidency, but was unsuccessful.

Then, in a presidential election on October 1, 2006, Silajdzic won 62.8 percent of the Bosniak vote, electing him as the Bosniak member of the rotating presidency of Bosnia and Herzegovina. He was sworn in as the Bosniak member of the country’s tripartite presidency on November 6, 2006, five weeks after the general election.

As one who was a member of the Bosnian negotiating team at Dayton in 1995, he views the agreeement as an obstacle to the reunification of the country. In 2006 and 2007 he made a number of moves toward canceling certain parts of the Dayton Agreement, with a view to amending the Bosnian constitution in favor of a unified model. While this is always a possibility, the likelihood is that if this were to happen in the near future the response from the Bosnian Serbs could well see a recommencement of hostilities. Silajdzic thus remains a key figure in Bosnian politics, whose political stance on the issue of national unity ironically threatens to maintain the divisions already present in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
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Smailovic, Vedran

Vedran Smailovic, known throughout the world as “The Cellist of Sarajevo,” was an inspirational musician whose playing of the Adagio in G Minor by Tomaso Albinoni during a crucial time in the Bosnian War brought home to the West the horror of the Siege of Sarajevo in an especially poignant manner. Born in Sarajevo on November 11, 1956, he came from a family of musicians who toured Yugoslavia under the name Musica Ad Hominem (“Music for the People”), taking their music to small villages and often putting together special programs for children. As an adult, the highly talented Smailovic became well known for his playing with the Sarajevo String Quartet, though he had also appeared with the Sarajevo Opera, the Sarajevo Philharmonic Orchestra, the Symphony Orchestra RTV Sarajevo, and the National Theatre of Sarajevo.

After the start of the war in April 1992, Smajlovic was confident that Sarajevo’s unity and pluralistic values would prevail over the destruction that was taking place in other parts of the former Yugoslavia, and that it would be impossible to destroy such strong unity. This ideal kept him buoyant during the siege, and enabled him to tolerate the cold, the food, power, and water shortages, and the constant mortar bombings and sniper fire from the Bosnian Serbs in the hills surrounding the city.

On May 27, 1992, however, this attitude changed. A long queue waited patiently on Vaso Miskin Street for bread, in front of one of the last functioning bakeries in the city, and at approximately 10:00 a.m. a mortar shell fired from Bosnian Serbs then surrounding the city fell into the line, killing 22 people and wounding 160 people instantly. More would die in subsequent days.

Enraged by what had happened and feeling powerless to do anything about it, Smailovic decided that he would at least try to raise the world’s consciousness as to what was happening in his city. The next day he resolved that he would protest the senseless killing through his music, in a very public way. For the next 22 days, in honor of each of those killed in the bombing, Smailovic gave a performance of Albinoni’s Adagio—in ruined homes, in the open, in the smouldering remains of the National Library, and elsewhere. His approach was simple. Dressed in formal attire as he was when playing for the Sarajevo Symphony, he would set himself up on a battered camp stool in order to play his music. Sometimes, the sounds of war would drown him out, but his playing continued.

His heroic antiwar statement caught the attention of the world. In the constant retelling of the story of “The Cellist of Sarajevo,” however, some of the detail was lost. For example, word was conveyed that Smailovic would always play at 4:00 p.m., in the same place as where to mortar hit—notwithstanding that the attack took place at 10:00 a.m., or that Smailovic varied his location so as not to get shot by sniper fire. Nor did he stop his protest at the end of 22 days; indeed, he had been playing his music since the siege began, and never stopped playing throughout the siege. His weapon against the Serb attackers was his cello. He played each and every day until he left Sarajevo in December 1993, often playing for free at funerals, in graveyards, and bombsites.

As his story began to circulate, Smailovic became a symbol for peace in Bosnia. An English composer, David Wilde, was so moved by Smailovic’s defiant act that he wrote a composition for unaccompanied cello, simply called “The Cellist of Sarajevo.” One of the world’s most accomplished cellists, Yo Yo Ma then played this piece at the International Cello Festival in Manchester, in 1994, with Smailovic present. Several other creative artists, from rock bands to folk singers, have also paid tribute to Smailovic in their music.

Most controversially, however, was the use made of a character based on Smailovic in a 2008 novel by Canadian author Steven Galloway, The Cellist of Sarajevo. Upon learning of the novel’s existence, Smailovic publicly expressed his outrage over the appearance of a book that utilized his persona without authority, and with no possibility of financial compensation. He was incensed by the novel which he saw as capitalizing on his act, a claim Galloway has since denied; rather, he has asserted, he was paying tribute to Smailovic through the medium of literature.

Vedran Smailovic managed to leave Sarajevo in December 1993, moving to Ireland like another inspirational Sarajevo siege survivor, Zlata Filipovic. He relocated to Warrenpoint, Northern Ireland, outside of Belfast. Celebrated as a musician who defied the city’s snipers, Smailovic showed that the human spirit can muster emotional forms of resistance every bit as powerful as the physical kind. His action demonstrated that he would not give in to terror, making a statement that the forces that would destroy the city could not destroy the spirit of the people who lived there. Smailovic’s act was a reinforcement of dignity and humanity in the face of horror. Ultimately, he played for life, for peace, and for the possibility of hope that exists even in the darkest hour.
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Smith, Rupert

General Sir Rupert Smith is a former British military officer, who in 1995 became force commander of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Sarajevo, succeeding General Sir Michael Rose. Born in England in 1943, he was educated at Haileybury and the Imperial Service College and later at the Royal Military College, Sandhurst, joining the army in 1962. He was commissioned as an officer in the Parachute Regiment in 1964. Smith served in the British Army in East and South Africa, Saudi Arabia, the Caribbean, Europe, and Malaysia before being promoted to major general and assigned as general officer commanding the British 1st Armoured Division, 1990–1992, during the Persian Gulf War (1990–1991).

In 1992 he became the first assistant chief of defence staff for operations and security at Britain’s Ministry of Defence. Here he was intimately involved in the development of Britain’s peacekeeping strategy in Bosnia-Herzegovina as part of its UNPROFOR commitment until 1994, prior to being appointed as commander and sent to Sarajevo in early 1995.

Unlike his predecessor General Rose, who had constantly argued that the situation in Bosnia required impartiality and even-handedness within the framework of a stout resistance to any diminution of UNPROFOR’s authority, Smith’s arrival appeared to signal an immediate feeling of change at headquarters—a new broom, so to speak. Rose’s departure in January 1995 forced Western governments finally to impose a solution on the Bosnian Serbs in order to bring peace to the region, a recognition largely determined by Smith’s own attitude toward the situation he faced.

The departure of Rose led to an almost instantaneous transformation of the culture in the Sarajevo headquarters. Smith brought with him a measure of military common sense and order, and refused to play politics with the mission entrusted to him. He was determined to break the cycle of what he saw as appeasement of the Serbs, vulnerability of the Bosniak civilians, and inaction on the part of UNPROFOR—features that seemed to have characterized UNPROFOR from the start. The detachment could not remain on in the manner it had been until now, so Smith proceeded to do something which under Rose had seemed untenable; he would fulfill his mandate by militarily deterring attacks on the UN “safe areas” and ensuring the passage of humanitarian aid, and, if necessary, he would use the armed force permitted him under Chapter VII of the UN Charter.

It was considered by some that Smith’s military background, as a parachute regiment commander, suited him to be able to best meet the military challenges posed by the situation in Bosnia. With front-line combat experience, he had a very realistic sense of the fighting abilities of the Bosnian Serb army, and of that army’s threshold for pain. He knew the power of the military weapon he possessed, and saw that by using it—and not just threatening to do so—the Bosnian Serbs would quickly lose the will to continue the fight in the face of the devastation the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) could bring.

The response saw much more intensive utilization of British air power than before, and the use of wide-ranging and massive air strikes against the Serbs which targeted command and control centers far from the UN safe zones. He used the same strategy to break the Siege of Sarajevo and forcing the Serb guns to retreat, and also created a UN rapid reaction force to ensure the Serbs complied with the new circumstances. In May 1995 Smith destroyed two Bosnian Serb ammunition dumps at Pale, bringing the war home as closely as possible to Bosnian Serb president Radovan Karadzic. It was through actions such as these that the military reality facing the Bosnian Serbs became clear, and, as a result, a set of steps began that would ultimately lead to the Dayton Accords—and a peace settlement—by November 1995.

After leaving Bosnia, Smith was appointed as general officer commanding Northern Ireland (1996–1998), prior to his final assignment as deputy supreme allied commander Europe of NATO (DSACEUR) between 1998 and 2001. As DSACEUR he was second-in-command to General Wesley K. Clark, overseeing NATO’s Operation ALLIED FORCE, the bombing campaign against Serbian forces in Kosovo and Serbia in the spring of 1999 that had the intention of stopping the ethnic cleansing then taking place in Serbia’s southern province. Smith stayed on after the campaign’s successful outcome, helping to develop the European Defence and Security Identity, a NATO initiative designed to establish a specifically European identity in relation to security and defense matters.

General Smith retired from the British Army in 2002.

In 2005 he published his reflections on the nature of modern warfare, The Utility of Force: The Art of War in the Modern World. In this, he outlined what he identified as a paradigm shift in military activity, from industrial war to what he referred to as “war among the people”—a way of understanding why it is that the ability of nations to employ force with utility has declined owing to a new reality: “the reality in which the people in the streets and houses and fields—all the people, anywhere—are the battlefield. Military engagements can take place anywhere . . . Civilians are the targets, objectives to be won, as much as an opposing force.” Given this, military outcomes can no longer necessarily be resolved directly by military force alone. In this context, modern-day terrorist movements are in fact the proponents of modern warfare. This theory forms part of a broader discussion within contemporary military and political scholarship relating to asymmetrical warfare and what has been termed the revolution in military affairs, or RMA.

In 2006 Smith was appointed as an international adviser to the International Committee of the Red Cross, where he was able to continue his advocacy on behalf of definite action in the face of massive human rights abuses.
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Srebrenica, Dutch Peacekeepers 

In 1992, at the beginning of the 1992–1995 Bosnian War, the United Nations created a multinational peacekeeping contingent known as the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) to shield civilians in the various areas of conflict. UNPROFOR was composed of troops or support personnel drawn from 42 nations and at the height of its deployment numbered approximately 39,000 troops. Its initial mission began in February 1992 but it was not completely operational until June. On April 16, 1993, UNPROFOR established Srebrenica, a Bosnian city located in the eastern part of Bosnia and Herzegovina, as a “safe haven,” where civilians could seek refuge, supposedly in relative safety. The city was first supervised by a small Canadian detachment of UNPROFOR, but in January 1994, the Canadians were replaced by a Dutch paratrooper battalion numbering 1,170 personnel. The Dutch presence in Srebrenica proved to be highly problematic and controversial; it also unwittingly aided in the Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995.

The Dutch troops, who were not properly trained or supplied for their mission, soon became overwhelmed by events in Srebrenica, and the UN was largely unaware of the deteriorating events there. Certainly, the idea that the city was a true safe haven was illusory. Over the succeeding months of their deployment, the Dutch suffered several casualties and witnessed a number of their troops taken prisoner by Bosnian Serb troops, who then physically abused them or used them as human shields.

By early July 1995, the Bosnian Serbs were poised to capture Srebrenica, and Dutch forces were entirely unprepared to resist the much larger force. On July 10, Bosnian Serb troops, under the command of General Ratko Mladic entered the city, and prepared to occupy it. UNPROFOR and Dutch resistance was negligible. Between July 11 and July 13, Bosnian Serb troops perpetrated a grisly massacre of at least 8,000 unarmed Muslim civilians, chiefly men and young boys. This represented the worst atrocity of the entire Bosnian conflict, and was characterized by the UN Secretary-General as the worst massacre to take place in Europe since World War II.

It was abundantly clear after the fact that the Dutch had been woefully unprepared and ill-equipped to stave off the loss of Srebrenica; worse still, they had failed to carry UNPROFOR’s mission to protect civilians. News of the disaster reached The Netherlands quickly, and the country mourned the loss of so many innocent people. The Dutch were also appalled when a story emerged that Lieutenant Colonel Tom Karremans, commander of Dutch troops at Srebrenica, had met with Mladic on the night before Bosnian Serb troops marched into Srebrenica and toasted the triumphant Bosnian Serbian general. Although the story and accompanying photo were largely fabricated by Serb propagandists, the damage was done and the Dutch government was deeply embarrassed. Karremans explained that the picture of him drinking with Mladic was taken after the fall of the city and that the glass contained water, and not alcohol.

The next year, Dutch prime minister Wim Kok called for an official investigative inquiry into the events at Srebrenica. The resulting report, assembled by the Netherlands Institute for War Documentation (NIOD), was released on April 10, 2002. Among other conclusions, the report stated that the Dutch peacekeeping force had a vague and unattainable mandate, and that the troops themselves were improperly trained, equipped, and led. The report also blamed the UN for not sufficiently supervising UNPROFOR’s missions and for not reacting in a timely fashion as events on the ground began to change rapidly during the first half of 1995.

The report hit The Netherlands like a bombshell, and Prime Minister Kok promptly declared his intention to dissolve his cabinet and resign his post. By August 22, 2002, his government had been dissolved. At the same time, Ad van Baal, the Dutch army’s chief of staff, also resigned his post. The Srebrenica tragedy has continued to haunt the Dutch psyche, and its political landscape has been substantively altered by it. After the Srebrenica debacle, the UN reorganized UNPROFOR and reviewed its mandates, rules of engagement, and military preparedness.
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Srebrenica Massacre

The Srebrenica Massacre is the worst massacre on European soil since the Holocaust. Srebrenica is located near the Drina River in eastern Bosnia. After the collapse of Yugoslavia and outbreak of civil war in 1992, this predominantly Bosniak (Bosnian Muslim) town successfully defended itself against the advance of the Bosnian Serb Army (BSA) in the spring of 1992. The Serbs conducted a wide scale ethnic cleansing of the region, expelling Bosniaks and increasing Serbian population. Besieged by the BSA, Srebrenica was isolated from Bosniak-controlled territories to the west and was dependent on humanitarian aid provided by the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). Nevertheless, the Bosniaks, under command of Naser Oric, successfully repelled the Serbian forces throughout 1992 and early 1993. In the spring of 1993, the United Nations declared Srebrenica a “safe area,” along with five other Bosnian Muslim cities (Bihac, Gorazde, Sarajevo, Tuzla, and Zepa) then under siege at the hands of the Bosnian Serbs.

Despite its new status, Srebrenica was never properly defended by UNPROFOR and constantly suffered extreme privation as the Serbs tested the United Nations (UN) resolves by blocking aid convoys of over UN 30,000 troops requested for Bosnian Muslim “safe areas”, only 7,600 were forthcoming, of which 750 Dutch troops were deployed at Srebrenica. The UN troops lightly armed and operated under stringent mandate that made them powerless to successfully engage either of the conflicting sides.

By 1995, after almost three years of resistance, Srebrenica became a symbol of Bosniak resistance, only further increasing the city’s importance. In July 1995, encouraged by UN vacillation over whether or not to maintain the safe areas, the BSA forces under the command of Gen. Ratko Mladic launched a major campaign to capture Srebrenica. The UNPROFOR troops failed to stop the BSA offensive because of a lack of support further up the UN chain of command. As the Serbian forces overran the enclave, over 15,000 Bosniaks fled into the woods while many sought shelter at the UNPROFOR base at nearby Potocari, where the members of the Dutch peacekeepers sheltered about 8,000 Bosnian Muslims. The Serb forces overrun the UN base and, after separating women from men, began a methodical killing of the Bosnian Muslims. It is impossible to arrive at precise numbers of the killed but best estimates point to between seven and eight thousand men killed.

The Srebrenica Massacre became the worst single war crime of the entire Bosnian conflict and the worst case of mass murder in Europe since the end of the World War II. It also stands as a symbol of the failure by the international community, and especially the UN, to prevent mass murders. The massacre resulted in the indictment of numerous Serbian commanders, including Mladic, as war criminals by the International War Crimes Tribunal at The Hague.
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Tadic, Dusan 

Dusan Tadic was the first person to be indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY). A Bosnian Serb, he was born in Kozarac, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on October 1, 1955. The son of a local hero, Stoja Tadic, a Serbian partisan fighter during World War II who had helped rid Kozarac of occupying troops from the Nazi-controlled puppet state of Croatia, Tadic was the youngest of four sons raised in poverty. Stoja Tadic reportedly was known as a hard drinker and a physically abusive father. Earning a black belt in karate, as a young man “Dusko” Tadic qualified as an auto mechanic in Belgrade. Later, he became a bar owner.

With the secession of Slovenia and Croatia from the Yugoslav federation in 1991, Tadic entered nationalist and anti-Muslim politics by joining the Serbian Democratic Party (Srpska Demokratska Stranka, or SDS). At this time Kozarac, some 10 kilometers east of the town of Prijedor, was 90 percent Muslim. On April 30, 1992, Prijedor was taken by the SDS with the support of military and police forces, and then, on May 24, 1992, Bosnian Serb forces attacked Kozarac and began an artillery barrage that resulted in the death of 800 civilians. The Bosnian Serbs then expelled the town’s non-Serb population in an ethnic cleansing campaign that was accompanied by beatings, robberies, and large-scale mass murder. The residents were removed to concentration camps at Omarska, Keraterm, and Trnopolje. Omarska was generally considered to be the most brutal of these camps.

Tadic was a member of the paramilitary SDS forces supporting the 1st Krajina Corps of the Yugoslav Army in the attack, and when the town had been captured the Bosnian Serb forces proceeded to round up the entire non-Serb population and drive them out of Kozarac. During the occupation, Tadic participated in this forced transfer. The most serious crime he was alleged to have committed personally was the killing of two Muslim policemen in Kozarac. He reportedly also took part in atrocities in the camps, particularly Omarska. Once the ethnic cleansing process was complete he was elected president of the local council of the SDS on August 15, 1992.

At the Serb concentration camps at Omarska and Keraterm, Tadic was notorious for his alleged brutality, even though he was not a guard or had any formal role. Beatings and mutilation were common, frequently leading to death. On one occasion he supervised a torture in which an inmate was ordered to bite off the testicles of a fellow prisoner; on another, he reportedly sprayed the contents of a fire extinguisher into a victim’s mouth.

In June 1993 Tadic was mobilized for combat duty, but absconded and went into hiding. In August 1993 he went to Germany—first to Nuremberg, then to Munich, where he lived until February 12, 1994. On that day, after he was identified as a war criminal by Bosniak refugees, he was arrested by the German police and indicted for genocide. On April 24, 1995, at the request of the ICTY prosecutor, Tadic was transferred to ICTY custody at The Hague.

Tadic was the first person from any of the wars in the former Yugoslavia to be tried by the ICTY, and the first to appear before an international war crimes tribunal since the Nuremberg and Tokyo war crimes trials at the end of World War II. His trial began in May 1996; he was charged with 12 counts of crimes against humanity, 12 counts of grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, and 10 counts of violations of the laws and customs of war, to all of which he pleaded not guilty. He was tried for the alleged persecution of the Muslim population of Prijedor area, and the deportation of civilians to the camps at Keraterm, Omarska, and Trnopolje. Among the crimes committed were rape, beatings, and killings of civilians, both inside and outside Omarska. Tadic proclaimed his innocence throughout the duration of the trial.

On May 7, 1997, Trial Chamber II of the ICTY found Tadic guilty on 9 counts and partially guilty on 2 counts of crimes against humanity and violations of the laws of war, and on July 14, 1997, he was sentenced to 20 years’ imprisonment.

He appealed the verdict on various grounds, one of which was that the court was illegitimate in its exercise of jurisdiction. Specifically, Tadic argued that the court was illegitimately created through the United Nations Security Council, and that, as such, the United Nations was an executive governmental branch and thus not did not have the power to create a judicial body. On July 15, 1999, and after considerable judicial discussion, an Appeals Chamber denied Tadic’s appeal. At the same time, it modified the original judgment of the Trial Chamber and convicted Tadic of willful killing, torture or inhuman treatment, and murder. Tadic was now considered to be guilty on the basis of individual responsibility, having committed crimes against humanity and violations of the laws or customs of war.

Tadic was transferred to Germany to serve his sentence. According to the Appeals Chamber’s further ruling of January 26, 2000, he could not be released before July 27, 2007; on July 18, 2008, with more than two-thirds of his sentence completed, the ICTY ordered his immediate early release.

The case of Dusko Tadic is significant for several reasons. It was the first case before the ICTY, and Tadic was the first indicted person found to be guilty. Decisions reached by the Appeals Chamber, moreover, added important case-law decisions to international criminal law. Tadic was in fact much more important than his lowly ranked status within the overall structure of Bosnian Serb politics warranted. While the ICTY could not at that time bring the leaders of Serb excesses—for example, Radovan Karadzic or General Ratko Mladic—to trial, Tadic became a test case for what might come later. In this sense, his case became prominent owing to its timing and on account of him being the first ICTY defendant to be found guilty, the case marking an important development in international humanitarian law.
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Ten-Day War 

The Ten-Day War, also known as the Slovenian Independence War, took place from June 27 to July 7, 1991, as a consequence of Slovenia’s independence declaration on June 25, 1991. The brief conflict pitted the Slovenian Territorial Defence (TO) against the Yugoslav People’s Army (YPA), the main federal Yugoslav force headquartered in Belgrade. The Ten-Day War was essentially precipitated by the Slovenes as they prepared to break away from the federated republic. Indeed, Slovene leaders had anticipated Belgrade’s reaction to their independence bid and had been planning for an armed conflict for months.

After Slovenia held democratic elections in April 1990, which were won by the DEMOS coalition, the YPA declared that all territorial defense forces would be disbanded and subsumed by the YPA. This was a clear bid to forestall independence drives among the various Yugoslav republics. The Slovenes tried to circumvent this decree by announcing in late September 1990 that its territorial defense forced would remain intact and under the complete control of the Slovenian government. Simultaneously, the Slovenes created a clandestine command structure for its security forces that would act on behalf of the Slovene government and prepare for a potential confrontation with the YPA. Known as the Manoeuvre Structure of National Protection (MSNZ), this cohort of Slovenian military commanders developed a detailed plan to keep the YPA at bay and protect Slovenia’s anticipated independence declaration. They also purchased weapons from abroad, including light-weight anti-aircraft missiles and anti-tank missiles.

In the late spring of 1990, when the YPA tried to seize control of the TO, the Slovenes cleverly shifted resources and manpower to the MSNZ command structure. This move secretly integrated nearly 21,000 armed troops and police personnel from the TO into the MSNZ command structure. This move was accomplished without the knowledge of federal authorities in Belgrade.

In December 1990, referendums held in Slovenia and Croatia resulted in popular mandates for independence. On June 25, 1991, both nations formally declared their independence. The move was not supported by most Europeans or Americans, who wished to see Yugoslavia remain relatively intact. Slovene authorities were nevertheless well prepared for a potential conflict with Belgrade. The YPA decided to contest Slovenia’s independence but eschewed a major military offensive, fearing that such a move might only embolden Slovenian independence fighters and invite outside intervention.

Realizing that they were badly outgunned by the YPA, the Slovenians wisely decided to take up defensive positions and to wage a guerilla-style conflict if war with the YPA became a reality. On June 26, units of the YPA began moving toward the Italian-Slovene border. This provoked a stiff demonstration by the Slovenes, who nevertheless held their fire, hoping to draw the YPA into their clutches and force them to fire the first shot. At about the same time, according to their pre-arranged battle plan, the Slovenes took control of all border posts and seized Brnik’s airport. This left the TO in a strong defensive position. As if on cue, a YPA unit fired the first shot of the short war at 2:30 p.m. on June 27, 1991. The next 10 days saw sporadic fighting, with the Slovenes fighting mainly from defensive positions and launching hit-and-run raids against YPA forces. However, the fighting remained at a very low intensity, and few civilians were involved.

In the end, some 45,000 Slovenian forces (including 10,000 police) fought to a stand-still a much-better equipped YPA force of 22,500. The Slovenes protected their territory well and did not permit the YPA to launch any major offensives. The war ended on July 7, 1991, with the Brioni Accord, an agreement brokered chiefly by the European Economic Community. That arrangement ended the conflict and protected Slovenian and Croatian independence. It also guaranteed the independence of the TO and Slovenian police and the removal of all Yugoslav military forces from Slovenia by October 1991. On May 22, 1992, Slovenia was admitted to the United Nations as a sovereign state; in 2004, it joined the European Union.

The war claimed 44 YPA deaths and 146 wounded in action. The Slovenes suffered 18 dead and 182 wounded. Twelve foreign nationals, mostly journalists, also died in the fighting. Civilian casualties were light—mainly non-serious injuries—and property damage was negligible.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Thaci, Hashim 

Hashim Thaci is the prime minister of Kosovo and the leader of the Democratic Party of Kosovo (DPK). He was a leading figure in the Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) from the group’s inception until its disbanding in 1999 and was instrumental in promoting the rebel organization’s transition into the police force known as the Kosovo Protection Corps (KPC). His election as prime minister in November 2007 marked the first step toward Kosovar independence, which Thaci officially declared in February 2008.

Thaci was born on April 24, 1968, in the town of Brocna within the larger municipality of Srbica, near Kosovo’s Drenica Valley. Kosovo was then a part of Yugoslavia. He studied history and philosophy at the parallel University of Pristina that had been established, funded, and populated by ethnic Albanians who were fed up with Serb-dominated policies that had taken hold at the main University of Pristina. Thaci became the first president of the student body at the underground Albanian-language institution. He pursued postgraduate work in international relations and the history of Southeast Europe at the University of Zurich in Switzerland and became involved with Albanian Kosovar political organizations in that country, including the growing People’s Movement of Kosovo. After becoming a prominent member of that group, Thaci joined the nascent KLA in 1993.

Operating under the nom de guerre Gjarpni (Albanian for “snake”), Thaci became one of the leaders of the KLA. Among other things, he was initially responsible for KLA arms procurement and training operations and took part in activities in Albania and Kosovo. It is widely rumored that Thaci was involved in underground criminal activities during this period as well, including the smuggling of weapons and goods into Kosovo and dealing with members of organized crime groups in neighboring countries under the guise of an organization known as the Drenica Group. Beginning in 1993, early KLA attacks targeted Serbian police and military forces in an effort to achieve independence through armed resistance, and Thaci allegedly participated in some of these guerrilla operations. After the KLA publicly asserted itself in 1997, however, Thaci emerged as the political leader of the group.

As the public face of the KLA, Thaci engaged in a campaign of public relations and diplomacy amid the chaotic fighting of 1998 and 1999. He was invited to peace talks in Rambouillet, France, in February 1999. It was there that he eventually agreed to an international proposition for Kosovar autonomy wherein the KLA, Ibrahim Rugova’s Democratic League of Kosovo, and the United Democratic League would share political power. The next month, aerial forces of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began air strikes against Serbian targets, and Thaci worked with NATO commander General Wesley Clark to coordinate target selection using KLA ground forces. Also at this time, Thaci organized the Party for the Democratic Progress of Kosovo (PDPK) to distance the political career he envisioned from the military activities of the KLA. After NATO peacekeeping troops and the United Nations Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK) entered the country, Thaci worked to transform the KLA into a regional police force that became the KPC.

By 2000, the PDPK had become the DPK and Thaci was a popular figure in Kosovo. Soon, however, his image and that of the DPK were tarnished as violence against minority Serbs in Kosovo escalated and required intervention by the peacekeeping troops. Thaci and the DPK came in a distant second in 2000 municipal voting and 2001 parliamentary elections. A similar defeat was handed to the DPK in 2003 municipal elections, and the party would remain the primary opposition in the Kosovo Assembly through subsequent parliamentary elections in 2004. Relations between Thaci and some UNMIK officials deteriorated as he consistently championed a radical road to independence. Yet he also began to promote the idea of an independent Kosovo aligned strongly with the European Union (EU). This won him some favor in many countries and established him as an ally of the West but made him an object of scorn in Serbia and that country’s staunch ally, Russia.

Thaci and the DPK won 2007 parliamentary elections by a significant margin with nearly 35 percent of the votes, and Thaci became the prime minister of Kosovo in November 2007. He instantly made it clear that he intended to declare independence for Kosovo at the earliest opportunity. After receiving support from the United States and many EU member states and earning the ire of Russia and Serbia, Kosovo’s independence was finally declared on February 17, 2008. Thaci thus became the first postindependence head of government of the Republic of Kosovo (Republika e Kosoves/Republika Kosovo).
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Tito, Josip Broz 

Yugoslav communist leader, major figure in the Yugoslav resistance during World War II, and leader of Yugoslavia. Born on May 7, 1892, into a peasant family in the village of Kumrovec in Croatia on the border with Slovenia (then part of Austria), Josip Broz was 1 of 15 children of a Croat blacksmith and a Slovene mother. Much of his early life remains obscure. With little formal education, he became a metalworker and machinist. Active in the Social-Democratic Party, he was drafted into the Austro-Hungarian Army in 1913. He fought in World War I and rose to the rank of sergeant, commanding a platoon in a Croatian regiment before being captured in 1915 on the Russian Front.

While in the camp, Broz became fluent in Russian. Released following the March 1917 Revolution, he made his way to Petrograd, where he joined the Bolsheviks but was imprisoned until the Bolsheviks took power in October 1917. He fought on the communist side in the Russian Civil War, but returned to Croatia in 1920 and helped organize the Yugoslav Communist Party (YPJ). Rising rapidly in responsibility and position, he became a member of the YPJ Politburo and Central Committee. It was at this time that he took the pseudonym of “Tito” to conceal his identity. He was imprisoned from 1929 to 1934. In 1937 Josef Stalin appointed Tito to head the YPJ as its secretary-general. Tito knew little of communist ideology, but Stalin was interested in loyalty.
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Following the German invasion of Yugoslavia in April 1941, Tito took command of the communist Partisan resistance movement with the twin goals of fighting the Axis occupiers and then seizing power in Yugoslavia once the Allies had won. Tito and the Partisans did not hesitate to attack German garrisons, sparking retaliation and the execution of many more innocent hostages than Germans slain. Tito’s Partisans became archrivals of the Serb-dominated Chetniks led by General Draza Mihajlovic, minister of war in the Yugoslav government-in-exile in London. The Chetniks eschewed the types of attacks undertaken by the Partisans, rightly fearing German reprisals. In a controversial decision that had far-reaching repercussions for the future of Yugoslavia, in 1943 the British government, which headed the Allied effort to assist the Yugoslav resistance, shifted all support to the Partisans.

By the end of the war, the Partisans had grown to a force of 800,000 people and had in fact liberated most of Yugoslavia themselves, placing Tito in a strong bargaining position with Stalin. Tito attempted to annex the southern provinces of Austria, moving Yugoslav forces into Carinthia, but was prevented in this design by the timely arrival of the British V Corps and was convinced to quit Austrian territory in mid-May 1945.

Tito extracted vengeance on the Croats, many of whom had been loyal to the Axis, as had many Slovenes. Perhaps 100,000 people who had sided with the Axis occupiers were executed by the Partisans without trial within weeks of the war’s end. The majority of German prisoners taken in the war also perished in the long March of Hate across Yugoslavia.

With the support of the Red Army, Tito formed the National Front and consolidated his power. Although superficially there appeared to be a coalition government in Yugoslavia, Tito dominated. In the November 1945 elections for a constituent assembly, the National Front headed by the Partisans won 96 percent of the vote. The assembly promptly deposed Peter II and proclaimed a republic. Yugoslavia’s new constitution was modeled on that of the Soviet Union. Tito elaborated the twin ideas of national self-determination for Yugoslavia’s nationalities and a strong, centralized communist party organization that would be the sole political expression of each national group’s will. Under Tito, Yugoslavia became a federal republic, a beneficial change for a country that had suffered severely from rivalries among its various peoples. Tito also nationalized the economy and built it on the Soviet model.

Following the war, Tito had General Mihajlovic and some other leading Chetniks put on trial under trumped-up charges of collaboration with the Germans. Despite vigorous Western protests, they were executed in July 1946. Equally destructive of European goodwill was the sentencing of Archbishop Aloysius Stepinac to life imprisonment for his anti-Communist role during the war.

For 35 years, Tito held Yugoslavia together by ruling as a despot. In a departure from his past record of sharing hardships with his men, once in power he developed a taste for a luxurious lifestyle. He muzzled dissent, but repression and fear of outside powers, chiefly the Soviet Union, solidified his rule.

In 1948, Yugoslavia was expelled from the international communist movement. The break sprang in large part from Tito’s desire to form under his leadership a Balkan confederation of Yugoslavia, Albania, and Bulgaria. There were also differences with Moscow over Yugoslav support for the communist side in the Greek Civil War, as Moscow lived up to its bargain with Winston Churchill during the war not to contest British control in Greece.

The break with Moscow and fears of a Russian invasion led Tito to build up a large military establishment. In this he was assisted by the West, chiefly the United States. By the time of Tito’s death in 1980, the Yugoslav standing army and reserves totaled 2 million men. To protect his freedom of movement, Tito also joined Yugoslavia to the Non-Aligned Movement, and in the 1960s he became a leader of this group along with Gamal Abdel Nasser of Egypt and Jawaharlal Nehru of India.

Before the break, Tito was as doctrinaire as Stalin. After the schism, Tito became more flexible. He allowed peasants to withdraw from cooperative farms and halted the compulsory delivery of crops. He decentralized industry by permitting the establishment of workers’ councils with a say in running the factories. He permitted citizens more rights in the courts and limited freedom of speech, and he opened cultural ties with the West and released Archbishop Stepinac (although he was not restored to authority). In 1949 Tito even wrote an article in the influential American journal Foreign Affairs titled “Different Paths to Socialism,” giving birth to polycentralism.

By 1954, however, reform had ended. Tito reacted sharply to Milovan Djilas’s proposal to establish a more liberal socialist movement in the country that would in effect turn Yugoslavia into a two-party state. Djilas’s book, The New Class (1957), charged that a new class of bureaucrats exploited the masses as much as or more than their predecessors. Djilas was condemned to prison. Meanwhile, financial problems multiplied. By the end of the 1970s, inflation was surging, Yugoslavia’s foreign debt was up dramatically, its goods could not compete in the world marketplace, and there were dramatic economic differences between the prosperous North and impoverished South that threatened to break up the state.

As long as Tito lived, Yugoslavia held together. In 1974, Tito had set up a complicated collective leadership. The constitution of that year provided for an association of equals that helped to minimize the power of Serbia, diminish Yugoslavia’s ethnic and religious hatreds and rivalries, and keep the lid on nationalism. There was a multiethnic, eight-man State Presidency representing the six republics and two autonomous regions. Each of the six republics had virtual veto power over federal decision making. Djilas claimed that Tito deliberately set things up so that after his death, no one would ever possess as much power as he did.

Tito died in Lubljana on May 4, 1980. In the early 1990s, with the collapse of the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe and the end of the threat of Soviet invasion and with the discrediting of communism, the federal system that Tito had put together came apart in bloodshed and war.
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Tudjman, Franjo 

Franjo Tudjman was the first president of Croatia (1990–1999), and the leader who proclaimed Croatia’s independence from Yugoslavia in 1991. He was born in Veliko Trgovisce, a village in northern Croatia, on May 14, 1922. At the age of 19 he fought with the partisan forces of Josip Broz Tito against Yugoslavia’s Nazi occupiers, and became a communist. After the war he worked in Yugoslavia’s Defense Ministry. In 1957 he attended the national military academy, and advanced quickly to become a major general at the age of 36, the youngest in the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA). Ultimately disillusioned with Serb-dominated Yugoslav communism, however, he left the army in 1961 to take up historical studies, establishing the Institut za historiju radničkoga pokreta Hrvatske, or Institute for the History of the Labor Movement of Croatia, where he served as director until 1967. He was an associate professor of history at the University of Zagreb from 1963 to 1967, which rejected his PhD dissertation, The Causes of the Crisis of the Monarchist Yugoslavia from Its Inception in 1918 to the Collapse in 1946. In 1968, he submitted the same dissertation to the University of Zadar, which awarded him his degree.

In 1967 his ultranationalist expressions saw him dismissed from his teaching post at the University of Zagreb, and he was expelled from the League of Communists. In 1971 he was sentenced to two years’ imprisonment for seeking a more autonomous status for Croatia within Yugoslavia, though he only served nine months—many said, on account of direct intervention from Tito, with whom he and Tudjman shared a friendship. Later, in 1981, a similar situation occurred; this time, he served only 11 months of a 3-year sentence.

As a historian, Tudjman was known as one who could on occasion draw controversial conclusions—for example, attempting to disprove the idea that Croats had practised genocide against Serbs during World War II, or that the murder of Serbs was not a policy of the wartime Ustashe fascist movement, but rather the action of a small number of fanatics. His most controversial work was Wastelands of Historical Truth (1989), in which he argued that history merely repeats itself. To illustrate his point, he wrote that Israel had attempted to reconquer the “promised land” by methods that were reminiscent of the Nazi Final Solution, employing genocidal practices which he described as “Judeo-nazism.” In this work he also asserted that 900,000, and not six million, Jews died in the Holocaust, a historical episode that was, in his view, greatly exaggerated.

In the aftermath of Tito’s death in 1980, Tudjman voiced his version of Croatian nationalism more and more openly, increasingly seeking to assert greater autonomy though stopping short at calling for outright independence. In 1989 he founded the ultranationalist Croatian Democratic Union (Hrvatska demokratska zajednica, or HDZ). The party secured nearly two-thirds of the seats in an election for the Croatian parliament in 1990, and Tudjman was elected president in a landslide victory.

By this time Tudjman had become convinced that Croatia should press for a complete break with Yugoslavia, and his style of nationalism proved popular to nationalistic Croats. His refusal to endorse the Serbs’ traditional place embedded within the Croat constitution, however, inflamed Serb opinion in Croatia. Many Serbs were subsequently purged from their jobs in the police, security forces, and the public sector generally. In August 1990, Serbs in Serb-majority districts loyal to Belgrade rose against Croatia, and with the support of the Yugoslav army they seized a third of the country and declared themselves to be the Republic of Serb Krajina.

By 1991 Tudjman was in the forefront of those advocating secession, as Croatia joined Slovenia in its call for an exit from the unitary Yugoslav state and declared its independence on June 25, 1991. A brutal and bloody war for Croatia’s independence broke out almost immediately. Fending off Serbian military efforts to thwart Croatian self-determination, Tudjman emerged as a national hero. A truce was arranged in January 1992, but hostilities spilled over into Bosnia from April 1992 onward, and Tudjman found himself involved, in one way or another, with the Balkan conflict until 1995.

Having won independence and now claiming a mandate, Tudjman then led Croatian forces into Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1992, in a quest to achieve the Greater Croatia that had been mapped out half a century earlier by the occupying Germans. This at first bought him into conflict with Slobodan Milosevic’s parallel ambitions for a Greater Serbia. Eventually, the two agreed to partition Bosnia and expel the Muslims. The Dayton Agreement of November 21, 1995, and the Paris Protocol of December 14, 1995, blocked this dream.

After the ordeals of the war of independence, Tudjman rebuilt and reequipped the Croatian army with American assistance, and in the summer of 1995 Croatian forces crossed the cease-fire line and recaptured the Krajina region. They drove out over 170,000 Krajina Serbs, mainly to the Serb regions of Bosnia or to Serbia, leading international observers to question whether Croatia under Tudjman was in fact practicing its own form of ethnic cleansing.

Throughout his tenure as president of independent Croatia, Tudjman tried to revive radical ethnic nationalism by frequent references to Croatia’s Ustashe past during World War II, when that movement’s blend of fascism and nationalism won Croatia independence under the partronage of Germany and Italy. Though he claimed not to be a fascist, many of his actions pertaining to national issues made him appear as one: in addition to his ethnonationalist ideas and policies, he also harbored a violent antisemitism. While he was still alive, Tudjman was never indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for war crimes, though documentary evidence uncovered later demonstrated his complicity in planning and authorizing ethnic cleansing against Serbs and Bosnian Muslims in Croat areas. Yet his popularity remained high among Croats, who not only recognized him as the Father of the Nation, but also reelected him twice, in 1992 and 1997. He remained in power until his death in 1999. Overall, he was in continuous office between May 30, 1990, and December 10, 1999.

Tudjman fell ill with cancer in 1993. He recovered, but his health declined further and on December 10, 1999, he died in Zagreb from an internal hemorrhage. Had he lived longer, it has been suggested that he would possibly have been indicted on war crimes charges by the ICTY, and that there would have been sufficient evidence to convict him. This did not happen. Instead, Tudjman is credited as the leader who was successful in guiding Croatia to independence and a measure of respect among the new states of the 21st century.
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Turajlic, Hakija 

Prior to his assassination on January 8, 1993, Hakija Turajlic was the deputy prime minister of Bosnia-Herzegovina. He was born in 1936 in Capljina, in what was then Yugoslavia. Before the outbreak of the Bosnian War in April 1992 he had been an economist and businessman, directing Energoinvest, a joint-stock company established in 1951 specializing in engineering design, research and development, manufacturing, and the like. In this capacity he was able to raise and invest large amounts of money on behalf of the government, in the most part for defense purposes. He also successfully negotiated a number of international commercial contracts, enabling the company to achieve access to world markets.

As a politician, he was known to be a protégé of Bosnian president Alija Izetbegovic, and was well respected for his ability to undertake long sessions of hard work in a democratic and cooperative manner.

On January 8, 1993, as humanitarian supplies from Turkey were arriving at Sarajevo international airport, Turajlic decided it would be useful for him to go to the airport and officially welcome Turkish politician (and later secretary of state) Orhan Sefa Kilercioglu, who accompanied the shipment. Because the road between the capital and the airport came under frequent fire from Bosnian Serb shelling, it was considered too dangerous to allow the Turkish guest to come to the city, so Turajlic chose to do the travelling instead. He elected to travel to and from the airport in a convoy organized by the United Nations Protection Force, UNPROFOR.

With honors completed, and traveling with both Serb and UN guarantees of safe passage in order to return to Sarajevo, his convoy had to return through Serb-controlled territory. At checkpoint “Sierra 4,” held by the Serbian military forces in Kasindolska Street near the Sarajevo airport, two Serbian tanks and 30 soldiers stopped the convoy. Against standing UN procedures, the French troops of the convoy, commanded by one Colonel Sartre, ignored their own orders and instead obeyed those of the Serbs. After a 90-minute stand-off, the Serbs pulled Turajlic and 5 French peacekeepers out of the armored personnel carrier that was protecting him. Turajlic was shot seven times in the chest and head at point-blank range with an AK-47. He died at UN headquarters.

It has been alleged that the French troops of UNPROFOR did not return fire or call for reinforcements, which were less than 400 yards away at French battalion headquarters. When the French vehicle was first stopped, Colonel Sartre purportedly refused to call for help. British troops who arrived on the scene, it has been alleged, were ordered to leave. No French troops, who were supposed to provide protection for Turajlic, were injured during the exchange.

In accordance with Muslim tradition, Turajlic was buried the next day, at the Ali Pasha mosque next to the Bosnian presidency building in Sarajevo. About 300 people attended. There was no coffin for Turajlic’s body. His remains were wrapped in a shroud and buried in one of many pre-prepared graves. As automatic gunfire from Serb snipers reverberated through the hills surrounding Sarajevo, his daughter threw the first soil into the grave.

The response to Turajlic’s murder was one of universal condemnation and regret. On January 9, 1993, Alija Izetbegovic wrote that the Bosnian government was “horrified” by the murder, the more so as it happened “before the eyes of French soldiers.” Bosnian vice president Ejup Ganic said before the funeral that he held UNPROFOR responsible for failing to protect Turajlic, while even the military commander of the Bosnian Serbs, General Ratko Mladic, said he regretted the shooting, promising an investigation and describing the murder as the work of “nervous” soldiers. At the United Nations, however, Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali distanced his organization from the assassination, saying that Turajlic’s murder was the work of a single Serb assailant “acting unilaterally” adding—remarkably—that the Bosnian authorities had not followed proper procedures and that the UNPROFOR troops did not know the identity of their passenger until the Serb gunmen stopped the vehicle and he was forced to show his papers.

The impact of the assassination led to fears that peace talks then underway in Geneva could disintegrate. There was speculation that the Bosnian government could withdraw as a result of Turajlic’s murder, Izetbegovic reacting by saying that the UN-brokered discussions would be suspended in protest. Certainly, the killing strained relations between the Bosnian government and UNPROFOR, with the government expressing that it had little faith in UNPROFOR’s ability to act impartially in the future. The French contingent, in particular, was trusted much less in future operations between Sarajevo and UNPROFOR.

In a further outcome several years later, a former Bosnian Serb soldier, Goran Vasic, was charged with Turajlic’s murder after being arrested in February 1998. On April 13, 2002, the Sarajevo Cantonal Court, acting under the auspices of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia in The Hague, convicted him on two key charges: war crimes against the civilian population of Sarajevo in May 1992, including the illegal detention and expulsions of Bosniaks; and war crimes against a group of prisoners held at Nedzarici detention camp near Sarajevo in 1992, including forced labor and beatings. Vasic was sentenced to six years imprisonment for war crimes, but was acquitted on the charge of having assassinated Turajlic due to a lack of evidence. The court noted that it had not been possible to obtain the bullets found in Turajlic’s body for forensic examination, and the presiding judge regretted that the French UNPROFOR troops who were present at the scene had not appeared as witnesses. These shortcomings were enough to cast doubt over Vasic’s alleged offense, and he was acquitted. The sentence was then reduced by the four years and six months which Vasic had already spent in custody awaiting trial.

In Turajlic’s honor a street in the Dobrinja district of Sarajevo was later named, but a lasting memorial has also been created in the form of a boxing tournament, the Memorijal Hakija Turajlic, which has taken place in Sarajevo every year since 1994 in Turajlic’s memory. Since its inception, more than 400 boxers from 30 countries around the world have participated in the tournament.
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United Kingdom 

The United Kingdom (UK) has been a major diplomatic and military player in the Yugoslav Wars. British involvement may be considered from the point of view of its historical background, its international context, and its domestic political context.

Successive British governments reflect a long history of involvement in the Balkan region dating back to the late-19th-century “Eastern Question,” in which the primary consideration was the protection of communications between Britain and its empire in the East and vital economic interests such as the stabilization of energy supplies. Allied to Serbia in World War I and to those allied powers with the closest involvement in Yugoslavia in World War II, the British government developed very good relations with Yugoslavia after 1945. Consequently the UK approached the recent Yugoslav crisis with a positive commitment to the desirability of preserving Yugoslavia and with a tendency to define the nature of the state and its problems by previous wartime experiences.

When the collapse of Yugoslavia attracted international attention in 1991, the British Foreign Office was already deeply preoccupied with the implications for European security of the demise of Soviet hegemony in Eastern and Central Europe, and of German reunification in particular. In December 1991 the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of Commons began a series of hearings on the Yugoslav situation, and it is significant that committee members titled their report Central and Eastern Europe: Problems of the Post-Communist Era. The Yugoslav problem was set within a frame of the general problems of the redefinition of European security structures. The primary problem was the need for a new continent-wide security system, in relation to which the disturbances in the Balkans were seen as dependent and relatively peripheral.

Yugoslavia was nevertheless deemed to be important because in a situation in which the general outlines of a new configuration of international relations were ill defined, British officials recognized that there was a real danger of localized conflicts within Yugoslavia “spilling over” the entire Balkan region. In the early stages of the conflict, the central objective of British policy in the region might be termed “containment.” An important problem of the new security pattern in the region concerned the relative roles of the United States and European powers. Since World War II a key component of British foreign policy, especially under Conservative administrations, had been support for the Atlantic alliance. The Yugoslav crisis coincided with a shift within Europe from the earlier concept of a common market toward a more ambitious understanding of regional institutions, including the possible development of a common foreign policy. The change was indicated at the time by the redefinition of the European Community as a European Union.

Although the UK was heavily committed to making European institutions such as the Council for Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE), there was still a measure of ambivalence in its policy as well as uncertainty about Europe’s ability to handle the Yugoslav situation alone. Consequently, although British diplomats (Lord Carrington and Lord Owen) played vital roles as representatives of collective European involvement in the crisis, Britain has also been one of the leading supporters of an extension of responsibility to include the United Nations and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and has been actively involved as one of the permanent members of the UN Security Council.

Like all the principal international actors in Yugoslavia, British political figures tended to see the situation to some extent through a prism of domestic issues. U.S. perceptions of military involvement were clouded by the memory of the Vietnam War. German perceptions were influenced by issues of unification and the heavy criticism it had received for its lack of active involvement in the Persian Gulf War. British concerns about the Yugoslav problem were overshadowed by anxieties about devolution in Scotland and the conflict in Northern Ireland, where what had begun as an attempt to secure a temporary respite for politicians in 1968 turned into three decades of costly commitment for the British army. This experience provided the basis for British insistence, as expressed by Lord Carrington, that “there is no point in having a peacekeeping force if there is no peace to keep.” Military engagement made sense only within a context of clearly defined political objectives. Since a divided international community could not agree readily upon such objectives, UK leaders remained cautious about military involvement, though when such involvement was deemed necessary the British army consistently provided a major contribution to the international effort. However, military intervention was always seen as subsidiary to the twin tracks of mediation and diplomacy.

The involvement of the UK in the Yugoslav crisis has had both positive and negative aspects. The commitment to agreed-upon international action has resulted in a slowness to respond that critics have sometimes interpreted as obstructive. At the start of the crisis, however, no one understood how cumbersome the hitherto untested “unusual military activities” mechanism of the CSCE would prove to be. The understandable caution about military engagement resulted in widespread accusations that the UK was simply pro-Serb, but these critics failed to recognize the difference between British intentions and the unsought effects of policy.

The Foreign Office preference that “boundaries should not be disturbed save by agreement” has also been criticized as adherence to legalism in defiance of the realities on the ground. Nevertheless, British reluctance to recognize the independence of Slovenia and Croatia because such recognition would lead to greater difficulties in resolving the situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and related skepticism about the effectiveness of the Badinter Commission, turned out to be justified.

British officials were generally realistic in their assessment of the Macedonian problem, although, while understanding Greek concerns about irredentism, British utilitarianism failed to grasp the symbolic dimension of the issue.

The principled position of the UK with respect to the change of borders broke down once Yugoslavia had disintegrated irretrievably. At this point the UK government hovered unpredictably between support for self-determination (in Macedonia and Bosnia-Herzegovina) and legalism (in Croatia and Kosovo); this indecisiveness again tended to fuel accusations of pro-Serb bias.

In general, far too much emphasis was placed upon the ethnic dimension of the conflict to the exclusion of other aspects of its causes—especially economic factors, which were never seriously considered. Even in the area of ethnicity, policy was clouded by oversimplified and mythological definitions of the situation, which resulted partly from the inability of policymakers in the Foreign Office to listen with sufficient patience to experts in their own research and analysis department.

In spite of early British reluctance to commit troops to the former Yugoslavia, once military forces were engaged, the British contribution was significant, effective, and consistently carried out. Of the maximum deployment of 17,000 troops in the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) (1993), the British contingent reached 6,000, making it the largest national contribution. UNPROFOR II was headed by two British generals at different times: Michael Rose and Rupert Smith. In the Implementation/Stabilization Force (I/SFOR) deployment of more than 60,000 troops, the UK has provided the second-largest (after the United States) contingent, about 13,000. In spite of its problems, the British participation in the Rapid Reaction Force is regarded as marking an important development in NATO practice.

MARKO MILIVOJEVIC AND JOHN B. ALLCOCK
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United Nations 

The United Nations (UN) was one of the main organizational frameworks for the international community’s efforts to contain and end the Yugoslav conflict. Under the UN Charter, the UN Security Council has primary responsibility for matters relating to “international peace and security.” The Security Council quickly became a key forum for international deliberations on the Yugoslav conflict, providing authorization and legitimacy for most international actions. UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 713 of September 1991 imposed an arms embargo on the whole of the former Yugoslavia. UNSCRs 721 and 743 of November 1991 and February 1992 mandated the deployment of the peacekeeping force UNPROFOR (United Nations Protection Force) to UN-protected areas (UNPAs) in the Krajina region of Croatia. UNSCR 757 of May 1992 imposed political and economic sanctions on Serbia. UNSCR 776 of September 1992 extended UNPROFOR’s mandate to Bosnia-Herzegovina. UNSCR 781 of October 1992 established a no-fly zone in Bosnian airspace. UNSCRs 819 and 834 of April and May 1993 established Srebrenica, Tuzla, Gorazde, Bihac, Sarajevo, and Zepa as “safe areas.” UNSCR 827 of May 1993 established the International War Crimes Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. UNSCR 836 of June 1993 authorized UNPROFOR to protect the six safe areas. UNSCR 998 of June 1995 authorized the deployment of the Rapid Reaction Force to reinforce UNPROFOR.

The UN was also heavily involved in many of the operational aspects of international efforts to manage the Yugoslav conflict. Alongside the European Community (EC), the UN jointly managed the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY) from August 1992 until it was superseded by the Contact Group in 1994. Successive UN special representatives to the former Yugoslavia played a central role in international mediation efforts: Cyrus Vance from October 1991 to May 1993; Thorvald Stoltenberg from May to December 1993; Yasushi Akashi from December 1993 to October 1995; and Kofi Annan from October 1995. The UN also organized, commanded, and controlled key peacekeeping efforts: the UNPROFOR, UNPREDEP (UN Preventive Deployment), and UNTAES (UN Transitional Administration for Eastern Slavonia) forces. The UN secretary-general (Javier Perez de Cuellar until January 1992, Boutros Boutros-Ghali after that date) also played an important role in international mediation efforts and as ultimate commander of UN peacekeeping forces. Individual UN commanders also played an important role in shaping the responses of the UN peacekeeping forces to the conflict. Other UN agencies, such as the UN High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR), contributed to international efforts to ameliorate the suffering caused by the Yugoslav conflict.
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The UN’s role in the Yugoslav wars proved highly controversial. The inability of the UN to end the conflict, the repeated violation of UN Security Council resolutions by the various Yugoslav factions, and the inability of UN peacekeepers to prevent ongoing fighting starkly illustrated the limitations of the organization. This humiliation of the UN, and especially its peacekeepers, was most brutally emphasized when the Bosnian Serbs overran the UN-designated safe areas of Srebrenica and Zepa in July 1995. UN special envoy on human rights Tadeusz Mazowiecki resigned in protest at the organization’s failure to protect the safe areas. Critics charged that the UN had utterly failed in the former Yugoslavia. Key officials of the UN, particularly Secretary-General Boutros-Ghali and Special Representative Akashi, were criticized for their reluctance to authorize the use of force (particularly airstrikes) against the Bosnian Serbs and for their concern for the security of UN peacekeepers (as opposed to the victims of the Bosnian conflict). Although there may have been some validity to these criticisms, many people pointed out that the responsibility for the UN’s failures in the former Yugoslavia lies at least as much—and probably much more—with the member states of the organization (especially the major powers). The permanent members of the UN Security Council repeatedly voted for Security Council resolutions that they did not have the will to enforce. Thus, they authorized the UN-designated safe areas but then failed to provide the military forces that the UN secretary-general argued were necessary to defend these areas. Supporters of the UN’s role in the former Yugoslavia argued that, for all its failures, the UN had at least helped to ameliorate or limit the human suffering caused by the conflict and that it could not have done much more unless its members were willing to commit greater resources to support its efforts.

The “failures” of the UN led to its gradual displacement as a central actor in the former Yugoslavia. In 1995, controversial “dual-key” arrangements between the UN and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), requiring the approval of both organizations for the authorization of airstrikes, were removed; this move allowed NATO to undertake airstrikes without specific UN approval in each case. U.S.-led diplomacy, NATO’s sustained airstrikes against the Bosnian Serbs in August–September 1995 (Operation DELIBERATE FORCE), and the Dayton Agreements of November 1995 established the United States and NATO as the key international actors. The Dayton peace agreement has been policed not by the UN, but rather by NATO’s Implementation/Stabilization Force (I/SFOR). Nevertheless, the UN Security Council seems likely to remain an important framework for international discussions of the Yugoslav conflict, and various UN agencies are likely to have a continuing role in international efforts to build a lasting peace in the area.

ANDREW S. COTTEY
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United Nations Protection Force 
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The conflicts that erupted in the former Yugoslavia beginning in 1991 presented United Nations (UN) peacekeepers with unparalleled challenges. As the military conflict intensified and spread from Slovenia and Croatia into Bosnia-Herzegovina, the humanitarian problems increased, manifested in the form of large numbers of refugees and displaced people, as well as extensive violations of human rights, particularly associated with “ethnic cleansing.” The response of the UN took a number of forms.

In August 1992 the United Nations Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR) convened a special session on the human rights situation in the former Yugoslavia. The commission appointed a special rapporteur to investigate violations, and from March 1993 the Centre for Human Rights, the practical arm of the UNCHR, set up field offices in Zagreb and Skopje, as well as later in Sarajevo and Mostar.

In October 1992 the UN Security Council established a commission of experts to examine the evidence of grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions. This move was followed in May 1993 by the decision to establish an International War Crimes Tribunal to prosecute those persons responsible for breaches of international humanitarian law in the former Yugoslavia.

In the face of widespread violations of human rights, the number of refugees rose dramatically. Twelve funding appeals for humanitarian assistance were launched between 1991 and 1995 under the auspices of the UN High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR). The first appeal anticipated that 500,000 people would need help; by September 1995 it was estimated that humanitarian assistance was needed for 3.5 million people, with a funding need of U.S. $823 million.

Provision was made in September 1992 for the establishment of a limited military force, the UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR), with a mandate to intervene in support of the provision of humanitarian aid; this force was authorized to provide protection for UNHCR convoys.

Serious conflict in Yugoslavia first broke out in Croatia. It was initially regarded as an internal affair. The Security Council did not take any formal action on the Yugoslav crisis until September 1991, when it passed UN Security Council Resolution (UNSCR) 713, imposing an embargo on the delivery of arms and other military equipment to the area. On November 9, 1991, the Yugoslav federal presidency asked the Security Council to consider the situation in Croatia and requested the deployment of UN troops to the area. UNPROFOR was established initially for one year and headquartered in Sarajevo, the capital of neighboring Bosnia-Herzegovina; it was later moved to the Croatian capital, Zagreb. From March 1992 until April 1993, UNPROFOR was headed by its force commander. In May 1993 Thorvald Stoltenberg was appointed as special representative of the secretary-general for the former Yugoslavia and became the first civilian head of UNPROFOR. He was succeeded by Yasushi Akashi in January 1994. Between March 1992 and March 1995, there were five military officers who served as force commanders: Lieutenant General Satish Nambiar (of India) from March 1992 to March 1993; Lieutenant General Lars-Eric Wahlgren (of Sweden) from March 1993 to June 1993; Lieutenant General Jean Cot (of France) from June 1993 to March 1994; General Bertrand de Lapresle (of France) from March 1994 to March 1995; and General Bernard Janvier (of France), who took up the post from March 1995. UNPROFOR had three operational commands: UNPROFOR in Croatia (usually referred to as UNPROFOR I), with force commander Major General Eid Kamel Al-Rodan of Jordan in March 1995; UNPROFOR in Bosnia-Hercegovina (usually referred to as UNPROFOR II), with force commander Lieutenant General Rupert Smith of the United Kingdom in March 1995; and UNPROFOR in the Republic of Macedonia (referred to as UNPROFOR III), with force commander Brigadier General Juha Engstrom of Finland in March 1995.

The estimated UN expenditure on the peacekeeping force in the former Yugoslavia between January 1992 and March 1996 was almost U.S. $4.7 billion. This figure includes the costs of UNPROFOR from February 1992 to March 1995, as well as the costs of the UN Confidence Restoration Operation (UNCRO), the UN Preventive Deployment Force (UNPREDEP), and UN Peace Forces Headquarters (UNPF-HQ). As of March 1995, total deployed force strength stood at 38,599 military personnel, including 684 military observers, with contingents from 39 different countries. The force also included 803 civilian police, 2,017 international civilian staff, and 2,615 local staff.

UNPROFOR was the largest and most expensive peacekeeping mission ever deployed by the UN. By 1994, because of experiences in the former Yugoslavia, as well as in Somalia, peacekeeping was the most controversial activity in which the UN was involved. A series of criticisms were made. Some accounts argued that the whole peacekeeping intervention in Bosnia especially was misconstrued and that not only was the peacekeeping force ineffective but more seriously that it made matters worse. The criticism is partly directed against third-party intervention in civil war in general, on the grounds that such interventions cannot be impartial and that their effect is simply to prolong the conflict and thereby, possibly, the suffering. From this kind of argument flows the idea that peacekeeping is an inadequate tool for intervention in active civil wars and that its use should be limited to those conflicts that have been terminated. In these circumstances, where a primarily monitoring presence—based on consent—is required, the tested principles of classical peacekeeping can be applied. The alternative argument is that peacekeeping forces in former Yugoslavia were inadequately equipped to carry out the demanding mandates that they were given. Consequently, peacekeeping should not be scaled back but significantly strengthened in order to secure the humanitarian and political objectives that it has acquired, in addition to its military roles. Thus, the need for new doctrines and concepts of peacekeeping has been argued, embodied in terms such as “peace support operations” and “second-generation peacekeeping.”
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Unprofor I (Croatia)

In November 1991 a cease-fire agreement was reached among Croats and Serbs that included a proposal for a peacekeeping operation. UNPROFOR was eventually established under UNSCR 743 of February 21, 1992. The plan initially called for the deployment of 13,000 troops (12 battalions), civilian personnel, and civilian police. Its main function was to stabilize the situation in Croatia, creating conditions of peace and security within which negotiations for an overall solution could take place. By March 23 advanced deployments of infantry were under way. UNPROFOR was deployed into four sectors within three United Nations protected areas (UNPAs): Sectors North and South covered the Krajina region of Croatia, while Sector West was in western Slavonia and Sector East in eastern Slavonia on the border of the Serb region of the Vojvodina. These UNPAs were areas in Croatia occupied by armed Serb militias, where fighting had been most intense and where there were large proportions of Serbs in the civilian populations.

Within each UNPA the UN force was mandated to stabilize the situation (including the maintenance of “interim” existing arrangements for local administration and public order), demilitarize or effect the withdrawal of armed forces, protect the local population, authorize traffic in and out of the UNPAs, monitor local police forces, and assist in the voluntary return of displaced persons and refugees.

The full deployment of UNPROFOR was delayed by several months, and the force was not fully operational until late June 1992. The late arrival of some elements of UNPROFOR was due to financial wrangling in New York as well as complications created by the outbreak of war in Bosnia. One result of this delay was that “ethnic cleansing” continued virtually unchecked, so that by the time UNPROFOR was operational, most of the area’s non-Serb population had already been expelled from the UNPAs. Although UNPROFOR battalions reported continued violations of the cease-fire and were often restricted in their freedom of movement, they did manage to set up regular patrols, checkpoints, and observation posts, and they began the crucial process of establishing liaison networks.

UN military observers (UNMOs) reported that although elements of the Yugoslav People’s Army (JNA) were withdrawing from the UNPAs, as called for in the cease-fire agreement, they were leaving behind arms and equipment for local Serb militias. This problem became significantly worse when, on April 27, 1992, Serbia and Montenegro formed the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY). In an attempt to establish its credentials and to counter mounting international pressure, the FRY announced the withdrawal of all Serbs and Montenegrins who were serving in the JNA in other republics. This move stranded large numbers of well-armed troops in both Croatia and Bosnia and led to an influx of soldiers into existing militias. In Croatia this meant that UNPROFOR was faced with a far more militarized situation than had been anticipated and would now be responsible for demobilizing a much larger number of militiamen.

During this initial period of UN activity, another unexpected problem arose that would do much to undermine the effectiveness of the operation in Croatia and to increase the complexity of the task. Areas adjacent to the UNPAs (later called pink zones) were held by the JNA but did not come under the UN’s mandate (which was restricted to the UNPAs) or the cease-fire agreement. UNPROFOR again found itself in a position of having to mediate in a tense and difficult situation.

The increasing complexity of the situation meant that UNPROFOR’s mandate was constantly expanding as experience on the ground brought to light further complexities in implementing the original mandate. UNPROFOR became involved in interviewing individuals who had been forced from their homes, organizing patrols to protect such homes, and compiling data on those groups believed to be responsible for the expulsions. Based on a laboriously negotiated agreement over the pink zones, UNPROFOR began monitoring both the withdrawal of the JNA and the activities of local police. UNPROFOR’s tasks were enlarged again when the force was authorized to carry out immigration and customs functions at the international borders of the UNPAs. The mandate of UNPROFOR was further extended in October 1992 when the force was given the responsibility of monitoring the demilitarization of the Prevlaka Peninsula.

At the beginning of 1993, growing frustration on the part of the Croatian government, particularly over the pink zones but also over the return of displaced persons to the UNPAs, led to a major offensive by the Croatian Army (HV) in the southern part of the Krajina (Sector South). A cease-fire agreement based on an earlier Security Council resolution was signed on April 6, 1993. The agreement called for the end of hostilities and the withdrawal of the HV to positions held prior to the incursion of January 22. Over the following nine months, there were two more major offensives by the HV, and the situation in the pink zones and the UNPAs continued to deteriorate. UNPROFOR continued its efforts to mediate between the two sides and to carry out its mandate.

Violations of negotiated cease-fires continued through 1994 and 1995, and in March 1995 the UN secretary-general recognized that it would not be possible to keep UNPROFOR in its present role because of objections by the Croatian government. However, it was also clear that the withdrawal of UNPROFOR from Croatia might have led the war there to escalate; furthermore, the operation in Bosnia could not have been properly supported without the UN support facilities in Zagreb. These concerns were the basis for the restructuring of UNPROFOR at the end of March 1995.

On March 31, 1995, the Security Council decided to replace UNPROFOR with three separate peacekeeping operations: in Bosnia-Hercegovina the mandate and name of UNPROFOR was retained; in Croatia UNPROFOR was replaced by the UN Confidence Restoration Operation; and within Macedonia UNPROFOR III was renamed the UN Preventive Deployment Force. The joint headquarters, based in Zagreb, became known as the United Nations Peace Forces headquarters. Each component was headed by a civilian chief-of-mission and a military force commander.

Unprofor II (Bosnia-Herzegovina)

Over the months following the deployment of peacekeepers in Croatia, the attention of the Security Council and the international media shifted from Croatia toward the troubles of Sarajevo and Bosnia. In response to international pressure and the obvious threat to regional peace and security posed by the conflict, the Security Council progressively stretched UNPROFOR’s mandate, which was originally confined to certain areas of Croatia, to include Sarajevo and eventually to include a large-scale humanitarian relief effort throughout Bosnia. Continued fighting, as well as reports of ethnic cleansing and other atrocities in Bosnia, led the Security Council to pass Resolution 757 on May 30, 1992, under the enforcement provisions of Chapter VII of the UN’s charter (the peacekeeping force in Croatia was not authorized under enforcement provisions). The UN imposed economic sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro and demanded that a security zone be formed around the Sarajevo airport. At the same time, the council began considering a report from Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali that detailed possible alternatives for the protection of humanitarian aid convoys. The concern was that the use of force could compromise not only the peacekeeping operation but also the position of relief agencies operating in the area. Moreover, setting clear and attainable political aims for such enforcement was considered virtually impossible. Boutros-Ghali suggested that negotiating agreements for the transport and delivery of aid would be the preferable option and recommended a more limited operation focused on opening Sarajevo’s airport to relief flights.

Foreshadowing what later would evolve into UNPROFOR II, UNPROFOR’s mandate was extended on June 8, 1992, under UNSCR 758. The Security Council voted to deploy military observers in Sarajevo to supervise the withdrawal of heavy weapons from the city and the surrounding area. This was considered the necessary first step in a process that would eventually see the UN take over control of the Sarajevo airport and secure it for the delivery of humanitarian aid. Progress toward implementation of the new mandate was slow, largely owing to lack of cooperation from the parties and the fragility of the cease-fire. Nevertheless, after tough negotiations, the UN took control of the Sarajevo airport from the Serb militias, whereupon the Security Council passed a resolution authorizing the deployment of more peacekeepers to the area. Despite the arrival of more troops in Sarajevo, the war and the humanitarian crisis continued unabated.

The European peace efforts under Lord Peter Carrington were characterized by a series of brokered and then broken cease-fire agreements, and his tenure as the European Community’s main negotiator ended amid some controversy. In the middle of off-and-on peace talks, Carrington negotiated an agreement with the Bosnian factions that called for supervision of heavy weaponry in and around Sarajevo by UN forces. The Security Council quickly agreed to the plan. Boutros-Ghali complained, however, that the new mandate was not only close to impossible to carry out but had been “thrust” upon UNPROFOR without adequate consultation and without financial and other material commitments. He argued that the UN was already desperately overstretched and needed to pay more attention to crises elsewhere in the world. Eventually the dispute was resolved, but it had contributed to a growing feeling in the European Community and elsewhere that an internationalization of peacemaking efforts and a new negotiating framework were necessary; this feeling led to the establishment of the International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY) based in Geneva.

Between March and July 1992, the humanitarian crisis in Bosnia had worsened considerably. Reports of atrocities in detention camps and widespread ethnic cleansing led to an even greater stream of refugees seeking to escape the war. The work of the international aid agencies became increasingly difficult and dangerous. In one case a UNHCR convoy had to negotiate its way through 90 roadblocks between Zagreb and Sarajevo, many of them manned by undisciplined militias. In view of these difficulties, on May 12, following a report by Under-Secretary-General Marrack Golding, Boutros-Ghali argued in a recommendation to the UN Security Council that Bosnia “in its present phase was not susceptible to the United Nations peacekeeping treatment.” An attack on a UN aid convoy heading for the besieged town of Gorazde at the end of July 1992, however, shifted international opinion toward taking more concerted action in Bosnia. The stalemated peacemaking process served to fan the flames of increasingly adamant demands for enforcement.

Under growing international pressure, the Security Council adopted two resolutions on August 13, 1992, under the enforcement provisions of Chapter VII of the UN’s charter. The first resolution (UNSCR 770) called upon all states to take “all measures necessary” to facilitate the delivery of humanitarian aid to Sarajevo and other parts of Bosnia. It further stated that all detention camps in the former Yugoslavia must be immediately opened for international inspection. A second resolution (UNSCR 771) demanded unimpeded and continued access to all camps, prisons, and detention centers within the territory of the former Yugoslavia.

International response was sluggish, however, even after an Italian transport plane bringing humanitarian supplies into Sarajevo was shot down on September 3, 1992, killing the four crew members. It was not until September 10 that the Secretariat presented its report on a “concept of operations” for Bosnia based on UNSCR 770. The proposal suggested that UNPROFOR’s mandate be extended and the military personnel sent to fulfill UNSCR 770 under the overall direction of the force commander. The Bosnia Command, headquartered just outside Sarajevo in Kiseljak, was subsequently responsible for Sector Sarajevo and four new zones, each with an infantry battalion. Each battalion was responsible for providing protective support to UNHCR-organized convoys inside its own zone.

The Security Council approved the plan on September 14, 1992. Although the operation was authorized under Chapter VII of the UN’s charter, it did not (through to the end of 1993) use force to carry out its mandate. In this situation, peacekeepers were expected to negotiate local agreements and talk their way through the roadblocks that dotted the Bosnian countryside. Eight European countries agreed to contribute to and pay for the new force. By early November 1992, UNPROFOR II comprised 7,000 troops from eight European countries plus an infantry battalion from Canada and a field hospital from the United States. However, the full deployment of peacekeepers was hampered by lack of cooperation from the warring parties and the need to negotiate locally the specific terms of their deployment.

At the beginning of October 1992, the Security Council passed yet another extension of UNPROFOR’s mandate. It authorized the imposition of a ban on military flights in Bosnian airspace and authorized the UNPROFOR to monitor compliance with this resolution (UNSCR 781). The ban lacked the power of enforcement, and by December 1992 the United States confirmed that Serbian planes had flown more than 200 unauthorized flights; by April 1993 the number of flight violations had risen to 500. The UN finally authorized the shooting down of unauthorized aircraft in the no-fly zone. This order was interpreted as a measure of “last resort” and had little impact on the situation.

From the beginning of the civil war in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Muslims were slowly forced back into enclaves and both the UN and the aid agencies were regularly denied access to these areas. In one of the worst cases, in the eastern Bosnian town of Srebrenica, no aid convoys had been allowed through for months. The crisis prompted the Security Council on April 16, 1993, to declare Srebrenica a “safe area” and demand access to the town (UNSCR 819). Canadian troops were allowed into the town two days later, but they were then subject to the same siege, and Serb forces refused to allow either convoys or troop supplies and reinforcements through.

On May 6, 1993, the Security Council voted to add Sarajevo, Tuzla, Zepa, Gorazde, and Bihac to the list of safe areas. Continued noncompliance by Serb militias led the Security Council to pass a resolution under Chapter VII to “ensure full respect for the safe areas” (UNSCRs 824 and 836). The secretary-general, responding to the request of the Security Council, presented a report detailing the new requirements for troop reinforcements and redeployments based on the new mandate. The report suggested that a troop level of 34,000 would be needed to ensure “deterrence through strength” but that the mandate could be implemented, at least initially, with 7,600 new peacekeepers. In establishing and securing the safe areas, UNPROFOR II was given the task of deterring attacks, monitoring a cease-fire, occupying key points in and around the safe areas, and protecting the delivery and distribution of humanitarian relief. In the end the safe areas mandate was not enforced, and by December 1993 only a few thousand troops had arrived—far short of the minimum level needed to do the job. By the end of July 1993, the “safe areas” were so unsafe that a UN special rapporteur on human rights reported that Goracde had been bombarded by Bosnian Serb militia artillery for 18 consecutive days in June, leaving half of the city’s houses destroyed. To complicate matters further, in May 1993 intense fighting broke out between Bosnian Croat forces and the Bosnian army in southern and central Bosnia.

Peacekeepers were increasingly targeted by Bosnian factions, particularly Serb paramilitary groups. By the end of 1993, the ICFY was no closer to reaching agreement in either Croatia or Bosnia, where, according to UN mediator Thorvald Stoltenberg, 69 separate cease-fires had been negotiated and broken.

On February 5, 1994, 69 civilians were killed and nearly 200 injured when the central market in Sarajevo was shelled. In response, the secretary-general requested that the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) be authorized to conduct airstrikes against artillery or mortar positions around Sarajevo that might be responsible for attacks on civilians. A “weapons exclusion zone” of 20 kilometers from the center of Sarajevo was declared, enforced by NATO and monitored by UNPROFOR. However, by the end of March 1994 Bosnian Serb forces launched an attack against the safe area of Goracde, involving indiscriminate shelling of the city and outlying villages. On April 22, following a request from the secretary-general, NATO declared a military exclusion zone around Goracde and threatened airstrikes against Bosnian Serbs if they did not withdraw before the deadline of April 20. Similar zones were declared around the other four safe areas. However, the conflict escalated again in the summer and autumn of 1994 when Sarajevo was repeatedly attacked by snipers, and UNPROFOR called in NATO warplanes to attack Bosnian Serb positions violating the exclusion zone around Sarajevo.

A cease-fire in Bosnia-Herzegovina negotiated by former U.S. president Jimmy Carter, which had come into force on January 1, 1995, failed to last, with violations committed by both Bosnian Serb and Bosnian government forces. Following a military agreement on February 20 between Bosnian and Croatian Serbs, combined Serb forces tightened their blockade of the Bihac enclave in northwestern Bosnia, one of the UN-designated safe areas. Early in March 1995, the governments of Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina concluded a military alliance, and Bosnian government forces started successful offensives against Serb positions on Mount Vlasic near Travnik in central Bosnia, as well as north and east of Tuzla.

Serb forces resumed heavy shelling of Sarajevo in April 1995, and an assault by Bosnian government forces in May aimed at breaking the siege of Sarajevo failed after heavy losses. Late in May, the UNPROFOR force commander in Bosnia, Lieutenant General Rupert Smith, issued an ultimatum to the Bosnian Serbs and to the Bosnian government to withdraw their heavy weapons from a 32-kilometer exclusion zone around Sarajevo. The next day Smith ordered bombing raids by NATO aircraft against Serb weapons stores near their headquarters at Pale, whereupon in retaliation the Serbs initiated hostage taking of over 300 UN soldiers. The last of the hostages were all released by June 18 following mediation by President Slobodan Milosevic of Serbia.

With mounting pressure for more decisive and forceful action against Serb attacks, in early June 1995 defense ministers from NATO and other countries decided to create a 14,000-strong Rapid Reaction Force consisting of British, French, and Dutch troops to support UN units and to protect the remaining safe areas. However, the Serbs captured the safe area of Srebrenica in July, having previously disarmed the Dutch battalion stationed there. The safe area of Zepa fell to the Serbs in the same month.

In August 1995, Serb forces suffered a series of military defeats at the hands of Croatian and Bosnian government forces in western and central Bosnia, losing a significant amount of territory. Most significantly, the U.S. government began to pressure parties to the conflict in Bosnia to agree to peace talks and on October 5 secured a general cease-fire agreement. On November 1, 1995, under the auspices of the U.S. government, negotiations began in Dayton, Ohio, that were to end the conflict in Bosnia. UNPROFOR ceased to exist on December 20, 1995, when authority was transferred to the Implementation Force.

OLIVER P. RAMSBOTHAM AND TOM WOODHOUSE

See also: Bosnian Safe Areas; Ethnic Cleansing and Genocide in Bosnia and Croatia, 1991–1995; Rose, Michael; Sarajevo, Siege of; Smith, Rupert; Srebrenica, Dutch Peacekeepers; Srebrenica Massacre; Turajlic, Hakija; Vukovar, Croatia


Further Reading

Rieff, David. Slaughterhouse: Bosnia and the Failure of the West. London: Vintage, 1995.

Rohde, David. A Safe Area, Srebrenica: Europe’s Worst Massacre since the Second World War. London: Pocket Books, 1997.



United States 

The United States of America did not play a major role in the early years of the Yugoslav conflict, but from 1994 it gradually came to play a central part in international efforts to end the conflict. During 1990–1991, the George H. W. Bush administration’s attention was focused on a number of other major international issues: President Mikhail Gorbachev’s reforms in the Soviet Union, the process of German unification, the Persian Gulf War, and the Soviet coup attempt with subsequent disintegration of the Soviet Union. Having been a supporter of Yugoslavia (against the Soviet Union) during the Cold War and fearing the precedent that the breakup of Yugoslavia might set for the Soviet Union, the United States supported the maintenance of the Yugoslav federation. In June 1991 Secretary of State James Baker made the United States’ continued support for Yugoslavia clear in a speech in Belgrade. Many analysts suggest that this effectively gave a “green light” for Serbia to attack Croatia the following week. Seeking to reduce its Cold War commitment to Europe, the Bush administration then encouraged the European Community (EC) to take the lead in diplomatic efforts to end the conflict and signaled that it would not deploy ground forces for any peacekeeping or peace enforcement operation. This relative disengagement from the conflict formed the basis of U.S. policy for the next two years.

Within the United States, however, criticism gradually emerged of both the George H. W. Bush administration and European efforts to end the conflict. Within the U.S. Congress, there was little support for the deployment of U.S. ground forces to the former Yugoslavia. There was support, however, for the use of U.S. airpower against the Bosnian Serbs and for the lifting of the arms embargo against the Bosnian Muslims (in order for the latter to defend themselves). Candidate Bill Clinton also criticized the Bush administration for its policy toward the Yugoslav conflict in the 1992 U.S. presidential elections. When the Clinton administration came to power in 1993, it undertook a major review of policy toward the Yugoslav conflict, committing itself to a more active role and to a policy of “lift and strike” (i.e., lifting the arms embargo against the Bosnian Muslims and supporting them with airstrikes against the Bosnian Serbs). In May 1993 U.S. secretary of state Warren Christopher toured European capitals seeking support for this new policy. The United States’ European allies (particularly Britain and France, the largest contributors to the United Nations Protection Force [UNPROFOR] peacekeeping force) rejected the U.S. policy. They argued that airstrikes would make their troops on the ground targets of retaliation, that lifting the arms embargo would only intensify the bloodshed, and that the United States should also provide ground forces. The dispute created real bitterness between the United States and its European allies and seriously undermined the unity of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).

Despite the apparent defeat of its proposed lift-and-strike policy, the United States gradually began to play a greater diplomatic and military role in the former Yugoslavia. In March 1994, U.S.-led diplomacy resulted in the establishment within Bosnia-Herzegovina of the Muslim-Croat Federation, itself to be confederated with Croatia. In the spring of 1994, the Contact Group (the United States, Russia, United Kingdom, France, and Germany) replaced the joint EC-UN International Conference on the Former Yugoslavia (ICFY) as the main diplomatic forum for the Yugoslav conflict. From this point on, the United States began to play a greater role in international diplomacy toward the conflict, shaping the Contact Group’s proposals. As discussions emerged on the possible withdrawal of UNPROFOR, the United States agreed for the first time that it would be willing to deploy ground forces in the former Yugoslavia in a possible NATO-led operation to evacuate European forces. The United States also deployed 300 ground troops as part of the UNPREDEP peacekeeping force in Macedonia.

There remained strong support within the United States for the ideas underlying the proposed policy of lift and strike. In November 1994, the U.S. Congress voted to forbid U.S. participation in enforcing the arms embargo (although this was a largely symbolic step, since the U.S. government did not actually start supplying arms). From 1994 on, the Clinton administration “turned a blind eye” to (and perhaps actively encouraged) the building up of the military strength of Croatia and the Bosnian Muslim-Croat Federation, enabling the latter forces in summer and autumn 1995 to reverse earlier Bosnian Serb military advances. Fears for the unity of NATO, the risk of a chaotic withdrawal of UNPROFOR (with U.S. forces involved), and the massacre in Srebrenica in July 1995 prompted more active U.S. engagement. The deployment of the Rapid Reaction Force to support UNPROFOR, as well as the withdrawal of peacekeepers from vulnerable positions, paved the way for the NATO-led airstrikes against the Bosnian Serbs in August–September 1995, in which the United States played a central military role. U.S. diplomat Richard Holbrooke emerged as a central actor at this point, brokering what were to become the Dayton Agreements. In essence, the Dayton accord was a U.S.-designed agreement—reflecting the extent to which the United States had now come to play the central diplomatic and military role in the international response to the Yugoslav conflict.

Under the Dayton Agreements, furthermore, the United States agreed for the first time to deploy ground forces in Bosnia, providing 20,000 of the 60,000 troops in NATO’s Implementation Force (IFOR). The U.S. Congress, however, remained wary of any long-term commitment of forces to Bosnia. Thus, IFOR’s initial mandate was for one year only (to the end of 1996). Toward the end of 1996, the United States agreed to an extension of the mandate of IFOR (now renamed the Stabilization Force—SFOR) to mid-1998, including a continued U.S. commitment. Early in 1998, the United States agreed to a further (and this time largely open-ended) extension of SFOR’s mandate, again including a large U.S. component. The United States also continued to play an important diplomatic role in the Bosnian peace process, in bringing pressure to bear on the Serbian and Croatian governments, and in international efforts to prevent conflict in Kosovo and Macedonia. There remained, however, doubts about the extent of U.S. domestic support (especially in Congress) for a long-term military commitment to support peace in the former Yugoslavia.
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Ustashe 

The Ustashe (literally, “rebels”) was an extreme right-wing Croat nationalist movement that fought for the secession of Croatia from Yugoslavia prior to and during World War II. Following the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918, the Croat nationalists were disappointed to see their dreams of an independent Croatia crushed with the establishment of a new multi-ethnic state, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Croat radical nationalism eventually expressed itself in the creation of the Ustashe, which employed terrorist means in order to achieve its nationalist ambitions of an independent state.

The start of World War II provided the Ustashe with an opportunity to try to establish an independent Croatia. In 1941, the Ustashe came to power with the support of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy and formed a fascist puppet state in Croatia. Governed by Ante Pavelic (1889–1959), Croatia incorporated Bosnia and Herzegovina and had a significant Serb population. The Ustashe pursued a policy of ethnic cleansing against Jews, Roma, Muslims, and Serbs in territories under its control. It established a network of concentration camps, the largest of which was Jasenovac (about 60 miles south of the Croatian capital of Zagreb) that became as notorious in the Balkans as Auschwitz was in Nazi-occupied Poland. Implemented with merciless brutality, the Ustashe’s extermination policies were responsible for the deaths of more than 500,000 Serbs, 20,000 Roma, most of the country’s Jews, and untold thousands of political opponents. Well over 150,000 Serbs fled or were deported from Croatia, and as many as 200,000 Orthodox Christian Serbs were forced, often at gunpoint, to convert to Roman Catholicism.

Yugoslavian resistance to the Germans and their supporters, the Croatian Ustashe and Serbian General Milan Nedic’s government, centered on two factions. Colonel Dragoljub “Draza” Mihajlovic, who strongly supported restoration of the monarchy, set up the Chetniks (named for Serb guerrillas who had fought the Turks) while Josip Broz Tito, leader of the Yugoslav Communist Party since 1937, headed the second resistance group, the Partisans, which were particularly active in Montenegro, Serbia, and Bosnia. After failing to develop a cooperative approach against the Germans and Ustashe, Tito and Mihajlovic turned against each other. Ultimately, the Partisans gained an upper hand and by the end of the war, their numbers swelled to over half a million men.

After the war, Tito Partisans exacted vengeance on their opponents, including the Ustashe and Chetniks. Within weeks of the war’s end, the Partisans had executed without trial up to a quarter of a million people who had sided with the Germans, most of them Croats. However, many of the Ustashe leaders were able to flee to safety in South America. Pavelic himself fled to Argentina, where he reorganized the Ustashe in exile. He was, however, wounded in an assassination attempt in Madrid in 1957, and died two years later from his injuries.
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Vance-Owen Peace Plan 

The Vance-Owen peace plan was devised by Cyrus Vance, the United Nations (UN) peace envoy, and Lord David Owen, the European Union (EU) mediator. It was presented in January 1993, some nine months after the start of the conflict in Bosnia. The plan was guided by a desire to preserve Bosnia-Herzegovina as a multiethnic unitary state by formalizing the internal distribution of territories on the basis of ethnicity with regard to both the geographical and the historical contexts.

This goal was to be achieved by instituting 10 provinces (usually referred to as “cantons”), each with substantially devolved powers. This geographical solution could hardly be described as neat, given the historically diverse and intermingled distribution of the three communities: Serb, Croat, and Muslim. Three of these provinces were to be mainly Muslim, 3 mainly Serb, and 2 mainly Croat; in the center-west it proved difficult to characterize the proposed 10th province as other than mixed Muslim-Croat, and in the case of Sarajevo itself (province 7) all 3 of the ethnic groups were to share power. Sarajevo was also to be the seat of a weakened central government for Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Of the parties to be convinced, only the Croats could accept the cartography with readiness, as it offered them scarcely less than their highest expectation. The mainly Muslim Bosnian government could not support a diminution of their central powers, nor what in their eyes involved ethnic manipulation, but they eventually accepted it under international pressure in their expectation that the Serbs would not agree to it in any case. This left the Serbian government in Belgrade to be persuaded to put pressure upon the Bosnian Serbs to accept. Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic was himself under pressure from a new round of proposed international economic sanctions, but he was prepared to put the plan to the Bosnian Serbs in return for certain clarifying assurances. These assurances related to (1) the potentially Croat-controlled Posavina Corridor that linked the Serbs of Banja Luka and the northwest with Serbia “proper”; (2) the control of territories already taken and “Serbianized” by the Bosnian Serbs but that would now be returned to Croat/Muslim administration; and (3) the question of whether the collective presidency proposed under the Vance-Owen Plan would operate on the basis of majority voting or consensus. Having been assured of the role of the UN forces in relation to the first two points and of the principle of consensus (which could effectively imply a veto) in relation to the last, Milosevic felt able to sell the plan to the Bosnian Serbs as one that they could manipulate toward the formation of a unified Serb state on Bosnian territory. After protracted pressure, Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic was persuaded in an environment of ultimatum at Athens on May 2, 1993, to agree to the plan, with his proviso that it be ratified by the Bosnian Serb parliament in Pale.

This was the closest that the Vance-Owen Plan came to fruition. Cyrus Vance himself felt able at this point to effect his previous indication that he would retire, and David Owen affirmed his faith in Milosevic to prevail at Pale; in fact, however, the Bosnian Serb parliament voted by almost 5 to 1 in favor of a referendum, and the plan was effectively dead, as a referendum would undoubtedly have resulted in the plan’s rejection.

Owen himself was later to complain of the change in, and lack of, support that he received from the new administration of the United States. The Vance-Owen Plan had been well intended in the context of a search for a multiethnic solution, but the price of failure was bound to be high in leaving a potentially worse situation than had previously been in place; the plan had now firmly implanted on all sides the notion of territoriality and preemptive gain. Furthermore, if only temporarily, it reopened the conflict between Croats and Muslims and undermined the influence that the Belgrade government had hitherto held over the Bosnian Serbs. A plan designed for peace had (unintentionally) escalated the war.
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Vukovar, Croatia

Vukovar is a city located in eastern Croatia at the confluence of the Vuka and Danube rivers. During the dissolution of Yugoslavia in 1991, Vukovar was besieged and virtually destroyed by the Yugoslav People’s Army (Yugoslav National Army, JNA), aided by various Croatian-Serb militias. Vukovar’s population in 1991 was approximately 47,500. Of that population, 47.2 percent were Croats, and 32.3 percent were Serbs.

The siege and battle of Vukovar began in earnest on August 25 and ended on November 18. JNA forces subjected the city to near-constant aerial bombardment and artillery shelling. JNA forces numbered about 36,000, while Vukovar’s defenders, mainly the lightly-armed Croatian National Guard, numbered only 1,800–2,000 personnel. Despite being poorly armed and greatly outnumbered, however, the defenders put up a heroic fight, lasting 87 days before finally capitulating.

The fighting and bombardment forced at least 32,000 people, mostly Croats, out of the city. A sizable number were herded into JNA concentration camps, where many were abused and/or killed. Others were killed in air and artillery raids or were executed by Serb militiamen and JNA troops within the city. The goal of the JNA was to ethnically cleanse the city of Croats, which it largely accomplished. By October 1991, the city’s population had plummeted to just 15,000. The fighting at Vukovar completely destroyed large parts of the city, and it was the scene of the worst devastation among all the Yugoslav Wars fought between 1991 and 1999.

On the last day of the fighting, about 400 refugees, including the sick and wounded, who had taken refuge in a hospital in Vukovar, surrendered to the Serbs. Expecting to be evacuated to safety, most were transported to an abandoned pig farm outside Vukovar, where they were systematically massacred on November 20–21. It is believed that some 250 people died there. In all, at least 2,000 civilians and Croat defenders died during the siege of Vukovar; another 800 were declared missing and presumed dead. Some 32,000, mostly non-Serbs, had been displaced and rendered refugees. Mass graves are still being found in Vukovar and its surrounding areas, attesting to the grim events in 1991.

As a consequence of the December 1995 Dayton Agreement, Vukovar was placed under a United Nations (UN) administrative mandate, and in 1998 it became part of Croatia. Today, the city has a population of approximately 28,000, of whom 57.4 percent are Croats and 34.9 percent Serbs. Not surprisingly, a deep ethnic chasm continues to exist between Vukovar’s Croatian and Serbian populations. The city has been very slow to recover, and much of the destroyed infrastructure remains in ruins. Unemployment continues to hover near 40 percent. Beginning in the early 2000s, several Serb political and military commanders were indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia for their role in the events at Vukovar. Several have since been convicted of war crimes and crimes against humanity. Among those so indicted was Serbian strongman Slobodan Milosevic, who had a litany of charges brought against him. He died in 2006, however, while his trial was still in progress.
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Vulliamy, Ed

Ed Vulliamy is an award-winning British journalist and writer, recognized internationally for his reporting on the Bosnian War between 1992 and 1995. Born on August 1, 1954, he was educated at University College School, and graduated from Hertford College, Oxford, and the University of Florence. He is currently the U.S. correspondent for The Observer, maintaining homes in London and Arizona.

Between 1997 and 2003 he was New York correspondent for The Observer and Rome correspondent for The Guardian. He covered the fall of the Berlin Wall and the downfall of communism in Eastern Europe, the September 11 attacks on the United States in 2001, and the outbreak of the war in Iraq in March 2003.

When covering the war in Bosnia in 1992 he was among the first journalists, after five days of negotiation with Bosnian Serb authorities, to manage to argue his way into the network of concentration camps operating in northwest Bosnia. His shocking reports subsequently brought world attention to the horrors of the camps at Omarska and Trnopolje.

In 1994 he wrote a book, Seasons in Hell: Understanding Bosnia’s War, which detailed what he saw at first hand of the genocidal “ethnic cleansing” campaigns against Bosniak civilians during 1992 and 1993. Vulliamy’s reportage of the Serb and Croat war against the Bosniaks provided a firsthand appreciation of the carnage, in the words of both victims and participants. As his personal account of what he experienced, Vulliamy tried to make sense of the Bosnian catastrophe for the outside world, chronicling his observations of the terror and forced resettlement that were a characteristic of the conflict. His book provided scenes in which drunken thugs and uniformed lynch mobs perpetrated outrages and atrocities against civilians, including the systematic rape of women. He described how the betrayal of Bosnia by diplomats from the UN and the EU allowed much of this to happen, by denying the Bosniaks the means to defend themselves against the horror while at the same time doing all they could not to intervene to stop the bloodshed.

Vulliamy has shown himself to be a strong believer in the duty of journalists to testify in matters of humanitarian law, and since the Bosnian conflict has lectured extensively on the subject. His opinion is that the traditional frameworks within which a war correspondent operates have changed across the decades, particularly over the issue of impartiality and the moral duty to bear witness.

Some critics of Vulliamy’s reporting of the Bosnian War have held that his accounts seemed to have abandoned objectivity, advocating a position in which the moral imperatives of the situation demanded that the world know and judge the Bosnian Serbs accordingly. In this, his approach was not unlike that of some other journalists, such as CNN correspondent Christiane Amanpour and Newsday’s Roy Gutman. Both held that journalistic impartiality in the face of genocide was unacceptable, and that there are times when the role of the objective observer must give way to the greater moral duty to serve as a witness to atrocity. Vulliamy went even further. After the war, in 1996, he became the first journalist to testify in an international war crimes trial, giving evidence for the prosecution in three trials at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia in The Hague.

So committed was he to publicizing the pain of Bosnia that he also filmed a personal television essay for the BBC, entitled Bosnia’s Last Testament (1993). In 1995 he wrote an award-winning retrospective series of 12 investigative articles entitled “Bosnia: The Secret War,” and in 1996 he recorded a half-hour radio essay on Bosnia for the BBC series “Points of Departure.”

On October 29, 2009, after learning that Amnesty International had invited one of his chief critics, the American professor Noam Chomsky to lecture in Northern Ireland, Vulliamy wrote an open letter to Amnesty protesting the invitation. His chief objection was that Chomsky, for what Vulliamy identified as purely political reasons not grounded in scholarship, was a denier of the Bosnian horrors (particularly the concentration camps), and that Chomsky and others like him, while pretending neutrality over Bosnia, are actually apologists for the regimes of Slobodan Milosevic and Radovan Karadzic. Vulliamy denounced Chomsky as one who has tried to debunk the story of the concentration camps as fakes, a stance which Vulliamy found puzzling and dismaying. He considered Amnesty’s invitation wrong, and for its action he publicly resigned.

For his work on Bosnia, Vulliamy received numerous British journalism awards over several years. These include Granada Television’s Foreign Correspondent of the Year Award for 1992; the James Cameron Memorial Award for journalistic excellence in 1994; International Reporter of the Year in 1993, 1994, and 1996; Foreign Reporter of the Year in 1993 and 1997; and (ironically, given subsequent developments) Amnesty International Newspaper Reporter of the Year in 1992.
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Women in Black 

In December 1987, when nine Jerusalem women dressed entirely in black stood in silent vigil to protest Israel’s occupation of Palestinian territories, Women in Black (WIB) was born. Garnering massive public attention, even as passersby hurled threats and insults at the women and Israeli media vilified them, WIB protest vigils quickly materialized in 39 Israeli towns, inspiring women worldwide to adopt the Israeli group’s tactics and adapt their philosophies. Though it has no organizational hierarchy or official leadership, WIB constitutes a large transnational network comprised of over 200 cells in at least 30 countries, each with its own unique character, primary causes, and autonomous practices. Among the most active and effective is Serbia’s Women in Black cell, Zene u Crnom (ZuC).

In October 1991, ZuC held their first weekly vigil in Belgrade’s Republic Square. Their initial purpose was to resist Serbia’s increasingly exclusive nationalist climate and stand united in multiethnic tolerance and solidarity with women across Yugoslavia. Yet, women’s opportunities for meaningful participation in Serbian public and civic life diminished as Serbian nationalism grew. ZuC empowered women with a voice in a society that increasingly discounted them, and their ranks swelled as did their determination. As ZuC became the sole public voice opposing Slobodan Milosevic’s nationalist regime and their aggressive wars, Milosevic officially labeled ZuC “trouble makers,” banning their antiwar activities. As their vigils continued throughout the Croatian and Bosnian Wars (1991–1995) and the Kosovo conflict (1998–2000), Serbian nationalist thugs constantly verbally and sometimes physically assaulted the women, often in full view of the Serbian police. ZuC activists were openly threatened in the Serbian press, billed “traitors” in the Serbian parliament, and mocked on national television. Still, since 1991, ZuC has organized nearly 1,000 protests, performances, marches, and educational programs throughout the former Yugoslavia, and has maintained multiethnic solidarity to resist the discrimination embedded in nationalist politics and oppose the legitimacy of nationalist politicians.

As the ex-Yugoslav conflicts ended, the scope of ZuC’s activism expanded. ZuC continues to challenge and disrupt the inherently intertwined ethno-nationalist agendas, increasing religious fundamentalism, and gender injustice throughout Serbia and the broader region, while actively pursuing a feminist approach to post-conflict transitional justice. To this end, ZuC works with both locally rooted and international NGOs (non-governmental organizations), as well as national, regional, and supranational governing and legal bodies. One of ZuC’s main goals is to gain Serbian public and political acknowledgment of responsibility for the crimes committed in Srebrenica and subsequent reparations for the survivors. ZuC also works closely with victims and survivors groups (such as Mothers of Srebrenica) throughout ex-Yugoslavia, with specific attention to local knowledge and community-based approaches to social repair.

In addition, ZuC is involved in a range of initiatives to identify and combat oppression. In conjunction with regional anti-fascist/anti-nationalist activists, ZuC advocates for greater human and civil rights for Serbia’s Roma population, and greater social inclusion and legal protections for the LGBT community. Giving specific attention to war’s gendered effects, ZuC lobbies for the national and regional implementation of United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolution 1325, which deals with issues of peace, security, and equality for women, and works with national and international institutions to promote women’s human rights in Serbia, and broader global gender justice.

The bravery of ZuC activists in conjunction with their unwavering commitment to global gender justice, their unflagging dedication to peace, and their indefatigable determination to oppose all forms of discrimination and fundamentalism, has earned Serbia’s Women in Black, and their coordinator, Stasa Zajovic, multiple international awards including the Millennium Peace Prize (2001), and multiple nominations for the Nobel Peace Prize (1994, 2001, 2005).
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Yugoslav Wars

The Yugoslav Wars were a series of conflicts resulting from years of increasing ethnic antagonism in the former nation of Yugoslavia. The outbreak of hostilities was precipitated by the death of communist leader Josip Broz Tito in 1981 and the subsequent collapse of the Cold War and communism.

Under Tito’s regime, small-scale ethnic clashes and religious rivalries were quickly restrained. Following Tito’s death, a nationalistic movement supplanted the League of Communists in Yugoslavia, and Slobodan Milosevic gained power. On May 8, 1989, Milosevic was elected president of Serbia. As it became clear that Milosevic was intent on Serbian authority over the entire region, Croatia and Slovenia declared their independence from Yugoslavia on June 25, 1991. Consequently, the Bosnian Serbs, led by Milosevic, launched a campaign of ethnic cleansing against the Muslim and Croat population.

On June 27, 1991, Bosnian Serbs, supported by the Yugoslav Army, failed to quell the insurgent Slovenian forces with tanks. Fighting began between Croats and local Serbs in Croatia. Slovenia’s war for independence lasted only a month with fewer than 70 deaths reported. Croatian secessionist forces pitted against Serb rebels (supported by the Yugoslav Army) continued fighting for another six months with roughly 10,000 reported deaths. On December 19, 1991, rebel Serbs declared independence in the Krajina region, which constituted almost a third of Croatia. On December 21, local Serb leaders in Bosnia and Herzegovina declared a new republic independent from Bosnia.

On January 3, 1992, the United Nations (UN) successfully brokered a cease-fire agreement between the Croatian government and rebel Serbs. After many subsequent breaches, the UN Protection Force installed 14,000 peacekeeping troops in Croatia. That installation was eventually expanded to include help in the delivery of humanitarian aid for those affected by the ongoing hostilities. On March 3, the Bosnian Muslim and Croat population voted for independence in a referendum denounced by Bosnian Serbs.

On April 6, 1992, Bosnian Serbs took possession of Bosnia’s capital city of Sarajevo. War broke out between Bosnian government forces and the rebel Serbs, and war ensued. In May, UN sanctions were implemented against Serbia for support of rebel Serbs in Croatia and Bosnia. As heavy fighting continued throughout January 1993, the Serbian rebel hold on Sarajevo was maintained. The UN and European Union peace negotiations failed while war broke out in Bosnia once more—this time between Muslims and Croats, who fought over the remaining 30 percent of Bosnia not already claimed by the Bosnian Serbs. On April 13, 1993, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) began air patrols over Bosnia to enforce a UN ban on flights in the region.

On February 6, 1994, Serbian rebels launched a shell into Sarajevo’s central marketplace that killed 68 people. In retaliation, NATO jets shot down four Serbian aircraft as hostilities continued to escalate in the region. This marked the first time that NATO had used force since its inception in 1949. On March 18, 1994, Bosnian Muslims and Croats signed a U.S.-brokered peace agreement. On April 10, NATO launched its first air strikes against the Serbs in Grazed.

Bosnian Serbs and the Bosnian government signed a truce facilitated by former U.S. president Jimmy Carter on January 1, 1995. However, when the agreement expired four months later, the Muslim-led government refused to renew the terms, and fighting escalated once more. Serbs continued to assail Sarajevo, while on May 26, 1995, NATO air strikes created a crisis situation in which 350 UN peacekeepers were taken hostage by Bosnian Serbs. The Serbian government (in a bid to improve relations with the West) helped to arrange the hostages’ release.

Hosted by the United States, peace talks began on November 1, 1995, near the Wright-Patterson Air Force Base in Dayton, Ohio, at the Begrime Conference Center. While Serbian president Milosevic claimed support for the peace talks, Serbian general Ratko Mladic proclaimed that he would fight the terms of the forthcoming peace accord. As the talks continued, the first NATO peacekeeping troops arrived in Sarajevo.

On December 14, the Dayton Agreement (1995) was signed in Paris, France. The terms of the agreement granted 51 percent of Bosnia to the Bosnian-Croat federation and 49 percent to the Serbs. While this agreement officially ended the war, as Serbs withdrew occupation forces in the region granted to the Bosnian-Croat federation, they destroyed what little was left intact in the aftermath of the conflict, and sporadic fighting continued.

Following a U.S. bombing of Kosovo in 1998 and the winding down of the war, Milosevic remained in power despite being declared a war criminal. Finally brought to justice in the year 2000, Milosevic’s trial began at The Hague on September 26, 2002.

REGINA RAINWATER
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Yugoslavia

The Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia was a communist Balkan nation that existed from 1945 to 1991. The successor to the Kingdom of Yugoslavia (an earlier nation comprising roughly the same territory that was formed in 1929), communist Yugoslavia included the modern-day independent nations of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia, and Slovenia.

In the early 1990s, the nation splintered as its various republics declared their independence. Led by Slobodan Milosevic, the Serb-dominated Yugoslav government fought a bloody civil and ethnic war against Croatia and Bosnia in which Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks (Bosnian Muslims) committed numerous atrocities. It was during the Balkan conflicts of the 1990s that the term “ethnic cleansing” came into wider usage. During the war and after the conflict ended with the 1995 Dayton Agreement, the remaining parts of Yugoslavia (Montenegro and Serbia) renounced communism and dropped the “socialist” title from the country’s name.

The name Yugoslavia was completely abandoned in 2003 in favor of the name State Union of Serbia and Montenegro. That nation too ceased to exist in May 2006, when Montenegrins voted to become independent. Serbia, although significantly smaller than the previous incarnations of the old nation, is considered to be the official successor to Yugoslavia.
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Yugoslavia People's Army 

The most powerful military force during the Yugoslav Wars of the 1990s and formerly one of the power centers within the ruling League of Communists of Yugoslavia (SKJ), the Yugoslav Peoples’ Army (Jugoslovenska narodna armija—JNA) was strongly identified with Communist Yugoslavia throughout its existence. Upon the demise of the former Yugoslav federation and the descent into civil war in 1990–1991, the JNA high command attempted to preserve the federation by force and maintain its own institutional autonomy, but it failed in both endeavors, becoming an exclusively ethnic Serb military force subordinated to the Serbian state. Following the Bosnian Serb victories in Bosnia-Herzegovina in April 1992, the JNA was formally disestablished and divided into two separate but related entities, the Bosnian Serb Army (BSA) and the Army of Yugoslavia (Vojska Jugoslavije—VJ).

Originating in World War II (1941–1944) when the Communist Party of Yugoslavia organized the National Liberation Army (NLA) to fight a Partizan struggle, the Army of Yugoslavia was formally created on March 5, 1945. Thereafter, Yugoslavia’s military alliance with the Soviet Union turned the force into a virtual carbon copy of the Red Army. Following the historic split between Yugoslav leader Josip Broz Tito and Soviet leader Joseph Stalin in June 1948, the Yugoslav army was reorganized as the JNA. By 1951, when the danger of a Soviet invasion of Yugoslavia was at its most acute, the JNA consisted of around 300,000 troops, organized into four army areas, with staffs in Belgrade, Zagreb, Ljubljana, and Sarajevo each commanding two corps. Tito ruthlessly purged the high command of suspected Soviet agents and sympathizers in 1948–1949, after which the army was to remain his most politically reliable constituency.

The Tito-Stalin split forced Yugoslavia into a brief military alliance with the United States, and in 1954 Yugoslavia entered into a U.S.-sponsored Balkan Pact with Greece and Turkey—two anti-Soviet North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) states in the Balkans. During this period, when a state of military emergency existed in Yugoslavia, the JNA was expanded to 500,000 troops and defense expenditures reached a high 22 percent of gross domestic product (GDP). With the arrival of large quantities of U.S. military aid, the JNA was able to upgrade its hitherto relatively limited order of battle. By 1955 it was able to field 29 fully equipped divisions (with heavy armaments) and 15 lightly equipped divisions (mainly rifle infantry). U.S. military aid during the early 1950s enabled the JNA to establish a modern air force and the beginnings of a navy. At this time Yugoslavia also began to establish its own military industries to lessen its dependence on foreign suppliers of military materials.

Following the Soviet-Yugoslav rapprochement of 1955, Tito’s government concluded that the Soviet threat to Yugoslavia’s security had abated enough to justify a major demobilization. By 1968 the JNA consisted of only 200,000 troops, with federal defense expenditures down to 6 percent of GDP. During the 1960s, the JNA was extensively modernized, notably through the import of heavier Soviet armaments and the deployment of more sophisticated domestically produced military materials.

The JNA held a politically subordinate position within the SKJ from 1948 to 1966. During 1966, however, the JNA high command, in particular its counterintelligence service (KOS), played a key role in the removal from power of Alexander Rankovic, head of the country’s State Security Service (SDS) and a close associate of Tito. One result of this removal was the predominance of military intelligence over the SDS thereafter.

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 brought about major changes within the Yugoslav armed forces. A system of “total national defense” (TND) was created, combining the JNA and new Territorial Defense Forces (TDFs), which were modeled on the wartime NLA and the Partizan ethos of irregular revolutionary warfare in the face of invading forces. As a result of the creation of TDFs in each of the federation’s six republics, the JNA was reduced in size still further during the 1970s and 1980s. By the late 1980s, its order of battle consisted of around 180,000 troops in three major services (ground, air, and naval forces) equipped with 1,500 main battle tanks, 2,500 artillery pieces, 3,000 antiaircraft guns, 350 combat aircraft, and 30 major warships and submarines. By the late 1980s, the TDFs had increased to around one million part-time troops. The growth of relatively cheap TDFs, however, did not lead to lower defense expenditures. In fact, these expenditures increased, mainly because modernization of the JNA implied an emphasis on firepower rather than manpower. One result of this development was that Yugoslavia became one of the world’s top 10 armaments producers and exporters by the end of the 1980s.

The system of TND created a nationwide network of armaments storage facilities centered on Bosnia. Universal conscription for the JNA and later service in the TDFs meant that virtually all male Yugoslav citizens had some military experience, and private ownership of firearms became very high during the 1970s and 1980s. By the end of the 1980s, Yugoslavia was a highly militarized society in which firearms were plentifully available.

The fact that the JNA was no longer the federation’s only armed force after 1968 had many significant outcomes, notably at the time of the Croatian Spring of 1970–1971. At that time certain Croatian nationalists demanded that Croatia’s TDF be turned into a so-called Croatian Army. More than any other development, this demand led Tito to purge the Croatian nationalists in 1971–1972. Many of the centrifugal tendencies that manifested themselves in Croatia during the early 1970s, however, were later partly institutionalized in the 1974 federal constitution, which increased the powers of the republics at the expense of the federal government. Only in the military sphere did power remain centralized, with the JNA securing full control over the TDFs by the early 1980s. Within the increasingly confederalized SKJ, the strongly pro-Yugoslav JNA was increasingly represented on the SKJ’s top ruling bodies during the 1970s and 1980s. Following the death of Tito in 1980, the JNA high command perceived itself to be the ultimate guardian of his political legacy.

Within the post-Tito collective state presidency, however, the crises of the 1980s and 1990s revealed that the power and influence of the JNA were limited and always subordinate to that of the ruling SKJ. With the violent and chaotic demise of the federation in 1990–1991, the JNA’s position became very difficult, if not impossible. Its high command attempted to preserve the federation, but their ability to achieve this goal proved very limited in practice. The JNA’s claim to be an all-Yugoslav force above the fray of the nationalist politics was undermined by the fact that, although officially a multiethnic conscript force, its professional core was composed predominately of ethnic Serbs by the late 1980s. By that time, 40 percent of the JNA’s manpower and 60 percent of its officer corps were ethnic Serbs. During the beginnings of the Yugoslav wars, the number of non-Serbs in the JNA fell dramatically, reaching no more than 3 percent of manpower by early 1992.

The hard-line communism and pro-Yugoslav loyalties of a mainly Serb high command and officer corps were unacceptable to many non-Serbs, particularly after new anticommunist and separatist governments were elected in Slovenia and Croatia. The army drifted into alliance with the government of Slobodan Milosevic. Ostensibly committed to preserving Yugoslavia, Milosevic also promised to continue financing the JNA at a time of great uncertainty in the disintegrating Yugoslav federation.

The major political challenges of the early 1990s proved too much for the JNA’s often politically inept and divided commanders. Federal Defence Minister general Veljko Kadijevic and Chief of Staff general Blagoje Adzic refused to impose a national state of emergency without proper political authorization, which could not be forthcoming from a hopelessly divided state presidency. Confronted with a rising tide of hostility toward the army, as well as war throughout the non-Serb areas of the former Yugoslavia, Kadijevic and Adzic were easily manipulated by Milosevic. In 1989 and 1991, the JNA allowed itself to be used for internal security purposes in the Serbian province of Kosovo. In March 1991 it openly allied itself with Milosevic when it agreed to be used to help suppress antigovernment demonstrations in Belgrade. In June 1991, when Slovenia and Croatia unilaterally declared their independence from the imploding federation, the JNA mounted an inept invasion of Slovenia, from which it was forced to withdraw by Slovene TDFs.

In Croatia, Milosevic’s policy in the second half of 1991 was to use the formidable firepower of the JNA to partition the republic by the end of that year, with the JNA openly allied with local Serb separatists.

Having previously managed to disarm the Bosnian TDF, the JNA and its local Bosnian Serb allies were able to forcibly seize 70 percent of Bosnia-Hercegovina during the spring of 1992. The Siege of Sarajevo in particular resulted in the imposition of United Nations economic sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro in May 1992. In a bid to avert international isolation, the remaining Yugoslavia then declared that the JNA would be withdrawn from Bosnia. In fact, the Bosnian Serbs within the JNA became the BSA—a well-armed force of around 50,000 troops. Of the 180,000 troops in the JNA prior to this supposed split, 130,000 henceforth became the new VJ, but few JNA troops actually left Bosnia in May 1992. Command of the BSA was also entrusted to a veteran JNA officer, General Ratko Mladic.

Subsequently, Milosevic strove to retain close links with the Army of Yugoslavia, displacing the older partisan clique around Gen. Zivota Panic and installing as chief of staff Gen. Momcilo Perisic, a veteran of the Bosnian War, in August 1993. Within the remaining Yugoslavia, the VJ was mainly used for internal security purposes in the Sandzak and Kosovo.

MARKO MILIVOJEVIC
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Zajovic, Stasa

Co-founder of Belgrade’s feminist, anti-militarist, Women in Black (Zene u Crnom) in 1991, Stasa Zajovic is a prominent antiwar activist, community organizer, and civil society advocate.

Stasa Zajovic was born in Niksic, Montenegro, in the former Yugoslavia, in 1953. Zajovic graduated from the University of Belgrade’s Faculty of Philology in 1977. She was a visible presence in Yugoslavia’s feminist movement throughout the 1980s.

Like many women active in feminist organizing in Yugoslavia, Zajovic was at the forefront of antiwar activism in 1980s Serbia. As Serbian nationalism gained force in the 1980s, Zajovic joined with activist men and women working to combat militarism and nationalist fundamentalism. This group evolved into the Centre of Anti-War Action. With the emergence of nationalism came the erasure of the social, legal, and political advancements of feminism in Yugoslavia, and women’s presence in public and political life began to evaporate. Soon recognizing the ways that the power and labor distributions within the broader antiwar movement mirrored the increasingly stark oppressive gender inequities emerging within Serbian culture at large, Zajovic and other like-minded Belgrade women sought an explicitly feminist antiwar alternative. From 1985–1992, Zajovic was active in the Belgrade feminist group Zena i drustvo (Woman and Society), the Belgrade Women’s Lobby, the Women’s Parliament—Belgrade, and the Civic Resistance Movement, and was the co-founder of the SOS Hotline for Women and Children Victims of Violence.

In 1991, Italy’s Women in Black (Donne en Nero) visited Belgrade to offer support and stand in feminist solidarity with the women of Belgrade. Soon after, on October 9, 1991, Serbia’s Women in Black was established as Zajovic organized Belgrade’s first Women in Black antiwar street action. Throughout the Yugoslav Wars, Zajovic ever-more publically opposed nationalist aggression and militarism, often at great personal risk. As a primary organizer of all of Serbia’s Women in Black anti-war activities, Zajovic coordinated weekly antiwar demonstrations in Belgrade’s Republic Square, sanctuary for men refusing military service, and assistance for war refugees.

Throughout the wars and well into the present, Zajovic has been at the forefront of a host of regional and broader international women’s solidarity networks including: the International Network of Women’s Solidarity against War; the Network of Conscientious Objectors and Antimilitarism in Serbia; the Women’s Peace Coalition; and the Women’s Regional Lobby for Peace, Security and Justice in Southeastern Europe; among others.

As the primary coordinator of both Serbia’s Women in Black as well as of the international Women in Black network, Zajovic continues to work against war, nationalism, and militarism, in cooperation with like-minded organizations. Zajovic’s antiwar activism, in conjunction with her extensive postwar work toward transitional justice and inter-ethnic women’s solidarity, has earned substantial international recognition including the Millennium Peace Prize (2001), and multiple nominations for the Nobel Peace Prize (1994, 2001, and 2005).

CHRISTINA M. MORUS
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Zepa, Bosnia 

Zepa is a village located in the eastern part of Bosnia and Herzegovina that became a designated United Nations (UN) safe haven in 1993, during the 1992–1995 Bosnian War. Zepa was besieged and captured by Bosnian-Serb forces under General Ratko Mladic in July 1995. In 1991, Zepa’s population was 2,441, and about 95 percent of its inhabitants were Bosniaks (Bosnian Muslims). After the UN declared it a safe area, the population ballooned to some 15,000 people, the vast majority of whom were Bosniaks seeking refuge from the surrounding Republika Srpska, which was attempting to ethnically cleanse the area of all non-Serbs.

Unfortunately for Zepa’s residents, the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) had stationed only 80 Ukrainian troops to defend the city and keep the Serbs at bay. And because of Zepa’s relative isolation and distance from other safe havens, it was virtually impossible to reinforce the UN garrison there on short notice. After the successful sacking of Srebrenica and the massacre of many of its inhabitants (July 11–13, 1995), Mladik decided to move against another UN sanctuary—Zepa (Srebrenica had also been a designated UN safe area). Realizing that they were powerless against the much stronger and more numerous Serb forces, the UN troops in Zepa negotiated with Mladic so that women and children would be immediately evacuated from the town. They were promised safe passage to refugee camps at Sarajevo, and the first truck convoys began leaving the town on July 21, 1995. The evacuation took several days. Serb troops entered Zepa on July 25, but there were still some 3,000 Bosniak men and boys there.

At that point, Bosniak colonel Avdo Palic, who had helped defend the town, was determined to negotiate safe passage for the men of the village. On July 27, he agreed to meet with Mladic at the now-abandoned UNPROFOR headquarters. He never returned from the meeting. While most of Zepa’s male population managed to escape the fate of the Bosniaks at Srebrenica, Palic was given up for dead, presumably murdered on the orders of Mladic.

In November 2001, a mass grave was located not far from Zepa, and human remains thought to be Palic’s were exhumed. A DNA analysis was conducted, but at the time existing technology yielded an inconclusive finding. Eight years later, the same remains were again tested using updated DNA-matching technology. At that time, Palic’s remains were positively identified when extracted DNA matched that of several of his relatives. In August 2009, Palic’s remains were solemnly reinterred on the grounds of the Ali Pasha Mosque in Sarajevo during a ceremony that drew several thousand people.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Zivanovic, Milenko

Milenko Zivanovic was the first commanding officer of the Drina Corps, one of six geographically based corps in the Army of Republika Srpska (Vojska Republike Srpske, or VRS) during the Bosnian War of 1992–1995. A career officer in the Yugoslav People’s Army (Jugoslovenska Narodna Armija, or JNA) prior to the disintegration of Yugoslavia, Zivanovic was born in Ratkovici, in the municipality of Srebrenica, eastern Bosnia, on May 30, 1946. An ethnic Serb, he immediately aligned himself with the VRS when it was established in 1992.

On November 1, 1992, the VRS formed the Drina Corps, with Zivanovic in command from the very beginning. Raised in the general area around Srebrenica, the Drina Corps was given responsibility for operations there during the war, and when the VRS High Command decided in the summer of 1995 that the time had come for the capture of Srebrenica it was Zivanovic’s corps that was given the task of planning and leading the assault.

On July 2, 1995, Zivanovic began his preparations for the attack by deciding on a strategy that would reduce the UN “safe zone” of Srebrenica to just its urban area. This would force the rural Bosniak population in the zone into the already-overcrowded city of Srebrenica, thereby creating conditions that made it next to impossible for the city to feed itself. In a classic case of ethnic cleansing, under such circumstances the city would have to be evacuated.

With this in mind, on July 3 and 4 Zivanovic and a group of senior officers positioned themselves at an advanced command post of the Bratunac Brigade in Pribicevac. They were watching the sector carefully in the expectation that the Army of the Republic of Bosnia-Herzegovina (Armija Republike Bosne i Hercegovine, or ARBiH) would actively defend any Serb advance on Srebrenica. It was anticipated, further, that such defense would be supported by the UN contingent stationed in Srebrenica, a unit of Dutch peacekeepers codenamed Dutchbat, under the aegis of the general deployment of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR). Further orders related to air defence, as the VRS assumed that North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air power would be called in for assistance. When the assault was in its early stages and this seemed likely, barely anything from NATO eventuated to defend the city as anticipated.

The general approach called for the operation to be complete within three to five days, according to which all units of the Drina Corps, when ordered, would go from defense to attack along a broad front. Planning for the assault was thorough and far-reaching, and embraced a number of units. On July 5, Zivanovic was able to report to VRS commanding General Ratko Mladic that all units had completed their preparations, and then, on July 6, Zivanovic was ordered to transfer units of the Drina Corps toward the city of Srebrenica.

On July 11, 1995, Mladic outlined to the senior UNPROFOR officers in the region what he proposed to do. Zivanovic, as commander of the Drina Corps, was present, along with other senior Drina Corps officers. Later that night a second meeting took place in which Mladic, this time with his new favorite, General Radislav Krstic by his side, gave details of his plan for Srebrenica. Zivanovic was not present on this occasion. Mladic outlined a series of arrangements to transport the Bosniak civilians out of the Srebrenica enclave, stating that he would provide the vehicles to transport the refugees from the Dutchbat base at Potocari. He demanded that all ARBiH troops within the area of Srebrenica lay down their arms, and made it clear that failure to do so would jeopardize the existence of the Bosniak population.

While the assault was taking place, personally supervised by Mladic himself during a 10-day campaign resulting in the biggest genocidal massacre in Europe since World War II, Zivanovic was replaced as commanding officer of the Drina Corps at the order of the president of Republika Srpska, Radovan Karadzic. On July 13 he was obliged to hand over command to General Krstic, who had only just been promoted to the rank of general major the previous month. Krstic was deemed to be a more ruthless commander than Zivanovic, even though the latter, by most accounts, was probably a more able staff officer.

What this meant in reality was that although Zivanovic led the assault that captured the region and city of Srebrenica, he was relieved of command immediately prior to the murderous rampage that took place over the 10 days following the city’s capture. Both Krstic and Zivanovic were later to argue that their only priority was the military side of the assault, and that they were not directly accountable for the massacre, ethnic cleansing, or crimes against humanity that followed after the city had been captured. After Krstic became Mladic’s second-in-command, he saw his soliders, and militia forces attached to his command, massacre between 7,000 and 8,000 Bosniak men and boys in Europe’s worst atrocity since the Holocaust.

Together, Krstic and Zivanovic were responsible for the fall of Srebrenica, and they were certainly part of a criminal conspiracy that resulted in the ethnic cleansing of the city and its region. The aftermath for the two men was quite different, however. Krstic was subsequently arrested, tried, and convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), and sentenced to 46 years’ imprisonment, later reduced on appeal to 35 years. Milenko Zivanovic was never indicted by the ICTY, and now lives in retirement in Serbia.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Was the International Community Justified in not Initially Taking Military Action to Prevent Ethnic Cleansing in Bosnia?

Introduction

Despite the knowledge of genocidal incidents in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the early 1990s, the international community’s response did not quell Serbian and Bosnian Serbian actions immediately. The United States, the European Union (EU), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and the United Nations (UN) responded cautiously to events in Bosnia, allowing Bosniaks to suffer displacement, massacres, and war crimes, amid the cover of the Bosnian War. However, as Bosnian Serb violence against Muslims became more severe, international actions, in the form of sending UN peacekeepers, NATO bombings of key positions, and international sanctions and condemnations, became more frequent. Nonetheless, these actions were arguably too little too late, as most of the ethnic cleansing campaign enacted by Serb and Serb-affiliated forces in Bosnia had done most of their dirty work by the time peace came in 1995.

The international community’s initial lukewarm response to events in Bosnia was indicative of their own interests in the region. As it became apparent that Serbian ethnic cleansing campaigns were aimed at the potential extermination of an entire group, the international community, led by the United States and the EU, acted, albeit with some hesitancy. Given the foreign policy interests of the major world powers (e.g., the United States, Britain, Russia), there was little incentive to act, other than the prevention of egregious human rights abuses, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. Direct intervention finally came when Serbian ethnic cleansing policies became far too extreme to overlook. However, it raises the following question: Was the international community justified in not initially taking military action to prevent ethnic cleansing in Bosnia?

In her Perspective essay, Mary Hampton argues that the international response to the breakup of Yugoslavia was “slow but unsure.” Hampton explains that as the post-Cold War world began to take form, the major powers were reluctant to engage in that region of Europe. Assumptions about the role of other powers or the United Nations (UN), as well as a lack of national interests in the region, led to hesitation on the part of the United States and the European Union (EU). Involvement came later as things rapidly escalated to the point of genocide.

In contrast, in his Perspective essay, Brian G. Smith argues that the international community’s involvement in Bosnia was limited. Complex questions over military intervention tied the hands of the major powers and the UN. While a more timely response could have halted the worst of the violence, caution and hesitancy held back the United States, the EU, and NATO from acting in a timely fashion. By the time military intervention took place, ethnic cleansing policies had already taken a significant toll on the Bosniak population.

Lastly, in his Perspective essay, Henry Carey discusses how despite the United States being able and willing to become more involved in the Bosnian situation, domestic politics had a significant impact on the Bill Clinton administration’s reluctance to be more proactive amid the crisis. While Clinton and others in the administration considered more concerted U.S action in the region, political considerations at home ultimately took precedence and led to a delayed response.

Perspective 1: Justifying Delayed Western Military Intervention in Bosnia

The international response to the violent breakup of Yugoslavia in the early 1990s was slow but unsure. The ongoing Yugoslav Wars that started in 1991 represented one of the first international crises of the emerging post-Cold War world, and the first to occur in Europe. It is therefore no surprise that immediate military action was not taken by the international community. Samantha Power and many others have argued that the international community, but especially the United States and Europe, “stood by” while approximately 200,000 Bosnians were killed and another two million were displaced. A number of factors contributed to the delayed decision by the international community to employ military force to halt ethnic cleansing in Bosnia, where the process of Serb-targeted violence against and displacement of Croats, but especially against Bosnian Muslims, began in late 1991. The reasons for the delayed response were hard to justify morally, but politically and strategically justifiable based on the realities of a radically altered international security environment that were as of yet under defined for the United States, Europe, and Russia.

In the early moments of the post-Cold War era, the parameters of great power interest and the boundaries of their spheres of influence were not known and were in flux in 1991 when Slovenia and then Croatia declared independence. There was no consensus in Europe concerning the political and security roles of the newly emerging European Union, whose re-stated mission included political and security policy coordination. The lack of international consensus regarding the post-Cold War security role of the United Nations (UN) and the concomitant absence of a clearly defined post-Cold War mission for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) were key elements in the less than successful initial international response to the unfolding nightmare of ethnic cleansing and brutality in Bosnia. In short, Yugoslavia’s eruption into civil and then transnational war was an early and severe aftershock of the Cold War’s collapse. The international community had no blueprints, guidelines, or courses of action (COA) prepared for responding to the wars and accompanying brutal practices of ethnic cleansing with military force.

The first factor that contributed to the outbreak of war in Yugoslavia and the delayed international response to abuses in Bosnia was the collapse of the bi-polar Cold War international order. The Soviet Union and the United States had managed a world divided into two blocs for a half century. By the end of the 1950s, the United States and the West basically ceded Eastern and Central Europe to Soviet dominance. Although Yugoslavia remained somewhat of an outlier because of the uncanny capability of its national leader, Tito, to maintain Yugoslav interests largely independent of Soviet penetration, it was still considered within the Soviet sphere of influence. Further, Russia and then the Soviet Union long considered itself the guardian of Slav identity and interests, a phenomenon that underscored Soviet interest and influence especially in Serbia. Partly for these reasons, the George H. W. Bush administration was not interested in intervening into what it determined to be a domestic political situation as Yugoslavia began imploding in 1991 with war breaking out between the Serbs and Croats, and Bosnian strife looming. Secretary of State James Baker famously opined that the United States had “no dog in this fight,” a colloquialism broadcasting that American interests were not in play.

The Bush administration also kept its distance from the emerging crisis in Yugoslavia because the end of the Cold War witnessed the formal emergence of the European Union (EU) in 1992 and a wide-eyed optimistic belief by many that Europe could now handle events in its own back yard. For advocates in Europe, the demise of the Cold War opened new opportunities for managing European affairs independently of U.S. heavy influence. The break-up of Yugoslavia seemed to offer Europe the chance to take responsibility for events on the continent. Jacques Poos, then foreign minister of Luxembourg and an activist for European unity, stated: “This is the hour of Europe.” Further: “It is not the hour of the Americans.” The fact was, however, that there actually was no European consensus on how to respond to the situation in the dissolving Yugoslavia. There was no EU military force, and no EU concerted policy emerged. Yet, because of claims such as that of Poos, Power observes: “The United States happily stepped aside.” A leadership vacuum therefore prevailed in the West.

The other two institutions that could have responded with military force to halt ethnic cleansing were the UN and NATO. The UN did in fact act, but it acted by sending peacekeepers, the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), into a situation that required a different response. While UN peacekeepers, backed by the European states, attempted to protect “safe areas” that were declared, and to protect humanitarian aid being sent to Bosnians from abroad, they often found themselves standing helpless while violence continued, and at one point in 1994, were themselves taken hostage by the Serbs.

In the face of ineffective UN protection and non-existent U.S. and EU military intervention, the institution that might have made a real difference in halting Serb aggression was NATO. But the fact was that NATO members were the very same states that could not bring themselves to intervene militarily. During 1994 and early in 1995, NATO air strikes were used in a limited capacity to try and deter Serb behavior, but they did not stop Serb aggression. Not until August 1995, in the aftermath of the massacre of between 6,000 and 8,000 Bosnian Muslims at Srebenica by Serb forces, the worst in Europe since World War II, and the fact that Croat and Bosnian ground forces were actually beginning to have some success in repelling Serb forces, did the Bill Clinton administration decide the time had come to put NATO’s reputation on the line. The administration advocated successfully for a NATO military campaign of bombing Serb targets. The campaign was named Operation DELIBERATE FORCE, and was instrumental in halting the war and leading to the Dayton Peace talks of December 1995.

In conclusion, the use of military force is not decided upon and employed lightly by democracies. The pooled resources and collective decision-making necessary for international organizations to employ military force is even more difficult. While the norm of intervention into the affairs of sovereign states on behalf of human rights has been gaining in credibility and acceptance since the horrible abuses of the Holocaust began coming to light in 1945, there was certainly no Western consensus in 1992 concerning when to use military force and how to stop ethnic cleansing. The fact that it took the West until 1995 to construct an effective military response to the cleansing being carried out by the Serbs was morally shameful, but understandable and even justified given the complexities created by the conflict in the wider context of the undefined post-Cold War international order.

MARY HAMPTON

Perspective 2: Limited Intervention by the International Community

The international community’s response to the Bosnian War and the Yugoslav Wars in general was one of limited intervention. Not until the fall of 1995 did the intervention escalate to large-scale bombing. Large numbers of new ground forces were put in place only after the Dayton Accords. Would an early overwhelming military intervention been more legal, moral, and wiser than limited intervention? On each point, the international community was justified in not taking early overwhelming military action against the ethnic cleansing in Bosnia.

Among scholars of international law, there is an ongoing debate concerning the legality of humanitarian military intervention in the face of genocidal acts and human rights atrocities. The legal debate is murky, at best. There are many contradictory elements of the United Nations charter concerning when force may be used, the inviolability of sovereignty, and a requirement to promote human rights. Much of the debate boils down to the requirements to respect the sovereignty of states enshrined in much of the United Nations Charter versus the human rights elements of the Charter and the requirements to prevent and punish genocide through proper UN channels under the 1948 Genocide Convention. Since the genocides of the 1990s, the UN and human rights organizations have attempted to put in place the “Responsibility to Protect” as a suggested change to international conventions that would eliminate the legal questions, allowing for intervention when a sovereign state fails to protect its own citizens from avoidable atrocities like mass murder, rape, and orchestrated starvation. Without such an additional treaty being agreed to, even limited military intervention can be seen as pushing the bounds of what is legally justified, let alone overwhelming military intervention on behalf of one side in a conflict.

Setting aside questions of international law, was the delay in using heavy NATO air power to intervene in the Bosnian civil war justified from the standpoint of morality? Most war-related theories of morality are based on some version of Just War Doctrine which describes when countries are morally justified in going to war. Most modern Just War Doctrine focuses on self-defense as the only morally justifiable cause of war. Humanitarian military intervention rests on the assumption that the morality of self-defense can be extended to the citizens of other countries when their own governments cannot provide protection or are themselves supporting or committing genocide. That assumption sets aside the critical ethical question of interventions undermining the international order which is designed to prevent war. This is further complicated by the lack of universal agreement as to the principles under which states would have the moral duty to intervene. Finally, some have moral reservations about the financial cost of constant military intervention compared to the greater amount of death and suffering that could be avoided by using the same financial investment to combat chronic health and hunger problems.

The moral desire to protect civilians during extreme situations is clear. The goal of any intervention would be to reduce civilian deaths and atrocities. Many organizations and states are attempting to create a moral norm mandating the duty to intervene in a way that does not undermine overall global peace and security. This approach assumes that no response at all would be morally unjustifiable given current capacities to intervene and the modern potential for timely information gathering that can alert the international community to ongoing mass atrocities. However, the use of overwhelming military power in response to a multi-sided civil war that included ethnic cleansing of both city neighborhoods and entire regions could not guarantee fewer casualties or atrocities. Simply put, an unrestrained military invasion by hundreds of thousands of NATO troops moving to secure every location at the same time within a country with indefinite occupation by ground forces attempting to keep the peace through violence would not necessarily have produced a more moral outcome judged by death and suffering to civilians.

Even if we assume non-intervention is morally unjustifiable, limited intervention cannot be considered morally unjustified. Limited ground forces from the UN mission in Croatia moved into Bosnia even before the fighting started. An arms embargo was put into place as an attempt to avoid escalation. Numerous cease-fires were brokered through constant and active diplomacy. As early as May 1992, the UN imposed broad economic, travel, and financial sanctions on the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia which was supporting the actions of the Serbs in Bosnia as leverage to reach a negotiated end to the war. Five major safe haven cities were established in 1993 with limited air power in support of the vulnerable UN troops on the ground. Military force was used to create safe corridors for civilians fleeing active areas of the war. Aid convoys and airlifts were ongoing throughout the civil war, along with aid workers on the ground, protecting the lives of millions of people directly affected by the war and ethnic cleansing. In May 1993, a special international criminal tribunal was created as pressure to minimize atrocities by holding individuals responsible for any war crimes and crimes against humanity committed during the war. Some of these efforts had perverse effects, such as possibly aiding the process of ethnic cleansing. Others can be considered clear failures in execution or concept. None of them can be considered a morally unjustified failure to act.

Finally, was the decision by the international community to avoid early overwhelming military intervention a wise one? A consideration of efficacy of military action requires consideration of the political ends to which the military action is seen as the means. In early 1992, overwhelming military intervention would have required an enormous commitment of ground forces, created intense hostility from Russia and China, and involved peace enforcement over a resisting population. The intervention would have come at a time when the international community was intensely concerned over instability in the recently collapsed Soviet Union and had doubts about expanding the role of NATO. The wisdom of such an approach is at least in doubt, a different choice being at least justifiable.

When NATO applied overwhelming air power in 1995, the situation was quite different. The international community had brokered an alliance between the Bosnian government and the Croatians. The Croatian military had obtained equipment and had received training in NATO tactical doctrine through the hiring of retired U.S. officers working for an American private consulting firm. Economic sanctions on Serbia had destabilized President Slobodan Milosevic’s regime, pressuring him to cut off aid to the Bosnian Serbs and creating a willingness to reach a negotiated peace agreement. The Bosnian Serb forces fractured after the Croatian army quickly overran Serbian-held Krajina in Croatia in early August 1995, ethnically cleansing 200,000 Serbs from Croatia in the process. The effectiveness of the increased intervention did not rest simply on new-found political will.

The international community was justified in not initially taking overwhelming military action as a means to put an end to the ethnic cleansing in Bosnia. This does not mean that delay is always justified. There is a tendency to move to extreme positions concerning the efficacy of humanitarian military intervention. At one extreme, there can be too much of an assumption that military interventions can provide a quick and moral conclusion to atrocities. At the other extreme, there is a tendency to support never intervening anywhere due to the inability to intervene everywhere in the world every time there is a crisis. Humanitarian military intervention can only be judged as legal, moral, and wise on a case-by-case basis that does not ignore the individual realities of an emergent conflict.

BRIAN G. SMITH

Perspective 3: Understandable, Predictable, and Unjustified

While understandable, the international community’s failure to prevent the Bosnian Genocide is not morally or legally justified, given the importance of the United Nations (UN) Genocide Convention’s requirement that genocide be halted and the some 200,000 dead civilians and 2 million displaced by the intention to destroy in whole or in part the Bosnian Muslim population. However, it was entirely predictable. Various International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia court decisions (such as the Krstic, and Popovic et al. cases) established that criminal acts of genocide occurred. The judgment of the International Court of Justice (Bosnia v. Serbia, 2007) also established that genocide occurred in Bosnia, with Serbia guilty of failing to prevent the genocide (though not guilty of direct collaboration).

The four-year delay in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and United States interventions is understandable, consistent with realism, that states only intervene militarily in their national interest. No state, including the United States in particular, had never before intervened to stop a genocide. The UN, NATO, and the United States all faced a much more difficult challenge in Bosnia than in the 1994 humanitarian intervention that did occur in Haiti and could have, but did not occur, in Rwanda. If the international community was reluctant in Rwanda, then it would only be more reluctant to face a more ferocious opponent on the ground in Bosnia, even if the latter held more strategic value to the West, which dominates the so-called international community. Still, it can be demonstrated that halting genocide, and the war that facilitated it, in the heart of Europe was in the self-interest of NATO and the United States. However, fear of casualties and the “CNN effect,” following the October 1993 “Black Hawk Down” incident in Somalia, which led to the deaths of nearly two dozen U.S. helicopter pilots and the subsequent U.S. withdrawal from Somalia, made intervention a difficult prospect. The consequent, increased perceived political risks to the United States from humanitarian intervention were realized only one week later, which led to the aborted U.S.-Canadian peacekeeping mission in Haiti that had been sanctioned by the UN as part of the UN-mediated, Governor’s Island peace plan of July 1993. It was only the political embarrassment resulting from these two failures in Somalia and Haiti that President Bill Clinton decided to intervene in Haiti in 1994 and in Bosnia in a small way at about the same time, before undertaking decisive action—though with no U.S. troops on the ground in Bosnia a year later.

The belated interventions by NATO in June–August 1995 and by Croatia in retaking the Western Krajina region of Bosnia, induced the Dayton Peace agreement of November 1995, which ended the war and the genocide. The intervention was motivated as much by security concerns than humanitarian ones. Neither the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) nor the United States, under President Clinton, nor NATO, led by the United States, were willing and able to take significant military action until 1995 and only minimal military action until 1994, years after the genocide began.

Part of this delay was attributable to what turned out to be unsuccessful peace negotiations which could have also halted the genocide, but they, primarily the U.S.-British, Vance-Owen initiative, were also not undertaken in earnest until 1993. There were also economic and military sanctions imposed to induce negotiations, but these were applied to the entire former Yugoslavia and thus froze a military advantage to Serbia that was not conducive to a “mutually hurting stalemate” that might have induced negotiations. What ended the genocide was military victory, UN-sanctioned airpower combined with the U.S.-covert operations to sponsor the Croatian invasion of the Western Krajina region of Bosnia, which had been conquered early in the war by the Bosnian Serb military and paramilitary supported by Belgrade. Another factor in the delayed reaction was the early development of what has come to be viewed in recent years as the Responsibility to Protect doctrine, which would legally permit UN Security Council authorizations for the use of force inside countries, such as Bosnia, that did not present any clear “threat to international peace” and before all peaceful alternatives had been clearly attempted and exhausted first.

However, U.S. domestic politics played a key role. Public opinion bears directly on decisions to intervene because presidents weigh the effects on their own political fortunes in upcoming elections. Presidential approval ratings are the best predictors of presidential re-election, even more than the perceived state of the economy, and hence strongly influence presidential decision making. In 1994, Clinton’s approval ratings declined to the lowest level of any U.S. president at that time. While domestically he was secure, the situations in Haiti and Bosnia, with the constant images of starving refugees, killings, and U.S. inaction, contributed heavily to low public perceptions of his performance as president. This motivated Clinton to change policy. Less than two months before the 1994 Congressional mid-term elections, Clinton made the decision to invade Haiti. Bosnia’s Dayton talks took place during the Democratic primary, less than a year before the 1996 presidential election. Clinton’s approval rating specifically in foreign affairs also reached a nadir for 1994 at only 40 percent positive and 55 percent negative for the September 1994 poll. Clinton’s stand on the use of force in Bosnia largely mirrored the ups and downs of U.S. public opinion polls. In May 1992, 55 percent of those polled opposed U.S. air strikes against the Serbs, and 61 percent of women—the base of swing votes that had brought Clinton victory in 1992—opposed them. Even Clinton’s own putative base of Democratic voters opposed U.S. armed intervention by 55 percent to 36 percent. By July 1992, only 35 percent favored the “U.S. taking the lead with air strikes against the Serbs.”

Thus, the U.S.-led response, legally sanctioned by the UNSC in 1995 and implemented by NATO in Bosnia, reflected political calculations by President Clinton that were politically motivated and not based on either international legal mandates or moral responsibilities. The European Union was so divided that the newly instituted effort to create a military branch of the EU was doomed to failure. The United States, as the only leading power after the Cold War, was the only entity capable of leading a military intervention against an armed assault that was vastly more horrific and powerful than the armed insurgencies and counter-insurgences, as well as other forms of asymmetric warfare, experienced in the previous decade’s military conflicts in Africa and Central America.

HENRY CAREY


Documents

1. Elie Wiesel’s Remarks at the Dedication of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, April 22, 1993

Dedication ceremonies for the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, located in Washington, D.C., took place on April 22, 1993. Those present and who gave speeches on that occasion included U.S. president Bill Clinton; Israeli president Chaim Herzog; Harvey Meyerhoff, chairman of the United States Holocaust Memorial Council; and Nobel Peace Prize Laureate Elie Wiesel, who took the opportunity to challenge Clinton to step in and commit the United States to taking definite action to stop the war and the killing in Bosnia.

Mr. President, Mrs. Clinton, President Herzog, Mrs. Herzog, Mr. Vice President, Mrs. Gore, Excellencies, distinguished members of Congress, Mr. Speaker, fellow survivors and friends, as one who was privileged to have been present at the inception of this noble and singular enterprise, may I say how deeply grateful I am to the American people, to its leadership in Congress and the White House, and to its many benefactors, and to the survivors—especially to the survivors—for helping us further the cause of remembrance. This impressive museum could not have been built without your understanding and generosity, for with the exception of Israel, our country is the only one who has seen fit to preserve the memory of the Holocaust and made it a national imperative to do so.

Mr. President, you have brought change to this city and to this country. Some of the changes you have brought to Washington have been instant. One such notable change is that the average of the age has dropped by some 30 years. It is to that new, young generation that you symbolize, Mr. President, that we now turn this awesome legacy so that you, Mr. President, can implement our vision.

What has been my vision? When President Carter entrusted me with this project in 1978, I was asked about that vision, and I wrote then one sentence. And now my words are here engraved in stone at the entrance to this edifice. And those words are “For the dead and the living, we must bear witness.” For not only are we responsible for the memories of the dead, we are also responsible for what we are doing with those memories.

Now, a museum is a place, I believe, that should bring people together, a place that should not set people apart. People who come from different horizons, who belong to different spheres, who speak different languages—they should feel united in memory. And, if possible at all, with some measure of grace, we should, in a way, be capable of reconciling ourselves with the dead. To bring the living and the dead together in a spirit of reconciliation is part of that vision.

Now, may I tell you a story? Fifty years ago, somewhere in the Carpathian Mountains, a young Jewish woman read in a Hungarian newspaper a brief account about the Warsaw ghetto uprising. Astonished, dismayed, she wondered aloud, “Why,” she said, “are our Jewish brothers doing that? Why are they fighting? Couldn’t they wait quietly”—the word was quietly—until the end of the war? Treblinka, Ponar, Belzec, Chelmno, Birkenau. She had never heard of these places. One year later, together with her entire family, she was already in a cattle car traveling to the black hole in time, the black hole in history, named Auschwitz.

But Mr. President and distinguished guests, these names and others were known to officials in Washington, and London, and Moscow, and Stockholm, and Geneva, and the Vatican. After all, by April 1943, nearly 4 million Jews from surrounding countries had already vanished, had already perished. The Pentagon knew, the State Department knew, the White House knew, most governments knew. Only the victims did not know. Thus the painful, disturbing question—why weren’t Hungarian Jews in 1944—they were then the last remnant of Eastern European Jewry, why were they not even warned of the impending doom? For one year later, in 1944, three weeks before D-Day, that young woman and husband, all of them were already turned into ashes. Jews from everywhere, old and young, beggars and industrialists, sages and madmen, military men, diplomats, professors, students, children—children!—they were all entering the shadow of flames.

An Italian philosopher/theologian, Giordano Bruno said, “Light is the shadow of God.” No, it is not. It is fire that is the shadow of God that fire that consumed a third of my people. Inside the kingdom of night we who were there tried to understand, and we could not. We found ourselves in an unfamiliar world, a creation parallel to God’s, with its own hierarchy, with its own hangmen, its own laws and customs. There were only two categories—those who were there to kill and those who were there to be killed.

In Poland, SS officers used Jewish infants for target practice. The only emotion they ever showed was anger when they missed. In Kiev, an SS officer beheaded two Jewish children in front of their mother, who in her anguish, in prey of some mystical madness, held them to—close to her bosom and began to dance. In Rumania, the Aryan guards hanged Jews on meat hooks and displayed them in butcher shops with signs, “Kosher Meat.”

So as you walk through the museum, so magnificently conceived and built by James Freed, and illustrated, in a way, artistically by Raye Farr and her colleagues—as you walk through those exhibits, looking into the eyes of the killers and their victims, ask yourselves how could murderers do what they did and go on living? Why was Berlin encouraged in its belief that it could decree with impunity the humiliation, persecution, extermination of an entire people? Why weren’t the railways leading to Birkenau bombed by Allied bombers? As long as I live I will not understand that. And why was there no public outcry of indignation and outrage?

More questions—there were fighters in every ghetto—Jewish fighters, there were resistance members in every city and every camp. Why weren’t they helped? Help came to every resistance movement from every single occupied country. The only ones who never received any help, not even an encouragement, were the Jewish fighters in the Warsaw ghetto, the Bialice ghetto, the Vilna ghetto. And for me, a man who grew up in a religion, the Jewish religion, a man who his entire life though that God is everywhere, how is it that man’s silence was matched by God’s?

Oh, I don’t believe there are answers. There are no answers. And this museum is not an answer; it is a question mark. If there is a response, it is a response in responsibility.

In one of my tales, as SS officer says to a young yeshiva student, “You want to live,” he said. “Some will laugh at you. Others will try to redeem themselves through you. People will refuse to believe you. You will possess the truth, but it will be the truth of a mad man.”

In 1942, a Jew called Yakov Grabovsky escaped from Chelmno. He came to the Rabbi in Grabov and in Yiddish he said to him, “Rabbi,” he said—(in Yiddish)—“They are killing our people.” And when the Rabbi looked at him, the Jew said, “Rabbi—(in Yiddish)—you think I am crazy. I am not crazy.”

We are not crazy. We are not crazy because we still believe in human beings. We still believe and we still have faith. And, President Herzog, you who came from Israel—and we are so grateful to you for coming—you know that you are part of that belief. It is because of the passion that we have for Israel, we are Jews, and decent people in America, that we have faith in humanity and in America.

We also believe in the absolute necessity to communicate a tale. We know we cannot, we never will explain. My good friends, it is not because I cannot explain that you won’t understand, it is because you won’t understand that I cannot explain. How can one understand that human beings could choose such inhumanity? How can one understand that in spite of everything there was goodness in those times, in individuals? There were good people even in occupied countries, and there was kindness and tenderness and love inside the camps among the victims.

What have we learned? We have learned some lessons, minor lessons, perhaps, that we are all responsible, and indifference is a sin and a punishment. And we have learned that when people suffer we cannot remain indifferent.

And, Mr. President, I cannot not tell you something. I have been in the former Yugoslavia last fall. I cannot sleep since for what I have seen. As a Jew I am saying that we must do something to stop the bloodshed in that country! People fight each other and children die. Why? Something, anything must be done.

This is a lesson. There are many other lessons. You will come, you will learn. We shall learn together.

And in closing, Mr. President and distinguished guests, just one more remark. The woman in the Carpathian Mountain of whom I spoke to you, that woman disappeared. She was my mother.

Source: Courtesy of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum. Available online at http://www.ushmm.org/research/library/faq/languages/en/06/01/ceremony/?content=wiesel.

2. “A Sarajevo Mother and Daughter”

The experience of families in the Bosnian tragedy took multiple forms, but almost always involved some form of separation from loved ones. In August 1994, American professor Julie Mertus (b. 1963) and feminist playwright Eve Ensler (b. 1953) interviewed a number of Bosniak women who had found refuge in Islamabad, Pakistan. Among them were the mother and daughter in this account. The daughter, aged 18, had never before heard her 41-year-old mother’s story. After a year and a half in Pakistan, they reached their desired destination, Canada, in December 1994.


MOTHER:
 I know too much now. The best thing is that we’re now all together. I don’t know where to start.
 DAUGHTER:
 We all knew that war was coming. My father was in Libya working to support the high cost of my younger brother’s expensive medical care for his chronic illness. So my mother was taking care of all of us—me and my three brothers and sisters. One day, Mother came in and said, “Kids, wake up! We must go now.” I helped gather my brothers and sisters and we all went down into the basement.
 MOTHER:
 We spent two and a half months in that basement. There were over fifty people in my basement.
 DAUGHTER:
 She tried to move us somewhere else, where there would be more room, but there was no place to go. I was the biggest problem for my mother. She was afraid that I would be raped.
 MOTHER:
 I knew that somehow I had to get my children out of there. One day, I found two cars that worked and I found some gas. Then, I saw a Serb in the street. He was about thirty years old and he had a long scar on his face—he was pretty ordinary looking. I had never seen him before and I didn’t know his name, but he had a good face, a kind face. I approached him and asked for help. He said, “Come tomorrow and pack your things.”
 DAUGHTER:
 The next day, we went to this man with my brothers and sisters. He was waiting in the car. All of us kids got in, but Mother had to stay behind because there wasn’t any room. . . .



We were all crying, but when we passed by the Serb soldiers, we had to pretend that we were happy. We had to sit and wave at them like we were going on a holiday. That was the hardest part. The man drove the car through the sector controlled by Serbs. We went about twelve kilometers and then were at the edge of the Croatian side. The man stopped the car and said, “Get out. I can’t go any further.” As soon as we got out of the car with our bags, soldiers appeared out of nowhere. We were afraid but they helped us. We went to the house of a friend we knew there. He brought us to the “children’s embassy,” where they gave us food and then said, “Go alone.”

I used all of the money my mother had given me to buy tickets for all of us for Croatia. The bus ride was a nightmare—twenty-four hours and thirty people on a small bus. First we went to Split, then Makarska, then Promajna. That first month, we had nothing. Just one room and three beds for six people. We didn’t even have sheets. As the oldest, I tried to take care of everyone. I didn’t hear anything about my mother.

After a month, I met a Croatian soldier who said he would take a letter to my mother. A cousin got the letter and contacted me. He kept saying that everything was OK, but I felt that everything wasn’t OK. He couldn’t say anything precise about Mother. When I finally heard that she really was OK, I was so happy that I danced in the streets. My heels were broken on my shoes, but I kept dancing. I was so happy, but somehow, I still couldn’t believe it. I wanted everything to be fine, but without hearing my mother’s voice, I couldn’t believe anything.


MOTHER:
 I kept a phone in the fireplace of my house, so that I could make calls and no one would hear. When my daughter got to the Croatian side, she called to say that she was OK, and our Croat friends called to say that they had left for Croatia. But then nothing. I kept the phone in the fireplace but I didn’t hear anything after that.
 DAUGHTER:
 My mother saved at least forty people. She found food for everyone when there was no food. She wore a very big skirt. Whenever people came into the basement in our house, she would make them give her their guns, and she would hide them in her skirt. Then, she would take them from her skirt and bury them in the yard. So there would be no weapons in the house if soldiers came. . . .
 The Serbs came and caught her brother and brother-in-law and put them in prison. And then she stopped helping other people. Then she just tried to get them out of prison. You could pay the Serbs and they would bring food to the prison.
 MOTHER:
 Over 480 men on our street were captured; until this day, we haven’t heard from 130 of them. After the men were rounded up, they started gathering up the women. One Serb friend came to my house and said, “You must go to an interview.”
 DAUGHTER:
 I knew him too; he was my classmate from high school.
 MOTHER:
 They put me in a prison in a basement. There were ten women in one room—two were older women, and the rest were between the ages of thirty and forty.
 DAUGHTER:
 This is the first time I’m hearing this!
 MOTHER:
 From then on, every day was the same. We had one meal a day and we had one chance to go to the bathroom a day, and we were never allowed to shower. They gave us nothing for menstruation. The women who were bleeding would sit in a corner. Like animals . . . there was nothing else we could do.



There was no light in the basement so we all sat in darkness. And it was so cold, we all began to get sick. They would put smoke bombs in the prison just to scare us and they would eat in front of us, just to tease us. But, maybe because one of the prisoners was married to a Serb, they didn’t do anything really bad to us. . . .

I kept thinking that at least my children were in a better place. I wasn’t sure where they were, but I knew it was better. . . .

After two months in the basement like that, I was saved. The Serb who had helped my children came in the middle of the night and stole me from the prison. He threw me in the trunk of a car and drove me off. I still don’t know his name. . . .

I don’t know why he helped me. Maybe it was because they all knew that my husband wasn’t a soldier.


DAUGHTER:
 What did you do?
 MOTHER:
 I hid in the trunk of my car by our house. There was shooting all around. Another neighbor gave me petrol. I got in the front seat of my car and waited, but the shooting didn’t stop. I was sitting, slouched in the seat with men on one side of me shooting at men on the other. There was a Serb soldier’s car right in front of me. He started driving and I began following him. I just kept driving until I was on the other side [the Croatian side]. Now, when I think about it, I must have been crazy; but I wasn’t thinking. I was like a crazy one.
 When I got to the other side, I went to my Croatian friend’s house, and I waited until nightfall.
 DAUGHTER:
 She was ashamed. She didn’t want our friend to see her in the light—she had been wearing the same clothes for two months and she had never had a shower.
 MOTHER:
 I had a bad fever. As soon as I rang our friend’s doorbell and he opened the door, I fainted.
 DAUGHTER:
 She had pneumonia and arthritis and who knows what else.
 MOTHER:
 I stayed for five days, but I couldn’t wait any longer. My friend gave me some money and some clothes. I still had a fever when I got in my car again and drove to Croatia. . . .
 I was alone. I kept fighting off hitchhiking paramilitary groups who wanted a ride. It was too dangerous to have anyone in the car with me. I had to fight to be alone.
 DAUGHTER:
 Our friend called me to say that my mother was coming. I almost died with joy. But when, after two days, she didn’t arrive, I began to think he was lying.
 MOTHER:
 It took a long time because I could only travel at night and the car was very slow.
 DAUGHTER:
 But she came! When I first saw her, I didn’t recognize her because she looked so bad. We started weeping and holding each other. We both thought, “We must find Dad.”

MOTHER:
 He didn’t have a passport, but even without one, he crossed into nine countries, weaving his way to Croatia. He went to Malta, Turkey, Italy, Germany, Austria, and who knows where else, on his way to Croatia.
 DAUGHTER:
 When my father called from Zagreb, the first thing my mother said was, “Where are you?” Then she started to cry. She didn’t even ask, “How are you?” Just, “Where are you?”
 MOTHER:
 He came down to Promajna but stayed for only two weeks. Then, he put on a soldier’s uniform and went back to Bosnia to buy all of our family members’ freedom. He used all of the money he had made in Libya to bring everyone out. He got stuck in Croatia when they closed the border. Then, two months later, they sent us all to Pakistan.
 DAUGHTER:
 We’re trying to get to Canada, but we’re too sick. Our family can’t pass the physicals necessary for entry. My mother is still sick from the prison. Four months ago, she had a heart attack and now she has kidney problems. And my brother has his chronic illness, and at least another one of us is very sick whenever we try to test healthy.
 MOTHER:
 We’re waiting. . . .
 How did I sustain myself through all this? When I closed my eyes, I just thought of my daughter’s eyes. She has such lovely, large brown eyes. Doesn’t she? Everything is OK because we’re alive.



Source: Julie Mertus, Jasmina Tesanovic, Habiba Metikos, and Rada Boric (eds), The Suitcase: Refugee Voices from Bosnia and Croatia (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1997, pp. 23–28). Used by permission of University of California Press and Julie Mertus.

3. Interview with Borislav Herak, Mass Rapist

“Genocidal rape” is a recently developed term used to suggest the use of mass rape by perpetrators as a weapon against the group they perceive as enemies. In that regard, it is largely used as a way to degrade, demoralize, and humiliate the victims and their families, as well as to cause physical trauma. It has also been used as a means of forced impregnation, particularly in societies where the defiling of women can result in the victim becoming a social pariah. Rape during the Bosnian War was frequently employed as an instrument of ethnic cleansing by Serbian armed forces against Bosniak women and girls. Borislav Herak (b. 1971) was a Bosnian Serb soldier who became the first Serb to be put on trial for war crimes in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Interviewed by George Rodrigue for The Dallas Morning News in May 1993, what follows are parts of that confronting conversation.


GEORGE: In general they say that you have killed many men, women, and children with guns and with knives, and that you raped many women. Is that true?
 BORISLAV: It is true, but I did not kill any children.
 G: I would like to talk about the women you raped. I believe you have listed their names before. Could you do that again for me please?
 B: Amara, Sabina, Sumbula.
 G: Okay. Any more? Who was the first woman you raped?
 B: Amara.
 G: Tell me what happened.
 B: We had an order to go to Restaurant Sonja in Vogosca. We were told that we were going to rape girls there.
 G: Who told you this?
 B: My captain. The commander of our unit. So as to increase the morale of our fighters.
 G: What was the name of your captain?

B: I do not know his last name. His first name was Borov, and he came from Breza [thirty kilometers northwest of Sarajevo]. He was working as a captain there too, and he came to Sarajevo as a refugee and became a captain there.
 G: Was this good for your morale?
 B: Not at all. And before that and after that I had to go to the front lines, so it was the same for me.
 G: How do you mean?
 B: It was just a stupid thing to do. We hadn’t any fights, and that is why it was worthless.
 G: So what did you think of this order?
 B: I had to obey it.
 G: What would have happened to you if you had not?
 B: They would have sent me to the worst front line in Trebinje in Herzegovina, or sent me to jail.
 G: They would not have killed you?
 B: I cannot say that. But I knew they would have taken away the house that they had given me.
 G: They had given you a Muslim’s house.
 B: Yes.
 G: Was it nice?
 B: Yes. It had two floors, and it was white. There was a place to keep cows. A building for them, behind the house.
 G: So you got to the restaurant, and what did you see?
 B: It had a guard in front of it, and the girls were in the room.
 G: What room?
 B: The girls were in a room just inside the door.
 G: How many girls?
 B: Sixty.
 G: How did they look? Clean, dirty, beaten, not beaten, young, old?
 B: They were young, twenty to twenty-five years. They were looking normal, with normal clothes on them. They hadn’t any bruises on them.
 G: Did they look well fed or hungry?
 B: I didn’t notice.
 G: What happened next?
 B: I know that they were killed afterward.
 G: I want to ask who did the very next thing. Who said the next thing?
 B: They found Mordrag Vukovic and Dragan Damjanovic, they were in Seselj’s army [a paramilitary group]. And they worked there. It was their work to guard the women.
 G: What happened then?
 B: We told them that we were sent by Borov, and they knew what to do. They brought the girls to us from the room. . . . They picked girls for us.
 G: And which one was picked for you?
 B: That Amara girl . . . she was tall, black hair, about twenty.
 G: Did you say anything to each other?
 B: No
 G: What happened then?
 B: We went up to the room. On the second floor. That guy Miro showed us the way. And there we raped her, the four of us.
 G: They picked out one girl for the four of you?
 B: Yes.
 G: You were all in the room when she was raped?
 B: Yes.
 G: Didn’t this seem strange to you?
 B: Just a little bit.
 G: Why did you do it?

B: Because I had those guys with me. I had to listen to the order, or I would have to face consequences if I did not.
 G: Did you say anything to each other this whole time?
 B: We told her to take off her clothes. . . . She didn’t want to. And that guy Misa Damjanovic started to beat her.
 G: Did he beat her with his rifle butt or his hands?
 B: With his hands. And then she took her clothes off and we raped her. And she put her clothes back on, and we took her away.
 G: Did you feel good about this, or guilty?
 B: I felt guilty. But I didn’t want to say anything or to show it to the others.
 G: You did not kill this one?
 B: Damjanovic did.
 G: How do you know?
 B: I went with him. We went together to Zuc [a mountain in Sarajevo].
 G: You and Damjanovic?
 B: Three of us. They took her out of the car, the two of them, and I sat in the car. I saw that they had guns. One of them shot her in the head. They took her into some bushes; they sort of hid her there and then they killed her. . . . Then they came back.
 G: Did they say why they did this?
 B: When they finished and we were still in the restaurant, Miro Vukovic told us to kill her. Because they did not have enough food or space, and they wanted to bring new girls into the restaurant. So we should kill her.
 G: What did you think of this?
 B: I just kept my mouth shut. I was standing by the side.
 G: I did not ask what you did. I asked what you thought.
 B: I thought that what they were going to do was bad.
 G: That is all you thought?
 B: Yes.
 G: Were you surprised?
 B: I had already heard the stories about that. About killing girls. It was known to me already.
 G: When they came back from shooting her the first time, were they laughing or sad or just very quiet?
 B: They had music turned on in the car as we went back, and there was no conversation.
 G: What was the music?
 B: Serbian folk music. The usual folk music. . . .
 G: When you [yourself] killed [Sumbula] . . ., what were you thinking?
 B: I can’t remember. It was a long time ago.
 G: I’m sorry, but I cannot believe that you don’t remember. How many unarmed women have you shot in the back?
 B: Three.
 G: Do you remember what you were thinking while you shot any of them?
 B: I knew that those were my orders. I knew I had to obey the orders.
 G: If someone had told you before the war that if you did not rape and kill a Moslem girl they would have taken away your money and sent you someplace dangerous, would you have raped and killed the girl?
 B: I would not have believed it. And I would not have done it.
 G: Why would you do it now?
 B: I had to do it.
 G: Isn’t that rather a bad excuse? You did not argue with these orders. You didn’t even say that you didn’t feel like it. You never said, Why don’t we just let them go? Isn’t this a bad excuse, “orders?”
 B: We all had to obey the orders.
 G: Let me ask you this. You have heard a lot of propaganda about how the Serbs are in danger and the Muslims want to slaughter them. Did you believe this?
 B: Yes, I believed it. I had been told that in Sarajevo terrible things are going on. That they have prisons and whorehouses. That they rape little girls from five to seven years. That they throw babies and women to the lions in the Sarajevo zoo.

G: Now you grew up there, right? You had Muslim friends?
 B: Yes. My brother-in-law is a Muslim.
 G: Now before the war started would you have ever believed that Muslims could do such things?
 B: No.
 G: Had a Muslim ever hurt you in any way?
 B: No. No. They only helped me. They were helping me all the time. I once had an accident, fell down and hurt my head. And a Serb neighbor was afraid. He ran away. A Muslim neighbor picked me up and took me to the hospital.
 G: So how did you come to believe this propaganda about the Muslims?
 B: I don’t know.
 G: Are you incapable of thinking for yourself? Do you believe everything that people tell you?
 B: No. I don’t believe everything that I hear. I can think for myself. But when I came to Vogosca, to the Chetniks, they told me that they had phoned to Sarajevo and were quite sure that my father had been killed at his house, on the street, in Sarajevo, and that my house had been burned. So that is why I believed them, and I started to think in a different way.
 G: Your father is ashamed of what you have done.
 B: He told me, I am your father and you are my child. And I can forgive you, but others cannot.
 G: Do you feel ashamed?
 B: It is hard for me to look in his eyes.
 G: How could somebody who grew up with Muslim friends, who had Muslims in his family, how could he grow up to treat Muslims this way?
 B: I don’t know. But while I was in Sarajevo my cousin came to my house and told me that the Muslims had put me on a list of people to be killed. And because we are close relatives, I believed him. When I escaped they told me a lot of stories about what the Muslims had done. Raping, slitting throats. And my thinking began to change.
 G: what do you think now about the Serbs’ claims to be great warriors and victims of the Muslims?
 B: I think that they do not know what they are doing. As a matter of fact, because they act like this and fight like this they are going to ruin themselves. They are going to destroy themselves. It is easy for them while they are up in the hills. And it is easy for them while they have artillery and the Bosnians have just guns. But they will never be able to come down from the hills and visit the town. And that will be hard for them.
 G: You know that by talking to so many people you have perhaps condemned yourself to death. Why have you done this?
 B: They should know what they are doing on the other side.
 G: What will happen to you now?
 B: They will kill me. . . .



Source: Alexandra Stiglmayer, The Rapes in Bosnia-Herzegovina, in Alexandra Stiglmayer (ed.), Mass Rape: The War against Women in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994, pp. 148–154. Copyright 1993 Kore Verlag GmbH. English translation copyright 1994 by the University of Nebraska press. Used by permission.

4.UN General Assembly Resolution 47/121, Adopted December 18, 1992

Addressing “the situation in Bosnia and Herzegovina,” this resolution expressed grave concern over the deteriorating situation, condemned Serbia and Montenegro and urged their immediate cessation of “aggressive acts” and the withdrawal of all forces, reaffirmed its support for the government of Bosnia-Herzegovina, and urged the Security Council to take immediate action regarding humanitarian relief. Most importantly, it urged the Security Council to establish “an ad hoc international war crimes tribunal” which would later become the International Criminal Tribunal for (the former) Yugoslavia (ICTY).

The Security Council,

	Reaffirming its resolutions 713 (1991) of 25 September 1991 and all of its subsequent relevant resolutions,
 	Taking note that the International Court of Justice in its Order of 8 April 1993 in the case concerning application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro)) unanimously indicated as a provisional measure that the Government of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) should immediately, in pursuance of its undertaking in the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 9 December 1948, take all measures within its power to prevent the commission of the crime of genocide,
 	Reaffirming the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political independence of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
 	Reaffirming its call on the parties and others concerned to observe immediately the cease-fire throughout the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina,
 	Reaffirming its condemnation of all violations of international humanitarian law, including, in particular, the practice of “ethnic cleansing”,
 	Concerned by the pattern of hostilities by Bosnian Serb paramilitary units against towns and villages in eastern Bosnia and in this regard reaffirming that any taking or acquisition of territory by the threat or use of force, including through the practice of “ethnic cleansing”, is unlawful and unacceptable,
 	Deeply alarmed at the information provided by the Secretary-General to the Security Council on 16 April 1993 on the rapid deterioration of the situation in Srebrenica and its surrounding areas, as a result of the continued deliberate armed attacks and shelling of the innocent civilian population by Bosnian Serb paramilitary units,
 	Strongly condemning the deliberate interdiction by Bosnian Serb paramilitary units of humanitarian assistance convoys,
 	Also strongly condemning the actions taken by Bosnian Serb paramilitary units against UNPROFOR, in particular, their refusal to guarantee the safety and freedom of movement of UNPROFOR personnel,
 	Aware that a tragic humanitarian emergency has already developed in Srebrenica and its surrounding areas as a direct consequence of the brutal actions of Bosnian Serb paramilitary units, forcing the large-scale displacement of civilians, in particular women, children and the elderly,
 	Recalling the provisions of resolution 815 (1993) on the mandate of UNPROFOR and in that context acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,


	Demands that all parties and others concerned treat Srebrenica and its surroundings as a safe area which should be free from any armed attack or any other hostile act;
 	Demands also to that effect the immediate cessation of armed attacks by Bosnian Serb paramilitary units against Srebrenica and their immediate withdrawal from the areas surrounding Srebrenica;
 	Demands that the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) immediately cease the supply of military arms, equipment and services to the Bosnian Serb paramilitary units in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina;
 	Requests the Secretary-General, with a view to monitoring the humanitarian situation in the safe area, to take immediate steps to increase the presence of UNPROFOR in Srebrenica and its surroundings; demands that all parties and others concerned cooperate fully and promptly with UNPROFOR towards that end; and requests the Secretary-General to report urgently thereon to the Security Council;
 	Reaffirms that any taking or acquisition of territory by threat or use of force, including through the practice of “ethnic cleansing”, is unlawful and unacceptable;
 	Condemns and rejects the deliberate actions of the Bosnian Serb party to force the evacuation of the civilian population from Srebrenica and its surrounding areas as well as from other parts of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina as part of its overall abhorrent campaign of “ethnic cleansing”;
 	Reaffirms its condemnation of all violations of international humanitarian law, in particular the practice of “ethnic cleansing” and reaffirms that those who commit or order the commission of such acts shall be held individually responsible in respect of such acts;
 	Demands the unimpeded delivery of humanitarian assistance to all parts of the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina, in particular to the civilian population of Srebrenica and its surrounding areas and recalls that such impediments to the delivery of humanitarian assistance constitute a serious violation of international humanitarian law;
 	Urges the Secretary-General and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees to use all the resources at their disposal within the scope of the relevant resolutions of the Council to reinforce the existing humanitarian operations in the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina in particular Srebrenica and its surroundings;
 	Further demands that all parties guarantee the safety and full freedom of movement of UNPROFOR and of all other United Nations personnel as well as members of humanitarian organizations;
 	Further requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with UNHCR and UNPROFOR, to arrange for the safe transfer of the wounded and ill civilians from Srebrenica and its surrounding areas and to urgently report thereon to the Council;
 	Decides to send, as soon as possible, a mission of members of the Security Council to the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina to ascertain the situation and report thereon to the Security Council;
 	Decides to remain actively seized of the matter and to consider further steps to achieve a solution in conformity with relevant resolutions of the Council.


Source: UN Security Council, 3199th Meeting. S/RES/819; April 16, 1993. Used by permission of the United Nations.

5.UN Review of the Indictments before the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, July 11, 1996

The cover page notes that the indictment concerns both Radovan Karadžić (b. 1945), president of the Republika Srpska (Serbian Republic), and Ratko Mladić (b. 1942), colonel general of the Yugoslav People’s Army, and is officially titled “Review of the Indictments Pursuant to Rule 61 of the Rules of Procedure and Evidence.” The crimes for which they were both indicted and brought to trial were “violations of international humanitarian law” and genocide. With regard to the first indictment, they were categorized as (1) crimes related to Bosnian Serb military operations (unlawful confinement and related crimes, appropriation or plunder of property, destruction of places of worship, expulsion and deportation, shelling of civilian gatherings), (2) crimes related to the siege of Sarajevo, (3) crimes committed against United Nations military personnel. With regard to the second indictment, they were categorized as (1) massacres in the woods, (2) mass executions at Kravica, (3) mass executions near Karakaj/Lazete, (4) mass executions at a farm at Branjevo and other places, (5) summary executions at Potočari. As of this writing (summer of 2014), the trials of both are continuing.

III. The Offences Charged

	10. The facts are demonstrated both from the material submitted by the Prosecution in support of the indictments and from the documents and testimony presented during the hearings. 	A. The First Indictment


 	11. The charges against the accused in the first indictment relate to a series of acts which occurred between April 1992 and July 1995 in Bosnia and Herzegovina. They included setting up internment camps, targeting Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croat political, intellectual and professional leaders, shelling civilian gatherings, appropriating, plundering and/or destroying property and systematically destroying places of worship. The criminal acts charged will be examined in three main sections, respectively: crimes related to Bosnian Serb military operations, crimes related to the siege of Sarajevo and crimes against United Nations personnel. 	1. Crimes related to Bosnian Serb military operations


 	12. These crimes may be further sub-divided into four categories. 	a. Unlawful confinement and related crimes


 	13. During the period in question, a network of camps which were managed and organised by civilian and military personnel and Bosnian Serb police, and which were located across the entire territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina under Bosnian Serb occupation (Omarska, Keraterm, Trnopolje, Luka, Manjaca, Susica, KP Dom, Foca, Livade, Batkovic, etc.), was used to intern thousands of civilian Bosnian Muslims and Bosnian Croats, including women, children and elderly people who had been systematically selected and assembled for national, ethnical, political or religious reasons. Detained for weeks, months or even years under inhuman living conditions (involving inadequate rations and lack of medical care and proper hygiene), the civilians were then either executed, subjected to mistreatment and other physical and mental harm calculated to bring about their physical destruction, or used as human shields against other troops. After their execution, the remains of the victims from the KP DOM and Luka camps were thrown into the nearby Drina and Sava Rivers, respectively. In the Omarska camp in July 1993, many detainees were said to have been burned alive by soldiers celebrating Saint Peter’s Day, a Serbian family saint’s day. Inside the camps or at other places, many of the women and girls being detained were systematically raped and/or subjected to other forms of sexual assault by Serbian soldiers and police or by their agents with the consent and complicity of the officials of the detention units. Some of the camps were nothing less than “specialised centres” for the rape of women. On a smaller scale, many men were also victims of rape and sexual assault by the Serbian forces. On several occasions, brothers or parents were forced to have sexual contact with one another. Forms of sexual assault particularly degrading for women, and using a variety of objects, and the castration of men, sometimes performed under duress by prisoners on one another, was practiced. 	b. Appropriation or plunder of property, destruction of places of worship


 	14. In the cities and villages of Bosnia and Herzegovina which had come under their command, the Bosnian Serb military personnel and police, along with other agents of the Bosnian Serb administration, committed various sorts of arbitrary large-scale appropriation of real and moveable property belonging to Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croat civilians. Prior to their forced transfer, many detainees in the internment camps were forced to sign official Bosnian Serb documents by which they “voluntarily” gave up their titles of ownership and their possessions to the Bosnian Serb administration. With the approval and consent of the leaders of the internment camps, or on their instructions, many detainees were escorted from the camps to their homes, businesses or enterprises, in order to force them to hand over their funds and other valuables. Elsewhere, in order to rule out any possibility of return by the dispossessed. Bosnian Serb forces systematically destroyed buildings. The destruction took place in areas where the hostilities had ceased and in the regions untouched by them as well as in those where the populations had surrendered without resistance. In cities, like Foca, where Serbian and non Serbian neighbourhoods were next to one another, Serbian neighbourhoods were carefully spared.

 	15. Throughout the territory of Bosnia and Herzegovina under their control, Bosnian Serb forces also destroyed, quasi-systematically, the Muslim and Catholic cultural heritage, in particular, sacred sites. According to estimates provided at the hearing by an expert witness, Dr. Kaiser, a total of 1,123 mosques, 504 Catholic churches and five synagogues were destroyed or damaged, for the most part, in the absence of military activity or after the cessation thereof. This was the case in the destruction of the entire Islamic and Catholic heritage in the Banja Luka area which had a Serbian majority and the nearest area of combat to which was several dozen kilometres away. All of the mosques and Catholic churches were destroyed. Some mosques were destroyed with explosives and the ruins were then levelled and rubble thrown in the public dumps in order to eliminate any vestige of Muslim presence.
 Aside from churches and mosques, other religious and cultural symbols like cemeteries and monasteries were targets of the attacks.
 	c. Expulsion and deportation


 	16. Thousands of civilians were unlawfully expelled or deported to other places inside and outside the Republic of Bosnia and Herzegovina. Removed from their homes, many civilians, including women, children and elderly persons, were used in prisoner exchanges. The result of these expulsions was the partial or total elimination of Muslim and Bosnian Croats in some of Bosnian Serb-held regions of Bosnia and Herzegovina. In the municipalities of Prijedor, Foca, Vlasenica, Brcko, and Bosanksi Samac, to name but a few, the once non-Serbian majority was systematically exterminated or expelled by force or intimidation. Among the methods used to apply pressure, the Prosecutor noted a radio announcement which told Muslims to leave town or face execution and stated that, “for a Serb killed at the front, ten Muslims were to be executed”.
 	17. At the same time, Bosnian Serb military and police personnel persecuted leaders and members of the non-Serbian political parties, especially the mainly Muslim Party of Democratic Action (SDA) and the Croatian Democratic Union (HDZ), the main Croatian political party, in the towns of Prijedor, Vlasenica, Bosanski Samac, Brcko, and Foca. Based on the lists drawn up by the Serbian Democratic Party, the leaders were arrested, interned, subjected to physical abuse and, in many cases, executed. Generally speaking, Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Croat political, intellectual and professional leaders were victims of persecution by Bosnian Serb groups.
 	d. Shelling of civilian gatherings


 	18. Throughout the conflict, the strategy of Bosnian Serb forces consisted in indiscriminately targeting civilians. Such was the case during the entire siege of Sarajevo, and at times in the safe areas of Srebrenica, Zepa, Gorazde, Bihac and Tuzla. From July 1992 to July 1995, many civilian gatherings, particularly at stadiums or in public squares, were subject to shelling by Bosnian Serb military forces with the object of killing, terrorising and demoralising the civilian population.
 	2. Crimes related to the siege of Sarajevo


 	19. From 5 April 1992 to 31 May 1995, the city of Sarajevo was besieged by Bosnian Serb forces. During this period, the city was subjected to a systematic and deliberate sniping campaign, the outbreak of which allegedly occurred on 6 April 1992 from the headquarters of the Serbian Democratic Party (SDS) at the Holliday Inn. The snipers, who were members of the Bosnian Serb army, used very sophisticated weapons to shoot people while on their daily business. Casualties included women, children, and the elderly.
 	3. Crimes committed against United Nations military personnel


 	20. In response to the air-strikes of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) on Serbian military targets, between 26 May and 2 June 1995, Bosnian Serb forces took hostage 284 United Nations peacekeepers assigned, inter alia, to the regions of Pale, Sarajevo, and Gorazde. Around 26 May 1995, Bosnian Serb forces selected United Nations military observers in the Pale region and used them as “human shields”. Those observers were tied to potential targets of NATO air-strikes, specifically the munitions depot at Joharinski Potok, the radar facility site at Jahorina and a nearby communications centre. High-level Bosnian Serb political and military delegations—which included, inter alia, Professor Koljevic, the then vice-president of Republika Srpska and president of the State Committee for Co-operation with the United Nations and the other humanitarian organisations, even inspected and photographed the scene. According to one of the hostages, Captain Rechner, a Canadian military observer who was stationed in Pale and was in charge of, among other things, liaison between the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) and Bosnian Serb Administration, and who was often in contact with Radovan KARADZIC’s cabinet, the hostage-taking had been officially decided at the highest level of the chain of command.



Source: Case No. IT-95–5-R61, July 11 1996. D1440/58 BIS. Available online at http://www.icty.org/x/cases/mladic/related/en/rev-ii960716-e.pdf. Used by permission of the United Nations.

6.U.S. House of Representatives Resolution 109 “Expressing the Sense of the House Regarding the Massacre at Srebrenica in July, 1995,” Adopted June 27, 2005 & U.S. Senate Resolution 134, Adopted May 9, 2005

After first detailing the genocidal events in Bosnia leading up to and including the fall of Srebrenica, the U.S. House of Representatives passed this resolution advocating solemn remembrance of the victims (including foreign nationals); condemning the Serbs for “policies of aggression and ethnic cleansing”; urging the United Nations to accept its own share of responsibility for its failures; urging the trials for those responsible for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide and full cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia; and, finally, supporting independence and territorial integrity for Bosnia-Herzegovina.

Whereas, in July 1995, thousands of men and boys who had sought safety in the United Nations-designated ‘safe area’ of Srebrenica in Bosnia and Herzegovina under the protection of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) were massacred by Serb forces operating in that country;

Whereas, beginning in April 1992, aggression and ethnic cleansing perpetrated by Bosnian Serb forces, while taking control of the surrounding territory, resulted in a massive influx of Bosniaks seeking protection in Srebrenica and its environs, which the United Nations Security Council designated a ‘safe area’ in Security Council Resolution 819 on April 16, 1993;

Whereas the UNPROFOR presence in Srebrenica consisted of a Dutch peacekeeping battalion, with representatives of the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, the International Committee of the Red Cross, and the humanitarian medical aid agency Medecins Sans Frontiers (Doctors Without Borders) helping to provide humanitarian relief to the displaced population living in conditions of massive overcrowding, destitution, and disease;

Whereas Bosnian Serb forces blockaded the enclave early in 1995, depriving the entire population of humanitarian aid and outside communication and contact, and effectively reducing the ability of the Dutch peacekeeping battalion to deter aggression or otherwise respond effectively to a deteriorating situation;

Whereas, beginning on July 6, 1995, Bosnian Serb forces attacked UNPROFOR outposts, seized control of the isolated enclave, held captured Dutch soldiers hostage and, after skirmishes with local defenders, ultimately took control of the town of Srebrenica on July 11, 1995;

Whereas an estimated one-third of the population of Srebrenica, including a relatively small number of soldiers, made a desperate attempt to pass through the lines of Bosnian Serb forces to the relative safety of Bosnian-held territory, but many were killed by patrols and ambushes;

Whereas the remaining population sought protection with the Dutch peacekeeping battalion at its headquarters in the village of Potocari north of Srebrenica but many of these individuals were randomly seized by Bosnian Serb forces to be beaten, raped, or murdered;

Whereas Bosnian Serb forces deported women, children, and the elderly in buses, held Bosniak males over 16 years of age at collection points and sites in northeastern Bosnia and Herzegovina under their control, and then summarily murdered and buried the captives in mass graves;

Whereas approximately 20 percent of Srebrenica’s total population at the time—at least 7,000 and perhaps thousands more—was murdered;

Whereas the United Nations and its member states have largely acknowledged their failure to take actions and decisions that could have deterred the assault on Srebrenica and prevented the subsequent massacre, including the lengthy report issued by the Government of the Netherlands on April 10, 2002, entitled ‘Srebrenica, a ‘safe’ area—Reconstruction, background, consequences and analyses of the fall of a safe area’;

Whereas Bosnian Serb forces, hoping to conceal evidence of the massacre at Srebrenica, subsequently moved corpses from initial mass grave sites to many secondary sites scattered throughout parts of northeastern Bosnia and Herzegovina under their control;

Whereas the massacre at Srebrenica was among the worst of many horrible atrocities to occur in the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina from April 1992 to November 1995, during which the policies of aggression and ethnic cleansing pursued by Bosnian Serb forces with the direct support of authorities in the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) ultimately led to the displacement of more than 2,000,000 people, an estimated 200,000 killed, tens of thousands raped or otherwise tortured and abused, and the innocent civilians of Sarajevo and other urban centers repeatedly subjected to shelling and sniper attacks;

Whereas Article 2 of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, done at Paris December 9, 1948, and entered into force January 12, 1951, defines genocide as ‘any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: (a) killing members of the group; (b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; (c) deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; (d) imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; (e) forcibly transferring children of the group to another group’;

Whereas, on May 25, 1993, the United Nations Security Council adopted Security Council Resolution 827, establishing the world’s first international war crimes tribunal, the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY), based in The Hague, the Netherlands, and charging the ICTY with responsibility for investigating and prosecuting individuals suspected of committing war crimes, genocide, crimes against humanity, and grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions on the territory of the former Yugoslavia since 1991;

Whereas numerous members of the Bosnian Serb forces and political leaders at various levels of responsibility have been indicted for grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions, violations of the laws or customs of war, crimes against humanity, genocide, and complicity in genocide associated with the massacre at Srebrenica, some of whom have been tried and sentenced while others, including Radovan Karadzic and Ratko Mladic, remain at large; and

Whereas the international community, including the United States, has continued to provide personnel and resources, including through direct military intervention, to prevent further aggression and ethnic cleansing, to negotiate and help ensure the full implementation of the General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina, initialled at Dayton, Ohio, November 21, 1995, and done at Paris December 14, 1995, including cooperation with the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that—

	(1) the thousands of innocent people murdered at Srebrenica in Bosnia and Herzegovina in July 1995, along with all individuals who were victimized during the conflict and genocide in Bosnia and Herzegovina from 1992 to 1995, should be solemnly remembered and honored;
 	(2) the policies of aggression and ethnic cleansing as implemented by Serb forces in Bosnia and Herzegovina from 1992 to 1995 meet the terms defining the crime of genocide in Article 2 of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, done at Paris December 9, 1948, and entered into force January 12, 1951;
 	(3) foreign nationals, including United States citizens, who have risked, and in some cases lost, their lives in Bosnia and Herzegovina while working toward peace should be solemnly remembered and honored;
 	(4) the United Nations and its member states should accept their share of responsibility for allowing the Srebrenica massacre and genocide to occur in Bosnia and Herzegovina from 1992 to 1995 by failing to take sufficient, decisive, and timely action, and the United Nations and its member states should constantly seek to ensure that this failure is not repeated in future crises and conflicts;
 	(5) it is in the national interest of the United States that those individuals who are responsible for war crimes, genocide, crimes against humanity, and grave breaches of the 1949 Geneva Conventions committed in Bosnia and Herzegovina should be held accountable for their actions;
 	(6) all persons indicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) should be apprehended and transferred to The Hague without further delay, and all countries should meet their obligations to cooperate fully with the ICTY at all times; and
 	(7) the United States should continue to support— 	(A) the independence and territorial integrity of Bosnia and Herzegovina;
 	(B) peace and stability in southeastern Europe as a whole; and
 	(C) the right of all people living in southeastern Europe, regardless of national, racial, ethnic or religious background—




	(i) to return to their homes and enjoy the benefits of democratic institutions, the rule of law, and economic opportunity; and
 	(ii) to know the fate of missing relatives and friends.


Source: H. Res. 199 (June 27, 2005) and SRES 134 ATS (May 9, 2005). Available online at https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/109/hres199/text.

7.Hasan Nuhanovic´'s Account

Hasan Nuhanović (b. 1968) is a Bosniak survivor of the Srebrenica genocide, and a leading voice calling for appropriate recognition of the failures of the United Nations in permitting the Srebrenica Massacre of July 1995. He has campaigned tirelessly in pursuit of truth, justice, and recognition with regard to what happened at Srebrenica in July 1995. In addition to his legal and investigative work, he has written a highly detailed chronology of the events at Srebrenica, Under the UN Flag, in which he examines the responsibility and guilt of the international community before, during, and after those crisis days. In raising consciousness about the genocide, and working unceasingly not only for himself but also for all families and all victims, a Bosnian journalist, Dragan Stanimirović, has labeled Nuhanović the “Elie Wiesel of Bosnia.”

The Men and others who were in the Base

Let us put ourselves in the shoes of any of the men or boys inside the base and consider the situation from their point of view. Knowing how much information they could have acquired about what was happening both outside and inside the base, they must have all thought something like this:


‘I’ve been in the base for two days, since 11 July. It’s 13 July now. I’ve heard that terrible things are happening out there, outside the base. I’m not sure what’s happening, nor what the Dutch are doing outside the base. I can’t see anything because the Dutch won’t let me leave the hanger to see what’s happening outside. Maybe it’s better if I don’t show up outside the hanger. What I have been able to see by peering surreptitiously through the hanger windows and doors does not augur well. Serb soldiers have surrounded the base on all sides. It would be impossible to escape, even if I dared try. They’d kill me if they caught me as I was escaping. And where could I escape to when I don’t know where our people are and where theirs are. It looks as though the Serbs have occupied everything and the entire area is under their control. Perhaps I’d have a chance of survival if I managed to get to the forest, but the forest is a long way away. And what if there are Serbs in the forest too. There are Serbs swarming all around the base. It’s impossible. Why run the risk of getting killed trying to escape from here when I’m safe here, for now at least. I wouldn’t want to be in the shoes of the people who were left outside the base. I was lucky the Dutch let me into the base. The Serbs won’t do anything to me as long as I’m here. It seems they don’t dare enter the base. That’s good.

I don’t know what the Dutch intend to do. I’ll wait and see what happens next. Probably they’ll get some of us out of here and to safety. Who knows what’s happening to the people sitting in the buses. Probably the Dutch know. No one tells us anything. I’ll wait and see what the Dutch tell us.’

Since none of the members of Dutchbat 3 had officially notified the refugees inside the base of the following:



	- that the men and boys were being segregated from the women and small children;
 	- that a number of people had been summarily executed outside the base;
 	- that so far there were at least nine dead bodies of men who had been killed outside the base;
 	- that Dutchbat 3 was not in a position to escort the convoys to Federation BiH territory because the Serbs had confiscated their vehicles;
 	- that the Serbs were putting the men in separate buses, apart from the women and children, and taking them to Bratunac, not Kladanj;
 	- that a large number of dead bodies had been seen on the road to Kladanj;
 	- that a number of men who had succeeded in boarding buses along with the women and children had also been taken off somewhere on the way to Kladanj;
 	- that General Mladić had said that the women and children would be deported but that the men aged between 16 and 65 would be ‘checked against a list of war criminals’;


not one of the men inside the base, nor the women and children with them, knew just what was waiting for them the moment they set foot outside the compound gates.

They had been deliberately left in the belief that Dutchbat 3 would see that everything was all right if the decision should be made that those who were inside the base should also board the buses.

Out of all this information, Nesib Mandžić and Ibro Nuhanović, who were from time to time in touch with Franken—who could have passed the information on to them—had been told by him only one thing: that General Mladić had decided that all the men must be ‘checked against the list of war criminals’.

However, Franken knew all the rest of the information listed above, although he did not pass it on to Nesib Mandžić and Ibro Nuhanović. It is important to be aware of this, otherwise one might ask why the two of them had not told the people inside the base; but the answer is that neither of them knew anything more than the rest of the refugees inside the base, since Franken was the only person they could have obtained it from, and he had not given it to them.

In other words, Franken, and the rest of Dutchbat 3 command, consciously kept this information secret.

The question is why. The only response can be because he wanted the people inside the base to remain in the belief that the deportation was going without a hitch so as to avoid any risk of people rebelling and refusing to leave when the time came to force them out of the base. Franken did not want to create that kind of ‘problem’ either for himself or for Dutchbat 3.

It should be said that Franken, and the rest of Dutchbat 3 command, did not do the opposite either—he did not tell the refugees that everything was going without a hitch.

In other words, they were not told either that there were problems or that there were not—they were told nothing. Nor was anyone given the opportunity to ask him any questions.

As a result, there was no communication between the members of Dutchbat 3 and the refugees in the camp, with the exception of a few cases of a personal, not an official nature. This meant there was no way the refugees inside the camp could have known what was happening outside.

This meant that Franken and the rest of Dutchbat 3 command had established a situation inside the camp in which the relationship between Dutchbat 3 and the refugees inside the camp was that the former issued orders and the latter received orders without the right to question them or comment on them.

Those who were outside the base were in a very similar position in that the Dutch had not told them what was happening, but it was perfectly clear and obvious to the refugees outside the base. At the same time, those who were outside the base did not dare refuse to obey the instructions they received from the Dutch, still less those they received from the Serbs.

During the deportation that began on 12 July and ended on 13 July, that is while there were refugees both inside and outside the base in Potočari, the Serbs were issuing orders outside the base and controlling the situation there, while Dutchbat 3 kept control over the situation inside the base.

The Serbs did not control the situation inside the base, nor were they physically present there, nor did they give orders to anyone inside the base. The only orders issued inside the base were those given by Dutchbat 3 command. This must be clear.

I shall now continue to deal chronologically with the events of 13 July.

The announcement by members of Dutchbat 3 to the refugees in the hangar inside the Dutchbat base that they should begin to leave in groups of five was in fact an order.

Not a single word was used that left the refugees in the base any choice. As a result this announcement by members of Dutchbat 3 must be treated as an order.

It should be stressed that all members of Dutchbat 3 inside the base and who had been in contact with the refugees during this procedure were armed with rifles and wearing uniform and helmets. Some of them had their rifles hanging over their shoulders, but a number of them were holding their rifles. They were armed.

At the same time, that is since the day before, 12 July, Dutchbat 3 personnel outside the base, charged with doing what they were doing there, were not wearing full uniform; instead they were wearing short-sleeved t-shirts, shorts, and baseball caps with the UN badge. They did not have weapons—they were unarmed.

While all this was happening in Potočari Akashi was in Zagreb.

Let us take a look at the document, i. e. the report, that Akashi sent to Kofi Annan in New York that day, 13 July, at the same time as the Dutch were forcing the refugees to leave their base (this began at about 12.00 and ended at around 18.00). The document indicates the time of dispatch—13.40 hrs.

It must be emphasized that this document is not mentioned anywhere in the UN Report on Srebrenica which is, to say the least, curious.

The reference number of the report is Z 1154.

It was sent to Kofi Annan (UN, New York), Gharekhan (UN, New York), Goulding (UN, New York), Stoltenberg (Geneva, International Contact Group for former Yugoslavia), General Rupert Smith (UNPROFOR Command, Sarajevo).

I shall quote sections of the document:

Subject: Situation in Srebrenica

	 Continuing with our reports on the situation in Srebrenica, this message contains the latest information concerning the joint efforts being made to resolve the current humanitarian crisis, together further details regarding yesterday’s developments on the ground.
 	 The main areas of concern identified by the HCR Special Envoy, Mr. Anne Willem Biljeveld, who has just returned from Tuzla, are: 	- General Mladić’s refusal to allow all access, whether it to be personnel or convoys, to Srebrenica
 	- the insistence of the Bosnian Government that the international community, and not Sarajevo, deal with the fate of the displaced who are now assembling at the Tuzla airbase.
 	- as of 1130 hours today there were an estimated 5500 displaced at the airbase and this number is expected to rise very quickly. There are an estimated 6000 people in Kladanj who will soon proceed to Tuzla and there are many others to follow them (approximately 25000). We believe there are about 4000 males of draft age still in Bratunac awaiting ‘screening’ here by the BSA. Their fate is of obvious concern to everyone.




The last two sentences, relating to the 4,000 men in Bratunac, is probably one of the most important, if not the most important, elements of this chronology of events, of the entire File, and of all the documents I append to the File.

It means that on 13 July at about 13.40 hrs Akashi confirmed that he knew (although the document uses the weaker term ‘believe’) that there were about 4,000 men in Bratunac. If he knew this then it would have been normal for the following structures to have known it too (to judge, too, from the list of addresses to which the document was sent):

	- UNPROFOR in Tuzla and Sarajevo, including Rupert Smith
 	- UNPF in Zagreb where Akashi was, together with General Janvier
 	- UN in New York, to which the fax was sent
 	- The Contact Group—Stoltenberg and Bildt, who were at that point entrusted with the role of negotiators; Bildt had already been engaged in certain negotiations with all parties prior to and during the attack on Srebrenica; Stoltenberg, as we have seen from the UN Report on Srebrenica, had been appointed as the UN Secretary General’s special envoy to conduct negotiations in relation to the situation Srebrenica
 	- NATO, whose member countries had troops in BiH
 	- The governments and intelligence services of western countries, including the Netherlands, France (via General Janvier), Great Britain (via General Rupert Smith), and the USA


In addition, we have seen from the UN Report that the UN Secretariat also had this information, although it does not say from which source.

According to the list of missing persons in BiH, drawn up by the International Red Cross Committee, at least 1889 people went missing in Potočari. This is the minimum number of the missing who were last seen in Potočari. It means that half, most likely, of the men in Bratunac were men who had set off through the woods from Srebrenica heading for Tuzla. That is, among the 4,000 were some whom the Serbs had brought from Potočari and some whom they had brought from the forest.

Again, at the time when Akashi sent this message, there were still several thousand people inside the base, including several hundred men who were still not among the 4,000 in Bratunac although they were almost certainly taken there after the Dutch had forced them out of the base. Evidently the largest place where the Serb authorities were collecting up ‘prisoners’ was in Bratunac.

Apart from Bratunac, it is known that a number were assembled close to the village of Lolići and some in the football stadium near Nova Kasaba.

However, the most important point in this analysis is that it was known that these people were in Bratunac and still alive and that (even if it was not known at that point that there were other collection points), the UN Secretariat, as the UN Report on Srebrenica notes, gave instructions that this issue must take priority in all further talks between representatives of the international community and the Serb authorities.

We shall see that nothing was done about this matter, whether at the highest diplomatic level or at the level of Dutchbat 3, which was just a few kilometres away from the stadium in Bratunac.

I shall now quote further from the same document:

3. Other points mentioned by the Special Envoy are:

-the airbase at Tuzla cannot accommodate Srebrenica’s displaced persons for long, and it is the Special Envoy’s belief that the Bosnian Government will remain obstinate in its refusal to help the displaced, until Tuzla airbase is overflowing with people, and Sarajevo succeeds in embarrassing both the UN and the international community. Mr. Bijeleveld said there is accommodation for 11000 persons in the Tuzla area. Should the displaced be relocated to Tuzla proper (i. e. from the airport), this could of course put strains on the Federation, by upsetting the population balance in the area . . .

We see that at a time when human lives were at risk, Akashi expressed his ‘concern’ that the population balance might be upset if the people from Srebrenica were to come to the town of Tuzla. Here, beyond any doubt, he is thinking of the Serb and Croat population of the town.

We see that he suggests, between the lines, that for this reason the people should remain in the airbase even though there was accommodation for them in the town.

So Akashi saw danger in the people who were arriving from Srebrenica, claiming that they could be a threat to the ‘ethnic balance’ in the Tuzla region. This is beyond doubt one of the most cynical assertions made by Akashi during this period. Does this mean that it would suit Akashi’s policy of maintaining the ethnic balance in the Tuzla region if as few people as possible came from Srebrenica?

I now continue quoting from the same document, paragraph 7:


 7. Meanwhile, yesterday in Potočari, at around 1200 hours, Bosnian Serb troops marched through the town and took up positions around the Dutchbat camp. They also sent a detachment to a prefab factory some 300 metres away from the main camp where a large number of displaced had congregated. On hearing of reports that soldiers from this detachment were pointing their weapons at the civilians in a threatening manner, the UNMOs were asked to investigate. On arriving at the factory, the UNMOs discovered the allegation to be quite false and witnessed, instead, some of soldiers distributing sweets and cigarettes to some of the displaced.



We see that Akashi states that the Military Observers refuted the allegations of ill-treatment of the refugees outside the Dutchbat base. Not only is it shocking that Akashi should have written this in his report, but it is also shocking that the UN Military Observers denied these allegations. Akashi sent this report on 13 July at about 13.40 hrs, several hours at least after Dutch soldiers, as we have seen, had seen at least nine dead bodies in this very area—bodies that, as the Dutch Debriefing Report states, were seen in the morning of 13 July.

In addition, it should be noted that in this report at least, Akashi relies exclusively on the report by the UN Military Observers (of whom there were only three, who spent almost all their time inside the base unable to see what was happening outside) and does not rely at all on reports by Dutchbat 3, who had at least two or three platoons deployed outside the base. Does this mean that Dutchbat 3 did not sent reports on the situation in Potočari, or that Akashi ignored their reports?

One of the two must be true.

Thus Akashi sent a report to the highest UN authorities and other international organizations in which he states explicitly not only that there were no killings or ill-treatment in Potočari but that the Serbs were not even pointing their weapons at civilians in a threatening manner.

Not only this, the Serbs were ‘distributing sweets and cigarettes to some of the displaced.’

This raises the question of what kind of picture those who read Akashi’s report that day could have formed of what was happening right then in Potočari.

Nowhere in his report does Akashi use the word separation or any equivalent (of the men).

Let us recall that we are talking about a report from the Special Envoy of the UN Secretary General written on 13 July, and that as we have already seen, some members of Dutchbat 3 had already seen with their own eyes, both the day before and on that day prior to Akashi’s sending his report, several summary executions in which at least 16 people had been killed, according to the Dutch Debriefing Report.

It also raises the question of how, when the Dutch had seen people being executed in Potočari, the UN Military Observers could have sent a report in which, as Akashi claims, they say nothing was happening and that Serb soldiers were even distributing sweets and cigarettes, if we know that all three UN Military Observers were present at the location, that one of them was Dutch, and that the three of them were in constant touch with Dutchbat 3 Command and men.

Why did Akashi nowhere mention Dutchbat 3 reports on the situation in Potočari other than in paragraph 8 of his report, where he merely says that the Dutchbat Commanding Officer had held a meeting with Mladić?

I now quote paragraphs 9 through 12 of Akashi’s letter/report:


9. At 1512 hours yesterday, the Bosnian Serbs provided 30 buses and trucks and began to move the displaced, with the exception of men of draft-age, to Bratunac. The vehicles were under the constant observation of Dutchbat soldiers, who escorted the convoy. By 1645 hours, the UNMOs estimated that 3000 people were subsequently being taken from Bratunac to Kladanj, again under Dutchbat escort. The civilians were dropped off by the Serbs close the confrontation line, from where they walked to BiH lines and were subsequently transported by BiH buses to Tuzla airbase. Contrary to press reports, at no time were UNPROFOR or UNHCR drivers or vehicles used in the movement of the civilians. At 2245 hours the BSA’s operation to relocate the displaced was suspended until 0700 hours this morning.

10. MSF reported that those who had arrived at Kladanj transfer point were very hungry and had very little warm clothing.

11. In the Srebrenica area, there are 38 Dutch soldiers who are still detailed by the BSA in Bratunac. They were taking from OP-N, OP-S, OP-U, OP-R, and OP-Q. Ten other soldiers (from OP-K) were taken by the Serbs to a mining area located at grid CP5582. Ops Alpha and Papa are still manned by Dutchbat (with 10 soldiers at each OP) but are surrounded by the BSA and are thus inoperable. Six Dutch soldiers are still in OP-C without their weapons, and are blocked by the BiH.

12. Finally, we have received initial reports that Mladić intends to have the Dutchbat depart, with its personal weapons only, as soon as the transfer of civilians has been completed. We are now assessing this potentially alarming development.

Regards

(end of Ahashi’s letter/report)



As regards this part of Akashi’s report, the following should be noted:

Since Akashi refers in this letter/report to the situation on both 12 and 13 July it could be deduced that he sent no report on 12 July.

Since he was late in reporting on the situation on 12 July which, for reasons best known to himself, he did not even describe, this is yet another reason why Akashi’s report of 13 July should have contained greater detail about the alarming situation in Potočari; but, as we can see, it did not.

The last sentence of his report reads: ‘We are now assessing this potentially alarming development.’

This means that to Akashi the situation had not seemed alarming up to that point!

In paragraph 9 of his report, Akashi wrote: ‘Contrary to press reports, at no time were UNPROFOR or UNHCR drivers or vehicles used in the movement of the civilians.’

This means that Akashi, i. e. the head of the UN Mission for former Yugoslavia, headquartered in Zagreb, thought it was a good thing that UNPROFOR and UNPF did not take part in any way in the transportation of refugees!

This is truly shocking—let us recall that Nesib Mandžić and Ibro Nuhanović, as representatives of the refugees, had asked Dutchbat 3 command to arrange for UNPROFOR and UNPF, along with other international organizations, to send all their available vehicles to ensure that the refugees were safely transported from Potočari, because this was the only safe way of doing so, contrary to the use of Serb vehicles, which was not safe at all.

We see, then, that Akashi was proud of being able to say in his report that this did not occur.

The conclusion is:

If Dutchbat had really forwarded the request made by Nesib Mandžić and Ibro Nuhanović, who had requested, on behalf of the refugees, that only UNPROFOR and other international organizations’ vehicles be used, the request was definitively rejected on the pretext that UNPROFOR and UNPF (the UN) could not be involved for this purpose. This is clear from Akashi’s letter in which, as we see, he refutes the press reports.

Furthermore, paragraph 9 suggests that Akashi was aware of the segregation of the men although he uses a very mild form of words to describe this detail, referring to it very superficially and in passing in his first sentence. It can be seen that he clearly had the intention of concealing this detail, so he wrote it in such a way as to ensure that it was ‘lost’ in the accompanying details that Akashi deliberately highlights, details that were not so vital as the information about the fate of the men.

Notwithstanding, we see that at 13.40 on 13 July the information that the men had been taken away separately, that is that they were now allowed to be transported to the same place as the women and children, reached the highest levels of the international community involved in the situation in BiH, as is perfectly clear from the list of addressees of Akashi’s letter.

We also see that in paragraph 11, for example, Akashi gives the exact names of the Dutchbat 3 Observation Posts and the precise grid reference of the mine, that is the area where a group of Dutch soldiers were located. Akashi could have received this information only from Dutchbat 3, since these were details from military maps.

This means that Akashi and Dutchbat 3 were in touch, directly or indirectly, and that there was communication between them, probably via the UNPROFOR chain of command.

It is a valid question, therefore, to ask who was lying, Akashi or Dutchbat 3.

Did Dutchbat 3 notify him about the true state of affairs in Potočari, which Akashi then played down for reasons best known to hmself, or did Dutchbat not notify Akashi about the true situation in Potočari, telling him that the situation was alarming as regards the fate of the men, that at least 16 men had been summarily executed and that a large number of dead bodies had been seen on the Bratunac-Kladanj road, and so on.

Does this mean that Dutchbat 3 did not notify higher authorities, including Akashi, about the matters that Dutchbat 3 soldiers made statements about, published only in November 1995 in the Dutch Debriefing Report?

Another possibility is that the Dutch really did forward some of this information to Akashi via the chain of command, but not all, and that Akashi decided, after receiving this incomplete information from Dutchbat, decided to play it down, for reasons best known to himself.

If this last suggestion is taken as the most likely, this raises the question of why Dutchbat 3 and Akashi did as they did—why did they submit incomplete information and why did they play down such information as they had decided to submit?

The answer to this question might lie in paragraph 12 of Akashi’s report, in which he refers to the departure of Dutchbat 3 from the area.

It is evident that Dutchbat 3 had just one objective—to leave the area as soon as possible, regardless of what was happening. This objective was seen as a priority by all superior UNPROFOR and UNPF levels of command, as well as by the Netherlands Ministry of Defence. This is confirmed by documents and parts of the UN Report on Srebrenica, which I shall quote in a subsequent section of this text.

Thus, Dutchbat 3 deliberately suppressed certain details relating to what was happening to the men, because Dutchbat 3 Command did not want to be left in the position of receiving, by way of response to their report (if it had included details of executions, ill-treatment and segregation) orders that Dutchbat 3 should prevent this from happening, investigate it, remain in situ and observe what was happening, go to the place where the men were being taken to check what was happening to them—and not to abandon the area completely.

Let us see what paragraph 351 of the UN Report states:

The UNMOs and Dutchbat were aware that Bosniak men were being detained in Bratunac, but did not know the precise numbers or locations. There is now strong evidence that between 4,000 to 5,000 Bosniak males were being held there in different locations around town: a warehouse; an old school; three lines of trucks and buses, a football field. The Dutchbat soldiers being detained in Bratunac, meanwhile, were located in different locations (the Hotel Fontana and the Technical School, both of which are close to the football field).

Thus the UN Report states that the Dutch and the UN Military Observers did not know the precise numbers or locations of the men being detained in Bratunac, which is contrary to what Akashi’s 13 July letter states, since he refers to a figure of 4,000 men. So how is it possible that Akashi knew but that Dutchbat did not?

It is also important to note that the Dutch Debriefing Report states that Dutchbat 3 did not know that the men and boys had been taken from Potočari to Bratunac.

The claims in the Dutch Debriefing Report in this regard clash with what the UN Report says on the matter.

Furthermore, there are contradictions on this matter even within the UN Report itself.

Let us compare these contradictory sections of the UN Report:

Part of paragraph 346:


. . . The UNMOs in Srebrenica reported that the Serbs had resumed the deportation of the population outside the Potočari compound at approximately 0700 hours on 13 July. The Serbs again continued to separate the men from the women and children, diverting the men to Bratunac. As before, the BSA prevented Dutchbat from following the latter group, or ascertaining where the men were being taken.



If we compare this paragraph 346 with paragraph 351, we shall see that the former states that the Dutch had had no opportunity to ascertain where the men from Potočari were being taken, while the latter states: ‘The UNMOs and Dutchbat were aware that Bosniak men were being detained in Bratunac.’

This raises the question of whether the official explanation of the UN Report on Srebrenica is that:

	-Dutchbat 3 knew, or
 	-that it did not know that the men were being taken to Bratunac?


The analysis makes it clear that Dutchbat 3 did know, but it is important to determine the accuracy of the information officially made public by the UN Report.

‘Transfer of Civilians’

Paragraph 12 of Akashi’s 13 July letter/report states explicitly that Mladić would allow Dutchbat 3 to leave the territory ‘. . . as soon as the transfer of civilians has been completed.’

This was the sole objective and the only issue that interested Dutchbat 3 and superior UNPROFOR and UNPF command, as well as the Netherlands Government’s crisis headquarters in The Hague.

None of them, from the information available, was interested in what would happen to the men who had been separated out and taken to Bratunac, still less in how to prevent these people coming to any harm.

It is clear from what Akashi’s paragraph 12 states why Dutchbat 3 was forcing all the refugees to leave the base and handing them over to the Serbs—to complete the ‘transfer’ of civilians as soon as possible, whatever Akashi meant by the word ‘transfer’.

Akashi did not say ‘the transfer of civilians to a safe place’ or ‘the transfer of women and children together with the men’ nor even ‘the transfer of women and children to Kladanj and of men and boys to Bratunac’ to make it clear what he meant by ‘transfer’; in failing to do so, it is clear that his intention was to conceal the true state of affairs.

Let us not forget that Akashi could not have written his report without the help of his team of advisers or without the help and agreement of General Janvier and officers in UNPF command in Zagreb.

Source: Hasan Nuhanović, Under the U.N. Flag: The International Community and the Srebrenica Genocide, Sarajevo: DES Sarajevo, 2007, pp. 427–40. Used by permission of Hasan Nuhanović.
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Cambodian Genocide


Essays

Cambodian Genocide Overview 

The genocide in Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge regime occurred from April 17, 1975, to January 6, 1979, when the country was known as Democratic Kampuchea (DK). During a period of 3 years, 8 months and 20 days, it is believed that some 2 million people perished. The sheer number of deaths alone makes this one of the greatest tragedies of the 20th century. But it is the staggering proportion—at least one quarter of the total population of the country—that brings Cambodia into singular focus.

Perhaps 40 percent of deaths were from starvation and disease, as Cambodia’s traditional agricultural systems, markets, and family plots were all eliminated and replaced by woefully misdirected and inhumane policies. Fantastically unrealizable targets were set, such as producing three tons of rice per hectare across the country (more than twice the average prewar yield); rearranging the centuries-old pattern of rainwater-fed paddy fields to conform to straight gridlines on a map; and constructing dams, dikes, and canals by hand without mechanization or professional technical input. And much of the rice crop was exported, chiefly to China, rather than distributed to the local population.

All Cambodians suffered greatly during the Khmer Rouge period, but certain specific groups were subject to even more intense oppression. These include ethnic minorities, religious groups, and social groups, which were reviled, banned from speaking their own language or carrying out their own religious or cultural practices, scattered from each other, and suffered greater mortality. The population was divided into “new people” and “old people.” The latter, who were in Khmer Rouge–controlled territory prior to 1975, were relatively privileged but also endured great hardships and perished in great numbers.

Beyond the deaths, Cambodian society was torn from its roots through mass evacuations (especially from the towns and cities, which were emptied immediately and brutally as the new rulers arrived). Nothing was allowed to stand in the way of the Khmer Rouge’s overarching project of social engineering and radical restructuring of society. Miserable conditions of life were imposed on the entire population, who were forced to labor in conditions of virtual enslavement. They were deprived of even a bare sufficiency of food and family life, while health care and education were virtually nonexistent, and all aspects of existence were subject to control and direction from Angkar (the Organization).

Cambodia’s genocide can be usefully analyzed through the lens of Gregory Stanton’s eight stages of genocide. Particularly obvious in the Cambodian case are stage one, the classification of the population into distinct groups or categories, and stage three, the use of dehumanizing terminology (“enemies within,” “Khmer bodies with Vietnamese minds,” and “microbes” to be eliminated in the cause of “purification” or “sweeping clean” the society). As an example of stage two, symbolization, people evacuated from the Eastern Zone (supposedly contaminated from adjacent Vietnam) were given blue scarves to mark them out for persecution in their new location in the west of the country.

[image: ]

Daniel Feierstein’s identification of the distinguishing feature of modern genocide as “reorganizing genocide,” extermination designed to destroy and reorganize social relations, and his five stages, are also particularly resonant in the Cambodian case.

Use of the term “genocide” in Cambodia has been the subject of much controversy. Two main challenges have been mounted: firstly, that many of the crimes committed by the Khmer Rouge may not easily be termed genocide in its strict legal sense; and secondly, that singling out the DK period ignores the deaths and mass crimes that occurred both before and after.

Many scholars and legal experts argue that legal requirements for genocide are not met in respect to the overwhelming majority of deaths, which were of and by Cambodia’s majority Khmer people (thus leading some to term it “autogenocide”). The narrow definition of genocide under the 1948 Genocide Convention protects groups of people who can be defined as belonging to a particular racial, national, ethnic, or religious group (but does not include social and political groups), thus the killing of educated citizens or those who supported the previous government does not come within the legal definition. The Convention further requires proof of a specific intent to destroy, presenting difficulties for prosecution even of those acts that are closest to the convention’s definition.


[image: ]

Unfortunately, the co-prosecutors and co–investigating judges at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) did not seek to challenge and extend the interpretation of the Genocide Convention by bringing charges of genocide for destruction of a part of the Cambodian nation (as has been done successfully in Argentina in recent years). And, even though the indictment of the senior leaders on trial in 2012 did include charges of genocide for certain protected ethnic groups (Cham and Vietnamese), the ECCC has not yet begun to and may indeed never get to address the question of “Was it genocide?”

In common use, however, genocide is the term almost always used to refer to the crimes of the Khmer Rouge. Many Cambodians have expressed their insistence that the Khmer Rouge be tried for this “crime of crimes,” asserting that any other charge would somehow diminish the magnitude of their offences. Outside Cambodia, too, the term genocide has been used in many journalistic and scholarly reports, and in political and legal campaigns to seek judicial accountability by the Khmer Rouge for the crimes they committed.


[image: A Khmer Rouge soldier waves his pistol and orders store owners to abandon their shops in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, on April 17, 1975, as the capital fell to the communist forces. A large portion of the city’s population was reportedly forced to evacuate. (AP Photo/Christoph Froehder)]
A Khmer Rouge soldier waves his pistol and orders store owners to abandon their shops in Phnom Penh, Cambodia, on April 17, 1975, as the capital fell to the communist forces. A large portion of the city’s population was reportedly forced to evacuate. (AP Photo/Christoph Froehder)



The second challenge is that concentrating only on the period during which the Khmer Rouge held central power ignores the mass crimes committed both before and after. During the civil war from 1969 through 1975 and under the U.S. bombing from 1965 to 1973, hundreds of thousands of people were killed; bridges, roads, schools, and hospitals were destroyed; and more than one-third of the country’s population fled from their homes to seek refuge in the cities. It has also been documented that the Khmer Rouge carried out mass crimes and began to implement genocidal policies from as early as 1972 in areas they controlled.

Subsequent to the Khmer Rouge regime, the long civil war from 1979 to 1998 cost heavily on both sides, in casualties from battle, from landmines, and from malaria in the jungle along the border, and from Khmer Rouge raids deep into the country, hostage-taking, and executions. However, the term “genocide” is used generally to refer only to the DK period.

“The Cambodian genocide” is used here in a generic or sociological sense, in full awareness of the controversies surrounding its legal and temporal constraints.
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Cambodian Genocide Causes 

What brought about the Cambodian genocide is a difficult question with no single answer. Like most social upheavals, genocide is a complex phenomenon that can occur in response to intense pressures that can fracture a matrix of social, political, religious, ethnic, and national communities.

The particular circumstances of the Cambodian genocide continue to pose a challenge, especially to the survivors who ask not only “How could it happen?” and “Why did no one help us?” but also “Who is to blame?” and “Who was behind it?”

In Cambodia, as in Nazi Germany, there was no one genocide against a single group—rather, there was a series of persecutions and mass crimes, some of which most closely fall within the legal definition of genocide in the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (the Genocide Convention). The Genocide Convention proscribes the following acts: killing; causing serious bodily or mental harm; deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; imposing measures intended to prevent births; and forcibly transferring children of the group to another group. It prescribes that these acts must be “committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such.”

Certain minority groups were singled out for persecution and even extermination, most notably the Cham and Vietnamese, but also Chinese, Khmer Krom (“downstream” Khmer in southern Vietnam), Thai, and Lao. But the majority Khmer population suffered terribly also, with urban and “new people” witnessing population losses of about 25 percent, while even the supposedly privileged “old people” and upland minorities lost 15 percent of their numbers.


[image: A shopping center in Cambodia destroyed by U.S. bombing in 1970. The bombing of Cambodia during the Vietnam War was a devastating 14-month raid of Cambodia that began in 1969 and was kept secret by the Nixon administration until May 1970. (William Lovelace/ Evening Standard/Getty Images)]
A shopping center in Cambodia destroyed by U.S. bombing in 1970. The bombing of Cambodia during the Vietnam War was a devastating 14-month raid of Cambodia that began in 1969 and was kept secret by the Nixon administration until May 1970. (William Lovelace/ Evening Standard/Getty Images)



Unquestionably, the pressure-cooker atmosphere generated by the spillover into Cambodia from the Vietnam War broke down Cambodia’s social and political order as a precondition to the genocide. The true dimensions of the U.S. bombing of Cambodia were not revealed until 2006, when it was officially reported that between 1965 and 1973, some 2.7 million tons of ordnance was dropped in 230,000 sorties on 100,000 sites (more than the estimated 2 million tons dropped by the Allies during World War II, including the atomic bombs over Japan). Cambodia suffered saturation bombing greater than anything previously inflicted in human history. Over 10 percent of the bombing was indiscriminate, with some 3,500 sites listed as having “unknown” targets and another 8,200 sites listing no target at all. One survivor said: “The people were angry with the U.S., and that is why so many of them joined the Khmer Communists.”

But the horror of the war is not a sufficient explanation— after all, even neighboring Vietnam and Laos, which suffered similar bombardment and social dislocation, did not endure a fate similar to Cambodia.

Extreme Maoism provided much of the rationale for the doctrinaire authoritarianism and intolerance that pervaded the Khmer Rouge political philosophy, which put the party above any other human loyalties or affiliations and characterized the city as the source of evil and, in an inversion of Marxism’s proletarianism, extolled the virtues of the peasants. This version of Maoism, which drew heavily on radical agrarianism, was initially learned in Paris in the early 1950s, when Maoism and its interpretation by Franz Fanon were popular among the young communists who recruited those who went on to become leaders of the Khmer Rouge. It was cemented during the 1960s and early 1970s, when they saw what they considered the shining example of the Chinese Cultural Revolution and disdained the supposedly weaker strain of communism espoused by the Soviet Union and Vietnam.

The desire to prove, at all costs, that Cambodia and Khmers were superior to all other countries and peoples was another ingredient in the deadly potion that made up Khmer Rouge doctrine. Even China was to be outshone by Cambodia’s “Super Great Leap Forward.” Vietnam was designated as “the principal enemy,” as the Khmer Rouge drew on historical enmity and rivalry with Vietnam to incite hostility and irredentism over territories lost from the ancient Khmer Empire. The Khmer Rouge displayed resentment toward their former Vietnamese mentors and political allies, who had urged the Cambodians to hold back until they had won the war. The Khmer Rouge brandished their victory on April 17, 1975—two weeks before the Vietnamese took Saigon—as proof of their superiority.

So visceral was the hatred that the Khmer Rouge leaders built up against Vietnam, not only did they launch punishing scorched-earth raids into Vietnamese territory and execute captured Vietnamese soldiers, but they also dreamed up the notion of “Khmer bodies with Vietnamese minds” in order to justify the “smashing” (arrest, torture, and execution) of “enemies within,” purging their own comrades in an ever-tightening noose around previously trusted cadre.

While it may be argued that those holding power in a country are responsible for all “excess deaths” in the population under their control, it is clear that the subjective intentions and actions of the government are not always to blame, as objective and external factors can play an even stronger role. What is undeniable, however, is the direct responsibility by the authorities of Democratic Kampuchea for the deaths from executions, torture, and deliberate starvation.

HELEN JARVIS
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Cambodian Genocide Consequences 

While the Cambodian genocide came to an almost lightning end, its repercussions continue even today, over 30 years later, as its survivors and their descendants continue to shoulder the psychological and physical scars of their suffering, and as they grapple with the task of finding justice.

The Khmer Rouge regime, known as Democratic Kampuchea (DK), crumbled in the face of 15,000 Cambodian rebel soldiers and 150,000 Vietnamese troops who swept through the country in an onslaught launched on December 25, 1978, taking only two weeks to reach the capital. A new government, known as the People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK), was established with Vietnamese backing and the painful task of reconstruction began.

In contrast to the support given in a number of other cases in the same period when dictatorial regimes were overthrown with the help of outside forces (such as in Uganda, Grenada, and Panama), the new government in Cambodia was recognized only by the pro-Soviet bloc and India, while the DK continued to occupy the Cambodian seat at the United Nations (UN) up until 1991—in its own name until 1982 and then as the dominant force in the Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea.

Khmer Rouge officials fled westward to the Thai border, herding hundreds of thousands of weakened people with them as hostages, who were then set up in refugee camps on the border, from which a military resistance and attacks deep into the country were mounted right up until 1998. From these sanctuaries, the Khmer Rouge launched campaigns to secure continuing financial, diplomatic, political, and military assistance from China and from the West.

From the beginning, the new government announced a dual policy with regard to punishment of those who had committed crimes. While declaring that “all reactionary ringleaders, who stubbornly oppose the people and owe a heavy blood-debt to them, should be sternly punished,” they assured clemency for those who confessed and joined the effort to reconstruct the country.

During January 1979, as the very first steps were being taken to reestablish governmental and social structures, legal accountability for Khmer Rouge crimes was pursued. S-21, the apex of the nationwide system of “security centers” (places of torture and execution), had already been discovered in Phnom Penh, and immediate steps were taken, with assistance from Vietnamese experts, to preserve the evidence and to document the horrors that had happened there. S-21 became the Tuol Sleng Genocide Museum, and its photographic and documentary archive is now listed in UNESCO’s Memory of the World.

The world’s first genocide trial was held in Phnom Penh in 1979. Known as the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal (PRT) “to try the Pol Pot–Ieng Sary Clique for the Crime of Genocide,” it took place over the brief period of August 15–17, finding the two accused guilty of the crime of genocide and sentencing them to death.

Pol Pot and Ieng had taken sanctuary in Thailand, thereby avoiding any chance of being arrested, and the trial was held in absentia (without the defendants). This was only one of the many serious criticisms it received as Western media paid it scant attention, dismissing it as a mere “show trial.” But regardless of the legal shortcomings of the PRT, it was the cold logic of the Cold War that determined that its verdict would be ignored, leaving the Khmer Rouge crimes unaccounted for and remaining as a matter of unfinished business into the next century.

In an effort to counter the continuing UN recognition of the Khmer Rouge during the 1980s, a number of individuals and organizations painstakingly gathered documentation on the Cambodian genocide. Throughout Cambodia, hundreds of memorials were built, many containing skulls of the victims, and several million people participated in an effort by a national research committee to record the details of their suffering. In other countries, researchers labored, committees and campaigns were formed, and survivors’ testimonies recorded.

In the late 1980s, as the civil war had reached an inconclusive stalemate and external support for both the Khmer Rouge and the government began to decline, they entered into negotiations culminating in the Paris Peace Agreements of 1991, which established the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). Despite objections by the PRK, the agreements did not countenance any inquiry into or accountability for the massive crimes of the previous decade, nor even mention the genocide, referring obliquely to the need to avoid “policies and practices of the recent past.”

The Khmer Rouge leaders returned to Cambodia but did not carry out any of the obligations they had committed to in signing the Paris Peace Agreements. They continued to seize and even to execute hostages, including soldiers and civilians from UNTAC and ethnic Vietnamese, and withdrew at the last moment from the 1993 elections. Under pressure and failing to adjust to the new situation, the Khmer Rouge began to fracture, but they continued to pose a threat, especially in certain regions of the country, until their military and political organizational structures were finally destroyed in late 1998.

Only then was it possible to gain international support for taking judicial action against the perpetrators of the crimes of the Khmer Rouge. Following a request by the Cambodian government, the UN engaged in negotiations to bring a new concept into being—a national court with international participation—establishing in 2006 the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC). One of this court’s distinguishing and most exemplary features is the role played by victims as civil parties in the proceedings.

Their testimony has brought into focus the continuing psychological impact of the genocide. Cambodia has one of the highest rates of mental illness in the world, yet only 120 trained mental health workers serve 500,000 registered patients, while the majority of sufferers never seek professional treatment.

The low number of mental health workers is typical of Cambodia’s dearth of professionals, most of whom perished or fled abroad during the conflict and genocide. The country’s entire educational and health systems had to be rebuilt from zero, while schools, hospitals, roads, and bridges are even today far short of what is needed. Nearly 20 percent of villages are contaminated by mines or other explosive remnants of war. Hundreds of square miles have been cleared and casualties have dropped dramatically, from 3,000 killed in 1994 to 88 in 2011, but millions of mines remain, especially along the Thai-Cambodian border.

Cambodia was one of the most developed countries in Southeast Asia in the 1960s but today still lags behind on almost all indicators of development as a continuing consequence of the genocide incubated during the war.
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Cambodian Genocide Perpetrators 

To bring about the deaths of some 2 million people over a period of less than four years clearly required considerable organization and the involvement of many thousands of individuals.

During the period of Democratic Kampuchea (DK), the regime turned on itself, and many of the perpetrators of crimes leading to these deaths themselves became victims in an ever-narrowing series of purges. And after the overthrow of the regime, an unknown number of perpetrators were summarily executed as the survivors wreaked “instant justice” on their most immediate oppressors. Others fled the country, many eventually returning, sometimes under new identities.

Those with the greatest responsibility are surely those who planned, ordered, and oversaw what has been termed by Patrick Heuveline “violent mortality,” and especially the execution, nearly always following torture, of some 700,000 people. More than 500 individuals were killed every day throughout the country over the period of 3 years, 8 months, and 20 days, mainly with a blow to the back of the head.

Many of the direct perpetrators—those who wielded the axle of an ox cart, a hoe, or machete, and those who applied torture in more than 200 security centers across the country—were illiterate, rural youths, driven into the Khmer Rouge by the ferocity of the U.S. bombing and the civil war. The former director of the S-21 security center, Khang Khek Iev, described how he deliberately built his team of torturers and executioners from angry youth torn from their families without having developed any sense of moral values. Khang himself was in February 2012 sentenced to life imprisonment for crimes against humanity and war crimes.

Chiefly responsible were those who planned and implemented the policies that led to millions of deaths from mass starvation, disease, and illness, and who enforced these policies with iron discipline, even if objective and external factors could have sometimes played a role in the food shortages.

The top leadership consisted mainly of a tightly knit group who had studied together in Paris in the late 1940s and early 1950s, on their return to Cambodia joining the communist movement and gaining its leadership in 1960. The secretary of the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK) was Saloth Sar (widely known as Pol Pot). So closely is he identified with the regime and its policies that Cambodians often say “during Pol Pot” or “my family was killed by Pol Pot.” Pol Pot remained the supreme leader until the Khmer Rouge disintegrated in 1997. He was arrested by one of his own generals and, following a one-day trial for misusing funds, was placed under house arrest where he died on April 15, 1998, never facing justice for the genocide.

In November 2011, the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) began Case 002, involving all four surviving senior leaders of Democratic Kampuchea, indicted for crimes against humanity, war crimes, and genocide of the Cham and the Vietnamese. They are Nuon Chea, former chairman of the People’s Assembly, chief ideologue and deputy secretary of the CPK; Khieu Samphan, former head of state; Ieng Sary, former deputy prime minister for foreign affairs; and Ieng Thirith, former minister of social affairs, who was in late 2011 found unfit to stand trial due to dementia, and therefore proceedings against her have been suspended.

The accused are charged with being part of a joint criminal enterprise, participating in the design and implementation of the following core policies: forced movement from urban to rural areas; forced labor in worksites and cooperatives; use of violence to eradicate enemies throughout a nationwide network of more than 200 reeducation or security offices; persecution of Buddhists, Cham, and Vietnamese; forced marriage; as well as war crimes committed during armed conflict with Vietnam.

National Co-Prosecutor Chea Leang declared in her opening statement: “These accused were the driving force behind this criminal enterprise and its active and willing participants.” International Co-Prosecutor Andrew Cayley concluded: “None of the accused here ever soiled his hands with blood, but each of them, either alone or together and with others now long dead, set in motion strictly enforced plans and policies which unleashed an ocean of blood in this country.”

Nuon Chea responded: “Whatever have been indicated in the opening statements are not true. My position in the revolution was to serve the interest of the nation and the people.” Khieu Samphan has maintained that although he held a senior official position, it was “without having been a part of the decision-making process and without having been informed of all that was happening in our country.” Ieng Sary has reserved his right to silence until his appeal against prosecution because of his 1996 royal pardon and amnesty is resolved.

In 2008, the then international co-prosecutor of the ECCC, Robert Petit, proposed that a further six persons be investigated. One of those subsequently died, and the remaining five (whose names are still confidential) have been the subject of considerable disagreements at the court. The national co-prosecutor argues that the trials of the original five indictees in cases 001 and 002 are sufficient to meet the objectives set for the ECCC; that to extend beyond would open the prospect for endless trials or would be arbitrary if limited to only five more persons; and would risk destabilizing the country. While the question of whether further cases will go forward remains under judicial consideration, strong views have been expressed publicly: Prime Minister Hun Sen has opposed any further trials; while a number of international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), such as Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, and the Open Society Justice Initiative, have asserted that the independence of the ECCC depends on more prosecutions.
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Cambodian Genocide Victims 

The principal victims of the Cambodian genocide are, of course, the 2 million who lost their lives. But victims also include the survivors, who suffered horribly during the 1975–1979 period, both directly and from seeing their relatives, friends, and neighbors dying before their eyes or taken away to be killed. Many have had to live afterward not only with the trauma but also with a certain guilt for having survived while so many others died. Even the new generations in Cambodia can be considered victims, as they were born into a society severely lacking infrastructure, as well as traditional institutions and leadership, including the role of the elders who died.

Considerable controversy raged after 1979 as to how many died. No census was carried out over the 36-year period between 1962 and 1998, and the unknown number of deaths from the civil war and U.S. bombing make it difficult to estimate the 1975 population to use as a baseline. The issue of the numbers who perished during the period of Democratic Kampuchea (DK) remains a matter of heated debate, with estimates ranging from 740,000 by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to 3.314 million by the Cambodian government.

Serious studies have converged, with historian Ben Kiernan estimating 1.671 million and demographer Marek Sliwinski estimating 1.8 million on the basis of extrapolations from very different samples. In 2009, the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) concluded that Kiernan’s original estimate of 1.6 million is likely to be the minimum, with 2.2 million a plausible figure. A quarter of the population (an estimated 1.7 million people) had perished during the Khmer Rouge regime. Half of those deaths (800,000 to 1.3 million) are considered attributable to violent or direct causes and half to indirect causes.

Deaths were not spread evenly across the population. Certain ethnic groups suffered more intensely. The most extreme example was the estimated 450,000 Vietnamese who lived in Cambodia before the civil war. While most were driven out or massacred in 1970 under the Lon Nol government or expelled in early 1975 as the Khmer Rouge came to power, virtually none of the estimated remaining 20,000 survived the Khmer Rouge period, leading Kiernan to report 100 percent elimination of the Vietnamese minority.
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Kiernan also reported the following figures for the death rate of other minorities during the Khmer Rouge regime: Chinese (50 percent); Khmer Krom (“downstream Khmer” originating in southern Vietnam), Thai, and Lao (40 percent); and Cham (36 percent).

Overall, males died at a higher rate (32 percent) than females (22 percent). People aged over 60 years were the least likely to survive, but infants and people of child-bearing age also suffered heavily, while the separation of families and poor nutrition meant that the birth rate plummeted (from 30 to 11 per 1,000 from 1970 to 1978).

City people were persecuted—not only civil servants and military from the former regime, the elite, and professionals, but also urban workers. Some 35 percent of the population of the capital city of Phnom Penh on April 17, 1975, did not survive, compared to an 8 percent loss from the remote and rural northeastern provinces.

Many of those who survived were widows or orphans, as well as disabled people, including many amputees. Few professionals remained: 45 doctors from an estimated 430, only 7 people with any legal training, 10 graduates in agriculture, and one veterinarian. These were the human resources available to rebuild the devastated nation.

In such a situation of generalized suffering and privation, inside Cambodia there was little concept of distinguishing a separate category of “victims of the Khmer Rouge,” although during the 1980s the experience of victims was taught in schools and the government undertook numerous documentation, literary, and artistic programs related to the genocide. In countries with large Cambodian refugee populations like France, the United States, Canada, and Australia, support committees were established, and their focus included psychological and medical assistance for the high number of individuals suffering trauma, as well as documentation of the crimes they experienced as part of the campaign to seek justice.

In France in 2004, the association Justice pour le Cambodge (Justice for Cambodia) was formed to promote the rights of the victims of the Khmer Rouge and, in particular, to assist and represent them before the ECCC, which was then in the process of formation. Justice for Cambodia joined with several other organizations to establish the Collective for Victims of the Khmers Rouge, which produced a white paper on victims’ rights, set up a branch in Cambodia, and provided legal representation for 59 victims who wished to participate in the coming trials. In Cambodia, at least two more victims’ associations were established—Ksaem Ksan (involving many victims of torture and imprisonment) and the Association of Khmer Rouge Victims in Cambodia (focusing on orphans).

The ECCC was established under the civil law system, which provides for direct victim participation as civil parties in a criminal trial. None of the ad hoc international criminal tribunals or other internationally backed courts dealing with mass crimes has yet provided such a role. The challenge for the ECCC was how to ensure effective participation, let alone reparations, for the millions of victims without dragging the court to a standstill.

A Victims Unit was established inside the ECCC to facilitate victim participation, and a number of lawyers were engaged, supported by organizations such as Avocats sans Frontières (Lawyers without Borders) and the French Embassy. Some 90 victims participated in Case 001 (of whom 77 were ultimately recognized as Civil Parties), while Case 002 has 3,850 recognized Civil Parties. The victims’ voices were among the most powerful moments of testimony.

The existence of the court has also motivated victims to tell their stories outside its walls and to seek psychological relief, as for instance through the Testimonial Therapy program run by the Transcultural Psychosocial Organization and various programs of the Documentation Center of Cambodia. Numerous media and artistic programs have also been established focusing on the experiences and needs of victims of the Khmer Rouge.
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Cambodian Genocide Bystanders 

In addition to examining the situation of victims and perpetrators of genocide, researchers have recently begun to focus on the controversial issue of bystanders—people who witnessed or were aware of crimes and atrocities taking place around them, but who did nothing and “looked the other way.”

The reasons for such behavior may include attempts at self-preservation by avoiding becoming involved in any way in the unfolding situation or even completely denying reality.

A problem emerges from the fact that the term “by-stander” generally carries with it a pejorative, even judgemental implication. Edmund Burke in 1770 wrote that “when bad men combine, the good must associate; else they will fall, one by one, an unpitied sacrifice in a contemptible struggle.” His idea is often formulated as: “The only thing necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing.” But how possible was it at the time for people in Cambodia to take action in accordance with their moral beliefs to try to prevent the tragedy that engulfed the country through a multitude of small steps and single acts of persecution?

In Cambodia, every single person was caught up in the maelstrom that is called the genocide. Unlike some other situations (as perhaps in Germany during the Holocaust), in Cambodia from 1975 to 1979 there was no community of citizens who were in any way able to live in something approaching normalcy while others were persecuted. The entire population was affected directly in every aspect of their lives as the social structure was torn asunder.

The Democratic Kampuchea (DK) period was ushered in by an immediate evacuation from cities and towns. Old and young, even the infirm and hospitalized, were forced to walk into the countryside—those fortunate enough to have a car or motorbike had a brief ride until their fuel ran out. Family members were often separated from each other. All possessions and property were left behind or soon abandoned or taken away. Money was declared valueless, markets and schools were closed, monks were disrobed, and religious and cultural rites (so important in Cambodian society) were forbidden.

Throughout the period, even in its very early days, most eyewitnesses reported seeing people being taken away (never to return). In one report, 30 percent of respondents stated that they had witnessed torture, and 22 percent execution. Such eyewitness accounts often mention how at that time it was not permitted to cry or express emotion, even seeing family members suffering, on pain of being taken away oneself. There are almost no accounts of physical intervention to stay the hand of an executioner.

Eyewitnesses not infrequently speak of occasional acts of kindness, such as “old people” taking “new people” into their homes, or someone giving someone else a morsel of food or even some medicine, as described in her memoir by Kim Sathavy, now a supreme court judge in Cambodia. One hears rare reports of efforts to help people evade persecution, such as an account from a village not far from Siem Reap Airport, where former Khmer Rouge village chief Van Chhuon reportedly used many different ruses to protect the people of the village.

Rarer still are reports of organised resistance or rebellion as, up until the final thrust that overthrew the regime, most attempts failed and ended in the deaths of those who tried, either in the failed attempt itself or as the regime mounted ever-tightening purges and hunts for real or imaginary enemies. Ben Kiernan’s masterful account, The Pol Pot Regime, chronicles a number of attempts at resistance or opposition from within the leadership and ranks of the Khmer Rouge to the repressive policies being implemented. The trials now being conducted by the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) have gone further to document this previously underreported history of opposition, while some survivors have given accounts of resistance, notably Ronnie Yimsut’s story of becoming one of the “forest bandits” in the area around Siem Reap, whom he described as “a bunch of desperate people on the run.”

What is obvious is that few people were able to act to defend themselves or others. So shattered was Cambodian society from the war and so successful was the brutal imposition of the new regime that what might be considered normal or expected obligations and reciprocal relationships seem to have come to an end on April 17, 1975, when the Khmer Rouge marched into Phnom Penh. This was one of the greatest tragedies of the Cambodian genocide, and one that survivors say torments them to this day.

If those inside Cambodia were unable to act, what about those outside who were not subject to the same brutalising conditions? Are these the real bystanders?

This is the question most frequently asked by Cambodians in discussions on the Khmer Rouge period and on the ECCC. It was posed dramatically on June 6, 2003, at the signing ceremony of the agreement between the United Nations and Cambodia on establishing the ECCC, by Hans Corell, undersecretary-general and legal counsel of the United Nations (UN), who asked: “Did we not know? Could we not have prevented what happened? What did we do to stop the atrocities?”
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Cambodian Genocide International Reaction 

On the arrival of the Khmer Rouge in Phnom Penh on April 17, 1975, the doors to the country were slammed shut. Journalists, diplomats, and other foreign nationals resident in Phnom Penh were corralled in the French Embassy and then trucked to the Thai border after the city was emptied of its Cambodian residents.

During the period of Democratic Kampuchea (DK), a select few countries, including China, Yugoslavia, East Germany, and North Korea, were permitted to establish diplomatic missions with or to send delegations to Cambodia. With the exception of China (whose technical advisers were posted in several locations), diplomats reported being confined to their offices and residences, except for occasional ceremonial meetings or stage-managed outings to view supposedly happy peasants proudly constructing the new Cambodia, some of which were recorded for posterity by German and Yugoslav filmmakers and by two Western journalists just weeks prior to the regime’s collapse.

Sparse information on developments inside the country from an official perspective was gleaned from Khmer Rouge radio broadcasts, monitored chiefly by the Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), an open-source intelligence component of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and by the BBC. And some indication of movements of population, abandonment of cities, and massive earthworks and water diversion was gained from images captured by U.S. satellites and spy planes. But these were not publicly released.

Cambodians who managed to escape from the country began to relate their experiences of massive privation and oppression. Their accounts became a political football: on the one hand used by right-wing observers as proof of the expected bloodbath that would follow the victory over the United States of liberation forces in all the countries of Indochina, and on the other hand dismissed by left-wing observers as baseless calumny.

On October 23, 1976, François Ponchaud, a Catholic missionary who had worked in Cambodia for 10 years before joining the foreigners deported after the Khmer Rouge arrival in Phnom Penh, penned the foreword to his book Cambodge anée zero, published in French in 1977 and the following year in English translation as Cambodia Year Zero. On the basis of Khmer Rouge radio broadcasts and interviews with 94 refugees, he published the first damning account of what was taking place inside Cambodia—forced deportations, forced labor, family separation, religious and ethnic persecution, starvation, and executions.

Such reports from refugees continued to trickle out of the country. In response, in 1978 the United Nations Human Rights Commission (UNHRC), based in Geneva, held hearings, with testimony taken from a number of refugees and human rights bodies. The commission’s report referred to violations of genocidal proportions described as “the worst to have occurred anywhere in the world since Nazism.” But the report never reached the floor of the commission for a vote, considered superseded by the new political situation after January 7, 1979, when the Khmer Rouge regime was overthrown by Cambodian rebels supported by Vietnamese forces.

It was a shock to Vietnam that its actions were not hailed outside the country, as they were within, as liberating the Cambodian people from a genocidal regime. Despite the increasing amount of information that was becoming available on the suffering during the Khmer Rouge regime, highlighted by the discovery of S-21, the apex of the security system of the DK, the Vietnamese action was branded as an expansionist invasion of a small country by its larger neighbor, and Cambodia became once again the victim of geopolitics in what can be seen as the last act of the Vietnam War.

But, aside from the altruism of rescuing the Cambodian people from their fate, Vietnam had a basis under international law to intervene. From the very first days of the Khmer Rouge regime, attacks were mounted across the border into islands recognized as Vietnamese by previous Cambodian governments, and a major cross-border assault was mounted on April 30, 1977, the second anniversary of the end of the war in Vietnam. In December 1977, the DK broke off diplomatic relations with Vietnam, which then launched its first serious retaliation to a series of assaults. By June 1978, more than three-quarters of a million Vietnamese had been displaced from their homes in border provinces, which were also unable to be farmed, and Vietnam had received more than 300,000 Cambodians who fled across the border seeking refuge.

China and the United States, which had just normalized relations in 1978, had their first taste of working together in the effort to prevent Vietnam from obtaining international acceptance of its crushing defeat of the Pol Pot regime.

An emergency session of the United Nations (UN) Security Council was hastily arranged for January 11, 1979, one day prior to the formal declaration of the People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK), the new government in Phnom Penh. Prince Norodom Sihanouk appeared as a special emissary arguing and gaining support for a resolution condemning Vietnam’s violation of Cambodian sovereignty. This remained the position of the UN until 1991—to seat the delegation of the DK as the official representative of Cambodia (from 1982 as the dominant partner in the Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea)—contrasting sharply with recognition during the same period by the UN of many other new governments (such as Uganda, Grenada, and Panama) installed by invading neighbors.

The new Cambodian government was denied international assistance and was supported only by Vietnam and other countries of the pro-Soviet bloc, India, and a number of international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), while a handful of foreign scholars and activists worked through the 1980s to document the genocide.

This isolation, combined with the civil war mounted by the remnants of the Khmer Rouge regime, hampered reconstruction, perpetuating the suffering of the Cambodian people for another decade until the process of political reconciliation began in 1987 and national unity was finally restored in December 1998. In the same month, the UN General Assembly belatedly voted to recognize that genocide had taken place in Cambodia 20 years before and requested the secretary-general to assist Cambodia to find judicial recognition, a process that led to the establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) in 2006.
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Timeline

 1863

Cambodia becomes a part of French Indochina as a protectorate.

 August 1941

Japanese forces enter Cambodia.

 March 1945

Cambodia declares its independence from France, with Japanese support. Reforms to maintain traditional Khmer script begin.

 July–August 1945

The disarmament of Japanese forces in Indochina is necessitated by the Potsdam Conference held in Berlin.

 August 15, 1945

Charles de Gaulle appoints Georges Thierry d’Argenlieu as high commissioner of Indochina. D’Argenlieu is instructed to restore French rule.

 October 1945

Son Ngoc Thanh is arrested for collaborating with the Japanese government.

 December 23, 1950

The United States signs a mutual defense agreement pact with France, Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam.

 1951

The Indochina Communist Party is dismissed.

 1953

Cambodia gains independence from France. The Kingdom of Cambodia is established under the rule of King Norodom Sihanouk.

 1955

Sihanouk’s father Norodom Suramarit is given royal authority.

 June 1958

Diplomatic relations are established between Cambodia and China.

 1960

The Khmer Rouge movement is founded.

 1962

The Alliance of Democratic Khmer Young is created. Later, this organization becomes the Alliance of Communist Youth of Kampuchea.

 May 3, 1965

Diplomatic relations between Cambodia and the United States are terminated.

 1966

Sihanouk allies with the North Vietnamese. Military equipment is covertly unloaded in Cambodian ports and transferred to Viet Cong base camps located in South Vietnam.

 April 1967

Wealthy landowners and army posts in the provinces of Samlaut and Batdambang are attacked.

 January 1968

The Revolutionary Army of Kampuchea is organized by communist forces.

 March 18, 1969

Operation MENU begins.

 March 27, 1969

U.S. ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge and South Vietnamese delegation chief Pham Dang Lam state that a peace settlement must include the withdrawal of North Vietnamese armed forces from Cambodia, Laos, and South Vietnam.

 March 13, 1970

The North Vietnamese embassy is attacked in Phnom Penh.

 March 17, 1970

Cambodian troops attack communist Vietnamese settlements along the border between Cambodia and Vietnam.

 March 18, 1970

General Lon Nol leads a coup that establishes the Khmer Republic. Supporters of the Sihanouk government and royal powers, along with the Khmer Rouge, unite to form the National United Front of Kampuchea (FUNK).

 March 28, 1970

The U.S. government declares that American troops may enter Cambodia to respond to communist threats.

 April 4, 1970

The Lao Dong Party orders Vietnamese communist forces to seize control of Cambodian territory sharing a border with South Vietnam.

 April 11, 1970

Cambodian troops begin the massacre of Vietnamese civilians living in the southeast of Cambodia. Vietnamese citizens living in Phnom Penh are sent to concentration camps.

 April 30, 1970

U.S. president Richard Nixon announces the attack of communist sanctuaries in Cambodia in a nationally televised address.

 May 5, 1970

The Royal Government of National Union of Kampuchea is established.

 May 9, 1970

South Vietnamese and U.S. Navy ships begin a blockade along the Cambodian coastline to prevent communist forces from receiving supplies.

 May 9, 1970

Approximately 75,000–100,000 protest the U.S. invasion of Cambodia in Washington, D.C.

 May 21, 1970

South Vietnamese vice president Nguyen Cao Ky announces that Vietnamese troops will remain in Cambodia after U.S. troop withdraw.

 May 26, 1970

Operation MENU concludes.

 June 7, 1970

Secretary of State William Rogers states that Lon Nol’s government will not be assisted by U.S. troops if threatened by communism.

 June 30, 1970

The Cooper-Church Amendment is approved in the Senate with a vote of 53 to 37.

 October 9, 1970

The monarchy is abolished and the country is officially renamed the Khmer Republic.

 August 20, 1971

Operation CHENLA II begins.

 1973

The Khmer National Armed Forces (FANK), later renamed the Cambodian People’s National Liberation Armed Forces (CPNLAF), has grown to 40,000 people.

 January 27, 1973

The Paris Agreement is signed, ending the Vietnam War.

 May 1973

Collective farming begins in Cambodia.

 May 10, 1973

The U.S. House of Representatives passes a bill cancelling authorization for the spending associated with bombing in Cambodia.

 July 1, 1973

President Nixon signs a bill into law that has an August 15 deadline to end bombings in Cambodia and bans the United States from combat activities in or above Cambodia, North Vietnam, and South Vietnam.

 August 14, 1973

U.S. bombing in Cambodia ends.

 January 1, 1975

The Khmer Rouge begins an offensive against Phnom Penh.

 April 1, 1975

President Lon Nol resigns and flees the country.

 April 12, 1975

U.S. personnel are evacuated from Phnom Penh during Operation EAGLE PULL.

 April 17, 1975

Phnom Penh is captured by the Khmer Rouge, who declare this “Year Zero.” The Lon Nol government surrenders. Within the next week, all major cities are emptied and thousands of civil servants and educated members of the populace are executed. Other reforms, including a ban on Buddhism, the elimination of money, and the destruction of the educational system, shortly follow.

 May 12–15, 1975

Khmer Rouge forces capture the U.S. merchant ship Mayaguez; 38 are killed before the civilians are rescued by U.S. military forces.

 Late 1975

A second relocation of the population occurs, moving from areas south and east of Phnom Penh to the northwestern regions of the country.

 January 8, 1976

The Khmer Republic becomes Democratic Kampuchea under the leadership of Khieu Samphan.

 1977

François Ponchaud publishes Cambodge anée zero (Cambodia Year Zero) in French. The next year, an English version is published. The book reveals the realities of forced deportations, forced labor, religious and ethnic persecution, and executions in Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge.

 Mid-1977

Collectivized meals are introduced.

 January 1977

The policy of separating children above the age of eight from their families begins.

 February 1977

Purges begin in the Eastern Zone, as well as the Northern and Western zones, of Kampuchea.

 April 1977

Pol Pot orders attacks on the Mekong Delta, which kill a number a Vietnamese refugees.

 April 6, 1977

Vietnamese troops attack, leading to approximately 8,000 deaths.

 April 10, 1977

Hu Nim is arrested and sent to Tuol Sleng, where he is tortured and eventually killed in July.

 June 1977

Purges begin in the Northwestern Zone.

 Late June 1977

The Khmer Rouge refuses to negotiate border disputes with Vietnam.

 December 1977

The Pol Pot administration breaks off diplomatic relations with Vietnam.

 February 1978

The Vietnamese government demands an end to military activities along the border and the conclusion of a peace treaty.

 May 1978

Vietnam supports the Komong Cham Uprising headed by Heng Samrin.

 May 25, 1978

So Phim refuses to follow Khmer Rouge practices, leading to the death of his family as well as extensive purges in the Eastern Zone.

 January 1979

The People’s Republic of Kampuchea is established. Khmer Rouge forces flee to the Thai border region. Vietnamese occupation begins.

 July 1979

United Nations (UN) officials at the Geneva International Conference urge the conclusion of the Cambodian crisis as immediately as possible.

 August 1979

International relief agencies are granted permission to provide small amounts of medical supplies to those living in Phnom Penh.

 September 1979

Oxfam is authorized to begin an aid mission in Kampuchea on the condition that aid goes only to individuals under government control.

 October 1979

The Thai border is opened to Cambodian refugees.

 October 3, 1979

Dith Pran escapes to Thailand.

 1980

Maha Ghosananda and Peter L. Pond cofound the Inter-Religious Mission for Peace in Cambodia.

 Late 1980

The prison of Tuol Sleng is turned into a museum remembering the genocide.

 January 1980

The Thai border is closed to refugees.

 March 1980

The riel is reintroduced at a value of one riel equaling a kilo of rice.

 October 1980

The Kampuchea Inquiry Commission is established.

 1981

Sihanouk forms the National United Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful and Cooperative Cambodia (FUNCIPEC).

 1984

The movie The Killing Fields is released, garnering a number of Academy Awards.

 1985

The U.S. International Security and Development Cooperation Act authorizes $20 million in aid to noncommunist governments. The funds are prohibited from being used in support of the Khmer Rouge.

 January 1985

Hun Sen becomes prime minister of Cambodia.

 September 1985

From his jungle base, Pol Pot officially resigns as commander of Khmer Rouge military forces.

 December 1987

New five- and ten-riel coins are introduced in an effort to eliminate counterfeit currency.

 1988

Buddhist monk Samdech Preah Maha Ghosananda is made supreme patriarch of Cambodia.

 June 1989

The name of the state becomes the State of Cambodia as per Hun Sen’s government.

 September 26, 1989

Vietnam completes the withdrawal of its troops from the territory.

 April 9, 1990

The “Sihanouk Plan” is released.

 July 18, 1990

U.S. secretary of state James Baker withdraws recognition of a tripartite government of Kampuchea.

 June 4, 1990

Khieu Samphan boycotts a meeting discussing peaceful relations between Sihanouk, Son Sann, and Hun Sun.

 1991

The Paris Peace Agreement is signed. The United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC) is established.

 April 10, 1991

$7 million in U.S. aid is suspended because of noncommunist assistance to communist forces.

 October 1991

The agreement signed by guerrilla forces of the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese-backed government is largely ignored.

 November 1991

Khmer Rouge leader Khieu Samphan is attacked outside of his official residence.

 January 22, 1992

Tea Bun Long, head of the Ministry of Religious Affairs, is abducted by men driving a military jeep and later found murdered.

 February 26, 1992

The leader of the Australian UN force is wounded following a Khmer Rouge attack on a UN helicopter.

 March 1992

Despite continuing conflict, the UN proceeds with the relocation of 500 of the 375,000 refugees along the Cambodian-Thai border.

 May 1993

Democratic elections mandated by the UN take place.

 September 24, 1993

The Kingdom of Cambodia is established, with Sihanouk as king.

 1994

The U.S. Congress passes the Cambodian Genocide Justice Act.

 September 7, 1994

Non Chan is assassinated.

 May 19, 1995

Thun Bun Ly, editor of The Khmer Ideal, is fined five million riels and ordered to refrain from printing politically defaming information.

 May 20, 1995

Hen Vipheak, editor of The New Liberty News, is fined five million riels and sentenced to a year in prison for misinformation. The newspaper is shut down due to its political criticism.

 1996

Ieng Sary is royally pardoned.

 May 18, 1996

Thun Bun Ly is shot and killed.

 June 10, 1997

Son Sen, one of Pol Pot’s most loyal followers, is murdered, along with 11 members of his family, on Pol Pot’s orders. This proves to be the final straw for other Khmer Rouge leaders, who demand Pol Pot’s arrest.

 Late June 1997

Pol Pot is arrested and sentenced to house arrest by members of the Khmer Rouge.

 July 5, 1997

Hun Sen launches a coup against First Prime Minister Prince Ranariddh.

 April 15, 1998

Pol Pot dies of heart failure.

 March 1999

Ta Mok is captured along the Thai-Cambodian border.

 June 6, 2003

The Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) is created.

 2004

Justice pour le Cambodge is formed in France

 July 21, 2006

Ta Mok dies prior to his trial.

 October 2008

UNESCO declares the Khmer temple of Preah Vihear a World Heritage site, causing tension with Thailand.

 June 22, 2009

Mu Sochua, a member of the opposition party, loses parliamentary immunity. She is charged with the defamation of Hun Sen.

 2010

Sam Rainsy is sentenced to 10 years in prison.

 July 2010

Comrade Duch is found guilty of crimes against humanity and is sentenced to 35 years in prison.

 November 2011

The ECCC begins the trial against Nuon Chea, Khieu Samphan, Ieng Sary, and Ieng Thirith.

 February 2012

Khang Khek Iev (Comrade Duch) loses the appeal made to UN-backed courts and his sentence is increased to life in prison.

 March 14, 2013

Ieng Sary dies in a hospital in Phnom Penh before a verdict had been reached.
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A

Angkar Loeu

Angkar Loeu was the ruling inner circle of the Communist Party of Kampuchea, which ruled Cambodia during the latter half of the 1970s. Angkar Loeu, which means “high organization” in Khmer, was primarily responsible for the Cambodian genocide. The membership in and inner workings of the organization were a closely guarded secret, although it is believed that approximately 20 individuals belonged to the Angkar Loeu. The group functioned as a sort of politburo, from which all government policies flowed and through which Cambodian society was tightly controlled. At the top of the organization were perhaps eight individuals, including: Pol Pot, the overall leader; Nuon Chea, Pol Pot’s right-hand man and chief strategist; Ieng Sary, foreign minister and deputy prime minister; Son Sen, head of security and the dreaded secret police known as the Santebal; and Khieu Samphan, president and nominal head of state.

Beneath the top-tier leaders were several high-ranking military officers and bureaucrats. Virtually all of the Angkar Loeu membership was well educated. A majority had studied in France during the 1950s and early 1960s, where they were introduced to the revolutionary ideologies of Jean Jacques Rousseau, Karl Marx, Vladimir Lenin, and Mao Zedong, among others.

Practically none of the members had experience as farmers or performing manual labor, even though Angkar Loeu instituted a brutal policy of emptying the cities and imposing a rural farming economy and ideology on the citizens of Cambodia. The group could not empathize with the bulk of the population it ruled over because none of its members had ever been in the lower strata of Cambodian society. The Angkar Loeu set policies and relied on its local representatives to carry them out. Questioning or evading policies established by the organization could result in torture and death.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Cambodia; Ieng Sary; Khieu Samphan; Khmer Rouge; Nuon Chea; Pol Pot
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B

Bophana, a Cambodian Tragedy 

Sixty-minute documentary film released in 1996 that tells the true story of a young Cambodian couple that becomes entangled in the Cambodian genocide. Bophana, A Cambodian Tragedy was produced by Rithy Panh, an award-winning Cambodian-born screenwriter and filmmaker who had fled the brutal rule of the Khmer Rouge. He lost his parents and siblings to the excesses of the Khmer Rouge’s murderous regime, but he himself managed to escape to Thailand in 1979. He eventually settled in Paris. The documentary is in Khmer, with English subtitles.

The story unfolds during the early and mid-1970s and traces the relationship between Hout Bophana, a well-educated Cambodian woman, and Ly Sitha, who had studied to be a Buddhist monk. The two meet during the corrupt regime of Lon Nol; Sitha becomes steadily more disillusioned with Lon Nol’s government, and soon begins to contemplate joining the communist Khmer Rouge movement. He becomes a foot soldier in the Khmer Rouge resistance effort, but as a result becomes separated from his wife Bophana. The two remain connected, however, through letters sent back and forth, which Panh employs to help narrate the story.

After Phnom Penh falls to the Khmer Rouge in 1975, the lovelorn couple is finally united. But their happiness is short-lived. Within months, they are engulfed in one of the Khmer Rouge’s frequent and genocidal purges. Imprisoned at the infamous Tuol Sleng Prison outside Phnom Penh, they are tortured, compelled to make bogus confessions, and executed sometime in 1976. Panh uses extant records from the prison, including the phony confessions, to complete his gripping narrative.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Buddhists, Destruction of by the Khmer Rouge 

Between 1975 and 1979, during which the Khmer Rouge attempted to impose a radical, agricultural-based, Marxist regime on Cambodia, Pol Pot and his cohorts engaged in a systematic campaign to stamp out Buddhism. At the time, 80–90 percent of all Cambodians were Buddhist. Buddhism has a long history in Cambodia, and it enjoyed prominence there since at least the fifth century. Since the 13th century, Buddhism has functioned essentially as the state religion. In Cambodia, most Buddhists subscribe to the Theravada order of Buddhism.

The Khmer Rouge, like many Marxist-inspired movements, viewed organized religion as an enemy of the state. Khmer Rouge leader Pol Pot, who ironically had once served in a Buddhist monastery as a young man, was particularly hostile toward Buddhism. Indeed, he viewed the religion as a useless institution that harkened back to the days of colonial oppression. And because Buddhist monks were considered part of the Cambodian intelligentsia, Pol Pot was particularly fearful of their power. He thus vowed to stamp the religion out at all costs when the Khmer Rouge seized power in 1975. The culture of Buddhism was to be quickly supplanted by the new Khmer Rouge revolutionary culture.

Within months of the new regime, the revolutionary leaders defrocked Buddhist monks (estimated to number 65,000–80,000 in 1975) and forced them to pursue a lay lifestyle (most were compelled to work on farm cooperatives in the countryside). Those who resisted were tortured and killed. Hundreds of Buddhist temples and monasteries were either destroyed or converted into civilian buildings. Libraries housing rare, irreplaceable Buddhist texts were looted or wrecked; some scholars claim that as many as 80 percent of the nation’s printed religious works were lost between 1975 and 1979. Rank-and-file Cambodians were forbidden from practicing Buddhism, under the penalty of imprisonment or death. By 1979, when the Vietnamese ousted the Khmer Rouge from power, fewer than 3,000 Buddhist monks remained in Cambodia.

Although Buddhism was still practiced clandestinely, and the few remaining monks sometimes performed rituals for the sick, the Khmer Rouge nearly succeeded in erasing almost 2,000 years of Buddhist tradition in Cambodia. In 1979, the new People’s Republic of Kampuchea allowed for a partial rebirth of Buddhism, although that regime was careful not to permit it to become as culturally significant as it once was. Today, almost 95 percent of Cambodians are Buddhists.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Cambodia 

Cambodia, the last of the countries of Indochina to be drawn into the violence of the Vietnam War, ultimately endured an even greater tragedy of death and devastation than any of its neighbors. Present-day Cambodia occupies an area of 70,238 square miles, about the size of the U.S. state of Missouri, and is wedged into the Indochina peninsula between southeastern Thailand and southern Vietnam. Cambodia’s 1965 population was estimated to be 6.602 million people. On the map Cambodia resembles a nut held tightly in the jaws of a giant wrench, an image that accurately reflects Cambodians’ historic fears of being extinguished by their larger, more powerful, and more vigorous neighbors, Thailand and Vietnam. King Norodom Sihanouk once called the Thai and Vietnamese “eaters of Khmer earth.” To the northeast, Cambodia borders on Laos; on the southwest is the Gulf of Thailand.

Cambodia is rimmed by the Cardamom and Elephant mountains in the southwest, the Dangrek Hills in the northwest, and boulder-strewn ridges in the east along the border with Vietnam. Within that ring of mountains, Cambodia’s heartland is a flat green expanse of forests and alluvial fields watered by numberless brown streams that flow into three great rivers, the Mekong, the Bassac, and the Tonle Sap. The latter is also the name of the violin-shaped Great Lake, Southeast Asia’s largest lake, that stretches across the center of Cambodia. With Cambodia’s well-watered fields and rivers teeming with fish, Cambodians were traditionally well fed in times of peace, but a violent and turbulent history also brought periods of terrible hardship.

Cambodia’s first major civilization, Funan (Kingdom of the Mountain, according to ancient Chinese chronicles), arose from among the Mon-Khmer tribes that had migrated to the Mekong basin from deep in Asia’s interior during earlier centuries. Although the Khmer people, like the Thai and Lao, originated in central Asia, their cultures were chiefly influenced by India, whose traders and priests had brought to Southeast Asia their religion, dress, legends, technology, artistic styles, and economic and administrative structures. Funan, which flourished from the first to the sixth centuries CE, was essentially Indian in culture. So were its successors, the state of Chenla and the Angkor kingdom, which represented the high point of Khmer civilization.

Ruling from the 9th to the 15th centuries, the Angkor kings at the height of their power dominated most of present-day Thailand, Laos, and Vietnam as well as Cambodia. At the seat of their realm they built the great city of Angkor. Their temples were constructed in the shape of hills and symbolized Mount Meru, the sacred mountain at the center of the universe (later the design symbolized Mount Kailasa, abode of the god Shiva). On walls and pillars craftsmen sculpted images of gods, angels, serpents, lions, elephants, and other real and mythical creatures along with scenes from court life and epic legends.

Among the carvings were glimpses of a dark strain of violence and cruelty that also ran through Khmer tradition. Stone friezes showed battle scenes full of dead and wounded soldiers, grisly executions, and prisoners tortured and burned.

The greatest of the temples, Angkor Wat, was built during the reign of Suryavarman II, who ruled from 1113 to 1150. The older temples honor Shiva, the Hindu deity worshiped by the earlier Angkor rulers (“the one whom the sages adore like an inner light,” says one inscription). Later temples, though still bearing many Hindu symbols, reflect the Angkor kings’ 12th-century conversion to Buddhism.

The Theravada branch of Buddhism, which teaches that every person must seek his or her own enlightenment through meditation, austerity, humility, and poverty, eventually became the religion practiced by the great majority of Cambodians. Except when it was brutally suppressed by the radical Khmer Rouge regime between 1975 and 1979, Buddhism and the sangha (clergy) have remained pervasive and powerful influences in the country’s life and beliefs.

In the 13th and 14th centuries the Khmer kingdom declined. Thai invaders captured and destroyed Angkor in 1431. In succeeding centuries as the Thais seized more Cambodian territory, an expanding Vietnam also pressed into Cambodia from the east, gradually occupying the fertile lands of the Mekong Delta. With the Thai, the Khmers at least shared a common religion and cultural heritage. The Vietnamese, whose culture and political structures were essentially derived from China, were more alien. Their encroachments aroused among Cambodians a lasting legacy of hatred and racial fear.

By the mid-19th century Angkor was a forgotten ruin, crumbling away in the jungle. The Cambodian monarchy was a virtual vassal of Thailand, which chose and crowned the Khmer kings. Cambodia appeared in danger of losing its national identity altogether until France, then in the process of establishing colonial rule over Vietnam, made Cambodia a protectorate in 1864.

Cambodia’s King Norodom welcomed French protection but not France’s later moves that gave ever greater powers to its colonial administrators. Although Norodom and his successors remained on the throne, within 20 years Cambodia became a de facto colony, with all real governing power in French hands. Cambodia did, however, survive as an identifiable state, a status that it might well have lost had France not intervened.

French rule lasted 90 years, with little benefit for the Cambodians. The French did oversee the construction of roads and a railway as the infrastructure for a colonial economy based chiefly on rubber plantations, rice exports, and small-scale timber and gem-mining industries. There was no real development of a modern economy or of the educated population that modernization would require. Instead of training Cambodians, the French customarily brought in Vietnamese to fill civil service jobs; traders and shop owners were also predominantly Vietnamese. Thus, when Cambodia recovered its independence in November 1953 under King Norodom’s great-grandson Norodom Sihanouk, it lacked not only resources and infrastructure but also the trained technicians, managers, and administrators needed in a modern state.

Cambodia’s independence was part of a larger upheaval in the region that spanned five years of Japanese occupation (1940–1945) and nine more years of conflict between France and Viet Minh revolutionaries led by Vietnamese communist leader Ho Chi Minh. The July 1954 Geneva Accords ended French rule in all of Indochina but also left Vietnam divided, with the Viet Minh ruling in the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) and an anticommunist government under Ngo Dinh Diem in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam). Within a few years violence occurred again in South Vietnam as Diem, supported by the United States, attempted to destroy the communist movement in South Vietnam while the revolutionaries fought to reunify the country under their rule.

In Cambodia, Sihanouk’s chief concern was to prevent his country from becoming involved in the violence that was engulfing its larger neighbor. In 1955 he had abdicated the throne in favor of his father, Norodom Suramarit, in order to control the government more directly as the country’s prime minister. After Suramarit died in 1960, Sihanouk was given the title of chief of state; the throne remained vacant. Outside Cambodia the prince was widely regarded as erratic, even flighty. But his frequent reversals of policy did have a consistent goal: to keep Cambodia neutral.

After first cultivating relations with the United States, in 1963 Sihanouk abruptly ordered U.S. military and economic aid programs canceled and two years later broke relations completely. Believing that the Vietnamese revolutionaries were ultimately going to win, he then entered into a fateful compromise that allowed the Vietnamese communists to set up bases on Cambodian territory along the border and to receive arms shipments that came by sea to Cambodia’s main port of Sihanoukville (later renamed Kompong Som) and then overland to the border region.

Underlying this accommodation was Sihanouk’s calculation that if Cambodia helped the Vietnamese win their revolution, the Vietnamese might respect Cambodian independence after their victory. There was another benefit for Sihanouk. As part of the arrangement, the Vietnamese gave no help to the small Khmer Rouge (“Red Khmer”) communist insurgency that was opposing the prince’s regime.

The United States entered the Vietnam War, and instead of a quick communist victory the conflict became a prolonged stalemate. In Cambodia, resentment of Sihanouk’s policies and Vietnamese encroachments grew among military leaders and students and in other segments of the population. Sihanouk’s authority was meanwhile weakening as the result of economic strains, corruption, and abuses of power in his regime. As the 1960s drew to a close, the prince was still balanced on his diplomatic and political tightrope, but his position was more precarious than ever, as was peace in Cambodia.

Violence expanded in stages. In March 1969 the United States began secretly bombing Vietnamese communist positions on the Cambodian side of the border. In August, Sihanouk named Cambodian Army commander General Lon Nol to head a new right-wing Government of National Salvation. The secret U.S. bombings meanwhile encouraged Cambodian Army commanders in the border region to conduct harassing operations against communist Vietnamese bases. In November reinforcements were sent to the area, and attacks were stepped up. Then in March 1970 after violent government-orchestrated anti-Vietnamese demonstrations in Phnom Penh, Lon Nol publicly demanded a complete Vietnamese withdrawal from all Cambodian territory within 72 hours.

Prince Sihanouk, who was traveling abroad, denounced the demand, but Lon Nol and his allies sent troops to surround the National Assembly and government ministries and obtained a unanimous National Assembly vote on March 18 deposing Sihanouk as chief of state. Five days later in Beijing, Sihanouk sealed an alliance with his former mortal enemies, the Khmer Rouge, against Lon Nol’s “reactionary and pro-imperialist” government. A month later Sihanouk formally allied with the Lao and Vietnamese communists as well.

The new leaders in Phnom Penh, having inflamed Cambodia’s traditional anti-Vietnamese feelings for their own political purposes, now called for national mobilization against the estimated 40,000 Vietnamese communist troops on Cambodian territory. Thousands of young men and women enthusiastically flocked to recruiting stations to join the Forces Armées Nationale Khmer (FANK, Khmer National Armed Forces) and the national crusade against the Yuon, the pejorative Khmer term for Vietnamese.

Legally the new government’s policy was indisputably justified: the Vietnamese were occupying Cambodian territory in flagrant violation of Cambodian sovereignty. Whether the policy was prudent was another matter. Cambodia’s small and poorly trained army was no match for the Vietnamese, who easily defeated the poorly armed and inexperienced Cambodian soldiers whenever an engagement took place. In their ambition and naïveté, Lon Nol and his associates marched blindly into a war they could not win, with catastrophic consequences for the land and people they sought to lead.

Naive about their own weakness, the new Cambodian leaders were also naive about the United States, which they assumed would come unstintingly to their defense as it had come to the aid of the neighboring South Vietnam. But after years of frustrating stalemate in Vietnam, the American public had no appetite for a wider war.

U.S. military leaders perceived Cambodian events through lenses that were focused almost entirely on their own tactical needs in Vietnam. Seeing a chance to disrupt the communist logistical network on the Cambodian side of the border, the U.S. command supported several sizable operations by South Vietnam forces in Cambodia during April 1970. Then on April 30, 1970, 32,000 U.S. troops rolled across the border. This “incursion,” as U.S. officials insisted on calling it, aroused such a storm of protest at home that President Richard Nixon soon promised to withdraw all U.S. troops from Cambodia by the end of June.

Although the United States continued to provide air support even after its troops left, FANK suffered a series of disastrous defeats. In less than four months the communists took the entire region east of the Mekong River and large areas in the rest of the country. Those early defeats set a pattern that would never be reversed. During the five years of war that followed Lon Nol’s troops steadily lost ground, while Cambodia’s economy disintegrated and its 7 million people sank into an agony of defeat, hunger, and despair.

When the war began, the forces opposing Lon Nol’s hapless army were chiefly Vietnamese communists. The Vietnamese moved quickly, however, to build up a Khmer resistance movement. A group known as Khmer Viet Minh, Cambodian veterans of the Viet Minh war who had been living in Vietnam ever since the 1950s, were sent back to Cambodia to manage the armed struggle there. The Khmer Rouge, now allies (if uneasy and mistrustful ones) of the Vietnamese communists, were also expanding their strength. Joining the insurgent side too were soldiers, officials, and others who remained loyal to Sihanouk. Gradually Cambodians took over most of the fighting, although still with guidance and some direct combat support from North Vietnam.

Led by two French-educated Cambodian communists, Saloth Sar (better known by his pseudonym, Pol Pot) and Ieng Sary, the Khmer Rouge would emerge during the 1970s as the most extreme and violent of all the Indochina revolutionary movements. Sar and his colleagues nursed a bitter resentment toward the Vietnamese that was at least partly rooted in the Vietnamese communists’ failure to support their struggle when it was young and weak.

Cooperation between Vietnamese and Cambodians against Lon Nol ended after North Vietnam and the United States concluded a peace agreement in January 1973. The Khmer Rouge, regarding the cease-fire as a betrayal, secretly demanded that the Vietnamese leave Cambodia, meanwhile carrying out a bloody purge inside the insurgent ranks that killed hundreds of Khmer Viet Minh cadres and (although Sihanouk remained the titular head of the revolution) Sihanouk loyalists as well. From 1973 to 1979 the Khmer Rouge imposed the violent and fanatical doctrines they had nursed through years of isolation, hatred, and a war that was spiraling deeper and deeper into savagery. Meanwhile, the war-weary U.S. Congress ended U.S. bombing in Cambodia on August 15, 1973.

On April 17, 1975, Lon Nol’s decrepit government surrendered. In five years of war approximately 10 percent of Cambodia’s 7 million people had died. The economy was in ruins, schools and hospitals had virtually ceased to exist, and half of the population had been uprooted from their homes. But worse was to come.

The Khmer Rouge, bent on extirpating all traces of the old society, renamed the country Democratic Kampuchea and emptied the cities, forcing millions of Cambodians into the countryside in what amounted to slave labor camps. The Khmer Rouge also murdered hundreds of thousands of real or imagined opponents and caused more hundreds of thousands of deaths from exhaustion, hunger, and disease.

Khmer Rouge rule came to an end in January 1979 when some 120,000 Vietnamese troops, who had invaded Cambodia after months of escalating border clashes, occupied Phnom Penh and installed a new pro-Vietnamese government. Falling back to the countryside, Khmer Rouge guerrillas—eventually joined by two smaller groups backed by the United States and the noncommunist Southeast Asian states—mounted a stubborn resistance against the Vietnamese and their Cambodian allies. Although the Khmer Rouge terror had ended, the new war brought new miseries. A third of 1 million Cambodians spent years in dismal refugee camps along the Thai border, and millions of others struggled to survive in a country devastated by years of butchery.

After a 10-year occupation Vietnamese troops withdrew in 1989, but war continued between the Khmer Rouge and its allies and the Vietnamese-sponsored Phnom Penh government headed by Prime Minister Hun Sen. A peace agreement was finally signed under United Nations (UN) auspices on October 23, 1991. All sides agreed to give up their arms, but the Khmer Rouge never fully complied and also refused to participate in UN-supervised elections for a new government.

Despite widespread Khmer Rouge attacks meant to disrupt the voting, the election was held in May 1993. Prince Sihanouk’s party, the United Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful and Cooperative Cambodia (called FUNCINPEC, from its French initials), won a narrow plurality over Hun Sen’s Cambodian People’s Party. Following the election, a new constitution restored the monarchy. On September 24, 1993, Sihanouk resumed the throne that he had abdicated 38 years earlier. His son, Prince Norodom Ranariddh, and Hun Sen shared leadership as co–prime ministers of the new government.

Ranariddh nominally ranked first among the two, reflecting the election results. Hun Sen’s loyalists, however, controlled most of the army, the police, and the judiciary and much of the press. Openly or in secret, Hun Sen’s network also owned a huge part of the Cambodian economy and largely controlled the flow of international aid, which reached more than $3 billion in the next three years.

The power-sharing arrangement did not lead to a new era of compromise, cooperation, and multiparty democracy, as international peace brokers had hoped. Instead, Ranariddh and Hun Sen and their followers steadily broke apart into two hostile camps, each with its own armed bands of supporters. Killings and violent clashes grew so frequent that one foreign diplomat in Phnom Penh compared the two factions to “rival mafias competing for territory and assets.” Meanwhile, although free-market policies and the flow of foreign dollars brought prosperity to some Cambodians, corruption, abuses of power, and incompetent administration sapped the government’s moral authority.

The coalition’s final destruction was precipitated in the late spring of 1997 when representatives of the disintegrating Khmer Rouge, in defiance of their longtime leader Pol Pot, began negotiating with associates of Prince Ranariddh on the possible surrender of their remaining forces. In the talks the Khmer Rouge offered to join Ranariddh’s alliance in opposition to Hun Sen, whom they still regarded as a puppet of the hated Vietnamese. Under the terms of the deal, Khmer Rouge soldiers would change into government uniforms and pledge allegiance to the king, the government, and the constitution but would not be disbanded or disarmed and would remain in the territory they previously occupied.

After Pol Pot and his few remaining followers were captured and put under arrest by the new Khmer Rouge leaders, the two sides were only a day away from announcing the surrender when Hun Sen, fearing that a Khmer Rouge alliance with Ranariddh’s forces would tilt the military balance against him, seized power in Phnom Penh early on the morning of July 6. Hun Sen, insisting that Ranariddh’s troops had started the fighting, called the coup a “counteroffensive.” But the United States and most other countries condemned him for overturning the elected government. Whoever actually fired the first shots, it was evident that both sides shared the blame for the climate of violence, revenge, and fear that had overtaken Cambodian political life. During the fighting Prince Ranariddh fled the country, while Hun Sen’s forces hunted down his political allies and armed supporters. A number of captured Ranariddh loyalists were tortured and then put to death in mass executions, a chilling reminder even if the killings did not reach the same unspeakable depths of horror of the Khmer Rouge bloodbath between 1975 and 1979.

The coup left Hun Sen seemingly in firm control of Phnom Penh and most of the country. King Sihanouk, who by ironic coincidence was receiving medical treatment in Beijing on the day of Hun Sen’s coup exactly as he had been when he himself was overthrown 27 years before, was once again pushed to the sidelines, unable to protect his son’s position just as he had been unable to protect his own in the fateful events of 1970.

Nevertheless, political stability slowly took root in Cambodia after the 1997 coup, and King Sihanouk remained king until 2004, when he voluntarily abdicated, allowing his son Norodom Sihamoni, Prince Ranariddh’s brother, to ascend the throne. In the meantime, in 1998 the Khmer Rouge finally bowed to pressure and agreed to turn Pol Pot over to an international war crimes tribunal. On April 15, 1998, the day that the announcement was made, Pol Pot was found dead, allegedly of a heart attack. His handlers promptly cremated the body, which prompted suspicions that he had been murdered to keep him quiet or that he had committed suicide. By 2000 the Khmer Rouge’s power had virtually evaporated except for isolated spots in the rural areas of Cambodia.

Cambodia has been the beneficiary of significant foreign aid since the early 1990s, with the United States, Japan, France, Germany, Canada, Great Britain, and Australia giving the most. Reconstruction efforts have been steady if slow, and Cambodia is once again drawing in tourists. In 2007 alone some 4 million foreign travelers visited the Angkor Wat temple complex. Since the late 1990s Cambodia’s economic growth has been in the double digits, and foreign government and private investments have been on the increase. Corruption continues to be a major problem, however, and this has tended to keep the rising economic tide from working its way to the poorest citizens. In 2005 abundant petroleum and natural gas reserves were discovered in Cambodia’s territorial waters; extraction is slated to begin in 2016. If estimates hold true, these reserves will provide a huge windfall for the Cambodian economy.
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Cambodia, Vietnamese Occupation of 

The Vietnamese invasion and occupation of Cambodia during December 25, 1978–September 26, 1989, isolated the Socialist Republic of Vietnam (SRV) from much of the international community, exacerbated troubled relations with the People’s Republic of China (PRC), led to a brief war in 1979 between the PRC and the SRV, proved a serious drain on the Vietnamese economy, delayed normalization of relations between Vietnam and the United States, and drove the Khmer Rouge from power.

The background of the conflict lay not in ideology but rather in traditional animosity between Vietnam and Cambodia. Khmer Rouge leaders were also bitter that in the 1960s the Vietnamese communists, anxious to keep their own useful accommodation with Prince Norodom Sihanouk’s government intact, had given the Khmer Rouge little support. This permanently embittered Khmer Rouge leaders, who were in any case instinctively anti-Vietnamese. After entering into an uneasy alliance with the Vietnamese communists after Sihanouk’s fall, Khmer Rouge leaders believed that they had been betrayed a second time after the Vietnamese communists signed the 1973 Paris Peace Accords. Khmer Rouge leaders ordered the Vietnamese to leave Cambodian territory and even launched a purge to eliminate pro-Vietnamese elements within the Khmer Rouge. These purges killed nearly all the Khmer Viet Minh, those Cambodians who had fought against the French and had gone on to live in the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) until 1970, when the government there had ordered them south to help lead the Cambodian resistance.

From the spring of 1973 on, the Vietnamese communists no longer played any role in the Khmer Rouge fight against the Lon Nol government except for serving as a conduit for aid shipments from China to the Khmer Rouge sent down the Ho Chi Minh Trail. They remained in their Cambodian sanctuaries, however, and from time to time there were armed clashes between them and the Khmer Rouge.

In April 1975 the Khmer Rouge defeated the Lon Nol government. After they came to power, the Khmer Rouge ordered the people out of the capital of Phnom Penh and larger towns and put them to work in agricultural labor camps in the countryside. All private property was abolished, and paper money disappeared, replaced by ration tickets earned by productive labor. Schools were closed, and Buddhist temples were destroyed. Thousands of people died, including many ethnic Vietnamese; some 200,000 Vietnamese were expelled from the country. In January 1976 the Khmer Rouge promulgated a new constitution and changed the name of the country to the Democratic Republic of Kampuchea. In April, Prince Sihanouk resigned as head of state. Khieu Samphan took his place, but Pol Pot, another Khmer Rouge leader, was the dominant figure in the cabinet. Meanwhile, the government announced that 800,000 people, or roughly 10 percent of the population, had died in the war that brought the Khmer Rouge to power.

There had long been border disputes between Vietnam and Cambodia, and in 1977 these disputes again led to serious fighting. In September, Vietnam claimed that four Kampuchean divisions had invaded its Tay Ninh Province. In September and December, Vietnam retaliated. The December incursion saw 60,000 troops, supported by tanks and artillery, striking as far as the outskirts of Svay Rieng and Kompong Cham. This incursion led to the first public disclosure of the conflict, and on December 31, 1977, an angry radio broadcast from Phnom Penh denounced the Vietnamese. A week later the Vietnamese withdrew, most probably on their own accord, but the Khmer Rouge declared that it had won a “historic victory” and rejected calls for negotiations. The Khmer Rouge also proceeded to carry out a violent purge centered on its armed forces in the eastern part of the country that were supposed to defend the regime from the Vietnamese. Up to 100,000 Cambodians were executed. Many Khmer Rouge fled into Vietnam to avoid being arrested and killed. Later they formed the backbone of the Vietnamese-sponsored anti-Khmer Rouge resistance.

Kampuchea also laid claim to much of Cochin China (southernmost Vietnam), which had a large Khmer minority, and to small islands in the Gulf of Thailand. In 1960 Saigon had claimed seven of these, including the largest island of Phu Quoc, and had landed troops. In May 1975 there was a major clash over these islands when the new Khmer Rouge government sent troops to occupy several of them, including Phu Quoc. This clash was almost certainly prompted by the belief that there was oil in the area. The battle for these islands was ferocious, and it took the Vietnamese almost a month of heavy fighting, including numerous heavy air strikes flown by North Vietnamese pilots in U.S.-made South Vietnamese bomber aircraft, to expel the Cambodian troops from the islands.

As the border conflicts escalated, Hanoi supported an anti-Khmer Rouge resistance. Eastern Cambodia had been an important part of the People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) and Viet Cong (VC) logistics system during the Vietnam War, and ties between the people there and Vietnam were strong. This was strengthened by the fact that many of those opposed to the Khmer Rouge fled to the border area. Hanoi now organized those who had fled to Vietnam, including many ex-Khmer Rouge fighters, into anti-Khmer Rouge units to fight alongside the PAVN against Kampuchean forces. Much of this fighting occurred in the Parrot’s Beak area.

Fighting along the border escalated, and by 1978 the Vietnamese were regularly conducting air strikes against Cambodian targets along the border. There were also reports of Cambodian planes being flown by Chinese pilots, but these were never confirmed. Although Hanoi made several offers to negotiate, all of these were rebuffed by the Khmer Rouge.

Even though Kampuchea remained largely cut off from the outside world, stories of mass killings there began to circulate. In October 1978 Hanoi claimed that the Khmer Rouge had killed 2 million Kampucheans. At the time this was thought to be propaganda, but clearly something was happening. Kampuchea, regarded as a major rice producer in Southeast Asia, was close to starvation.

Tensions between Vietnam and Kampuchea were exacerbated by the fact that the two states became proxies in the developing Sino-Soviet rivalry. Kampuchea was a client state of China, while Vietnam was a client state of the Soviet Union. Loyalties of the communist world divided accordingly; most of the Warsaw Pact nations and Cuba, then relying heavily on financial assistance from the Soviet Union, supported Vietnam; Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) supported Kampuchea.

At the beginning of December 1978, several anti-Khmer Rouge factions came together to form the Kampuchean National Front (KNF) led by Khmer Rouge defector Heng Samrin, former deputy commander in eastern Cambodia. Hanoi gave the KNF full support, including military assistance, and the KNF soon fielded an army of 20,000.

Finally on December 25, 1978, the VPA invaded Cambodia along a broad front. Initially the SRV committed 18 divisions, or more than half of its army, to the operation. Ultimately there were 200,000 Vietnamese troops in Cambodia, along with Heng Samrin’s army. Pol Pot’s army was much smaller, perhaps less than a third of the size of the invading Vietnamese forces, and the Vietnamese had total air and naval supremacy as well as tremendous superiority in armor and heavy artillery. Heavily outnumbered and outgunned, the Khmer Rouge retreated into the countryside and waged guerrilla warfare. Vietnamese armored columns took Phnom Penh with little opposition and installed Heng Samrin and his supporters as the new Cambodian government. Soon Heng Samrin and his Vietnamese allies had all major Kampuchean cities under their control. Heng Samrin became president of the country, but only the presence of several Vietnamese divisions enabled him to remain in power. The Soviet Union, Laos, the SRV, and most other communist states recognized the new government. In January 1979 the Soviet Union used its veto in the United Nations (UN) Security Council to kill a resolution demanding the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Kampuchea. Heng Samrin meanwhile entered into treaties with the SRV and Laos.

With his forces down to only about 25,000 troops, Pol Pot continued to conduct guerrilla warfare, concentrating what remained of his army in the thick jungles of southwestern and northeastern Kampuchea near the Thai border. China meanwhile aided the Khmer Rouge, funneling this assistance through Thailand. Thai generals profited handsomely from the misery, allowing the transit of military assistance to the Khmer Rouge and securing gems and timber from their area of control.

Only the Vietnamese occupation prevented the Khmer Rouge from returning to power and continuing their genocidal policies. Indeed, it was only because of the Vietnamese invasion that the mass killings of Cambodians by the Khmer Rouge were confirmed.

China meanwhile threatened the SRV with force to punish Hanoi for the invasion of Kampuchea, and divisions of the PRC’s People’s Liberation Army (PLA, Chinese Army) actually invaded Vietnam in a brief war in February and March 1979. The Chinese invasion did not drive the Vietnamese from Cambodia. That came about from the sheer expense of the operation, the resultant drain on the Vietnamese economy, and the SRV’s attendant isolation in the international community at a time when the leadership recognized the need to revitalize the national economy and secure foreign investment.

Finally in May 1988 Hanoi announced that it would withdraw 50,000 troops, about half of its forces, from Cambodia by the end of the year. In July the Phnom Penh government and rebel coalition met for the first time face-to-face in inconclusive peace talks in Indonesia. On April 5, 1989, Hanoi and Phnom Penh announced jointly that all Vietnamese troops would leave Cambodia by the end of September even if no settlement was found. On September 26, 1989, Vietnam announced that all its troops had withdrawn from Cambodia. Some 25,000 Vietnamese troops had died there.

In the late 1990s after prolonged negotiations, rival Cambodian factions including the Vietnamese-installed regime (then headed by Hun Sen) and the Khmer Rouge agreed to a supreme national council headed by Prince Sihanouk. The UN also mounted a vast peacekeeping operation and supervised elections. The Khmer Rouge have not returned to power, and by the early 2000s the group had splintered apart and was a mere shadow of its former self.
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Cambodian Civil Wars 

One of the most genocidal civil wars of the 20th century, the Cambodian Civil Wars of 1970–1993 grew out of the Vietnam policy of former U.S. president Richard Nixon and led to a generation of violence committed by the communist Khmer Rouge.

Prince Norodom Sihanouk had been appointed the king of Cambodia in 1941 following the Japanese takeover of Cambodia from the French. His grandfather had been King Norodom, who had signed an agreement with France in 1863 to make Cambodia a protectorate in order to stave off Thai and Vietnamese military encroachment. Deemed the father of modern Cambodia, Sihanouk led the nation to independence from the French in 1952.

During the Vietnam War, the United States became distrustful of Sihanouk because of his communist leanings. He vehemently opposed U.S. plans for a ground assault against North Vietnamese forces hiding in his country. As a result, the United States, operating through the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), instigated a coup against him in 1970 in favor of Lon Nol, his prime minister. Nol, along with Sirik Mata (who cultivated a close relationship with the CIA), announced the formation of a new government in March 1970. The new regime immediately began a massacre of ethnic Vietnamese to attempt to unite Cambodians.

In a strange turn of events, Sihanouk became the powerless political front man for the Nol government in 1971. However, by 1973, U.S. attacks had devastated the Cambodian nation and angered the local Cambodian population; that discontent doomed the Nol regime. Cambodians increasingly joined the Khmer Rouge, a communist grassroots guerrilla organization led by Pol Pot. By April 1975, the Khmer fielded over 80,000 troops. That year, they took Phnom Penh and ruled the nation.

The Khmer immediately abolished the calendar and set the date at Year Zero. They renamed Cambodia “Democratic Kampuchea” and evacuated all urban Cambodians to reeducation camps in the countryside. Those were really death camps where prisoners died from forced labor and mass murder. By 1978, more than 1 million people had either died of starvation or murder, most of them educated Cambodians who posed a threat to the regime.

Cambodian cooperation with China provoked an invasion by the Vietnamese in 1979. Vietnam successfully ousted Khmer leaders and placed Cambodian communists in power. The Khmer soon linked with a fighting force led by Sihanouk that had taken refuge in the mountains. That force fought the puppet regime in a long guerrilla war that resulted in a stalemate by the early 1990s.

In 1993, the United Nations (UN) brokered a coalition government composed of the nation’s major political groups, though the Khmer Rouge refused to take part. In a historic moment, Sihanouk resumed the throne in September 1993. He immediately banned the destructive Khmer Rouge, which retreated into the countryside. The group remained heavily armed, however and, reinforced by the Thai government, ruled the hinterlands of Cambodia until Pol Pot was captured and killed in the late 1990s.

JASON NEWMAN
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Cambodian Documentation Commission 

A nonprofit nongovernmental international organization dedicated to studying and documenting the Cambodian genocide and advancing human rights in Cambodia and other areas of the world. The Cambodian Documentation Commission (CDC) was founded in New York City in 1982 by David Hawk, a renowned authority and scholar on human rights, along with Dith Pran, Kassie Neou, Yang Sam, Arn Chorn, and Haing Ngor, all Cambodian survivors of the genocide.

The organization, which is comprised of experts on human rights law, Cambodian history, and international law, has conducted many research missions in Cambodia and Thailand, studied the various phenomena involved in human rights abuses, and translated thousands of documents from Khmer into English and vice versa. It has also lobbied Cambodian political leaders to steer clear of human rights abuses and has routinely provided the United Nations (UN), various UN member states, the International Court of Justice, and others with reports on the Cambodian genocide and other examples of human rights violations in the region. In addition, the Cambodian Documentation Commission has provided expert testimony to the U.S. Congress and has monitored or participated in UN General Assembly debates pertaining to Cambodia, as well as various international conferences on the subject.

The organization has also sought to bring various perpetrators of the Cambodian genocide to justice, but that effort has largely proven to be an unsuccessful one because of noncooperation among certain nations and individuals. The commission has produced a yearly report of activities and findings and has amassed an impressive archive of photographs, documents, witness testimonies, and photocopies of documents relating to political imprisonment, state-sponsored torture, and executions carried out by the Khmer Rouge.
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Cambodian Genocide Program (Yale University) 

The Cambodian Genocide Program (CGP), sponsored in part by Yale University, was begun in 1994 and is dedicated to documenting and contextualizing modern Cambodian history as it relates to the Cambodian Genocide. It does so by collecting, studying, analyzing, and preserving documents, photographs, artifacts, and other material culture relating to the Cambodian Genocide, which occurred from 1975 to early 1979. In late 1994, the Cambodian Genocide Program received an initial $500,000 grant from the U.S. State Department to commence its work in earnest; since then, it has received several million dollars in grants from the U.S. government and various other foreign governments, as well as from private foundations and non-profit organizations. In 1995, the CGP created the Documentation Center of Cambodia in Phnom Penh, which is intended to document the genocide with as much detail as possible.

In addition to creating a major archive and database center for issues relating to the genocide, the CGP works with tribunals and courts in their efforts to bring perpetrators of the genocide to justice. The CGP’s activities may be divided into four broad categories: research, documentation, preservation, and training. As such, the Program is utilized regularly by researchers and scholars as well as teachers and other educators who seek to explain the genocide to wider audiences.

Most notably, the CGP has built and maintains electronic databases that make access to the genocide collection relatively easy for specialists and non-specialists alike. In all, they contain over 30,000 individual records and receive well over 1 million hits per year. The databases include the: Bibliographic Database; Biographic Database; Tuol Sleng Image Database; and Geographic Database.

In 1998, the Yale Center for International and Area Studies established the Genocide Studies Program, a broader effort designed to examine numerous other modern genocides. That program was modeled after the CGP and fosters study and research of genocides ranging from the Holocaust to the Rwandan Genocide.
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Cambodian Killing Fields 

The Cambodian Killing Fields can refer either to the general mass killing that occurred during the 1975–1979 Cambodian Genocide or to specific mass graves that were scattered all across the country. Today, the most famous—or infamous—killing field is located just outside the village of Choeung Ek, where 8,995 Cambodians were murdered and buried in a huge mass grave. Most of the victims were political prisoners of the Khmer Rouge regime headed by Pol Pot. Today, there is a memorial to the victims at Choeung Ek. Researchers have discovered—to date—over 20,000 mass graves, or killing fields, throughout virtually all of Cambodia. It is estimated that they contained a total of 1,386,735 genocide victims. Many of the bodies contained in the graves have been carefully disinterred and documented so that a full accounting of the genocide can take place.

The term “killing fields” was first coined by Cambodian journalist and interpreter Dith Pran, who witnessed part of the genocide but finally managed to escape the country and seek refuge in Thailand. During his harrowing journey to freedom, Pran stumbled upon one of Cambodia’s notorious mass graves and dubbed it the “killing fields.” The term became part of the international public consciousness beginning in 1984, when the movie The Killing Fields, which chronicles the Cambodian Genocide, was released to critical and popular acclaim. Since then, the term “killing fields” has become a more generic term used to describe any genocide or mass killings, including those in Rwanda, Bosnia, Kosovo, East Timor, and Sudan/Darfur.

In 1997, 18 years after Vietnamese forces invaded Cambodia, ousted the Khmer Rouge, and stopped the killing, Cambodia’s government finally decided to prosecute those responsible for the genocide. With the help of the United Nations (UN), a special Cambodian genocide court was established and became operational in 2006. A year later, the first indictment was handed down against Nuon Chea, who was second in command of the Khmer Rouge. His trial remains in progress, however, and given his advanced age, the proceedings may never be concluded. In 2010, Khang Khek Iev, known popularly as Comrade Duch, was convicted for his part in the Cambodian Genocide and was sentenced to 35 years’ imprisonment. Given the fact that many perpetrators have either died or fled the country after 1979, it is unlikely that there will be many more decisions made by the special genocide tribunal.
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Cambodian Nationalism 

As in most countries, in Cambodia nationalism is separated from xenophobia by only a fine line. National pride and patriotism cross so easily over into national superiority and xenophobia.

Cambodia’s current small size and significance, in contrast to that of the mighty Khmer empire (the dominant power in Southeast Asia from the 9th to 14th centuries, extending at times into and even over neighboring countries), provide a basis for fanning resentment and hostility against those who are accused of stealing Cambodian land and who are perceived as “looking down” on Cambodia.

This mix has proved sadly easy to ignite, especially at times of extreme political tension. The pro-U.S. regime of Lon Nol came to power in the heat of the Vietnam War, which spilled over into Cambodia in 1970. It unleashed a savage pogrom against the estimated 450,000 ethnic Vietnamese who lived in Cambodia, many of whom had been settled in the country for generations. Reports indicate that more than 70,000 were massacred and 310,000 were driven across the border.

The Khmer Rouge took such hostility to new heights. They claimed that Khmer superiority over their former Vietnamese political mentors was demonstrated by seizing power two weeks before the latter were able to liberate Saigon. Even China was to be outdone by the Khmer Rouge’s planned Super Great Leap Forward, and nationalist delusion reached its zenith in the Khmer Rouge claim that a single Khmer soldier could wipe out 30 Vietnamese in a foreshadowed final battle.
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In an attempt to prevent political exploitation of nationalist sentiments, electoral laws forbid any political party from using the flag or the term “national” or “nationalist” in its name. But the tinder for extreme nationalism, racism, and xenophobia still exists in Cambodia today. It was the basis for the explosion of anti-Thai riots that erupted in 2003, following (evidently untrue) reports that a Thai actress had claimed Angkor Wat belonged to Thailand, and it provides a constant undercurrent to opposition political discourse, with claims that the current government is a puppet of Vietnam and has given away territory, even though this has been vigorously denied.

Unlike many other Southeast Asian counties (especially Indonesia and Vietnam), a struggle against colonialism is not part of the nationalist trope, and resentment against France, the former colonial power, is seldom heard in Cambodia. Explicitly nationalist organizations and publications appeared for the first time only in the 1930s and were heavily repressed by the colonial authorities. They experienced a short-lived blossoming under the Japanese occupation during World War II, before France attempted to reinstate its authority in the whole of Indochina, including the protectorate of Cambodia.

The role of the monarchy in Cambodian nationalism has been contradictory. It was a Cambodian king who invited France into the country in the mid-19th century as a “protector” against probable further reduction of Cambodian territory by its two powerful neighbors, Siam (now Thailand) and Vietnam. Subsequent monarchs continued and benefited from the protectorate arrangement, including King Norodom Sihanouk, who was selected as king by the French in 1941. However, in the early 1950s, King Sihanouk led a “crusade for independence” (a political campaign rather than an armed struggle), reaching its goal on November 9, 1953.

Sihanouk played the role of a thoroughly modern monarch, to the point of abdicating his throne in order to contest the country’s first national elections in 1955 and to lead the ensuing government. Sihanouk was an active founder of the Non-Aligned Movement and attempted to retain Cambodia’s neutrality until being caught up in the vortex of the Vietnam War. Although repressive of domestic communists, Sihanouk was denounced in the West for leaning toward the communist side in permitting forces from North Vietnam to shelter inside Cambodia and to transmit arms through the country, leading to his overthrow on March 18, 1970, and replacement by the pro-U.S. Khmer Republic, led by Lon Nol.

From exile in Beijing, Prince Sihanouk was able therefore to raise the banner of nationalism, calling on his supporters to rebel and to join the maquis (resistance). He formally headed the Royal Government of National Unity (GRUNK), dominated by the communist Khmer Rouge. A bitter civil war ensued as the Vietnam War entered its final phase and the United States withdrew.

On April 17, 1975, the Khmer Rouge won control of Phnom Penh, the capital city, claiming a great nationalist victory, but initiating the tragic period of the Cambodian genocide and the zenith of Cambodian supernationalism in which perhaps one-third of Cambodian people died.
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Cham People, Genocide of the 

The Cham people are a minority ethnic group scattered throughout Southeast Asia. The Cham were almost exterminated in Cambodia during the 1975–1979 genocide there, perpetrated by the genocidal Khmer Rouge regime. Most of the Chams reside in Cambodia and Vietnam, although there are very small populations in Malaysia, China, Thailand, and Laos. In Indochina, they are most prevalent between the Kampong Cham Province in Cambodia and the Phan Rang-Thap Cham, Phan Thiet, An Giang, and Ho Chi Minh regions of Vietnam.

Of Buddhist and Hindu origins, the Chams are descended from the Kingdom of Champa, which existed roughly between the 7th and mid-18th centuries. The Chams are related to Austronesian peoples and speak their own unique language, Cham, which is a Malayo-Polynesian language. Most of the rest of Indochina, including Cambodia, speak Austroasiatic languages. Sometime prior to the 17th century, most of the Chams had converted to Islam, and so in addition to their own language, they developed their own religious practices and culture, which differed quite substantially from those of other inhabitants of Indochina.

By the time the Khmer Rouge came to power in 1975, the Chams were a relatively prosperous people who enjoyed higher birth rates and lower death rates than the Khmer majority in Cambodia and the Vietnamese minority. However, Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge government viewed the Chams as undesirable people who were antithetical to the social and political revolution the regime hoped to unleash. The Chams were seen as the enemy, because they did not fit into Pol Pot’s vision of a single, unified, homogenized Cambodia that would provide unquestionable loyalty to his rule. The Chams were easily singled out not only because they differed ethnically from most Cambodians, but also because they spoke a different language, had different cultural values, and above all, because they were Muslims. The Khmer Rouge feared the influences of Islam and wanted all Cambodians to be equal. Pol Pot and his minions also viewed the Chams as nationalist separatists who sought to create their own nation. The Chams, however, were not actively engaged in separatist activities in Cambodia, although they had earlier sought to create a Cham state from Vietnamese territory.

By 1976, the Khmer Rouge regime was determined to eradicate the Chams from Cambodia, through forced assimilation, forced deportation, or murder. Initially, the government tried to assimilate the Chams by raiding their villages and scattering them throughout the country. When the Chams resisted this effort, Pol Pot ordered the murders of local Cham leaders and other prominent Chams. When that failed to subdue the Chams, the Khmer Rouge engaged in mass killings, raiding, and destroying Cham villages. Some Chams managed to escape to neighboring Vietnam or Laos, but most were killed. By 1979, when the Vietnamese invaded Cambodia and deposed Pol Pot, it is estimated that as many as 500,000 Chams had died. This represented more than half of Cambodia’s Cham population.

Today, Cambodia’s Cham population is estimated to be about 220,000. Prior to the Cham genocide, there may have been as may as 650,000 Chams in the country. The Chams in Cambodia continue to maintain their own cultural and religious rituals and continue to speak their own language.
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Choeung Ek 

Choeung Ek is perhaps the most well known of the many killing fields in Cambodia, where thousands of Cambodian Genocide victims were killed and/or buried between 1975 and 1979. Choeung Ek lay just outside a hamlet by the same name, about 12 miles to the southwest of Phnom Penh, and during the 1970s was mainly an agricultural area and orchard. To date, 8,895 bodies have been discovered in the mass graves around Choeung Eck. There are more, but they have not been disinterred or documented. Choeung Ek is a good example of the mass grave sites described by Cambodian journalist Dith Pran, who has been credited with coining the term “killing fields.” There are hundreds—and perhaps thousands—of similar sites located throughout Cambodia, but Choeung Ek is among the largest.
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Nearly all of the victims at Choeung Ek were political prisoners held at the Tuol Sleng (S-21) Prison, established by Pol Pot’s genocidal Khmer Rouge regime in Phnom Penh in 1975. Tuol Sleng incarcerated between 17,000 and 20,000 Cambodians (including many children), and all but a handful survived. The prison became a de facto torture and killing factory, and many of its detainees either died in captivity or were systematically murdered there. Many of the bodies were taken to Choeung Ek, where Khmer Rouge authorities also killed detainees and buried their bodies in mass graves.

After the downfall of Pol Pot’s government and the end of the genocide in 1979, researchers, forensic experts, and archaeologists carefully combed through the mass graves in an effort to determine the true magnitude of the genocide and, when possible, to identify victims. Relatively few of the victims were able to be identified, however. The Cambodian government later erected a Buddhist memorial, known as a stupa, by which to honor the dead at Choeung Ek. Resembling a small Buddhist temple, the stupa contains more than 5,000 human skulls and other human bones that have been disinterred at the site. In the structure’s lower levels, acrylic walls allow visitors to view the skulls, which are piled many feet high. Outside the memorial are still-untouched mass graves, as well as the remains of the ones that have already been searched. Human bones can be clearly seen on the land surrounding the stupa.
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Choeung Ek Center for Genocide Crimes 

Widely known as “the killing fields, the Choeung Ek Center for Genocide Crimes is one of the largest, and certainly the best known, of the hundreds of Khmer Rouge sites of execution and burial throughout the country.

Here, more than 20,000 people were killed and buried in 129 mass graves. The remains of approximately 9,000 people have been exhumed, while the remainder are still buried throughout the 2.4 hectare site, which had been a Chinese cemetery before the Khmer Rouge period. Most of those executed here were trucked from the S-21 (Tuol Sleng) prison in Phnom Penh, where they had been held in appalling conditions and tortured.

In 2012, the former director of S-21, Khang Khek Iev, was finally convicted by the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) for crimes against humanity and war crimes and was sentenced to life imprisonment. As part of the judicial investigations, Iev was taken to Choeung Ek Center for Genocide Crimes, where he broke down on seeing the site of the crimes.

A monumental stupa (funerary tower) was constructed in 1988 to house the exhumed skulls and bones of victims. This stupa is a focal point for many commemorative ceremonies, including the annual May 20 Day of Remembrance.

The Choeung Ek Center for Genocide Crimes is located on the southwestern outskirts of Phnom Penh. It is managed by a private company under contract from the Municipality of Phnom Penh. Nearly 200,000 foreign visitors and more than 50,000 Cambodians visit the site annually and, since 2011, foreign admission includes a comprehensive audio tour in 15 languages relating the history and significance of the site.
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Chorn-P ond, Arn 

Arn Chorn-Pond is a human rights activist, musician, and community organizer who survived the 1975–1979 Cambodian Genocide as a young boy.

Arn Chorn-Pond was born in 1966 in Cambodia’s Battambang Province. His parents were professional musicians and performers who operated a touring opera company that travelled throughout Cambodia.

After the Khmer Rouge seized power in Cambodia in 1975, Chorn-Pond and his family were forced into a death camp, where he witnessed the execution of his parents. He was then sent to Wat Ek, a Buddhist temple that had been turned into a prison camp for children. Forced to watch the killing of others on a daily basis, Chorn-Pond kept himself and others alive by learning to play musical instruments to entertain the guards. Soon, the prison’s authorities enlisted his talents by instructing him to play propaganda songs for the Khmer Rouge. Chorn-Pond describes how he had to be certain not to show any emotions, even when he was forced to watch the murders of other children, because the guards would kill anyone who demonstrated the least bit of fear or compassion. Chorn-Pond also stole food in order to keep other children alive.

After the Vietnamese attacked Cambodia in late 1978, the Khmer Rouge forced Chorn-Pond and other children to take up arms and fight against the Vietnamese. He was only 12 years old at the time. Children who refused to fight were shot and killed. Miraculously, he eventually escaped by fleeing into the jungle, where he wandered alone until late 1980, when he crossed the border into Thailand and was rescued by a Thai soldier, who carried him to a refugee camp. When he arrived at the camp, he weighed less than 60 pounds and was near death, suffering from malaria.

At the camp, Chorn-Pond was befriended by an American missionary and humanitarian, Rev. Peter L. Pond. Pond decided to adopt Chorn-Pond (he also adopted 16 other Cambodian children) and took him to his home in Jefferson, New Hampshire in 1984. Chorn-Pond attended Brown University for two years before dropping out to cofound Children of the War, which is dedicated to helping children cope and overcome the ravages of war, abuse, divorce, and poverty. During the summers of 1986 through 1988, he traveled to refugees camps on the Cambodian-Thai border, where he ministered to victims of the Cambodian Genocide and subsequent war with Vietnam.

Chorn-Pond earned an undergraduate degree from Providence College in 1992; while there he helped establish a big brother/big sister program for children with Southeast Asian roots. In 1993, he went to Cambodia, where he established Cambodian Volunteers for Community Development, and in 1998 he founded Cambodian Living Arts, which is dedicated to fostering traditional native Cambodian performing arts, including music. Chorn-Pond continues to play the flute, and instructs students on how to master the Khloy, a Cambodian flute made of bamboo. In 2012, Patricia McCormick published Never Fall Down, a novel that deals with the Cambodian Genocide from a child’s perspective; it is based largely on Chorn-Pond’s experiences.
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Day of Remembrance 

May 20 is marked in Cambodia as a Day of Remembrance for the millions of victims of the Khmer Rouge regime known as Democratic Kampuchea (DK), which ruled the country between 1975 and 1979.

The main program is organized by the Municipality of Phnom Penh at the Choeung Ek Center for Genocide Crimes and consists of religious ceremonies, wreathlaying, speeches, songs, and a moving reenactment of the tragedies of the period followed by the liberation of the people as Democratic Kampuchea was overthrown. Ceremonies are also organized in the provincial capitals.

The Khmer name—T’veer Chong Kamhaeng—is literally the Day for Tying Anger. While often translated into English as “Day of Hatred,” the spirit of the Khmer words is more accurately rendered as “Day of Maintaining Rage,” but since 2001 it has officially been called the Day of Remembrance.

Setting a day of commemoration was one of the recommendations of the Research Committee into the Crimes of the Pol Pot Regime, established in 1982. The decision to nominate a day of commemoration was widely welcomed. After consideration of several alternate dates, May 20 was selected, to mark the date in 1976 “when the gang began to carry out their policy of continuous genocide openly and cruelly throughout the entire country.” This was evidently also the date in 1973 when the Khmer Rouge proclaimed collectivization in southern Takeo.

May 20 has been commemorated since 1984, except for a brief hiatus around the time of the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC), when the Khmer Rouge was being accorded political legitimacy.

In spite of their public commitment to national reconciliation, nongoverning political parties have shown little interest in attending what they see as being an event organised under the auspices of Hun Sen’s Cambodian People’s Party, rather than as a national day of mourning. The opposition Sam Rainsy Party instead commemorates the victims on April 17, the date that the Khmer Rouge took power in Phnom Penh in 1975.
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Denial of the Cambodian Genocide 

Considered to be the final stage of Stanton’s Eight Stages of Genocide, denial has occurred with regard to Cambodia, as elsewhere. And, as elsewhere, in the Cambodian case, denial is inextricably linked with politics and with an attempt to escape any moral or judicial accountability for the crimes.

Denial of the Crimes

During the course of the genocide (1975–1979), denial of the crimes committed by the Khmer Rouge was facilitated by the fact that very little information emanated from inside Cambodia, as its borders were tightly sealed and the government permitted only very few, closely controlled diplomatic or press contacts.

Cambodians who managed to escape from the country began to relate their experiences of massive privation and oppression. François Ponchaud, a Catholic missionary who had worked in Cambodia for 10 years, analyzed Khmer Rouge radio broadcasts and interviewed 94 refugees, on the basis of which he wrote Cambodge Anée Zero, published in 1977, and in the following year in English as Cambodia Year Zero. This was the first detailed and documented account of what was taking place inside Cambodia—forced deportations, forced labor, family separation, religious and ethnic persecution, starvation, and executions.

Accounts of the genocide became a political football—on the one hand used by right-wing observers (such as John Barron and Anthony Paul) as proof of the bloodbath they predicted would follow a victory over the U.S. by liberation forces in all the countries of Indochina, and on the other hand dismissed as baseless by many left-wing observers supporting the Khmer Rouge (such as George Hildebrand and Gareth Porter, as well as Noam Chomsky and Michael Vickery).

In 1978, the United Nations Human Rights Commission (UNHRC) based in Geneva held hearings on Cambodia, with testimony taken from a number of refugees and human rights bodies. The commission’s report referred to violations of genocidal proportions, described as “the worst to have occurred anywhere in the world since Nazism.” But the commission’s deliberations were overtaken by the new political situation when, on January 7, 1979, the Khmer Rouge regime was overthrown by Cambodian rebels supported by Vietnamese forces.

The United Nations Security Council condemned Vietnam’s intervention as a violation of Cambodian sovereignty. Until 1991, the United Nations General Assembly seated the delegation of Democratic Kampuchea (DK) as the official representative of Cambodia (from 1982 as the dominant partner in the Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea).

Not until December 1998 did the General Assembly belatedly vote to recognise that genocide had taken place in Cambodia 20 years before, requesting the secretary-general to assist Cambodia to find judicial accountability, a process that resulted in the establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) in 2006, which has been trying senior leaders and those most responsible for crimes against humanity, war crimes, and genocide, as well as for national crimes of murder, torture, and religious persecution.

Denial of the crimes has become increasingly difficult, as a considerable amount of evidence has been brought to light in many forms. Many documents and photographs have been located, witnesses have come forward, and physical evidence of mass graves has been found throughout the country. This evidence has been presented at the ECCC and widely disseminated throughout the country. Consequently, the focus of denial has shifted elsewhere.

Denial of Responsibility for the Crimes

In February 2012, Kang Kek Iew, the director of the Khmer Rouge’s central Tuol Sleng prison in Phnom Penh, was found guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity and sentenced to life imprisonment. But he was not charged with genocide. This charge has so far been reserved for four senior leaders who planned and organized the genocide. They are charged with genocide in addition to war crimes and crimes against humanity.

As can be expected, their defence attorneys are working as hard as they can to help their clients avoid conviction. Principal among their defences is that, even if certain crimes may have been committed, their clients are not individually responsible for them. Instead, they suggest that others bear the responsibility—the United States, Vietnam or “enemies within. ”

Denial That the Crimes Constituted Genocide

Whether or not any of the acts committed by the Khmer Rouge during 1975–1979 can be considered genocide is a matter that has been hotly debated by legal scholars and historians.

The 1948 Genocide Convention being used at the ECCC requires proof of a specific intent to destroy a “racial, national, ethnic, or religious group,” in whole or in part. While the charge of genocide was included in the Closing Order (indictment) of the four senior leaders on trial in Case 002 at the ECCC, it was for only a very narrow range of acts. The co-prosecutors decided not to attempt to prosecute any of the crimes against Khmer or Kampuchea Krom people as genocide. They charged genocide only of Vietnamese and Cham ethnic groups.

The long delay in establishing the ECCC, as well as the excruciating length of time the process is taking, leads many to fear that a verdict may never be reached before the senior leaders die or are declared unfit to continue with their trial. One of them (Ieng Thirith, former minister of social action) has already been found unfit due to her mental state, while, due to his failing health, her husband Ieng Sary, former deputy prime minister and minister of foreign affairs, is now seldom in court and is permitted to follow proceedings from a holding cell where he can lie down.

Furthermore, in an attempt to reach a verdict on at least some of the crimes with which the four senior leaders have been charged, the Trial Chamber in late 2011 decided to proceed in stages, with the first phase of the trial dealing principally with the forced movement of the population (including related crimes against humanity), but not including detention centers, purges, and persecution, most relevant to genocide. So it may be the case that, from a purely judicial perspective, the Khmer Rouge will manage to escape specific prosecution, let alone conviction, for the crime of genocide.

HELEN JARVIS

 See also: Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia


Further Reading

Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) Co-Investigating Judges. Closing Order in Case File No.: 002/19–09–2007-ECCC-OCIJ. September 15, 2010.

Fawthrop, Tom, and Helen Jarvis. Getting Away with Genocide? Elusive Justice and the Khmer Rouge Tribunal. London and Ann Arbor, MI: Pluto Press, 2004.

Ponchaud, François. Cambodia Year Zero. London: Allen Lane, 1978.



Dith Pran

Dith Pran was a survivor of Cambodia’s “killing fields” from 1975 to 1979 whose experiences at the hands of the Khmer Rouge regime formed the subject of an important exposé of the government of Pol Pot. As a Cambodian journalist, he suffered four years of abusive treatment, only to escape in 1979 and eventually migrate to the United States, where for many years he was a photojournalist with The New York Times.

Pran was born on September 27, 1942 to a middleclass family in the Cambodian town of Siem Reap. He grew up near the ruins of the ancient temples at Angkor Wat with his two sisters and three brothers. Pran attended local schools, where he learned the French of Cambodia’s colonial masters, and in his own time also learned English. After finishing high school in 1960, he began work as an interpreter for the U.S. Military Assistance Command in Cambodia, but in 1965 relations between Cambodia and the United States soured, and the U.S. mission was withdrawn. Pran then found work with a British film crew and as a hotel receptionist near Angkor Wat.

In 1970, in response to the developing Cambodian civil war between the government of Lon Nol and the Khmer Rouge, Pran moved his family to the capital, Phnom Penh, where he was hired as a guide and interpreter for The New York Times reporters in the area, including Sydney Schanberg. By 1973, Pran and Schanberg were an exclusive reporting team. In April 1975, with the war going badly for Lon Nol’s government and Khmer Rouge forces closing in on the capital, Phnom Penh was evacuated by all U.S. personnel. Pran arranged for his wife and four children to escape with the U.S. forces, but remained in the city himself in order to help Schanberg report on the city’s downfall and the Khmer Rouge victory. He believed that Cambodia could be saved only if other countries grasped the extent of what was happening, and responded appropriately.
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Cambodian photojournalist Dith Pran talks to a reporter after a press conference at the Foreign Correspondent Club of Thailand in Bangkok, August 25, 1989, after returning from Cambodia. Pran’s ordeals in a Khmer Rouge camp were depicted in the film The Killing Fields. (AP Photo)



With the fall of Phnom Penh, Schanberg and all other foreigners were expelled from Cambodia. Pran, as a Cambodian national, could not leave. He became a prisoner of the Khmer Rouge and was sent to the countryside to join millions of other Cambodians working as virtual slaves to create the new communist order that would, it was said, take Cambodia back to the Year Zero. Schanberg returned to the United States, where he was awarded a Pulitzer Prize in 1976 (which he also accepted on behalf of Pran) for his reporting on Cambodia.

In Cambodia, Pran immediately decided that he would have to suppress his past and pretend to be a simple peasant villager. Located in a village 20 miles from Siem Reap, the villagers were forced to subsist on near-starvation rations while engaging in backbreaking work planting and harvesting rice, clearing land, and terracing hillsides using only their bare hands. The workers were allowed to eat just one spoonful of rice per day. Discipline was intense and was accompanied by frequent beatings and executions. At night, the villagers received political instruction from Khmer Rouge cadres. Pran was forced to hide the fact that he was educated, spoke foreign languages, was a journalist, and knew Americans.

For four years, there was next to no news about Pran’s fate or whereabouts. Schanberg continued to search for him, but all avenues of inquiry drew a blank. Then, in January 1979, the Vietnamese invaded Cambodia and finally overthrew the Khmer Rouge. Pran returned to his home town of Siem Reap, only to learn that over 50 members of his family, including his three brothers and one sister, had been killed during the nightmare years. The land was covered with graves, leading Pran to coin the term “killing fields” to describe what Cambodia now looked like. The massive burial mounds were easy to identify: they were the areas over which the grass was greenest. In Siem Reap, the new Vietnamese administration appointed Pran as a village chief, but four years of staying alive using his wits led him to recognize his vulnerability should the Vietnamese learn of his pre-genocide past. On October 3, 1979, he escaped to Thailand after a 60 mile escape trek through the killing fields.

Schanberg immediately flew to the Thai border to greet him and then helped Pran move to the United States, where he was reunited with his family. The New York Times gave him a job as a staff photographer in 1980, and Pran became a U.S. citizen in 1986.

In the United States, Pran devoted his spare time to helping fellow Cambodians who had suffered under the Khmer Rouge. He became a crusader for justice in Cambodia, attempting to bring the surviving Khmer Rouge leaders to justice before the World Court, and spoke out about the Cambodian genocide before student groups and other organizations. In addition, he established the Dith Pran Holocaust Awareness Project, which spreads word about the Cambodian genocide and maintains a photographic record on the Internet to assist Cambodians trying to find missing family members. In 1997, Pran published a book titled Children of Cambodia’s Killing Fields: Memoirs by Survivors. This was a collection of interviews from 29 Cambodians who had witnessed the Pol Pot years as children, and here related their stories for the first time.

In 1980, Schanberg wrote an article for The New York Times Magazine titled “The Death and Life of Dith Pran.” This was later to appear in book form under the same title. The article formed the basis of an Academy Award–winning film, The Killing Fields (directed by Roland Joffé, 1984). In the film, Schanberg was portrayed by Sam Waterston; Pran was played by another survivor of the killing fields, a medical doctor named Haing S. Ngor, who won an Academy Award as Best Supporting Actor for his performance. Ngor was shot to death in 1996 in Los Angeles by a teenage gang member.

Pran died from pancreatic cancer on March 30, 2008, aged 65, in New Brunswick, New Jersey.
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Documentation Center of Cambodia 

The Documentation Center of Cambodia (DC-Cam) is the principal institution involved in collecting and cataloging documents relating to the Khmer Rouge and, in particular, the Democratic Kampuchea (DK) regime from 1975 to 1979.

DC-Cam was established in 1994 as the Phnom Penh field office of the Cambodian Genocide Program of Yale University before becoming an independent nongovernment organization (NGO) in 1997. The U.S. State Department was its initial funder and has continued to provide financial assistance, especially a major permanent endowment of $2 million in 2005, intended to ensure continued financial security. Other substantial donations have come from the governments of Sweden and the Netherlands, and support also has been given from private foundations and individuals.

The director of DC-Cam is Youk Chhang, a Cambodian American who has given vibrancy and vision to the center, manifested in its ambitious program of education, publication, and outreach in addition to its core mandate of documentation.

DC-Cam has custody of originals or copies of most surviving Khmer Rouge–era documents, whose provenances are varied. Major collections consist of confessions and biographies of prisoners and staff of S-21 (Tuol Sleng) and some other security centers, biographies and notebooks of Khmer Rouge cadres, military telegrams, photographs, and films. These primary sources have been invaluable as evidence presented at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC), trying Khmer Rouge crimes.

The center also holds documents from the periods before and after DK and has itself generated numerous paper and photographic documentation through its research programs. DC-Cam’s mapping program, using GPS technology, compiled the first national picture of DK prisons and mass graves and also the memorials established after the overthrow of the Khmer Rouge.

DC-Cam publishes a monthly Khmer language magazine, with a less frequent English version entitled Searching for the Truth. In addition, it has published several video documentaries and a growing number of translations of scholarly and other works on the Khmer Rouge into Khmer, and of relevant books from Khmer into English.

A chief focus of the center’s work, carried out in partnership with the Ministry of Education, has been to introduce a comprehensive curriculum on the Khmer Rouge into Cambodia’s public high school system. Textbooks and teachers’ manuals have been developed and training programs developed for hundreds of high-school teachers.

Another partnership has been formed with the Ministry of Tourism to ensure the sensitive and historically accurate development of former Khmer Rouge–era sites into tourist destinations, beginning with Anlong Veng, the Khmer Rouge’s final holdout, coming into government hands only at the end of 1998.

Following an international competition, a design has been selected for a new center, to be known as the Sleuk Rith Institute, comprising a museum and research center, school, and conference facilities, in addition to archives and reading rooms for consultation of its collection.
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Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia 

Often referred to as the Khmer Rouge Tribunal or Khmer Rouge Trials, the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) were established in Phnom Penh in 2006, with responsibility “for the prosecution of crimes committed during the period of Democratic Kampuchea” (DK) from April 17, 1975 to January 6, 1979.

Long overdue, as finally established some 25 years after the crimes were committed, the ECCC is a pathbreaking institution in international law—a national court with international support and participation, as agreed between the Royal Government of Cambodia (RGC) and the United Nations (UN).

The delay in bringing judicial accountability for the mass crimes of the Khmer Rouge was due mainly to geopolitical considerations during the 1980s, in which the UN denied recognition of the Cambodian government that had overthrown the Khmer Rouge, and acknowledgment of legitimacy for the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal (PRT) held in 1979. Further, at that time the international criminal justice system was in its infancy. The first International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICT) was established only in 1993, and the International Criminal Court (ICC) only in 2002. The complexity of negotiating the details of what is often called a “mixed” or “hybrid” tribunal with shared responsibility extended the process over 10 years.

On June 21, 1997, the RGC requested “the assistance of the United Nations and the international community in bringing to justice those persons responsible for the genocide and crimes against humanity during the rule of the Khmer Rouge from 1975 to 1979.” While the request was approved by the UN General Assembly in December 1997, it was not until July 2007 that the ECCC became fully operational.

The ECCC has personal jurisdiction over senior leaders and those most responsible for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes (grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 1949), as well as the national crimes of murder, torture, and religious persecution. It consists of the Pre-Trial Chamber, the Trial Chamber, and the Supreme Court Chamber. Each chamber has both national and international judges, with a majority of the former. Decisions must be made by a “super-majority” involving both national and international judges.

The ECCC follows Cambodian criminal procedure, based on civil law as practised in France, the former colonial power in Cambodia. Charges are initiated by co-prosecutors and referred to co-investigating judges (both national and international).

In July 2007, the co-prosecutors proposed charges against five individuals: Khang Khek Iev, Nuon Chea, Khieu Samphan, Ieng Sary, and Ieng Thirith. In Case 001, Iev was convicted of crimes against humanity and war crimes and, in February 2012, sentenced to life imprisonment. The Trial Chamber began hearing Case 002 in mid-2011.

In December 2008, the international co-prosecutor proposed charges against a further six individuals, opposed by the national co-prosecutor, who regarded any further trials as unnecessary to meet the objectives of the ECCC. Due to this disagreement, these further charges were still pending in mid-2012, although the death of one of those charged reduced the number to five persons whose names are confidential.

The ECCC is financed through voluntary contributions from international donors (50 percent from Japan) and from the RGC. At a cost of $100 million up to the end of 2011, it is considerably less expensive than the fully international criminal tribunals for former Yugoslavia and Rwanda.

While the political controversies that delayed the establishment of the ECCC for so long have continued to dog the court, it is regarded as setting new international standards in victim participation in the judicial process as civil parties and in public support and participation, as shown by more than 160,000 people watching the process in person and millions more following live television broadcasts.
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Forces Armées Nationales Khméres 

Army of the Khmer Republic (République Khmére), 1970–1975. In November 1953 during the Indochina War, Cambodia concluded a convention with France in which Indochina was permitted its own military establishment. Known as the Forces Armées Royale Khméres (FARK, Royal Khmer Armed Forces), it numbered fewer than 35,000 men and was organized in battalions operating under supreme commander of the armed forces and head of state Prince Norodom Sihanouk. Following the overthrow of Sihanouk on March 18, 1970, by pro-U.S. prime minister and defense minister Lon Nol and the establishment of the Khmer Republic, FARK was renamed Forces Armées Nationales Khméres (FANK, Khmer National Armed Forces).

Having exploited traditional Cambodian animosity toward the Vietnamese to come to power, Lon Nol now continued to play the nationalist card. He closed the port of Sihanoukville to resupply activities by the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) for communist forces in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam), thus shutting down the so-called Sihanouk Trail. He also called for a national effort by FANK against the estimated 40,000–60,000 Vietnamese communist troops in three eastern Cambodian border provinces. Thousands of young Cambodian men and women enthusiastically joined this crusade against the Yuon, the pejorative Khmer term for Vietnamese.

The new government’s policy was entirely legal, for People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) troops were occupying Cambodian territory in violation of its sovereignty. Yet Cambodia’s small military, while its members were enthusiastic, was clearly no match for the PAVN forces.

In April 1970, U.S. president Richard M. Nixon authorized military assistance to Cambodia to shore up the Lon Nol regime. A training command staffed by U.S. Army Special Forces personnel was created to train FANK at locations in Vietnam at Chi Lang, Phuoc Thuy, Dong Ba Thien, and Long Hai as well as at sites in Laos and in Cambodia. After the 5th Special Forces departed Vietnam in the spring of 1971, the training sites were retained and redesignated the U.S. Army Individual Training Group in March 1971. During the following months Australian and New Zealand jungle instructors were assigned to the group, and it was redesignated FANK Training Command in May 1972. Renamed the Field Training Command on December 1, 1972, it was closed down at the end of January 1973. As a result of U.S. influence, FANK shifted from the French staff system to that of the U.S. Army, and the staff members were given crash courses by U.S. personnel in Vietnam.

The United States also provided small arms and ammunition to FANK, which quickly expanded to more than 100,000 men. Unfortunately, the training was insufficient, and leadership of FANK was inadequate. Whenever the poorly armed and inexperienced Cambodian soldiers engaged in combat with PAVN forces, the Cambodian forces were defeated. The consequences would be catastrophic for Cambodia and its people. FANK was soon driven back into the urban areas.
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The Cambodian Incursion beginning in April 1970 was another effort by Nixon to shore up Lon Nol’s regime but also to strike at the Cambodian sanctuaries, a move long sought by the U.S. Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV). During the Cambodian incursion, Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN, South Vietnamese Army) forces in Cambodia, outraged by FANK murders of hundreds of ethnic Vietnamese, looted several Cambodian towns. Later South Vietnamese president Nguyen Van Thieu ordered his troops to evacuate some 20,000 Vietnamese from Cambodia.

In any case, the gains of the Cambodian Incursion were short-lived. The communists soon reclaimed their sanctuaries and reestablished control in eastern Cambodia.

The departure of U.S. troops from Cambodia at the end of June left a void far too great for the ARVN or FANK to fill. This 1970 widening of the battlefield in Indochina eventually left Cambodia the most devastated nation in the region. To avoid massive Boeing B-52 Stratofortress bombings, communist forces moved into the Cambodian interior.

Meanwhile, Lon Nol’s army struggled for the next five years against both the PAVN and the indigenous Cambodian communists, known as the Khmer Rouge (Red Khmer), which now received increased PAVN military assistance. At the same time, U.S. assistance to FANK was being reduced as the United States wound down its presence in Indochina.

When FANK’s war with the Khmer Rouge followed, Lon Nol declared a state of emergency, and FANK’s size was expanded to some 200,000 military personnel organized in brigades and divisions. The increased numbers could not turn the tide. Beginning in November 1973, Khmer Rouge forces blockaded Phnom Penh. At the end of February 1974 Lon Nol’s FANK troops pushed the Khmer Rouge back some distance from the capital. In March the Khmer Rouge captured the old royal capital of Oudong, about 24 miles from Phnom Penh. It was the first provincial capital they had taken since 1970. FANK recaptured Oudong in July.

Throughout the second half of 1974 there was a stalemate in Cambodia. The Khmer Rouge, not as well armed or supplied as its adversary, was, however, better led. The Khmer Rouge controlled the countryside but, with only about 70,000 men, lacked the strength for an offensive against the cities. The much larger FANK controlled the towns but, plagued by poor leadership, low morale, and corruption, was in turn unable to undertake aggressive action in the rural areas. FANK resources were also spread thin. FANK’s best troops, numbering some 50,000 men and representing a quarter of its total force, defended Phnom Penh, while the remainder were dispersed throughout the rest of the country.

At the end of 1974 U.S. aid to Lon Nol was sharply curtailed. Up to that point Washington had provided him some $1.85 billion in assistance. U.S. bombing counted for an additional $7 billion. In December, however, Congress placed rigid restrictions on U.S. aid. This had both a material effect on FANK’s fighting ability and a great psychological impact on the troops themselves.

In January 1975 the Khmer Rouge received, according to PAVN records, 4,000 tons of weapons and ammunition shipped to them by PAVN down the Ho Chi Minh Trail. This supply shipment, which represented 80 percent of the total amount of supplies scheduled for delivery to the Khmer Rouge for the entire year, was intended to enable the Khmer Rouge to begin a major offensive against FANK forces; soon the Khmer Rouge controlled the Mekong River access to Phnom Penh. Previously some 80 percent of provisions for the capital had come in by water; now the city could only be resupplied by air. Hunger became a major problem for the city’s 600,000 people.

Pursuant to the demands of the Cambodian National Assembly, Lon Nol resigned on March 11, 1975, and left the country on April 1. After the last U.S. personnel left the Cambodian capital on April 12, airborne provisions no longer arrived in Phomn Penh. On April 17 Khmer Rouge troops simply walked into the capital and took control. Five years of war had brought the deaths of some 10 percent of Cambodia’s 7 million people. The economy was in ruins, few schools and hospitals were operating, and half of the population had been uprooted from their homes. But much worse lay ahead. The new leaders renamed the country Kampuchea, emptied the cities of their populations, and tried to take the country back into the Middle Ages, herding the population into agricultural communes and initiating a reign of terror that has few precedents in history. After the fall of the Khmer Republic regime in April 1975, the Khmer Rouge established a new military force called the National Army of Democratic Kampuchea, composed purely of Khmer Rouge fighters.
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Heng Samrin

Heng Samrin was a Cambodian communist political leader best known for his post-genocide activities after the downfall of communist dictator Pol Pot in 1979. He was born on May 25, 1934, the son of a well-to-do peasant-trader in the Ponhea district of Kampong Cham Province. His early life is masked with uncertainty: in some accounts he was born in Prey Veng Province, not Kampong Cham. It is believed he attended local schools, although which ones remains unknown; and whether or not he even finished his secondary education is in doubt.

His early political activity, moreover, is not definite. He might have been a member of the Khmer People’s Revolutionary Party (KPRP), Cambodia’s first communist party organized in 1951, as well as a more militant nationalist and Marxist radical group, the United Khmer Issarak (Freedom) Front. In the early 1950s, Heng joined a group of Cambodians who were fighting together with the Viet Minh against the French colonial government. Between 1954 and 1956, he was sent to Hanoi for more advanced communist organizational and ideological training.

In 1960, the Workers’ Party of Kampuchea, later renamed the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK), was established by Pol Pot. Heng was a very early member, heavily influenced by Vietnamese communist party cadres. During the 1960s and early 1970s, he acquired further guerrilla combat experience, along with more exposure to the North Vietnamese government in Hanoi and considerable patronage from leading Vietnamese communists. Relationships of this kind were planned by the Vietnamese party, as they were thus able to reinforce their hegemony over the Cambodian party through obtaining the loyalty of younger Cambodian communists.

Heng’s field of operations increasingly became the area close to the Vietnamese-Cambodian border, allowing Vietnamese communist bases to be set up on Cambodian soil. He and his comrades increasingly became identified as the CPK’s Eastern Zone group. In 1976, Heng became a political commissar and commander of the Fourth Infantry Division in the Eastern Zone as a member of the CPK’s Revolutionary Army of Kampuchea, which was formally established on January 12, 1968.

Politically, the next two years were almost as difficult for the ranks of the senior CPK leadership as they were for the Cambodian people, then experiencing the worst of Pol Pot’s destructive “Year Zero” social engineering project. Extensive purges decimated the party. Heng, still a relative political lightweight within the party, managed to escape liquidation. In May 1978, however, he and other Eastern Zone party dissidents revolted against Pol Pot’s genocidal regime. The party revolt was unsuccessful, and Heng escaped—some say defected—to Vietnam.

As far as the Vietnamese were concerned, Heng Samrin was to be groomed as an alternative leader to Pol Pot. The Khmer Rouge, which was backed by China, was by now the mortal enemy of Soviet-supported Vietnam. Heng became one of the founding members of the Kampuchean United Front for National Salvation (FUNSK), and thus Pol Pot’s leading opponent. It was really only now that he became well known. In January 1979, Vietnam invaded Cambodia, and the Khmer Rouge government collapsed. Heng set up a new communist government, the People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK), and became president of the National United Front for National Salvation, in reality a puppet government under Vietnamese domination. He became chairman of the People’s Revolutionary Council of the PRK in 1979 and in 1981 took on the role as chairman of the Council of State and general secretary of the Kampuchean People’s Revolutionary Party.
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Heng was acknowledged by many as a puppet of Hanoi, but this was considered preferable to a possible return of Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge. Outside Cambodia, his regime was barely recognized internationally, limited basically to members of the Soviet bloc and India. Remaining a loyal communist, in reality he co-ruled alongside another former Khmer Rouge leader (and Vietnamese appointee), Hun Sen.

After coming to power, Heng’s government did manage to restore a certain measure of the rule of law and attempted to begin the recovery of the country’s shattered economy. It remained a highly authoritarian regime, however, supported by the presence of 180,000 Vietnamese military and political cadres stationed in Cambodia. The brutalities of the Pol Pot era did not disappear. Heng’s regime was criticized by international human rights groups for arbitrary arrest; extensive confinement of suspected dissenters or old regime officials in “re-education camps”; torture of prisoners; and severe restrictions on all movement of people, on those engaging in trade or other occupations, and even on those wishing to get married.

Heng’s influence began to decline in 1985, when Hun became prime minister in his own right. In 1991, when the KPRP was transformed into the Cambodian People’s Party (CPP), he was dropped as general secretary. He continued in his role as chairman of the People’s Republic of Kampuchea and Cambodian head of state until 1993, when King Norodom Sihanouk was restored to the throne. Although Sihanouk had been reinstated and a new constitution promulgated, Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge still controlled much of the country and were still waging a guerrilla war against the government and the Vietnamese occupying forces. Retreating to the jungles from which his Khmer Rouge had originated, Pol Pot had regrouped sufficiently to be able to keep up a vigorous resistance for several years.

The country was in a very fragile and fragmented state, and a shaky economic situation did not help. Sihanouk’s government, desperately trying to keep some semblance of control, became increasingly repressive, violating human rights, suppressing all political opposition, engaging in mass political arrests and inhuman torture of prisoners.

In 1997, in the jungle, Pol Pot ordered the execution of one of his most loyal supporters, Son Sen. For this act, rank and file members of the Khmer Rouge rebelled, deposed Pol Pot, and put him on trial. He was sentenced to house arrest for life, and died—having never faced an independent trial before his fellow Cambodians, let alone an international tribunal—on April 15, 1998.

For Heng, this was the close of a chapter, but also the beginning of a new respectability as a senior statesman for his country. Sihanouk granted him the honorific title of Samdech (“His Excellency”), and he was appointed as honorary secretary of the CPP. Later, he also served as vice-chairman (1998–2006) and then chairman of the Cambodian National Assembly, his relative obscurity during the early days of the Pol Pot regime having left him unsullied as a member of a genocidal regime that murdered one quarter of the nation’s people.

PAUL R. BARTROP

See also: Cambodia; Cambodia, Vietnamese Occupation of; Cambodian Civil Wars; Kampuchea United Front for National Salvation


Further Reading

Gottesman, Evan. Cambodia after the Khmer Rouge. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002.

Morris, Stephen J. Why Vietnam Invaded Cambodia: Political Culture and the Causes of War. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999.



Hou Yuon

Hou Yuon was a Cambodian communist politician prior to the commencement of the regime of Pol Pot. An intellectual within the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK), he was a member of the Khmer Rouge who ran afoul of the party and disappeared in 1975, presumably executed owing to his outspokenness within the party hierarchy.

Hou was born in 1930 in Kampong Cham Province and was from a poor peasant background, which at one time might have been related to royalty. Educated—like many others who would later join the CPK and become leading members of the Khmer Rouge—at Phnom Penh’s Lycée Sisowath, he was awarded a scholarship to continue his studies in Paris. Choosing to study economics and law, he earned a doctorate in 1955 from the University of Paris. His doctoral thesis, La paysannerie du Cambodge et ses projets de modernisation (The Cambodian Peasants and Their Prospects for Modernization), was the first of a number of major studies he made that would influence future CPK thinking. As a student, Hou was popular among his peers, viewed as a jovial, larger-than-life figure. His popularity carried him unanimously to the leadership of the Association des Etudiants Khmers (Khmer Students’ Association, or AEK).

Hou was a good friend of another student, Khieu Samphan, with whom he had attended school at the Lycée Sisowath and who also studied in Paris. Other Cambodian students he knew in Paris included Saloth Sar (the future Pol Pot), Ieng Sary, Son Sen, and Hu Nim. From within the AEK, the young communists built a platform for nationalist and leftist ideas. In Paris, Pol Pot became a member of Hou’s cell of the Cercle Marxiste, a relationship that would stand him in good stead when in later years he ran into political difficulties. In 1952, Hou, Pol Pot, Ieng, and others gained notoriety by sending an open letter to Prince Norodom Sihanouk back in Cambodia, calling him the “strangler of infant democracy.” By way of response, the French authorities closed down the AEK in 1953. Undeterred, Hou and Khieu established a new Marxist-oriented group, the Khmer Students’ Union, in 1956.

After returning to Cambodia, Hou helped to establish a new private high school, the Lycée Kambuboth, where he taught French alongside of history teachers Pol Pot and Ieng. This did not last long. In 1958, Hou and other prominent leftists such as Khieu were invited by Sihanouk to join his Sangkum political party and, through it, to enter the government. Sihanouk’s plan was to neutralize the left wing, and thereby create a balance to keep Cambodia’s right wing political movements in check. Hou was thus nominated to become a junior minister in a coalition that enabled Sihanouk to retain power from the foundation of the Sangkum in 1955 until 1970. Hou would serve in several ministries between 1958 and 1963.

In elections for the National Assembly in 1966, Hou was reelected by a large majority, despite active opposition from Sihanouk who by this stage had discarded his earlier policy of a left-right balance. In 1967, however, the so-called Samlaut Uprising took place in Battambang, in which the rural peasantry revolted against the Sangkum regime. Sihanouk, in response, moved closer to the right. Hou was targeted as a communist agitator, and threatened with arrest and possible execution. As many of his comrades had already done, Hou now decided to flee into the jungle and join Pol Pot, Ieng, Khieu, Son, and others in what would eventually become the Cambodian civil war.

Hou was later reconciled with Sihanouk after the coup of 1970 that brought General Lon Nol to power. Sihanouk established a government-in-exile known as the Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale du Kampuchéa, or GRUNK, which was a joint enterprise between himself and the CPK. Hou was made minister for cooperatives. In this role, his outspokenness often alienated him from Pol Pot, a situation not helped when it became apparent that there were some key doctrinal differences between Hou and others in the party hierarchy. He repeatedly clashed with members of the Khmer Rouge leadership on policy issues, causing serious rifts with the party center. By 1974, his outspokenness led to his being arrested by Pol Pot and sent for “re-education” at a small Khmer Rouge base on the Chinit River called K-6, but he was recalled briefly to duty in early 1975. By February he was once more in disgrace, however, his independent radicalism deemed too maverick for party discipline.

Hou’s death is thought to have been ordered by members of the Khmer Rouge sometime after they seized power in April 1975. He was still active and seen in May 1975, but after this he vanished. Due to the circumstances of his disappearance, a wide variety of interpretations have been put forth as to his fate. His former comrade, Hu, indicated in his confession in the infamous prison at Tuol Sleng that Hou had been liquidated for opposing the extremism of the party center’s policies and that this possibly happened in August 1975. This aligns with an account that Hou was shot by a group of Khmer Rouge soldiers in August 1975 after expressing sympathy toward a group of peasants being forcibly evacuated at Prek Por, and his body thrown into the Mekong. According to one Khmer Rouge source, Hou was seen alive at a Khmer Rouge base at Stung Trang as late as the autumn of 1976. Another suggestion has been made that he could have died of disease, while others suggest he may have committed suicide. A further Khmer Rouge source has claimed that Hou was mistakenly shot by a bodyguard after being recalled to Phnom Penh in a final attempt at rehabilitation as late as 1978.

The mystery surrounding Hou’s death is perhaps symptomatic of the rest of his career, in which he stood out from the mainstream of Cambodian Marxist orthodoxy, confronted Pol Pot and the party center, and exhibited humanitarian traits at a time when compassion was proscribed.
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Hu Nim

Hu Nim was a Cambodian communist who rose to be minister of information and propaganda under the Khmer Rouge regime of Pol Pot between 1975 and his death in 1977. He was born on July 25, 1930 in the village of Korkor, Kampong Cham Province. In 1936, when he was six years old, his father died. He lived with his mother, a poor peasant named Sorn, until Sorn remarried. Hu Nim was then sent to live with Sam Khor at a pagoda in Mien, Prey Chhor District. Sam raised him and enabled him to undertake a full school education. In 1950, he graduated from junior high school, and moved to Phnom Penh to attend the prestigious Lycée Sisowath. He graduated in 1952, and that year married Kim Lang, later known as Comrade Yeat.

In the early 1950s, Hu became associated with the leftleaning, pro-independence Democratic Party. At the Lycée Sisowath he became involved with a radical wing of the party called the “People’s Movement.” In 1953, he worked as a schoolteacher at Thon Uk Junior High School, and stated later that this was for the purpose of recruiting more operatives with a view to enlarging the movement.

In 1954, he studied law and economics and became a full-time staff member at the Ministry of the Interior while also working in the Ministry of Planning. In 1955, he continued his work for the Democratic Party, and in elections in 1955 Prince Norodom Sihanouk, with Democratic Party help, attained power. One of the upshots of this was that Hu, like many other bright young Cambodians, was able to win a scholarship to go to France for advanced study. Among those who would also obtain this opportunity were other future communist leaders, such as Saloth Sar—the future Pol Pot—Khieu Samphan, and Hou Yuon. In Paris, Hu attended the School of Customs, and after passing his Year Two examination he was sent to Marseille on work placement. He did not undertake any political work at this time; he made contact with some of the other Cambodian students (such as Hou), but did not have time for diversions because, as he said later, “my studies required so much attention.”

After returning to Cambodia in 1957, he began to prepare for a life in public office. He worked as a customs official and joined a number of newspapers and became much more involved with left-wing politics. It was here that he became more closely aligned with Khieu.

Sihanouk, his power base secure, next sought to bring the young, French-educated experts into his orbit, and Hu’s star began to rise rapidly. In 1961, he became undersecretary of state in the office of the prime minister and was elected to the National Assembly in 1962. Significantly, from this time on he began to build up a substantial base of support in his Kampong Cham constituency, which he was to represent for the next nine years, becoming one of the most visible and well-known Cambodian leftists. He was also elected vice president of the National Assembly and became a member of two international delegations: first, to the inaugural summit of the nonaligned countries in Belgrade, Yugoslavia, and then to the United Nations (UN) General Assembly. In 1962, having become a trusted adviser to Sihanouk, he took part in a state visit to Indonesia.

From 1962 to 1963 he worked, at Sihanouk’s invitation, as a writer for the nationalist newspaper Neak Cheat Niyum in order to give a positive Western-oriented perspective of Cambodia’s development. Then, after a trip to Beijing, he was asked to form the Khmer-Chinese Friendship Association. He traveled more widely and made additional trips to North Korea and North Vietnam, where he was welcomed warmly by Ho Chi Minh. In 1965, he was awarded his doctorate in law from the University of Phnom Penh, with a thesis on land tenure and social structure.

Even though he was entrenched as a loyal and hardworking member of the Sihanouk regime, Hu’s connections to the political left attracted favorable attention from the Chinese embassy in Phnom Penh. In 1965, he again led a delegation to Beijing and was greeted warmly by Chinese premier Zhou Enlai. Upon arriving back in Cambodia, news came that the Cultural Revolution had broken out in China. Within a short time, a right-wing coup had also taken place in Indonesia, where General Suharto seized power and suppressed the Communist Party of Indonesia.

Cambodia’s 1966 elections resulted in another victory for Sihanouk, in which Hu managed to retain his seat. By this stage, Sihanouk had come to distrust Hu on account of his increasing ties with communist regimes around Asia, and at this election Sihanouk actively campaigned against him. By Hu’s own admission, the campaign was very tough, and the period after the election found the situation even more intense. With only three seats won, the victory went to General Lon Nol, who found Sihanouk too soft on left-wingers.

Sihanouk, keen to show that the opposite was in fact the case, began to distance himself from politicians such as Hu. In late April 1967, Hou and Khieu fled to join Pol Pot’s communist forces in the jungle, and in July Lon Nol and several other officers met with Sihanouk and suggested he give the order to arrest the remaining left-wing leaders (such as Hu) who had not already taken flight. Hu did in fact leave, but after advice from a leading member of the communist party, Vorn Vet, he quickly returned to Phnom Penh to serve as the party’s liaison with Sihanouk and keep the lines of negotiation open.

Sihanouk had by this stage turned completely against Hu (who had taken for himself the revolutionary name of “Phoas”). The Khmer-Chinese Friendship Association was banned, and Sihanouk branded Hu disloyal and a Chinese communist sympathizer. There was thus little reason for Hu to stay in Phnom Penh, but much to recommend leaving for good. Again acting on the advice of Vorn, he thus left once more, in early October 1967. Many people in the capital began to speculate that he had been murdered by Lon Nol’s security police. Hu settled in the Cardamom Mountains, where he was to stay for the next three years as a communist guerrilla.

In September 1969, when Sihanouk returned to the prime minister’s office in place of Lon Nol, he found that his political grip on Cambodia had begun to weaken. His attempts to keep Cambodia neutral in the face of the Cold War and to steer a middle path that would keep Cambodia out of the Vietnam War, only served to alienate him from all sides. Lon Nol, by contrast, was positively disposed toward the United States and was keen to curry favor with it so as to help ensure Cambodia’s continued independence.

On the morning of March 18, 1970, the National Assembly was hastily convened and voted unanimously to depose Sihanouk (who was at that time away on a trip to Moscow and Beijing) as head of state. Lon Nol was granted emergency powers. After the coup, Sihanouk established a Beijing-based government-in-exile, the Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale de Kampuchéa (the Royal Government of National Unity of Kampuchea, or GRUNK). This was a coalition between Sihanouk’s National United Front of Kampuchea and the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK). Hu, now one of many former Sihanouk foes, was made one of the GRUNK’s most prominent figures as minister for information.

Hu’s outspokenness, however, soon got him into trouble with CPK heavyweights Pol Pot and Ieng Sary. As one of the more independent-minded CPK members, and with a long history of working with Sihanouk, he ran up against Pol Pot’s well-documented paranoid tendencies. Hu was known to oppose the party line on the collectivization of agriculture and favored more moderate economic policies, and his connections with other “suspect” party members such as Hou rendered his loyalty questionable in the eyes of the CPK central leadership.

After the CPK victory in April 1975, however, Hu remained as minister of information for the time being. He was finally undone as a result of a denunciation by another long-serving communist—and a childhood friend—the former Khmer Rouge secretary of the northern zone and later minister for commerce, Koy Thuon. Hu had already drawn Pol Pot’s attention to a scandal involving Koy regarding sexual impropriety, and now, under torture at the Tuol Sleng Prison in Phnom Penh, Koy implicated Hu in a “counterrevolutionary” conspiracy involving the CIA. It is probable that this was not Koy’s idea, but that, rather, he had been coerced into making the allegation.

Hu was arrested on April 10, 1977, sent to Tuol Sleng, and brutally tortured over the next few months. He was finally broken as a result of the incessant torments to which he was subjected, exclaiming, “I am not a human being, I am an animal.” It has been speculated that by this time he might have perceived the core of his very being had, without him knowing it, been penetrated by the forces of the CIA on whose behalf he had been accused of acting. He made his last confession on May 28, seeking forgiveness and clemency from the CPK. This was not forthcoming, and he was executed on July 6, 1977.
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Hun Sen

Cambodian military commander, party leader, cabinet minister, and prime minister since 1998. Hun Sen was born in Kompong Cham Province on April 4, 1951. He was the third of six children in a family of peasant farmers. Sen left home at age 13 to live in a pagoda in Phnom Penh. At age 19 he went into the bush to join the guerrillas who opposed the ouster of Prince Norodom Sihanouk by Lon Nol.

During the fighting against the Lon Nol regime (1970–1975), Sen was wounded five times. The last time, the day before the capture of Phnom Penh, was the most serious. According to Sen, he commanded a battalion that was preparing to take a major position near the Mekong River. Amid the noise of heavy weapons’ firing, he did not pay attention to incoming fire and was wounded by an exploding mortar shell. He was unconscious for 10 days and lost sight in his left eye. He remained with the guerrillas, the Khmer Rouge, after their capture of Phnom Penh on April 17, 1975, until he defected to Vietnam in June 1977.

Again according to Hun Sen, he was forced to marry at one of Khmer Rouge leader Pol Pot’s mass wedding ceremonies on January 5, 1976. He and his wife, Bun Sam Hieng, lost their first child in 1976 when a Khmer Rouge nurse dropped him. This occurred in the period when the Khmer Rouge regime, known as Democratic Kampuchea, emptied the cities and forced everyone to live in the countryside.

In June 1977 with relations between Democratic Kampuchea and Vietnam deteriorating, Sen defected along with 200 of his men in the Eastern Zone after they had been ordered to attack Vietnamese villagers. When the Vietnamese invaded Cambodia and expelled the Khmer Rouge from Phnom Penh, in January 1979 Hun Sen became foreign minister of the new pro-Vietnamese regime known as the People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK). At an unknown date, he became a member of the governing Kampuchean People’s Revolutionary Party (KPRP), which traces its founding to 1951 and claims to be a direct descendant of the old Indochinese Communist Party founded by Ho Chi Minh in 1930. Sen became prime minister (called chairman of the Council of Ministers) in January 1985. He continued the war against the Khmer Rouge, then holed up in western Cambodia on the border with Thailand, and their noncommunist allies led by Prince Sihanouk and Son Sann.

As a consequence of international peace negotiations, the PRK changed its name to the State of Cambodia (SOC). At a plenum in Phnom Penh on October 19, 1991, four days before the Paris Peace Agreement was signed ending the Cambodian fighting, Sen became vice chairman of the KPRP, which was renamed the Cambodian People’s Party at the same plenum. The new party platform endorsed a multiparty political system, free enterprise, and freedom of religion (Buddhism as the state religion). The party’s symbol of the hammer and sickle was replaced by Angkor Wat and rice sheaves, and red was replaced by blue and white in its banners.

A United Nations (UN) peacekeeping force entered Cambodia to supervise implementation of the Paris Peace Agreement, and during May 23–28, 1993, elections were held throughout Cambodia for a Constituent Assembly. Sen’s Cambodian People’s Party won 51 seats with 38.22 percent of the popular vote, compared with the royalist United Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful and Cooperative Cambodia (FUNCINPEC, from its French initials) party’s 58 seats and 45.47 percent of the vote. In an arrangement brokered by Prince Sihanouk (who then took the position of king), Sen and Prince Norodom Ranariddh (Sihanouk’s son) agreed to form a coalition government and became co–prime ministers of the new Kingdom of Cambodia. Sen, as second prime minister, wielded more effective power, however, because the SOC had controlled the administrative machinery and armed forces over most of the country, compared with FUNCINPEC’s control of relatively small areas of the country and limited armed forces.

Relations between Sen and Ranariddh gradually deteriorated, with mutual accusations of corruption and power wielding. The rivalry between the two men finally came to a head over the opening of negotiations in the late summer of 1996 with Khmer Rouge remnants on the Thailand border for their reintegration into Cambodia’s political life. Efforts by Cambodian political figures to form third parties also contributed to the rising tension, with some grenade-throwing incidents in Phnom Penh.

On July 5 and 6, 1997, forces loyal to Sen moved against Ranariddh, who was forced to leave the country. Sen, claiming that FUNCINPEC had voted to remove Ranariddh and replace him as co–prime minister, had the Constituent Assembly vote into office a replacement who was much more amenable to manipulation by the Cambodian People’s Party. Some 40 of Ranariddh’s close lieutenants were reportedly killed in this action, which some (although not the U.S. Department of State) called a coup d’état. In November 1998 Sen consolidated his power, becoming Cambodia’s only prime minister, a post he continues to hold. Critics have charged his regime with corruption, and his land policies have led to wholesale land transfers to foreigners at bargain-basement prices, which has led to the displacement of thousands of Cambodians.
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Ieng Sary 

Ieng Sary was a Cambodian communist leader and Khmer Rouge survivor.

Sary was born in what is now southern Vietnam but moved to Phnom Penh in 1945 for schooling. He was an excellent student and received a scholarship to study in France in 1951. He soon neglected his studies, joined the French Communist Party, and became active in anticolonial student circles. After Cambodia gained its independence from France in 1955, Sary returned home, became a schoolteacher, and joined his brother-in-law, Saloth Sar (Pol Pot), to work for the clandestine Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK). Three years later, fearing arrest, Sary fled with several high-ranking colleagues to a Vietnamese communist encampment on the Cambodia-Vietnam border. In 1965, the group moved their headquarters to the northeast, where for five years they hammered out the utopian policies they hoped to enact when they came to power.

Following the anti-Sihanouk coup in 1970, the Khmer Rouge allied themselves with the ousted Prince Norodom Sihanouk and the Vietnamese. During these years, Sary worked in Hanoi and Beijing as a spokesman for the Khmer Rouge. When the Khmer Rouge came to power in 1975, Sary returned to Phnom Penh and became minister of foreign affairs for Democratic Kampuchea (DK). He used his office to seek overseas allies for the Khmer Rouge and presided over purges of local intellectuals and of Cambodians returning from overseas to help the revolution.


[image: Ieng Sary served as deputy prime minister and foreign minister during Cambodia’s brutal Khmer Rouge regime. In 1979, Sary and Khmer Rouge cofounder Pol Pot were both sentenced to death in absentia for organizing the Khmer Rouge’s genocide of the Cambodian people. (AP Photo/Charles Dharapak)]
Ieng Sary served as deputy prime minister and foreign minister during Cambodia’s brutal Khmer Rouge regime. In 1979, Sary and Khmer Rouge cofounder Pol Pot were both sentenced to death in absentia for organizing the Khmer Rouge’s genocide of the Cambodian people. (AP Photo/Charles Dharapak)



When the DK collapsed in 1979 following an invasion from Vietnam, Sary fled with Pol Pot and thousands of others to the Thai-Cambodian border, where he remained in the Khmer Rouge hierarchy as the organization launched a war against the new, Vietnamese-backed regime in Phnom Penh. Offered amnesty by the Phnom Penh authorities in 1996, Sary defected to the government, with hundreds of followers. Sary settled in a former Khmer Rouge area in Cambodia’s northwest until 2009, when he was indicted by a Cambodian tribunal for war crimes.

Accused of genocide and crimes against humanity, Sary’s initial hearing began on June 27, 2011. Sary died on March 14, 2013, in a hospital in Phnom Penh, before a verdict had been reached.
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Ieng Thirith 

Ieng Thirith, also known as Phea, was the minister of social affairs and action in the communist government of Pol Pot in Cambodia between 1975 and 1979. Currently on trial before the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC), she is accused of having directed, encouraged, enforced, or otherwise rendered support to Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK) policy and practice between April 1975 and January 1979. This administration was characterized by murder, extermination, imprisonment, persecution, and other inhumane acts such as forcible transfers of population, enslavement, and forced labor.

Born on March 10, 1932, in Phnom Penh (often given erroneously as Battambang) as Khieu Thirith, she had a privileged upbringing in a wealthy family. Like many children of the upper-middle class in French Cambodia, she attended the Lycée Sisowath in Phnom Penh. Here, she met and became engaged to an older student, Ieng Sary, later the foreign minister of Cambodia under the CPK. She then undertook further study in Paris. She majored in Shakespeare studies at the Sorbonne, becoming the first Cambodian to receive a degree in English literature. In 1951, while still in Paris, she and Sary were married. Her older sister, Khieu Ponnary, later became the wife of Pol Pot. In 1957, she returned to Cambodia, working as a professor of English before founding a private English school in 1960.

During the struggle of the CPK against the regimes of Prince Norodom Sihanouk and General Lon Nol, Thirith fled to the jungle along with her husband and Pol Pot to avoid arrest in Phnom Penh. When the CPK came to power in April 1975, Thirith became minister of social affairs and action and was appointed head of the Red Cross Society of Democratic Kampuchea. She was assigned the duty of touring the country in order to evaluate health conditions, and blamed “anti-revolutionary” forces for the growing health crisis that was developing throughout Cambodia.

In addition to the ECCC’s major indictments against her, Thirith also allegedly helped to orchestrate political purges throughout the country and targeted for execution those within the Ministry of Social Affairs who were, for whatever reason, deemed to be suspect by the Pol Pot regime.

Accompanying the fortunes of the CPK, Thirith remained with the Khmer Rouge throughout its period in power and after its downfall and the continuation of Pol Pot’s guerrilla war in the Cambodian jungle. She stayed dedicated to the cause until 1996, when she and her husband left the Khmer Rouge regime. In 1998, they were granted a royal amnesty and pardon and took up residence in Phnom Penh.

As the momentum developed for a Cambodian trial for those responsible for the destruction of the Khmer Rouge years, an agreement between the royal government of Cambodia and the United Nations (UN) was signed on June 6, 2003. The agreement was endorsed by the UN General Assembly and work commenced on establishing a judicial process and an infrastructure to support it. By 2006, aware that they would be certain to be indicted by any such tribunal, Thirith and Sary began looking toward a possible defense team for the future.

The two were arrested on November 12, 2007, at their home in Phnom Penh. Thirith was charged with crimes against humanity—namely, “planning, direction, coordination and ordering of widespread purges . . . and the unlawful killing or murder of staff members from within the Ministry of Social Affairs.” Two days later, she was placed in provisional detention.

Throughout her subsequent detention until the present day, Thirith has continually disputed the crimes with which she has been charged and denied any wrongdoing. Not only was she not a member of the Khmer Rouge Standing Committee; investigations have revealed that she reported to Pol Pot’s deputy, Nuon Chea during the CPK regime. What this translates to is a command issue. Thirith, her defense has argued, being of a lower rank than her chief, should not even be considered as appropriate for action under the ECCC’s purview. The defense has also argued that Thirith suffers from dementia and requires constant medical attention, and on October 26, 2011, medical specialists testified that Thirith lacks the mental capacity to remember what took place when the regime was in power.

Thirith was one of the Khmer Rouge’s founding members and its most powerful woman. She was one of five former Khmer Rouge leaders to have been arrested and charged by the ECCC. The others are her husband, Chea, Khieu Samphan, and Khang Khek Iev, also known as “Comrade Duch.” After her arrest, the court ruled that she would have to remain in prison in order to protect her security, preserve public order, and ensure she did not abscond, but on November 17, 2011, after much consideration and examination, the ECCC ruled that Thirith was unfit to stand trial on grounds of mental incapacity, and a recommendation was made that she be released forthwith.

In December of that year, the Supreme Court Chamber overturned this ruling, declaring additional treatment and a reassessment of her mental health should be conducted. A hearing occurred on August 30–31, 2012, in order for three medical experts to present their findings as to the effects of six months of medical treatment. The court has yet to issue its decision on Thirith’s fitness to stand trial.
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Kampuchea United Front for National Salvation 

The Kampuchea United Front for National Salvation was a Cambodian political body that was established by Vietnam toward the end of 1978, prior to Vietnam’s invasion of the communist regime of Democratic Kampuchea (DK). The front consisted of Cambodian soldiers and party cadre who sought refuge in Vietnam to escape the purges being conducted by the DK. Most of the refugees came from the eastern part of Cambodia, bordering Vietnam. The men selected by the Vietnamese to lead the front included such future Cambodian political figures as Chea Sim, Heng Samrin, and Hun Sen. The front leadership also included Cambodians who had lived in exile in Vietnam since the 1950s and had gained the trust of the Vietnamese.

In December 1978, Vietnam launched a blitzkrieg attack on the DK, using several hundred thousand troops. The country broke open like an egg, and Vietnamese forces accompanied by their Cambodian protégés entered Phnom Penh on January 7, 1979. A new government, calling itself the People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK), was swiftly established and figures prominent in the front assumed ministerial rank.

Over the next few months, as Cambodia struggled to its feet, the newly reconstituted Cambodian Communist Party operated from the shadows, with the front taking responsibility, under close Vietnamese supervision, for a series of initiatives aimed at gaining the confidence of the war-weary Cambodian people. These steps included reopening schools and markets, allowing freedom of movement, and permitting Buddhism to flourish in a restricted form. The front ceased to exist following the Cambodian national elections of 1981, but the leaders installed by the Vietnamese remained in charge of the PRK, even after the withdrawal of Vietnamese forces from Cambodia in 1989.
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Kampuchean People's Revolutionary Party

The Kampuchean People’s Revolutionary Party (KPRP), also known as the Khmer People’s Revolutionary Party, was founded in September 1951, when the Indochinese Communist Party (ICP), founded by Ho Chi Minh in 1930, divided into three parties in Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam.

The Geneva Accords of 1954, designed to bring an end to the fierce fighting across Indochina, declared a ceasefire, a withdrawal of foreign forces, and the release of prisoners of war (POWs). Unlike in Laos and Vietnam, no regroupment zone under control of the communist and other rebel forces was designated in Cambodia, and consequently most of the leaders of the KPRP were among 1,000 party members who sought refuge in Hanoi, fearing persecution by the newly independent Norodom Sihanouk government, which had branded them as Khmer Rouge (KR).

Those who stayed behind either ceased revolutionary activity, carried out open political work in the Pracheachon or Democratic parties, or organized clandestinely. Sihanouk did carry out harsh repression against all opposition movements and individuals, including even executions and mass arrests in 1962, and Pracheachon went completely underground.

On September 30, 1960, the second congress of the KPRP was held at Phnom Penh’s railway station. This was a pivotal point in the takeover of the party from those who came from the old ICP by newer communists, many of whom had studied in France and were influenced by Maoist ideas. While former party general secretary Tou Samouth remained in place, Nuon Chea was elected as deputy general secretary and Pol Pot held the third place on the Politburo. The party’s name was changed to the Workers Party of Kampuchea (WPK).

In July 1962, Tou Samouth disappeared. Pol Pot replaced him in February 1963 as general secretary and almost all the older leaders considered to be pro-Vietnamese were removed from positions of authority. The party moved increasingly toward armed struggle. In July 1963, Pol Pot, Ieng Sary, and Son Sen established an insurgent base in the remote northeastern highland province of Ratanakiri and in 1967 staged an armed uprising in Samlaut, Battambang, in Cambodia’s heartland.

In September 1966, the party changed its name again to the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK), seeming to claim it was more advanced than Vietnam’s Workers Party and now was on a level with China’s Communist Party, with which the party worked increasingly closely.

When Sihanouk was overthrown on March 18, 1970, in a right-wing coup led by Lon Nol, he joined with the CPK to form the National United Front for Kampuchea (FUNK) and Royal Government of National Union of Kampuchea (GRUNK), proclaimed in Beijing.

Most of the old KPRP members then returned from Hanoi but, branded “Khmer-Hanoi” by Pol Pot, they were rejected and almost all exterminated, as they were deemed to be too close to Vietnam (from 1971 branded as the “principal enemy”). Many old Pracheachon members, mainly in the Eastern Zone, were also purged for the same reason, as they had been working with their Vietnamese allies across the border.

The CPK continued to accept military assistance from both Vietnam and China in fighting the civil war, which led to victory over Lon Nol’s forces on April 17, 1975, ushering the regime known as Democratic Kampuchea (DK).

In October 1976, the Pol Pot group eliminated the remaining former Pracheachon comrades in a purge of the Eastern Zone. Some managed to flee across the border to Vietnam, with some newer CPK members, DK soldiers, and officials who had also broken with Pol Pot’s policies.

Joined by members of the old ICP and KPRP who had remained behind in Hanoi since 1954, they requested assistance from Vietnam to overthrow the DK regime and, on December 2, 1978, the Kampuchean United Front for National Salvation (Salvation Front) was formed just inside the Cambodian border. Vietnamese military forces, with support from Cambodian rebels, launched an attack on December 25, 1978, sweeping through the country to liberate Phnom Penh on January 7, 1979.

The KPRP was soon reestablished in Cambodia and, as the sole permitted political party, governed the country until 1989, when it changed its name to the Cambodian People’s Party (CPP) as Cambodia embarked on radical changes to its political, social, and economic structures in the lead-up to the Paris Peace Agreements of October 23, 1991. After governing in coalition with the royalist FUNCINPEC party from 1993 to 2003, the CPP is still the governing party in Cambodia today and traces its history back to the founding of the KPRP in September 1951.
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Ke Pauk 

Ke Pauk was a former Khmer Rouge military commander alleged to have been involved in bloody purges and mass killings during the rule of the Communist Party of Kampuchea in Cambodia between 1975 and 1979. He was born as Ke Vin in the village of Chhouk Ksach, in Baray, Kampong Thom Province, in 1934. When he was 15, in 1949, French colonial forces raided his village, and in response Vin joined the Khmer Issarak, an anti-French, pro-Khmer independence movement established in 1945 with the intention of driving out the French and creating an independent Cambodia. Vin spent the next few years in the Cambodian jungle, fighting the French and harassing the colonial administration.

After France granted Cambodia its independence in 1954, Vin left his jungle hideout, but was quickly arrested and sentenced to six years in prison by King Norodom Sihanouk’s security forces. Serving time in prisons in Phnom Penh and Kampong Thom, he was released three years later and settled down to domestic life. He returned to Chhouk Ksach, married Soeun, a local woman, fathered six children, and lived a small village peasant existence in Baray.

In 1957, Siv Heng, the cousin of Nuon Chea and secretary of one of the predecessor groups that would eventually form the Communist Party of Kampuchea, contacted Vin and told him to rejoin the struggle. Vin joined the same year. In 1958, he was assigned the task of conducting political activities in the district of Chamkar Leu. In 1964, Vin’s unit was attacked by police and driven into the forest. He fled to join communist-led independence fighters and Vin, with a number of other activists, gathered together in the forest of Bos Pauk. They dedicated themselves at this time to what became the local Khmer Rouge insurgency, and in honor of his hiding place, Vin assumed the “revolutionary” name of Pauk.

In 1968, after a period of learning the intricacies of communist party in-fighting and moving slowly through the ranks, he returned to the jungle to commence guerrilla tactics (what he termed “riot provocation”) against Sihanouk’s government. One night in April 1968, he and his team attacked three different villages, killing seven people in the process. It was this action that was to really set Pauk on the road to a military presence in the Khmer Rouge chain of command.

In 1970, the Vietnam War spilled over into Cambodia. Pauk was given military command of the Khmer Rouge underground’s northern zone, and he attacked the U.S.-backed troops of military dictator Lon Nol, as well as Vietnamese communists and Cambodian civilians. Pauk engaged in a great deal of “re-education” work with the populations that came under his control, and over the next few years established an important presence in his various command districts.

Early in 1972, he was ordered by the zone and central committees of the party to go to Kampong Cham, where he would work as zone deputy secretary and regiment chief. There he began to prepare three kinds of military forces: district military forces, with one company of 120 men per district; regional military forces, comprising one or two battalions, each of which consisted of 60 to 500 men per region; and zone mobile units, to which 13 battalions, each consisting of 360 to 500 men, were assigned.

In February 1972, he began work with the Khmer Rouge’s Central Unit 39, led by Khieu Samphan, in order to root out opposition enemies around Kampong Thom. They came close to occupying the city but were unable to do so, so what became a trademark tactic of the Khmer Rouge—siege—was employed instead. Then, in order to suppress anti–Khmer Rouge dissent in Siem Reap Province at the end of 1972 and the beginning of 1973, Pauk directed Khmer Rouge actions in that sector, after which he returned to Kampong Thom. In April 1973, he was ordered to Angkor to meet with Sihanouk, following which he again returned to Kampong Thom.

During the American intervention in Cambodia through its B-52 aerial bombardment campaign, which reached its height in 1973, Pauk’s troops continually attacked local villagers for what he said was their complicity in welcoming the U.S. planes and thus themselves acting as “CIA agents.” In the area of his command he established labor camps for women, children, young women, and young men. Meals were eaten communally and rations consisted only of rice soup without meat. Traditional family structures were broken up, as husbands were forbidden to live with their wives; children, in turn, were ordered not to respect their parents. Religion was banned, temples destroyed, and monks prohibited even to pray. The totalitarian system that was later to spread throughout all of Cambodia after 1975 was thus already emerging in northern Cambodia under Pauk before the old regime had fallen.

In September 1973, the party Central Committee decided that the time had come to launch an all-out attempt at capturing the country, and, pursuant to this, Pauk’s northern troops invaded Kampong Cham and deported 15,000 people to the countryside. Early in 1974, Pauk’s units were redeployed against Phnom Penh and the former royal capital, Oudong; the latter was captured by Pauk and Southwest Zone commander Ta Mok later that year. Then, in April 1975, Khmer Rouge forces captured Phnom Penh itself, completing the Khmer Rouge takeover of the entire country. Pauk became party secretary of the Northern Zone.

Later the same year, in the Eastern Zone, the Chams, Cambodia’s indigenous Muslim population, revolted against communist rule. The Communist Party dictator, Pol Pot, ordered 150,000 Eastern Chams to be dispersed across the Northern and Northwest Zones, but Pauk’s officials refused to accept the 50,000 Chams allotted to them on the grounds that they only wanted “pure Khmer people” in their zone.

Soon after this, and despite the show of disobedience, Pauk was promoted to deputy chief of the General Staff under the overall command of Mok. In 1977, Pauk was sent to the Vietnamese border region in eastern Cambodia, where he had hundreds of people massacred on the justification that they were likely to be conspiring with Vietnam. In May 1978, Pauk’s forces joined with those of Mok and other units, and together they began slaughtering the suspect Eastern Zone administration and population. By late 1978, in the largest single mass murder action in Cambodian history, they murdered more than 100,000 easterners.

After Vietnam invaded Cambodia in January 1979, the Pol Pot government collapsed and what was left of the Khmer Rouge fled into the jungle along the Thai border. Pauk was one of those who went with Pol Pot. In October 1980, Pauk was ordered to take charge of internal party discipline, but by September 1984 he noticed a change in Pol Pot’s attitude—both toward him and, seemingly, everyone else. In 1985, for reasons Pauk did not understand but were related to Pol Pot’s increasing paranoia, he was ordered to resign from the military side of Khmer Rouge activity.

In 1996, Pol Pot’s former deputy, Ieng Sary, defected to the Vietnamese-imposed government of Hun Sen. This fed even more into Pol Pot’s paranoia, and in response he murdered his chief of security, Son Sen. Disgusted, many of Pol Pot’s followers saw this as the final act of the Khmer Rouge story. Mok had Pol Pot arrested, and then, in 1998, Pauk in turn rebelled against Mok and defected to the government. Joining the army, he was given the rank of brigadier general and granted a full amnesty for his actions as a leading member of the Khmer Rouge regime.

After contracting liver disease and then suffering a stroke on December 25, 2001, he died on February 15, 2002, in Anlong Veng, a former Khmer Rouge stronghold in northern Cambodia near the Thai border. Prime Minister Hun Sen refused to mourn him, saying he was a killer. Pauk was one of several Khmer Rouge leaders considered possible candidates to appear before a proposed tribunal for crimes against humanity, but the timing of his death meant that he would never appear before any court for his crimes.
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Khang Khek Iev 

Khang Khek Iev, commonly known by his revolutionary nickname as “Comrade Duch” (sometimes spelled Deuch), was a middle-level communist leader of Cambodia during the regime of Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge between 1975 and 1979. Duch, also known as Hang Pin, was born on November 17, 1942, in the village of Choyaot, in Kampong Thom Province. A brilliant student, in 1962 he entered the prestigious and elite Lycée Sisowath in Phnom Penh, where he specialized in mathematics.

In 1964, Duch began studying for a teaching certificate in mathematics at the Institut de Pédagogie (Teacher’s College), then being directed by Son Sen, who was at that time establishing his own identity as a young communist within the nascent Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK), under Pol Pot. Sen would later become Cambodia’s minister of defense under the Khmer Rouge regime, and, as such, was jointly responsible with Vorn Vet for Duch’s appointment to the position of director of the notorious Tuol Sleng Prison, codenamed S-21.
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This photo from 1976 shows, on the left, Khang Khek Iev (Comrade Duch), the notorious chief of the Khmer Rouge’s security service and commandant of Tuol Sleng Prison. Duch ordered the torture and killing of at least 14,000 men, women, and children in the late 1970s. (AP Photo/Cambodian Documentation Center)



Obtaining his teaching qualification on August 28, 1966, Duch was posted to a school in his home province of Kampong Cham. In 1967, he joined the CPK, after which, on account of a crackdown against the party by Cambodia’s Prince Norodom Sihanouk, he fled into the jungle to join the Khmer Rouge. He was arrested by government forces later in 1967 and held without trial for the next two years. He was released in 1970, after Sihanouk was ousted in a coup led by General Lon Nol, and rejoined the Khmer Rouge in the jungle along the Cambodia-Thailand border.

He immediately returned to his opposition against Lon Nol’s right-wing government, and his immediate superior, Vet, saw the potential for Duch to serve as a committed warden over political prisoners captured by the Khmer Rouge during the ensuing civil war (1970–1975).

He set up his first prison, codenamed M-13, as a detention facility in the forest of Kampong Speu Province, in which pits were dug as prisoner “accommodation.” These pits were two meters deep, and prisoners were shackled and fed little. Later, Duch acknowledged that the conditions at M-13 were inhumane, saying, “It wasn’t a school, it was a Khmer Rouge prison.” Here, Duch began perfecting his interrogation techniques and the purging of perceived enemies from within the ranks of the Khmer Rouge. Two years later, Duch established a second prison, M-99, where as many as 20,000 Cambodians may have been sent for torture and execution. Few prisoners left these early camps alive.

After the Khmer Rouge victory in April 1975, the prison system was developed and extended as an arm of the state. In particular, Phnom Penh became home to the infamous Tuol Sleng Prison, codenamed S-21, a prison intended to serve as a political detention center that would periodically purge the Khmer Rouge of suspected enemies of the revolution. Under Duch’s direction, Tuol Sleng became a byword for Khmer Rouge brutality. At least 16,000 prisoners were incarcerated there between 1975 and 1979, and all—save seven, who outlived the regime—perished by torture or execution. Duch ordered that all prisoners should be photographed and interrogated prior to their death. His viciousness embraced party members considered to have been disloyal, male and female civilians denounced by party cadres for not being supportive enough of the communist revolution, and even small children, the family members of those already apprehended.

Vet and Sen were particularly impressed with `Duch’s work, so much so that they appointed him deputy head of the Santebal, the special branch of the security police, under Sen’s leadership. Later, Duch became head of the Santebal in his own right. After the fall of the Khmer Rouge government to invading Vietnamese forces in January, 1979, Duch (who was the last high-ranking Khmer Rouge leader to leave Phnom Penh in the face of the invasion) made his way to Cambodia’s western border region with Thailand, which he reached in May 1979.

From there, he moved to China in June 1986, sent by the Khmer Rouge to teach the Khmer language and act as a broadcaster with Radio China International. In 1991, he returned to the Thai-Cambodian border, continued to work for the Khmer Rouge in exile, and in 1995 converted to Christianity. In 1998, after several years of alternately fighting for the Khmer Rouge and hiding from the government, he returned to Cambodia and attempted to settle down and put the past behind him. In 1999, he was interviewed by journalists Nic Dunlop and Nate Thayer and admitted participating in the activities at Tuol Sleng. He expressed sorrow for the killings and declared he would be willing to face an international tribunal and provide evidence against others. Soon after this, he surrendered to Cambodian authorities in Phnom Penh.

At this time, there was not yet any formal mechanism for the trial of members of the former Khmer Rouge regime. This had to wait until the establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC), the tribunal made up of international and Cambodian judges that brought formal charges against Duch on July 31, 2007. He was charged with crimes against humanity. His lawyer argued that Duch had already been denied natural justice on the basis of the eight years he had so far spent without trial in Cambodian military detention, but this was rejected and on August 14, 2008, the tribunal issued its indictment after completing its investigation of Duch.

His trial began on February 16, 2009, and on March 31, 2009, Duch accepted responsibility for torturing and executing thousands of inmates at Tuol Sleng. On July 26, 2010, he was found guilty of crimes against humanity, torture, and murder, and was sentenced to 35 years’ imprisonment. The judges decreed in sentencing that in their opinion he had already served 11 years in custody before and during the trial, and that an additional controversial five years should automatically be deducted from his sentence as a penalty against the state because his period of pre-trial detention exceeded the maximum allowed under Cambodian law.

Outside the court, victims of the Khmer Rouge regime were furious with the sentence, saying it was too short and should have been one of life imprisonment, the heaviest penalty the court could impose. The prosecution also objected to the verdict, seeking at least the maximum requested, 40 years, while Duch’s lawyers lodged an appeal citing the lack of competence of the ECCC to try the case.

On February 3, 2012, the Supreme Court Chamber issued its appeal judgment—Duch’s sentence was increased to life in prison. This sentence cannot be appealed.
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Khieu Samphan 

Khieu Samphan was one of the great survivors of Cambodian politics during the second half of the 20th century. He was the president of the State Presidium of communist Cambodia from 1976 until 1979, and as such held the formal position of head of state throughout this time. Pol Pot, however, was the effective leader of the country during the period in question. The son of a provincial judge in Svay Rieng Province, Khieu was born on July 27, 1931, and educated, like so many of his later comrades in the communist movement, at the Lycée Sisowath. He is believed to have been of Chinese-Khmer ancestry.

Just like many other bright young Cambodians during the period of French colonialism, in 1955 Khieu won a government scholarship to study in France, leading, in his case, to a doctoral degree in economics at the University of Montpellier with a thesis on the peasantry and Cambodian politics. While studying, he was drawn to left-wing student politics, becoming a founder and secretary-general of the Khmer Students’ Union. His connections with other Cambodian students Saloth Sar, who later took the name Pol Pot, and Ieng Sary helped forge a radical relationship that would come to fruition in the most devastating way in the 1970s. (Through marriage, Khieu also became the brother-in-law of both Pol Pot and Ieng Sary.)

Upon his return from Paris in 1959, Khieu became a professor of economics at the University of Phnom Penh and founded a left-wing newspaper, L’Observateur. The paper soon acquired a reputation in Phnom Penh’s small academic circle, dominated by right-wing supporters of the government. A year after it commenced, the paper was closed down by the government.

Despite this, Khieu was invited to join Prince Norodom Sihanouk’s political movement, Sangkum, and in 1962 and 1964 was elected to the National Assembly. He achieved an envied reputation for his efficiency and incorruptibility in government, and in 1966 he again stood as a Sangkum deputy. At this election, right-wing elements led by General Lon Nol gained an overwhelming victory, forcing Sihanouk to reconsider his strategy and create a cohort of trusted members who would keep an eye on the new cabinet. Khieu was one of these deputies. Although Sihanouk resumed office, things were never the same between the prince and Khieu; in fact, at one point Khieu’s radicalism even led to an arrest warrant being issued against him and his escape into the jungle, where he joined other members of the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK). It was even rumored at one point that Sihanouk had had Khieu murdered.

With the overthrow of Sihanouk’s government by Lon Nol in a CIA-supported military coup in 1970, Khieu again fled to the jungle along with Pol Pot and other leading members of the party’s activist wing, the Khmer Rouge. In 1973, the Khmer Rouge then joined with Sihanouk in order to create a united front against Lon Nol and his American backers. This union, known as the Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale du Kampuchéa (Cambodian Royal Government of National Unity, or GRUNK), became the alternative government, although it was never recognized formally outside of Cambodia and possessed no authority other than in the areas it controlled by force. Khieu served in a variety of roles in the GRUNK, including deputy prime minister, minister of defense, and commander in chief of the Khmer People’s National Liberation Armed Forces (despite not having any military experience).

In April 1975, the Khmer Rouge won victory in the civil war against Lon Nol’s government, capturing Phnom Penh on April 17. Khieu now began putting the ideas from his doctoral thesis into practice. Immediately after its victory, the Khmer Rouge ordered the evacuation of all cities and towns, sending the entire urban population out into the countryside to till the land. Thousands starved or died of disease during the evacuation. The forced evacuees were resettled in new villages, which lacked food, agricultural implements, and medical care. Many starved before the first harvest. The vast human tragedy in this first stage of the revolution led to hundreds of thousands of deaths.

On April 14, 1976, Khieu became president of the State Presidium of Democratic Kampuchea, a position translating to head of state. Throughout the years of Democratic Kampuchea (1975–1979), Khieu remained at or near the top of the movement. His loyalty and closeness to Pol Pot, and apparent dedication to his leader’s harshly doctrinaire vision of the revolution, meant that Khieu survived the bloody purges of the last few years of Khmer Rouge rule. Democratic Kampuchea’s relations with Vietnam and Thailand also worsened rapidly as a result of border clashes and ideological differences, and these clashes deteriorated further when the Khmer Rouge attacked Vietnamese villages. In mid-1978, Vietnam retaliated by invading about 30 miles into Cambodia, and on December 25, 1978, Vietnamese forces launched a full invasion, capturing Phnom Penh on January 7, 1979, and driving Khieu’s government westward toward Thailand. The Khmer Rouge fled in disarray into the jungles of western and northwestern Cambodia.

Khieu was evacuated through Beijing and played a leading diplomatic role on behalf of the CPK. He became the public face of the former regime at the United Nations (UN) and in world capitals and, in 1985, succeeded Pol Pot as titular head of the CPK. He represented the Khmer Rouge in Paris at the signing of the Peace Agreement in October, 1991, and became the senior Khmer Rouge representative on the Supreme National Council established to guide Cambodia to a peaceful future. This was not to last, however, as political differences saw the breakup of the harmony all had looked for in Paris. Returning to the Khmer Rouge–controlled regions of Cambodia, in July 1994 he was named prime minister in a Khmer Rouge– proclaimed provisional government. Pol Pot’s most faithful lieutenant, Khieu finally gave himself up to the Phnom Penh administration of Hun Sen, alongside Pol Pot’s deputy, Nuon Chea, on December 25, 1998. He was permitted to live freely in the semi-autonomous region of Pailin, northwestern Cambodia—an area run by his old comrade Sary.

In January 2004, Khieu admitted to the fact of the Khmer Rouge genocide while denying any personal involvement. This was followed a month later by the release of a short book in French, Khmer, and English titled The Recent History of Cambodia and My Successive Positions, which was something of a self-exculpatory version of the events of the Khmer Rouge years.

On July 18, 2007, the prosecutors of the UN-supported Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) announced that they had indicted five leading members of the former Khmer Rouge regime who were to be tried for crimes against humanity, war crimes, and genocide. The five were Chea, Sary, Sary’s wife Ieng Thirith, Khang Khek Iev, and Khieu. Khieu, still in retirement, was hospitalized for high blood pressure (and a suspected stroke) on November 14, 2007, and two days later was arrested as he left a Phnom Penh hospital. He was charged with crimes against humanity and war crimes and placed in provisional detention.

In April 2008, he made his first appearance before the ECCC. His key defense from the beginning was that he had worked for social justice and the defense of national sovereignty, and attributed responsibility for all of the CPK’s policies to Pol Pot. He has never denied that many people in Cambodia were killed, but insists that, as head of state, he was never directly responsible. On December 18, 2009, Khieu was also indicted for genocide.

As of this writing, trial proceedings before the ECCC are underway.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Khmer Krom

The Khmer Krom (downstream or lowland Khmer) are ethnic Khmers with historical ties to territory in the Mekong Delta now located within southern Vietnam, often called Kampuchea Krom (downstream or lowland Cambodia).

When Cambodian national independence was declared on November 9, 1953, King Norodom Sihanouk declared adherence to the principle of uti possidetis, accepting international boundaries established under a previous regime, and relinquishing claims over former territories now part of Vietnam. These boundaries were recognized by neighboring countries, and the relevant maps were deposited with the United Nations (UN) in 1964.

Nevertheless, the cry to reclaim the “lost territories” of Kampuchea Krom has resurfaced a number of times since independence, and such irredentism and accompanying anti-Vietnamese racism has proved an easy card to play in recent Cambodian history, repeatedly leading to grief. The Lon Nol government (1970–1975) and the Khmer Rouge (KR) government of Democratic Kampuchea (1975–1979) both went down this road, and opposition parties and leaders have continued this practice.

Paradoxically, those who proclaim Kampuchea Krom to be Khmer or Cambodian territory (most vehemently the KR) at the same time have tended to view as suspect the Khmer Krom minority, including those who had settled inside Cambodian territory in some cases for generations, on the grounds that they have been “contaminated” by their Vietnamese context.

Further grounds for suspicion of the Khmer Krom stemmed from the role played by separatist movements located within or aligned with Vietnam, dedicated to reuniting their homeland, Kampuchea Krom, with Cambodia. During the Vietnam War, some ethnic Khmer Krom associated with the anti-communist Khmer Serei (Free Khmer) opposition militia led by Son Ngoc Thanh, a Khmer Krom revolutionary figure who was briefly prime minister of Cambodia during the Lon Nol regime. Others associated with the U.S.-backed Khmer Kampuchea-Krom Liberation Army (KKKLA), more commonly known as the “White Scarves,” led by a Khmer Krom monk, Samouk Sen, but financed and trained by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) elite Mobile Strike Force Command, or MIKE Force.

Despite the fact that a number of Khmer Rouge leaders, including Ieng Sary and Son Sen, were themselves Khmer Krom, under the KR, the fate of the Khmer Krom communities was extremely bitter. Under the slogan “Khmer bodies with Vietnamese minds,” many Khmer Krom were driven out of Cambodia into Vietnam or were persecuted, detained in security centers, or even executed.

Historian Ben Kiernan opened his history of the Pol Pot regime by recalling the event when a group of heavily armed 68 White Scarves made the fatal error of expecting to be welcomed when they came to join the Khmer Rouge in early 1976. They sought an audience with DK president Khieu Samphan to discuss what they believed to be a common cause—the return of Kampuchea Krom to Cambodia. They were persuaded to lay down their arms on the pretext that they would be granted their request. However, regarded as embodying the KR’s two major enemies, U.S. imperialism and Vietnam, they were immediately arrested, their leader sent to S-21 (Tuol Sleng) where he was interrogated, tortured, and executed.

According to a witness of this event, who was admitted as a civil party in Case 002 at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC), the other 67 were taken to a local security center where they met a similar fate— reportedly only three of these White Scarves survived.

Other civil parties have provided information on numerous examples of persecution of Khmer Krom during DK, not only in the provinces bordering Vietnam, but also notably in Bakan district of the western province of Pursat, where Khmer Krom had established a community in the 1920s, few of whom survived the experience.

Legal characterization of the persecution of the Khmer Krom by the Khmer Rouge has been a complicated issue at the ECCC. The co-prosecutors did not include specific charges relating to the Khmer Krom in their introductory submission, filed in July 2007, and the co-investigating judges rejected civil party applications by Khmer Krom, as well as requests by them and by the co-prosecutors for additional investigations regarding crimes including genocide, against the Khmer Krom, on the technical grounds that this lay outside the scope of the introductory submission, a decision affirmed by the Pre-Trial Chamber on appeal.

Civil party lawyers and the co-prosecutors attempted two differing approaches: they asked the co-investigating judges either to recognize the Khmer Krom as a separate group, protected under the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG); or to include their persecution under persecution of the Vietnamese, who were included in the introductory submission.

Ultimately, the co-investigating judges did not include specific crimes against the Khmer Krom as a group in the closing order, issued in September 2010, which formed the basis for the indictment in Case 002. However, in July 2011, the Pre-Trial Chamber ruled that 11 Khmer Krom civil party applicants should be admitted on the basis that they were perceived by the KR as being Vietnamese. Accordingly, these 11 people are still a part of Case 002, with legal representation and a claim to share in moral and collective reparations for their suffering.

Despite the fact that the Khmer Krom were not recognized as a distinct group by the Trial Chamber judges, and that the crime of genocide against them does not form part of the indictment in Case 002, the experiences and suffering of the Khmer Krom during DK have for the first time been documented, largely through the efforts of their civil party lawyers together with the Khmer Krom Human Rights Association, and formally acknowledged by the ECCC, allowing the survivors to restore some sense of community and solidarity.

HELEN JARVIS
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Khmer People's National Liberation Front 

The Khmer People’s National Liberation Front (KPNLF) was a noncommunist Cambodian political group. The KPNLF was founded in 1979 in the wake of the Vietnamese invasion that had toppled the regime of Democratic Kampuchea (DK). Cambodian refugees in Thailand, initially supported financially by Cambodians living in France and in the United States, formed the front. Its policy was to oppose the open-ended Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia. Its leader was a venerable, respected Cambodian politician, Son San, who had served in several Cambodian cabinets in the 1950s and 1960s. The front’s members included former bureaucrats and military officers from pre-DK Cambodian governments, as well as thousands of refugees and expatriates who resented Vietnamese control of Cambodia.

In 1981, under pressure from several Western powers, the KPNLF reluctantly joined a coalition with the Khmer Rouge government-in-exile and with a royalist faction, known by its French acronym FUNCINPEC (United National Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful, and Co-operative Cambodia), which was linked to Cambodia’s former monarch, Prince Norodom Sihanouk. This uneasy alliance, known as the Coalition Government of Democratic Kampuchea (CGDK), was dominated militarily by the Khmer Rouge, which continued to occupy Cambodia’s seat at the United Nations (UN). The KPNLF and FUNCINPEC factions, like the Khmer Rouge, fielded military forces and received military assistance from foreign powers. The KPNLF and FUNCINPEC forces received overt support from the United States and played important roles in the Paris Peace Agreements reached in 1991, two years after the Vietnamese had withdrawn their forces from Cambodia. The CGDK, together with the ruling faction in Phnom Penh, formed a temporary coalition government, monitored by the United Nations pending nationwide elections.

DAVID CHANDLER
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Khmer Rouge

The name most commonly used for the most extreme and violent faction of Cambodian communists. While the Khmer Rouge (“Red Khmer”) held power in Cambodia between 1975 and 1979, they herded millions of Cambodians into slave labor camps, executed hundreds of thousands, and were responsible for many more deaths from starvation, exhaustion, and disease. After being driven out of Phnom Penh by Vietnamese forces in early 1979, the Khmer Rouge waged a guerrilla resistance that was still active in large areas of the country more than 15 years later, despite an agreement sponsored by the United Nations (UN) that was supposed to bring peace to Cambodia after more than two decades of war.

The origins of the Khmer Rouge date to the early 1960s, when a small group of revolutionaries launched a rebellion against Cambodian ruler Prince Norodom Sihanouk. Among the leaders was a French-educated communist, Saloth Sar. Sar would become known to history as Pol Pot, the pseudonym he adopted as leader of the Khmer Rouge after it came to power.

The uprising remained small during the 1960s, while the war in neighboring Vietnam exploded. Khmer insurgents received no help from the Vietnamese communists, who had reached an accommodation with Sihanouk that allowed them to resupply and rest their troops on Cambodian territory and who refrained, in return, from aiding Sihanouk’s enemies.

To Saloth Sar and his colleagues this branded the Vietnamese as enemies of their own struggle, even though both groups were communist. Making a virtue of their isolation, they nurtured an increasingly extreme and violent vision of a pure revolution, which would succeed through sheer ideological zeal and utter indifference to sacrifice and suffering.

After Sihanouk’s overthrow by rightist military leaders in March 1970, the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese communists became partners, though mistrustful ones. Both were also now allied with Sihanouk, whose injured pride and thirst for revenge led him to join forces with his former enemies. Beside the Khmer Rouge there appeared a Vietnamese-sponsored Cambodian resistance force led mainly by a cadre of Cambodians who had fought with the Viet Minh against the French and had lived in Vietnam since the 1950s.

Old antagonisms were submerged for several years, but around the beginning of 1973 the Khmer Rouge moved to seize full control of the revolution. Hundreds of Vietnamese-trained cadres were secretly executed, as were resistance leaders associated with Sihanouk, even while the prince himself, living in China, remained the figurehead leader of the revolutionaries’ exile government.

Outside Cambodia throughout the war, almost nothing was known of the Khmer Rouge. The very name of the Communist Party of Kampuchea was kept secret (remaining so for two years after the war, history’s only case of a communist party remaining clandestine even after it had won power). The insurgents were hardly less shadowy to the Cambodians themselves, who commonly referred to them only as the peap prey (“forest army”). But behind their veil of secrecy as they consolidated their power and pressed ever more heavily against Lon Nol’s increasingly decrepit regime, the revolutionaries nursed their hatred of the Vietnamese and their fantasies of a revolution so sweeping that it would obliterate every trace of Cambodia’s past.

April 17, 1975, the date when Lon Nol’s hapless army surrendered and the victorious guerrillas marched into Phnom Penh, was for the Khmer Rouge the first day of “Year Zero,” the beginning of the total transformation of Cambodian society. Within hours the new rulers issued an astonishing order: the entire population of Phnom Penh was to be expelled to the countryside, at once and with no exceptions.

Teenaged revolutionary soldiers, remembered by one witness as “grim, robotlike, brutal,” herded swarms of dazed civilians onto the roads leading out of the capital city. Sick and wounded hospital patients were turned out of their beds and forced to join the exodus. An estimated 2 million to 3 million people were marched out of Phnom Penh, and 600,000 to 750,000 more, in similar brutal fashion, were marched from other towns and cities, altogether about half of the country’s entire population.

In the countryside former city dwellers were put to work in slave labor camps, while the new regime, identifying itself only as Angka Loeu (“Organization on High”), embarked on a murderous purge of its former enemies and everyone else considered to represent the old society. Soldiers and civil servants of the former government were slaughtered, as were teachers, Buddhist priests and monks, intellectuals, and professionals.

The party’s frenzied search for enemies inexorably led to fantasies of traitors in its own ranks. In waves of purges, hundreds of high-ranking leaders and thousands of their followers were killed, usually after gruesome torture. At Tuol Sleng, a Phnom Penh school converted into an interrogation center, a grisly archive documented approximately 20,000 executions there alone.

Meanwhile, the Khmer Rouge were also engaged in increasingly violent clashes with their former allies, the Vietnamese. Finally, on Christmas Day 1978, 100,000 Vietnamese troops invaded Cambodia, capturing Phnom Penh two weeks later. The city was still virtually empty, however, and after the Khmer Rouge fled, residents began trickling back, “all in black pajamas,” a Vietnamese official recalled, “and thin, like ghosts.”

The Vietnamese installed a new government headed by a former Khmer Rouge commander, Heng Samrin, but they were unable to quell continued resistance from Khmer Rouge soldiers who had regrouped in the countryside. Vietnamese forces withdrew in 1989 after a 10-year occupation. Two years later the Khmer Rouge and two smaller rebel factions signed a peace agreement with the Phnom Penh regime, now led by Hun Sen, but despite the pact the Khmer Rouge never disarmed. Nor did the Khmer Rouge take part in the May 1993 election for a new government. For several years Khmer Rouge guerrillas harassed government forces in widespread areas of the country.

Beginning in 1996, however, the movement began to splinter. In August 1996 Ieng Sary, Pol Pot’s former brother-in-law and one of his closest collaborators while the Khmer Rouge was in power, defected to the government side, bringing with him about 4,000 guerrillas who had been operating in western Cambodia. In return Sary requested a royal amnesty, despite the fact that he had been under a death sentence since 1979 for the bloodshed committed by the Khmer Rouge regime. Reluctantly King Sihanouk granted his request.

The following spring while increasingly violent conflict between the rival co–prime ministers Hun Sen and Prince Norodom Ranariddh all but paralyzed the government in Phnom Penh, a new split opened up among Khmer Rouge leaders in their remaining stronghold in northern Cambodia. Dissident Khmer Rouge officials led by Khieu Samphan, the nominal prime minister, held a series of meetings with negotiators representing Prince Ranariddh in which they discussed terms for a cease-fire and the eventual reintegration of Khmer Rouge troops and territory under the national government. As part of the deal, the Khmer Rouge would overthrow Pol Pot, symbolically shedding its bloody past, and join Ranariddh’s National United Front, a multiparty alliance organized to oppose Hun Sen’s Cambodian People’s Party. Their guerrillas would not be disarmed or disbanded and would remain in control of the territory they occupied.

The talks led to a last spasm of bloodletting within the Khmer Rouge in June 1997 as Pol Pot and his supporters sought to block an agreement. On Pol Pot’s orders, longtime Khmer Rouge defense minister Son Sen was executed along with about a dozen family members. Shortly after-ward Pol Pot’s group seized Khieu Samphan and the other senior members of the Khmer Rouge negotiating team. By this point, however, nearly all of Pol Pot’s comrades, including his old colleague Ta Mok, the Khmer Rouge military commander, had turned against him. Replenishing their supplies with weapons and ammunition flown in on government helicopters, anti–Pol Pot forces pursued their former “Brother No. 1” through the jungles near the Khmer Rouge base at Anlong Veng. On June 19, 1997, the 72-year-old leader, sick and exhausted and being carried on a stretcher, was captured.

With Pol Pot’s arrest, the bloody history of the Khmer Rouge should have reached its final page. However, the bargaining between his former comrades and Prince Ranariddh’s negotiators had not only divided the Khmer Rouge but had also fatally split the unstable coalition in Phnom Penh. On July 6, 1997, just a day before an agreement with the new Khmer Rouge leaders was to be announced, Hun Sen seized power, forestalling the alliance between the Khmer Rouge and Ranariddh’s forces. The prince fled the country, and the Khmer Rouge melted back into their forest camps.

Several weeks later in an open-air meeting hall at their Anlong Veng headquarters, the Khmer Rouge staged an extraordinary show trial to condemn Pol Pot, not for the hundreds of thousands of murders carried out under his rule in the 1970s but rather for plotting against his fellow executioners Son Sen and Ta Mok during the final breakup of the movement. At his trial Pol Pot sat silent and seemingly dazed, leaning on a cane and holding a small rattan fan, while several hundred former followers chanted “Crush! Crush! Crush! Pol Pot and his murderous clique!” After the charges against him were read out, the tribunal announced a sentence of life imprisonment; however, he was under only in-house detainment. In April 1998 some of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge followers reportedly agreed to turn him over for trial in an international war crimes tribunal. The very same day that the news was leaked to the press, Pol Pot was found dead. His handlers quickly cremated the body before an autopsy could be performed, leading many to believe that he had either committed suicide or had been poisoned.

Instead of being peacefully reabsorbed into Cambodian life, however, the Khmer Rouge and its new leaders were again engaged—in alliance with military units that had remained loyal to Prince Ranariddh—in armed resistance against the pursuing government army. But Ieng Sary, Khieu Samphan, Ta Mok, and others with a good deal of blood on their own hands continued to play their part in a sorrowful cycle of vengeance and violence that had already lasted more than 30 years and had begun to seem to be Cambodia’s permanent destiny. By 1999 most of the Khmer Rouge leaders, including Ta Mok and Khieu Samphan, had surrendered, and the Khmer Rouge all but dissolved, leaving only nightmares in its wake. Most surviving Khmer Rouge leaders live in the area of Pailin or anonymously in Phnom Penh.

Today Cambodia has largely recovered from the Khmer Rouge era. The nation has a very young population, with three-quarters of them too young to remember the time when the Khmer Rouge was in power. In 2009, however, the Cambodian Ministry of Education began requiring instruction in the schools regarding Khmer Rouge atrocities.

ARNOLD R. ISAACS

See also: Angkar Loeu; Cambodia; Cambodian Civil Wars; Cambodian Killing Fields; Cambodian Nationalism; Hou Yuon; Hu Nim; Ieng Sary; Ieng Thirith; Kampuchean People’s Revolutionary Party; Ke Pauk; Khang Khek Iev; Khieu Samphan; Nuon Chea; Pol Pot; Santebal; Son Sen; Ta Mok; Tuol Sleng Prison; Vorn Vet


Further Reading

Chandler, David, P. Brother Number One: A Political Biography. Boulder, CO: Westview, 1992.

Chandler, David P. Voices from S-21-Terror and History in Pol Pot’s Secret Prison. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999.



Killing Fields, The 

Academy Award–winning film released in 1984 that chronicles the Cambodian genocide. Produced in Great Britain, The Killing Fields stars Sam Waterston, John Malkovich, Haing S. Ngor (himself a survivor of the genocide), and Julian Sands. The movie is based principally on the real-life experiences of two journalists in Cambodia— Sydney Schanberg of The New York Times and Dith Pran, a Cambodian journalist and interpreter. Also featured is Al Rockoff, an intrepid American photojournalist who was also in Cambodia as the tragedy unfolded.

The Killing Fields is not for the feint of heart; it is at once compelling, tense, revolting, violent, and deeply emotional. Pran and Schanberg first meet in the spring of 1973, as Cambodia is being torn apart by the war in neighboring Vietnam and the building Khmer Rouge insurgency. The two men become close professionally as well as personally, but in the early months of 1975, they are both caught in the final stages of the Khmer victory in Phnom Penh. Schanberg arranges for Pran and his family to be evacuated, but Pran insists that he will remain in Cambodia to help Schanberg. Meanwhile, Pran’s family manages to leave Cambodia.

Both Pran and Schanberg are arrested but eventually take refuge in the French embassy. Pran, however, is denied passage to freedom. He is forced into the countryside, where he labors as a farm hand and lives in constant fear of being imprisoned or killed. Schanberg, meanwhile, who is back in the United States, is profoundly guilty about having left Pran behind. The audience experiences the Cambodian genocide through the eyes of Pran, who stumbles into one of the notorious killing fields as he attempts—unsuccessfully—to flee the country. Pran attempts a second, even more harrowing escape, finally making it to Thailand. Schanberg rushes to the Red Cross camp in which Pran is temporarily housed, seeking forgiveness. Pran smiles and says softly: “Nothing to forgive, Sydney.”

The Killing Fields was a critical and box-office success, won three Academy Awards and is still considered one of the best film depictions of the Cambodian genocide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Lon Nol

Lon Nol was a senior Cambodian military officer and politician, who, in March 1970, overthrew Prince Norodom Sihanouk in a U.S.-backed coup d’état. This event was to lead directly to the Cambodian Civil War of 1970–1975 and to the victory of communist dictator Pol Pot and his murderous Khmer Rouge movement. Lon Nol was born in Prey Veng Province on November 13, 1913, and received a somewhat privileged French colonial education in the Lycée Chasseloup-Laubat in Saigon and the Cambodian Royal Military Academy. He was of mixed Chinese-Khmer ethnic background and his father, Lon Hin, was a minor official in the French colonial administration.

Entering the civil service in 1937, within a short time he had become a magistrate. By 1946 he had risen to the post of governor of Kratie Province and transferred into the army as a lieutenant to fight the communist Viet Minh. By the late 1940s, he had become Cambodia’s chief of police. A close admirer of Sihanouk, he established the Khmer Renovation Party, a right-wing, monarchist, pro-independence political group in support of the king. In 1952, he again joined the army and by 1955 had been appointed as chief of the General Staff, rising to defense minister and commander in chief of the armed forces by 1960. In 1961, he attained the rank of lieutenant general and in 1963 was appointed deputy prime minister, later serving two terms as prime minister (1966–1967 and 1969).

In September 1969, when Sihanouk returned to the prime minister’s office, he found that his political grip on Cambodia had begun to weaken. His attempts to keep the country neutral in the face of the Cold War, and to steer a middle path that would keep Cambodia out of the Vietnam War, only served to alienate him from all sides. Lon Nol, by contrast, was positively disposed toward the United States and was keen to curry favor with it so as to help ensure Cambodia’s continued independence.

On the morning of March 18, 1970, the National Assembly was hastily convened and voted unanimously to depose Sihanouk (who was at that time away on a trip to Moscow and Beijing) as head of state. Lon Nol was granted emergency powers and assumed control of the government as the self-proclaimed president of the newly created Khmer Republic. In response, there were large-scale popular demonstrations in favor of Sihanouk around the country, but these were quickly suppressed. Several hundred deaths occurred as a result. On October 9, 1970, a new Khmer Republic was formally declared and Sihanouk was condemned to death in absentia.

Lon Nol’s new regime was closely aligned with the West, and among his first acts was a demand for the evacuation of all North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces from Cambodian sovereign territory and the closure of all access points (by land and sea) supplying communist Vietnam. These actions escalated Cold War violence in Cambodia and drew the United States more and more deeply into Cambodian events. If the U.S. intention was to set Lon Nol up as a bulwark against communism, it was a strategy that failed. In February 1971, he suffered a debilitating stroke, and, in the aftermath of his slow recovery (during which he retained office), he proved to be an incompetent and inconclusive leader. From this time onward, his rule became increasingly erratic and authoritarian.
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In April 1971, Lon Nol acquired the rank of field marshal (a rank previously unknown in Cambodia), and in October of that year he suspended the National Assembly. On March 10, 1972, he assumed total power over the Khmer Republic by proclaiming himself as president, prime minister, and defense minister. He was inaugurated on March 14, 1972.

As both head of state and leader of the government, Lon Nol established close ties with the United States and South Vietnam, permitting their forces to operate on Cambodian territory against Vietnamese communists and the Viet Cong. His administration saw a massive U.S. bombing campaign against Vietnamese bases in eastern Cambodia, which drove large numbers of Cambodians into the arms of the anti-Western, anti-U.S. Khmer Rouge. Sihanouk, then in exile in China, embraced the Khmer Rouge, which the Chinese supported through increased military aid. Cambodia was literally in a state of civil war, with the coalition between Sihanouk and the Communist Party of Kampuchea, led by Pol Pot, ranged against the American-backed government of Lon Nol.

Sihanouk’s appeal grew considerably after Lon Nol’s coup and subsequent abolition of the monarchy. Support for Sihanouk was strong in the countryside. Many peasants resisted the idea of a republic and the model offered by Lon Nol was shown to be both repressive and corrupt. Although he held onto power with U.S. backing, he was shown to be a poor military leader, and as the civil war intensified many peasants flocked to what they understood the communist cause to be. It was noted that he became increasingly unstable and emotional, especially after his stroke, with a tendency to break down under stress. Quite simply, Lon Nol’s very rule over Cambodia contributed to the ultimate victory of the Khmer Rouge.

On November 18, 1970, U.S. president Richard Nixon arranged for $155 million in supplemental aid for the Cambodian government. Of this, $85 million was allocated for military assistance. Despite such vast amounts of U.S. aid (of which there was much more in the years following 1970), Lon Nol’s efforts were to prove ineffective in defeating both the North Vietnamese and the Khmer Rouge. By the spring of 1975, the government was reduced to holding little more than Phnom Penh.

On April 1, 1975, with Khmer Rouge forces only a few miles from the capital, Lon Nol resigned as president (having first insisted that $1 million be placed in his name in a secure American bank account) and fled the country into exile, evacuated from the capital by U.S. forces. The Khmer Rouge had already vowed to execute him, which they did to any members of the old regime they captured in the first days of their new government. Just over two weeks later, on April 17, 1975, Khmer Rouge forces entered Phnom Penh and the nightmare years of the Cambodian genocide (1975–1979) began immediately.

Lon Nol moved first to Indonesia and then to Hawaii, where he stayed until 1979. He then relocated to Fullerton, California, where he died on November 17, 1985.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Nuon Chea

Nuon Chea was the deputy general secretary of the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK) before and during the 1975–1979 dictatorship of Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge. He was born Lau Ben Kon (and was generally known as Long Bunruot) on July 7, 1926, in Battambang of mixed Chinese-Khmer background. He attended secondary school in Bangkok, Thailand, before enrolling at Thammasat University to study law. Between 1945 and 1948 he was a part-time public servant at the Thai ministry of foreign affairs, but did not finish his degree and left Thailand in 1948. While in Bangkok he became a member of the Thai Communist Party. Upon returning to Cambodia, in 1949 he joined a Cambodian pro-independence group that the French colonial authorities dubbed the “Khmer Viet Minh,” from the fact that they worked alongside the Vietnamese pro-independence communists led by Ho Chi Minh. In 1951, Nuon helped to create the Revolutionary Party of the Kampuchean People, which in turn became the Communist Party of Kampuchea later the same year. It was around this time that he took the name Nuon Chea as a revolutionary nom de guerre.

Throughout the 1950s, Nuon worked clandestinely as a communist revolutionary, linking up with Pol Pot and sharing his aim of creating a rural communist utopia. In 1954 he headed up the Phnom Penh committee of the party, where he remained as an organizer until military strongman General Lon Nol launched a coup in 1970 and began to hunt down all suspected communists. This drove Nuon and many others into the jungle, where they met up with Pol Pot and began a five-year-long civil war to wrest power from Lon Nol.

Between 1970 and 1975, Nuon was vice president of the High Military Command of the Khmer Rouge (the so-called People’s Armed Forces for the National Liberation of Kampuchea), as well as acting as the army’s chief ideologue. On April 17, 1975, Phnom Penh fell to the Khmer Rouge, and the CPK took control of the whole country. On October 9, 1975, Nuon was designated “Brother Number 2” of the Permanent Committee of the Central Committee, in charge of labor, social welfare, culture, propaganda, and formal education (or, as it was euphemistically dubbed, “conscience work”).

Nuon served as acting prime minister between September 25 and October 15, 1976, until obliged to hand that position to Pol Pot, after which he became president of the Assembly of the Democratic Kampuchea. As Pol Pot’s deputy, Nuon played an indispensable role in developing the program of the CPK—policies which, as implemented by the Khmer Rouge between 1975 and 1979, would cost between 1.7 and 2 million lives. Between 1976 and 1979, he was president of the Standing Committee of the National Assembly of Democratic Kampuchea and remained deputy secretary of the CPK Central Committee (as he had been since 1960). He also once more became acting prime minister until January 1977 and secretary of the Eastern Zone after the death of the former secretary, So Phim.

As head of party discipline and security, Nuon was known to have been the architect of several internal purges and was ultimately responsible for the functioning of the notorious S-21 prison at Phnom Penh, also known as Tuol Sleng. Here, his chief jailer, Khang Khek Iev, also known as “Comrade Duch,” oversaw innumerable tortures and thousands of executions. It has been alleged that on January 5, 1979—two days before the fall of Phnom Penh to the invading Vietnamese—Nuon ordered Duch to kill all the prisoners still alive at S-21. Seven survived this final bloodletting, however, and their testimony would ultimately play a key role in condemning Duch before the Extraordinary Chambers of the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC).

With the collapse of the Khmer Rouge regime in January 1979, Nuon fled to the western jungles of Cambodia with the remnants of the CPK. On December 29, 1998, he surrendered to the democratic successor regime of Prime Minister Hun Sen, along with another leading Khmer Rouge figure—and Pol Pot’s only other trusted confidante—Khieu Samphan. Nuon spent much of his subsequent retirement living freely in Pailin, in northwestern Cambodia—regretting the loss of life that took place during the Khmer Rouge period, while at the same time denying that there were any murderous policies pursued at his direction.

On September 19, 2007, the ECCC issued an order of provisional detention for Nuon, indicting him with crimes against humanity and war crimes. He was arrested the same day by special units of the army and police at his home in Pailin and flown to Phnom Penh, charged with crimes against humanity (murder, torture, imprisonment, persecution, extermination, deportation, forcible transfer, enslavement, and other inhumane acts) and war crimes (wilful killing, torture, inhumane acts, causing great suffering, unlawful confinement, and unlawful deportation or transfer). His first appearance before the court took place the same day, when he was informed of the charges. He denied all guilt and has since been held in detention in Phnom Penh awaiting trial.

On December 16, 2009, Nuon was also charged with the crime of genocide, and on January 14, 2010, investigations into the cases of Nuon, Ieng Sary, Ieng Thirith, Khieu, and Duch were completed. Two days later, the ECCC once more indicted the first four of these leaders on charges of genocide, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and murder. On June 27, 2011, as the trial got underway, Nuon walked out of the trial chamber, claiming the tribunal was biased against him. Then, on August 29, 2011, Nuon’s fitness to stand trial was discussed in a lengthy inquiry about his health condition. It was concluded that he would be fit to stand, even though he had difficulty concentrating for lengthy periods.

Nuon has argued that his work on behalf of the Communist Party led him to sacrifice his life for the betterment of the Cambodian people, denying that the vast number of deaths took place as a result of Khmer Rouge policies. He has, indeed, justified his and his comrades’ actions by asserting that efforts of the Khmer Rouge led to a greater distribution of food, and that any malnutrition that did exist was the result of other forces outside of the CPK revolution.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Operation MENU

Operation MENU was the code name for the secret bombing of Cambodia, which began in 1969. Operation MENU had three objectives. Tactically, its first objective was the destruction of supplies and the disruption of People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN) and Viet Cong (VC) base camps in the border area between Cambodia and South Vietnam. A commonly held belief in the U.S. intelligence community was that the Central Office for South Vietnam (COSVN), thought to be a massive communist headquarters, was located in that region. Its destruction was the second objective. At the strategic level, President Richard M. Nixon’s plan for disengagement would have been imperiled had the communists launched another attack on the scale of the 1968 Tet Offensive before Vietnamization and the withdrawal of American troops was complete-or nearly so. The third objective was to prevent such an attack.

Bombing in the border region was nothing new, even in 1969. The boundary between the Republic of Vietnam (RVN) and Cambodia was ambiguous and ill defined. But since Cambodia had declared its neutrality, bombing targets inside that country was inappropriate, if not illegal. From 1965 on, whenever bombs were dropped on base areas or supply caches in “extreme” western South Vietnam, the mission reports always indicated that the bombs fell on Vietnam’s side of the border.

Between October 1967 and March 1969 the buildup of North Vietnamese forces and supplies in the border region increased as Hanoi stepped up the infiltration of troops down the Ho Chi Minh Trail. Supplies were brought by ship into the harbor at Sihanoukville and hauled over Friendship Highway, a road built with U.S. foreign aid funds, to the sanctuaries along the border.

The first B-52 missions into Cambodia were flown on March 18, 1969. The target was Base Area 353, a network of supply caches and staging points just west of the border. The Pentagon assigned the code name BREAKFAST to this mission. Additional missions to other base areas were code-named SUPPER, LUNCH, DESSERT, and SNACK. The series was dubbed the MENU Bombing.

Only a handful of people knew the truth about the bombing. The president, White House Chief of Staff General Alexander Haig, National Security Advisor Henry A. Kissinger, key members of Congress, and a select few military and civilian defense officials were among those who knew that the targets were actually in Cambodia. The pilots flying the B-52s were not informed. Secretary of the Air Force Robert Seamans and Air Force Chief of Staff General John D. Ryan were not advised.

Air Force Colonel Ray B. Sitton, who had a background in the Strategic Air Command, worked out a system that used ARC LIGHT (B-52) strikes in South Vietnam as a cover for the secret bombing. Radar bomb navigators in the B-52s controlled the heading input for the plane in the final moments before the bombs were dropped. The pilot would be unaware of the change in heading. Because the actual targets in Cambodia were, at most, only a few kilometers from the targets originally briefed to the aircrews, pilots would not know the difference. After the routine mission briefings, radar navigators were told that, when they neared their drop points, new sets of coordinates would be secretly forwarded to them by Air Force radar operators inside South Vietnam.

The bombs would be dropped on the new coordinates rather than the designated targets. Post-strike reports would indicate that the original targets had been hit. A top-secret “back channel” communications network that used to pass sensitive intelligence information would then transmit the actual target information to the handful of civilian and military officials cleared for MENU Bombing intelligence. The secrecy began unraveling just before the bombing came to an end. On May 2, 1970 The New York Times ran a brief article on the bombing. By that time, 3,630 B-52 sorties had dropped close to 100,000 tons of bombs inside Cambodia.

The need for secrecy passed after General Lon Nol deposed Prince Norodom Sihanouk on March 18, 1970. Two days later, a Cambodian commander asked South Vietnamese spotter planes and artillery to help repulse a VC attack on his outpost. Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) operations inside Cambodia began in earnest a week later. On April 29, 1970 U.S. planes supported 6,000 ARVN troops when they launched an attack into the Parrot’s Beak area of Cambodia.

Covert MENU Bombing continued until May 26, 1970. After that, until a congressionally mandated end to all U.S. air strikes took effect on August 15, 1973, bombing in Cambodia, although still classified, was no longer covert. Even after May, missions into the base areas struck during the secret bombing were still referred to as “MENU Bombing” by the Strategic Air Command, but the veil of deception was lifted. The covert passing of coordinates to radar bomb navigators stopped, as did the double reporting.

The extent of the secret bombing of Cambodia was revealed by retired Air Force Major Hal Knight Jr., a former “Combat Skyspot” radar site operator, in a January 1973 letter to U.S. senator William Proxmire. As a result of this letter, in July and August 1973 the Senate Armed Services Committee held hearings on the MENU Bombing. By exposing the extent of the secrecy, the hearings further damaged the credibility of the Nixon administration, already under increasing pressure from unfolding revelations that became the Watergate scandal.

Between March 1969 and August 1973 some 500,000 tons of bombs fell on Cambodia. The MENU Bombing accounted for about 100,000 tons of bombs. The extent to which the bombing disrupted communist military operations can only be speculated. Undoubtedly, supply caches were hit and some base camps were destroyed. Since the end of the Vietnam War, it has been learned that COSVN was hardly a communist “Pentagon.” Rather it consisted of a radio transmitter and a dozen or so individuals who moved around constantly.

EARL H. TILFORD JR.

 See also: Cambodia; Ke Pauk; Lon Nol


Further Reading

Berger, Carl, ed. The United States Air Force in Southeast Asia: 1961–1973, An Illustrated Account. Washington, DC: Office of Air Force History, 1984.

Littauer, Raphael, and Norman Uphoff. The Air War in Indochina. Cornell Air War Study Group. Boston: Beacon Press, 1971.

Shaw cross, William. Sideshow: Kissinger, Nixon and the Destruction of Cambodia. New York: Simon & Schuster, 1979.




P

Panh, Rithy 

Cambodia’s prominent filmmaker Rithy Panh has documented the experiences of those who lived under the Khmer Rouge (KR) and the shadow this regime continues to cast decades later. His poignant images and penetrating silences challenge all who view his films or read the several books he has co-written.

Rithy Panh was born on April 18, 1964, in Phnom Penh. In 1975, Pahn’s father was a senator and retired senior education official and his mother took care of their nine children. They, like most all other Cambodian city-dwellers, were forced by the KR to abandon their homes and trek into the countryside.

Panh himself endured unspeakable horrors as a child laborer, including being tasked with disposing of the corpses of those who died each day in the local “hospital,” which served really as a charnel house. He managed to cross the border to Thailand in 1979 and, after some months in a refugee camp, he was able to move to France to live with some relatives in Grenoble. There he underwent the culture shock of rebuilding his life—as a teenager in a totally unfamiliar context with his fellow school pupils totally uncomprehending his past. This was a difficult journey for him, but he emerged from this passage with an exquisite sensibility and a burning passion for documenting and seeking justice for the crimes endured by the Cambodian people.

It was through the lens of a video camera that Panh brought these together, and since then has worked unceasingly, producing a number of powerful and influential films, as well as devoting his efforts to help the rebuilding of Cambodia’s rich cinematic history and developing new talent.

Panh graduated from the French National Cinema School in 1990. His first documentary feature film, Site 2 (1989), on the refugee camp of the same name, was awarded “Grand Prix du Documentaire” at the Festival of Amiens.

His 1994 film, Rice People, dedicated to the memory of his family, about a rural family struggling with life in post-Khmer Rouge Cambodia was the first Cambodian film to be submitted for the prestigious Palme d’Or, and the first of many of Panh’s films to be shown at the Cannes Film Festival in subsequent years. He made a full-length feature film adaptation of Marguerite Duras’s acclaimed novel The Sea Wall (2009) set in the south of Cambodia.

The films of Panh that focus explicitly on the crimes of the Khmer Rouge include the masterful and poignant Bophana, A Cambodian Tragedy (1996), S-21: The Khmer Rouge Killing Machine (2003) winner of the Prix François Chalais, which honors films dedicated to the values of life affirmation and of journalism. The film is structured around interviews with both former prison guards and their prisoners in Phnom Penh’s notorious S-21 (Tuol Sleng. And, most recently, Duch, Master of the Forges of Hell (2011) on Khang Khek Iev (Comrade Duch), the director of S-21. The film emerged from a long series of interviews Panh had with Duch, while he was in detention facing trial for war crimes and crimes against humanity at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC).

In 2006, Panh joined with filmmaker Ieu Pannakar, who was then responsible for the cinematic division within the Ministry of Culture and Fine Arts of Cambodia to establish the Bophana Audiovisual Center in Phnom Penh envisaged as “a locale for memory and creation where the audiovisual heritage would recover a sense and a renewed dynamism.”
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People's Revolutionary Tribunal 

The People’s Revolutionary Tribunal (PRT) was the world’s first genocide trial. Held in Phnom Penh in August 1979 “to try the Pol Pot–Ieng Sary Clique for the Crime of Genocide,” it tried the two accused in absentia, found them guilty, and sentenced them to death.

The PRT consisted of a presiding judge, an alternate presiding judge, and 10 “people’s assessors,” including a former judge, a teacher, a classical dancer, a doctor, a soldier, two electrical workers, and representatives of women, youth, and the party.

On July 26, arrest warrants were issued for Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, together with a call for them to surrender to the authorities. The warrants were posted in Phnom Penh’s city hall and then broadcast on National Radio of Kampuchea news frequencies for seven consecutive days from August 8. However, the men were not apprehended and remained in their sanctuaries on the border with Thailand.

Twenty-four foreign observers, including representatives of international organizations, 14 foreign lawyers, and 29 foreign journalists were invited, but not all of them turned up for the trial, which took place over the brief period of August 15–19, 1979, in Chaktomuk Theatre with seating for an audience of 500.
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Witnesses and observers alike frequently broke into tears as the horrors they had survived were recounted in graphic detail. The proceedings were broadcast by loudspeakers set up around the building, and throughout the country via the Voice of Kampuchea Radio, while the weekly Kampuchea newspaper devoted a full issue to extended transcripts and photographs.

After five days of hearing reports from 8 commissions, testimony from 39 witnesses, films of exhumations and sites of destruction, and visits to Tuol Sleng and to Siem Reap, closing statements were made and, shortly afterward, the verdict was announced.

Western media paid scant attention to the trial and the genocide verdicts, and most governments peremptorily dismissed the tribunal as a mere “show trial” without making the slightest effort to study the evidence or monitor the proceedings.

Some of the criticisms of the PRT focus on aspects of the trial, In absentia trials, while unfamiliar to those used to the common law or adversary procedure practised in the Anglo-American legal tradition, are quite normal in the civil law, or Romano-Germanic tradition, followed in Cambodia and accepted by the Human Rights Committee of the United Nations.

More serious criticisms of the PRT are those that pertain not to the procedures followed, but to the trial’s character and foregone conclusions and its scripted nature. The witness statements (many of which used derogatory jargon) were composed in similar if not identical wording, and a condemnatory statement by the president of the PRT on the eve of the trial, and the pathetic defense by both Cambodian and international lawyers, show the onesided nature of the process.

After the trial, some of the major documents were sent to the United Nations (UN) through Vietnam and were later published inside Cambodia in Khmer in 1981 and in English and French in the late 1980s. But the PRT received no serious exposure in the West until the publication in 2000 of all the trial documents and several introductory essays.

John Quigley, the editor of the 2000 volume and himself a legal expert who testified at the PRT on the issue of genocide, concluded: “Beyond its significance for events in Cambodia, the trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary was important in several other respects. It was the first trial of a government or of anyone else, under the Genocide Convention. The trial, moreover, was held at a time when the perpetrators of genocide still controlled territory. Thus, the trial might serve to deter future atrocities by the defendants. The Nuremberg and Tokyo trials were held only after the forces represented by the defendants were no longer active. In this respect, the trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary was the precursor of the judicial proceedings that would be instituted in 1993 regarding atrocities in Bosnia . . . [The adoption of the Rome Statute in 1998] bespeaks the importance attached by the international community to promoting judicial remedies as one avenue for preventing atrocities. The trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary was a step in that direction.” Other observers consider that the unfair nature of the PRT in the mold of “victors’ justice” actually set back international humanitarian law.

But regardless of the legal shortcomings of the PRT, it was the cold logic of the Cold War that determined that its verdict would be ignored. Contrary to the hope that those who organized and participated in the trial placed in it as “the tribunal of history, the tribunal of mankind’s conscience,” as expressed by President Heng Samrin in the closing reception, those it convicted of genocide continued to be accorded wide international recognition and assistance throughout the following decade and beyond, until the establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) in 2006.
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Phnom Penh 

Capital city of Cambodia. Phnom Penh is located at the confluence of the Mekong and Tonle Sap rivers in south-central Cambodia. In the late 1960s Phnom Penh had a population of some 600,000 people, comprising approximately 10 percent of Cambodia’s total population. The 2008 population is estimated at 1.011 million people. As the seat of government and the largest population center in Cambodia, Phnom Penh represented the key to power during the country’s brutal civil war from 1970 to 1975.

Phnom Penh is believed to have been the site of human habitation since the late 14th century. As the boundaries of the Cambodian kingdom moved eastward in the 15th century, the traditional capital at Angkor was abandoned, probably sometime in the 1440s. Phnom Penh became the dominant urban center of Cambodia as it controlled river-borne trade to and from Laos and the Mekong Delta. However, Phnom Penh was not always the royal capital of the country, as Cambodian kings often shifted their capitals. Because Cambodia remained an overwhelmingly rural country, the population of Phnom Penh probably never exceeded 25,000 people as late as the 1850s.

In 1863 King Norodom accepted a French protectorate over Cambodia to escape domination by Siam. Phnom Penh was then made the administrative capital of Cambodia by the French in 1865. French colonial authorities expanded the city, laying out distinctive wide streets and an architecture that combined French and Cambodian styles. By the mid-1930s the population of Phnom Penh had grown to about 100,000. In 1953 Cambodia gained independence from France, and the capital city continued to grow.

On March 18, 1970, a military coup overthrew Prince Norodom Sihanouk, who had led Cambodia since 1953. Sihanouk had proven unable to expel communist forces of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV, North Vietnam) from eastern Cambodia, where they had established sanctuaries, or base areas, to carry on the war in the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam). The pro-American leader of the coup, General Lon Nol, ordered the Cambodian Army into action against the Vietnamese communists and a small indigenous Cambodian communist movement known as the Khmer Rouge. On April 30, 1970, American and South Vietnamese troops invaded Cambodia with the objective of destroying communist sanctuaries there. American forces withdrew at the end of June.

The Cambodian Civil War that followed saw the rapid growth of the Khmer Rouge. Led by Pol Pot, the Khmer Rouge quickly gained control of large areas of the countryside and reduced government control to major population centers and connecting transportation corridors. Phnom Penh came under Khmer Rouge artillery bombardments early on, and a raid by People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) sappers (commandos) on Phnom Penh’s airport in January 1971 practically wiped out the tiny Cambodian Air Force. The city was also soon flooded by refugees fleeing from the fighting in the countryside, the atrocities of the Khmer Rouge, and American air strikes.

By February 1973, Khmer Rouge forces had penetrated the outlying suburbs of Phnom Penh. The Americans extended assistance to Lon Nol’s regime to keep it from falling and carried out massive B-52 bombing raids around the capital. Khmer Rouge forces were forced to retreat, and Lon Nol’s regime was given a temporary reprieve. When the U.S. bombing campaign ended on August 15, 1973, at the insistence of the U.S. Congress, more than 500,000 tons of bombs had been dropped on Cambodia. The Khmer Rouge suffered heavily from the American B-52 attacks. The Americans estimated that the 1973 bombings alone killed 16,000 Khmer Rouge troops, or half their frontline strength.

Another Khmer Rouge offensive aimed at Phnom Penh in the early months of 1974 also failed, although the noose around the city was considerably tightened. The capital remained under sustained Khmer Rouge artillery fire. The final attack on Phnom Penh began on January 1, 1975. By that time, all overland transportation routes to the capital had been severed. The population of the city, now numbering more than 2 million people, relied on convoys up the Mekong River and American airlifts for food, transportation, and fuel. Ihe Khmer Rouge massed 30,000 troops for the final assault on the city, backed up by 105-millimeter (mm) howitzers and Chinese-manufactured 107-mm rockets. The Khmer Rouge also used Chinese floating mines to cut off the Mekong River convoys, which were supplying 90 percent of goods reaching the city. The final Mekong convoy reached Phnom Penh on January 26,1975.

The airport, the last link to the outside world, now came under intense Khmer Rouge artillery and rocket fire. Meanwhile, Khmer Rouge infantry closed in on Phnom Penh from three directions. Foreign embassies began evacuations in March 1975.

On April 1, 1975, Lon Nol resigned and went into exile in Hawaii. U.S. ambassador John Gunther Dean and remaining members of his staff were evacuated from Phnom Penh on April 10. Khmer Rouge troops entered the city on April 17, ending a war that probably claimed half a million Cambodian lives. Within days the Khmer Rouge evacuated the civilian population from Phnom Penh, ostensibly out of fear of American retaliatory bombing and to feed the population. The evacuation of Phnom Penh, however, marked the beginning of the Cambodian genocide during which the Khmer Rouge leadership proceeded to murder millions of Cambodians. Phnom Penh remained under the heel of the Khmer Rouge until they were driven from the city and power by the Vietnamese in 1979.

During 1979–1989 in the period of Vietnamese occupation, Phnom Penh slowly returned to life. However, full economic recovery was inhibited by an international trade embargo in protest of the Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia. Following the withdrawal of the Vietnamese in 1989, Phnom Penh served as the headquarters of the United Nations (UN) Transitional Authority in Cambodia, which brokered a peace agreement among Cambodia’s competing political factions. In 1996 Phnom Penh witnessed a brief but intense outburst of street fighting when Prime Minister Hun Sen purged some of his rivals. In recent years foreign tourism to Phnom Penh and Cambodia has increased, with the ancient ruins at Angkor Wat and the Tuol Sleng Genocide Museum in Phnom Penh serving as primary attractions. Today Phnom Penh is home to just over 1 million Cambodians, many of whom are living in conditions of desperate poverty.
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Pol Pot 

Pol Pot was a Cambodian communist leader and titular head of Democratic Kampuchea (the name given by communists to Cambodia) between 1975 and 1979. He was born Saloth Sar on May 19, 1925, to a well-to-do family of Chinese-Khmer descent in Prek Sbauv, Kampong Thom Province. One of his sisters was a concubine at the royal court, providing Sar with opportunities to visit the palace in Phnom Penh and learn something of court protocol. In 1931, at the age of six, he moved to the capital to live with his brother, a palace official. As a child of privilege, in 1947 he entered the exclusive Lycée Sisowath.

With his French colonial education behind him, he qualified for a scholarship that led to advanced study in Paris. He entered the French School of Electronics and Computer Science (École Française d’Électronique et d’Informatique, or EFREI), a private engineering school located in Paris. Here, between 1949 and 1953, he studied radio electronics. He also developed into a Cambodian nationalist and gravitated toward communism, the one movement that could offer a broad appeal to the mass of the working people. In 1951, he joined a communist cell for Cambodians within the French communist party, the Cercle Marxiste (“Marxist Circle”). While there, he established connections with a number of other young Cambodian students, including Ieng Sary, Khieu Samphan, Khieu Ponnary, and Son Sen.

He returned to Cambodia in January 1954 and was soon teaching history and geography at a private school. By night he engaged in planning and meeting with his communist comrades, establishing a platform for the future takeover of the country. On July 14, 1956, he married Ponnary, the sister of Khieu Thirith and sister-in-law to Sary.
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In late September 1960, Pol Pot and his comrades from Paris took control of the Kampuchean (or Khmer) People’s Revolutionary Party (KPRP), the Cambodian wing of the Indochinese Communist Party founded in 1930 by Ho Chi Minh. The party was renamed the Workers’ Party of Kampuchea (WPK), and Pol Pot was elected to the number three position on the party’s Central Committee. In February 1963, he was chosen as the WPK’s general secretary, and in July he and most of the WPK Central Committee left Phnom Penh to organize an insurgency base in northeastern Cambodia near the border with Vietnam.

Pol Pot had already seen that his future was to be found among the peasantry, but the U.S. bombing campaign that spilled over from the Vietnam War played right into his hands. Locating his activities in the jungle, he built there a communist ideology based on returning Cambodia to an idealized, pristine peasant society in which the “corruption” of modern life was eliminated.

From this base, and after a great deal of underground activity, in 1966 he and his supporters changed the party’s name to the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK). Now known as the Khmer Rouge (“Red Khmers”), Pol Pot had finally taken control of the communist movement. The party’s all-powerful Central Committee became known simply as Angka, or “The Organization.” In 1966, Pol Pot visited China, at that time undergoing the Cultural Revolution under the direction of Mao Zedong. He became impressed with Mao’s concept of a “continuous revolution” and returned to Cambodia with renewed inspiration for what Cambodia could become under his own communist vision.

In March 1969, the United States began a covert military operation, Operation MENU, authorized by President Richard M. Nixon and Special Assistant for National Security Affairs Henry Kissinger. This took the form of secret B-52 bombing raids, tagged as BREAKFAST, LUNCH, DINNER, DESSERT, and SNACK, on Vietnamese communist bases in Cambodia. In the first phase of the air campaign, which lasted about 14 months, American bombers flew 3,875 sorties. By the end of the bombing, in 1973, the U.S. Air Force had dropped 539,129 tons of explosives on Cambodia, more than all the bombs dropped on Japan in World War II. It has been estimated that at least 600,000 people were killed by the bombing (some quotes range as high as 1 million). Eastern Cambodia, the site of the most concentrated U.S. bombing, was said to have seen its population drop by 25 percent by 1973 as a result of the bombing, refugee evacuation, and deaths though bomb-induced crop failure and famine.

Beyond the massive loss of life it caused, Operation MENU had another impact: it led to the political destabilization of Cambodia, the installation of American-backed military dictator Lon Nol in 1970, and his eventual defeat at the hands of the Khmer Rouge—which actually increased its popularity among the Cambodian population affected by the attacks.

Pol Pot’s rise to power must thus be fixed squarely within the Cold War environment of the 1960s and 1970s, in particular the Vietnam War. Taking advantage of the weakness of the U.S.-backed government of Lon Nol and the political vacillation of King Norodom Sihanouk, Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge waged an effective guerrilla war with the intention of seizing power and creating an agrarian communist society.

After his ouster by Lon Nol, Sihanouk went to China and formed a government-in-exile. Searching for the kind of muscle needed to defeat the right-wing military dictatorship in Phnom Penh, he established an alliance with the Khmer Rouge, which in turn obtained military aid and training from North Vietnam and support from China. In what was now a full-scale civil war, by 1973 the Khmer Rouge had taken control of nearly 60 percent of Cambodian territory, and 25 percent of its population.

The year 1975 saw the Khmer Rouge in control of most of rural Cambodia, with only Phnom Penh—much swollen with refugees fleeing the Khmer Rouge and the U.S. bombers—in the hands of the Lon Nol regime. On April 17 the city fell, and the Khmer Rouge began the evacuation to the countryside of all its inhabitants, where they were set to work as slave labor to begin the realization of Pol Pot’s new vision for Cambodia.

Pol Pot and his fellow Khmer Rouge leaders immediately set about implementing his ideas for creating the new, “perfect,” society, dubbed the “Year Zero.” No opposition from those deemed to be “class enemies” was tolerated. Foreigners were expelled, embassies closed, and the currency abolished. Property became collective. Markets, schools, newspapers, religious practices, and private property were outlawed. The family unit was broken up, and those who had now become prisoners of the regime in their own country were subjected to ceaseless rounds of political indoctrination. A massive purge of the population took place, and anyone with ties to the old way of life was targeted: city dwellers; members of the Lon Nol government; public servants; police; military officers; teachers; ethnic Vietnamese, Chinese and Thais; Christian clergy; Buddhist monks; members of the Cham Muslim minority; and members of the middle and educated classes (which could be anyone with a high school education). Those with “soft hands” were not considered to be workers but “bourgeois” and therefore liable only for slave labor or death. All were ruthlessly cut out of Cambodian society. Torture was widespread, particularly in designated detention centers such as S-21, also called Tuol Sleng. Out of a total population of something over 7 million, the Pol Pot years saw a death toll of up to 2 million, easily a quarter of the population, in agricultural collectives, the so-called “killing fields”—either worked or starved to death, died of disease or exposure, or summarily executed for any of a myriad reasons, often inexplicable and seemingly random.

On January 5, 1976, the Khmer Rouge declared the new state of Democratic Kampuchea, with Pol Pot as prime minister. Desperately concerned about secrecy, he insisted on keeping his identity and that of his government concealed from non-party members and the outside world. He was known, to all but a few, simply as “Brother Number One.”

Only invasion by the armed forces of Vietnam in January 1979 brought Pol Pot’s horror rule to an end, and a new communist government was established by the Vietnamese under Heng Samrin. Retreating to the jungles from which his Khmer Rouge had originated, Pol Pot regrouped sufficiently to be able to keep up a vigorous resistance to the Vietnamese occupation (and, later, the transitional Cambodian government that followed it) for several years. From 1979 to 1997, he and a remnant of the old Khmer Rouge operated from the border region of Cambodia and Thailand.

In September 1985, while in the jungle and fighting against all corners, he officially resigned as commander of the Khmer Rouge military forces, although he retained a supervisory role as “Director of the Higher Institute for National Defense.” Yet the years of plotting, power, and overthrow saw him increasingly detached from reality. In 1995, he experienced a stroke that paralyzed the left side of his body. His personality, even when in power, had been beset with paranoid delusions, but by June 1997, as his party was riven with factional splits and accommodations with the government, his paranoia was to be his downfall. He became convinced that one of his most loyal supporters, Son Sen, was collaborating with the Cambodian government, so he ordered Sen’s execution, together with that of his wife and children. Altogether, 11 members of the family were killed. This was too much, even for the CPK old guard. Pol Pot’s arrest was ordered by Ta Mok, the Khmer Rouge military commander, and Pol Pot was deposed. On July 25, 1997, in a show trial calling itself a “people’s tribunal,” he was sentenced to house arrest for life, and on the evening of April 15, 1998, he died, reportedly from heart failure. His body was cremated on a pyre of old car tires.

Despite the pathetic nature of his demise, it might be said that Pol Pot ultimately escaped justice. He never faced an independent trial before his fellow Cambodians, let alone an international tribunal. The irony—and tragedy—of this lies in the fact that several of his key lieutenants have since 2007 been facing indictments for genocide and crimes against humanity in the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia, commonly known as the “Khmer Rouge Tribunal.” He died too early for justice to be served, although many would argue that his death came far too late to serve any good purpose.
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Ponchaud, François 

Father François Ponchaud is a Roman Catholic priest from France who witnessed at first hand the transition of Cambodia from a right-wing military dictatorship into the hardline communist dictatorship of Pol Pot.

Born in a small village in France in 1939, Ponchaud was newly ordained when he arrived in Cambodia on November 8, 1965. A member of the Society of Foreign Missions of Paris, he was sent to engage in missionary work in what had been a French colony until 1953. When he arrived, Cambodia was a peaceful land thus far untouched by the intensifying conflict in neighboring Vietnam. It was a time of confidence. The hope was that the situation for Cambodia could be resolved in favor of a Western orientation. Ponchaud studied Cambodian history and Buddhism, became fluent in the Khmer language, made friends locally, and immersed himself in Cambodian culture. Quite simply, he fell in love with the country and its people.

While trying to keep Cambodia aloof from the destructiveness of the Vietnam War during the 1960s, Cambodia’s King Norodom Sihanouk charted a course of playing the United States off against the People’s Republic of China (PRC), at the same time holding to a position that was avowedly neutralist. It did not work; in March 1970, sections of the Cambodian military, led by General Lon Nol and backed by the United States, took over the country in a coup d’état and deposed Sihanouk.

Lon Nol’s coup d’état was to lead directly to the Cambodian Civil War of 1970–1975 and the victory of Pol Pot and his murderous Khmer Rouge movement. The Lon Nol regime was closely aligned with the West, and among Lon Nol’s first acts was a demand for the evacuation of all North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces from Cambodian sovereign territory and the closure of all access points (by land and sea) supplying communist Vietnam. These actions escalated Cold War violence in Cambodia and drew the United States more and more deeply into Cambodian affairs. In 1971, Lon Nol suffered a debilitating stroke, and in the aftermath of his slow recovery his leadership proved to be both incompetent and inconclusive. Lon Nol’s rule saw a massive U.S. bombing campaign against Vietnamese bases in eastern Cambodia, which drove large numbers of Cambodians into the arms of the anti-Western, anti-U.S. Khmer Rouge. By the spring of 1975, Khmer Rouge forces had conquered all of the country save the capital, Phnom Penh. Then, on April 17, 1975, they entered Phnom Penh, and the nightmare years of the Cambodian genocide (1975–1979) began.

The Khmer Rouge began to reinvent Cambodia according to a preposterous design. The country was to be brutally eradicated of any evidence of alien ways. The primary targets were the cities. Buildings and institutions were torn down, and Phnom Penh’s population of nearly 2 million was uprooted and “resettled” in the countryside in order to purge them of their “bourgeois” ways. They would then, in turn, be indoctrinated into rural, traditional Khmer (that is, Cambodian) culture, ostensibly unspoiled by colonialism and capitalism. Millions were forced to undergo “re-education,” including public confessions in the course of which hundreds of thousands perished from exposure and lethal violence. The Khmer Rouge’s fanaticism led to executions of “enemies” covering the full spectrum of society. Intellectuals, artists, professionals, those who had traveled abroad, those who spoke a foreign language—in short, all who embodied foreign (anticommunist or non-Khmer) ideals—were systematically killed as having been too “contaminated” to participate in building the new society. The Khmer Rouge was so committed to destroying the old society and creating a new one that it completely obliterated even the most fundamental of social forms, the family; and this is to say nothing of such expressions of modernity as transportation, education, technology, administration, or governance.

At the start, Ponchaud was ordered by the Khmer Rouge to stay at the French Embassy, where thousands desperately sought asylum. As one of the few foreigners able to communicate directly with the Khmer Rouge in their own language, he spent days trying to negotiate the safety of those within and without the embassy gates. In the three weeks he stayed in the new Cambodia, the Khmer Rouge allowed him to leave the embassy twice, and on both occasions he searched in vain for clues about what was happening in the country. On May 8, 1975, however, Ponchaud was expelled from the city in the last evacuation convoy, as the Khmer Rouge forced all foreigners onto trucks and out of the country.

In July 1975, a Cambodian friend in Paris handed Ponchaud a long letter he had received from a colleague who had managed to cross the border into Thailand. It described a Cambodia that was already unrecognizable. At first, Ponchaud had a hard time accepting the accounts of execution, torture, deportation, forced labor, and starvation, primarily because he did not think of Cambodians as a people capable of behaving in the manner being described. Over time, he devised a plan to gather more information, whereby a friend living on the Cambodian border would record and send him broadcasts from Radio Phnom Penh (the official voice of the Khmer Rouge) in which the government described its transformation of the country. Ponchaud found that the broadcasts substantiated claims he had been hearing from other refugees who had managed to escape. As unbelievable as those claims were, the broadcasts repeated the same message, outlining the draconian policies of the Khmer Rouge.

In Paris, the Society of Foreign Missions asked Ponchaud to keep track of events in Cambodia. He became known as the person to whom Cambodian refugees arriving from Thailand should make contact and began documenting their stories. For months, he gathered information, his accounts appearing in the French press as early as October 1975. He also wrote to French president Valéry Giscard d’Estaing and Amnesty International, and appeared before the United Nations (UN) Commission on Human Rights.

Within the Cold War context in which this was being played out, few accounts of what was happening in Cambodia, other than Ponchaud’s, were actually appearing in the Western press. The brutality of the Khmer Rouge was known and acknowledged by the U.S. government, but that country was too absorbed with trying to heal the wounds of its Vietnam War experience to get involved in a struggle with the Khmer Rouge, the latter’s atrocities notwithstanding. By 1977, the Khmer Rouge had been in power for two years, and yet many people around the world remained unaware of the situation in Cambodia. Frustrated at the level of this ignorance, Ponchaud became determined to expose the situation in the hope that public outrage would force the hand of world governments to do something effective to stop the killing.

Shock treatment came in the form of a book called Cambodge année zéro (Cambodia Year Zero), which Ponchaud published in 1977. It was one of the first to expose the brutal totalitarian regime of the Khmer Rouge to a broad audience and was a devastating indictment of Khmer Rouge rule. To the shock of many, Ponchaud showed that many of these people were intellectuals and teachers, not hysterics or out-of-control tribesmen. He offered a detailed account of the Khmer Rouge takeover and subsequent attempts at social engineering, and looked deeply into the murderous regime’s operations. His book was the first expert denunciation of the Khmer Rouge government and compelled people to take notice of what they preferred not to see. The communist dictatorship was shown to literally be killing millions of its own people, and although people reacted with horror, the governments of the world did not respond. Politics in the Cold War period remained paramount, in spite of the massive human destructiveness taking place in Cambodia. That did not, however, stop Ponchaud from at least trying to achieve the changes required to save lives.

After the genocide, Ponchaud returned to Cambodia, resolved more than ever to assist the people of a country he had grown to love. He still lives there today.
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Sann, Son 

Son Sann was a Cambodian nationalist politician who organized opposition to the Khmer Rouge and who focused international attention on the 1975–1979 Cambodian Genocide.

Son Sann was born on October 5, 1911, in Phnom Penh to a well-to-do family with roots in neighboring Vietnam. Son Sann’s family had moved to Cambodia prior to his birth. He later studied in Paris, graduating from the School for Advanced Commercial Studies in 1933. He became involved in Cambodian politics while his nation was still under French rule in the 1930s, serving as deputy governor of Battambang Province at the age of 24. He subsequently held several cabinet positions, and from June 1950 to March 1951 he served as foreign minister. A staunch anti-communist and Cambodian nationalist, despite his family’s Vietnamese roots, Son Sann was a strong advocate of Cambodian nationhood and warned presciently that Vietnam would attempt to dictate Cambodian affairs in the future.

After Cambodia achieved independence, Son Sann was instrumental in establishing the National Bank of Cambodia in 1955; he would later serve as its head during 1964–1968. During 1967–1968, he also served as prime minister under President Norodom Sihanouk. In 1970, after General Lon Nol ousted Sihanouk with U.S. support, Son Sann was kept under house arrest. He then left for exile in France and attempted to effect a reconciliation between Lon Nol and Sihanouk, with Chinese cooperation. Although his efforts had support from the French, and from some Cambodians, the diplomacy failed.

Son Sann was deeply disturbed when Pol Pot and his Khmer Rouge faction took control of Cambodia in 1975 and imposed a genocidal regime on the Cambodian populace. He immediately began mobilizing opposition—both within Cambodia and internationally—to Pol Pot’s actions and engaged in an exhaustive campaign to shed light on the emerging genocide in his country. In 1978, he established the Khmer People’s National Liberation Front to actively oppose both the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese, who were already massing on the Vietnamese-Cambodian border. The Vietnamese swept Pol Pot from power in 1979, but then proceeded to impose their will on the Cambodians. During the 1980s, Son Sann was successful in soliciting financial aid from the U.S. government, and the Liberation Front, along with several other opposition groups, fought against the Vietnamese in Cambodia.

In 1991, Son Sann was a participant in the peace process that finally ended the Cambodian-Vietnamese conflict. He then re-entered Cambodian politics, remaking his Liberation Front into the Buddhist Liberal Democratic Party, which captured 10 seats in the 1993 election for a National Assembly. Son Sann served in that body until January 1997, when he retired from public life. Thereafter he returned to Paris, where he died on December 19, 2000. Son Sann is seen by many as one of the key “faces” of the opposition to the Khmer Rouge; he is also credited with having called the world’s attention to the Cambodian Genocide as it unfolded.
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Santebal 

The Santebal was the Khmer Rouge’s internal security apparatus, which was responsible for policing adherence to government mandates and running the numerous prison camps within Cambodia. As such, the organization played a central role in the Cambodian genocide. The term itself is a contraction of two Khmer words santisuk (security) and norkorbal (police). During much of its existence, the Santebal was headed by Son Sen.

The organization pre-dated the Khmer Rouge’s ascendance to power in 1975 by at least four years. In 1971, the Khmer Rouge created a “special zone” just outside the capital of Phnom Penh, which it controlled with the Santebal. That zone marked the beginning of the Khmer Rouge’s consolidation of power, and soon the Santebal was used to create more and larger zones of influence throughout the countryside. There, the Khmer Rouge established ideological and administrative precedents that it would later apply to the entire country.

The Santebal was also responsible for the establishment and administration of numerous prison camps, which turned into de facto death camps. The worst and most notorious of these facilities was Tuol Sleng (S-21), a sprawling complex in Phnom Penh run by Son Sen’s chief deputy, Khang Khek Iev (known to many as “Comrade Duch”). Located on the grounds of an abandoned school, Tuol Sleng could hold as many as 1,500 prisoners. Conditions were appalling, and beatings and torture were routine. The facility became the epicenter of government purges, where dissidents or “enemies of the state” were sent to be tortured and killed. Some 20,000 people were held at Tuol Sleng between 1976 and 1978 alone, and it is estimated that fewer than 10 survived. After the Khmer Rouge was forced from power in 1979, almost 250,000 Santebal documents were discovered, which provided many insights into the Khmer Rouge’s regime and the Cambodian genocide.
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Schanberg, Sydney 

Sydney Schanberg was a New York Times correspondent best remembered for his coverage of the civil war in Cambodia in the first half of the 1970s and the onset of the Khmer Rouge regime of Pol Pot. Born on July 17, 1934, in Clinton, Massachusetts, he was educated at Harvard University (BA in government, 1955) prior to spending two years in the U.S. Army. He joined The New York Times as a copy boy in 1959. After learning his craft covering local and national news, he was posted to New Delhi, where he covered the 1971 war between India and Pakistan. He was an eyewitness to the bloody struggle for independence of Bangladesh from a brutal Pakistani regime that saw mass rape and genocide perpetrated in what had formerly been East Pakistan. Then, in 1973, he went to Singapore, where he covered Southeast Asia with a focus on Cambodia and Vietnam. Even prior to the Khmer Rouge takeover of Cambodia, Schanberg had established himself as one of the premier foreign correspondents in the area, winning the prestigious George Polk Award for excellence in journalism in both 1971 and 1974.

On April 17, 1975, Khmer Rouge forces entered Phnom Penh and the nightmare years of the Cambodian genocide (1975–1979) began. The Khmer Rouge carried out a policy that aimed to totally erase all signs of French colonial rule and restore Cambodia to the allegedly pristine condition that had prevailed before the foreigners had stamped their cultural traits on the land, its people, and their society. For nearly four years, the Cambodian government brutally eradicated any evidence of alien ways. The primary targets were the cities, in particular the capital, Phnom Penh. Buildings and institutions were torn down, and the city’s population of nearly 2 million was uprooted and “resettled” in the countryside, so as to purge them of their exposure to “bourgeois” ways.

Schanberg was one of a handful of Western correspondents, and the only American journalist, to remain in Phnom Penh after the city fell. With his Cambodian assistant and translator, Dith Pran, he was a firsthand witness to the collapse of Cambodia, filing dozens of stories from Phnom Penh in the final days of the takeover by the Khmer Rouge and its immediate aftermath. Other journalists present at the last days of pre-revolutionary Phnom Penh included American freelance photojournalist Al Rockoff and Jon Swain from Britain’s Sunday Times. After a brief period of consolidation, all foreigners were expelled from the city in a series of evacuation convoys, and by early May 1975 Cambodia was effectively a closed country. Schanberg was ultimately allowed to cross the border to freedom, but Pran, as a Cambodian, was forced into the Cambodian countryside—the Khmer Rouge’s infamous “killing fields.” The mass graves that formed these locations were in virtually every region of the country, evidence of the genocidal character of the Khmer Rouge’s policy of a total eradication of all those (outside of the most senior echelons of the Communist Party of Kampuchea) who had been influenced by foreign ideas, education, and customs.

In 1976, Schanberg was recognized for his coverage of Cambodia by winning the Pulitzer Prize for International Reporting. A long search to find Pran, who had disappeared into the Khmer Rouge gulag, ended on October 3, 1979, when Pran escaped to Thailand. In 1980, Schanberg wrote a piece on Pran’s experience for The New York Times Magazine, titled “The Death and Life of Dith Pran.” This article, in turn, became the foundation of an Academy Award–winning motion picture, The Killing Fields (directed by Roland Joffe, 1984). In the film, Schanberg was played by Sam Waterston and the part of Pran was played by a survivor of the killing fields, a medical doctor named Haing S. Ngor, whose own experience paralleled that of Pran in many ways. For his performance, Ngor won the Best Supporting Actor Oscar in 1985.

After his return from Southeast Asia, Schanberg became The New York Times metropolitan editor and then a columnist on the opinion page. In 1986, after 26 years with The Times, he left for Newsday, where he spent nine years between 1986 and 1995 as an associate editor and op-ed columnist writing on a range of subjects, from police corruption and real estate scandals to the fate of American prisoners of war (POWs) still missing in Vietnam. He was associate editor at an important moment for Newsday‘s foreign profile, as this was also the time when the paper’s Roy Gutman was reporting on the war and ethnic cleansing then taking place in Bosnia—reports for which Gutman was to win the Pulitzer Prize in 1993. Later, Schanberg wrote for the Village Voice. Across his long career as a journalist and commentator he wrote extensively on foreign affairs and on issues such as ethics, race, and government secrecy.

Although best known for his reporting on Cambodia before and during the genocide, it must not be overlooked that in the 1970s Schanberg also reported on Vietnam. He sent dispatches from the front lines in Vietnam during the communist offensives of 1972, and continually pointed out the weakness and corruption of the Saigon regime that Washington had transformed into a client state. Further, he reported relentlessly on behalf of the possibly hundreds of American soldiers who were allegedly left behind as POWs when the war ended.

Schanberg’s career, spanning some four decades as a correspondent for The New York Times and beyond, was rich in its coverage of war, from Bangladesh to Vietnam and Cambodia to the war in Iraq. He showed himself to be one of the major war correspondents of the 20th century, a point not lost on many both within and outside his profession. In 1992, for instance, he received an honorary Doctor of Laws degree from Colby College, Maine, and in 2002 was appointed as the first fellow to hold the James H. Ottaway Sr. Visiting Professorship in Journalism at the New Paltz campus of the State University of New York.
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Sihanouk, Norodom 

Norodom Sihanouk was prince, then king, of Cambodia for two terms, as well as leader with other titles from 1941 until his retirement from public office in October 2004. A political chameleon, his career was a remarkable one by any standards. He served two terms as king, two terms as sovereign prince, one as president, two terms as prime minister, and one term—during the years of the Khmer Rouge dictatorship (1975–1979) under the communist leader Pol Pot—in a political limbo world as symbolic head of state without a formal title.

Sihanouk was born in Phnom Penh on October 31, 1922, the son of King Norodom Suramarit and Queen Sisowath Monivong Kossamak. The product of a French colonial education of the highest standards, he attended schools in Phnom Penh and Saigon, and later attended the French Cavalry Training College in Saumur, France. He first ascended the throne in 1941, while still a teenager. His grandfather, King Sisowath Monivong, died on April 23, 1941, and the Crown Council, for political reasons that included appeasing the French colonizers through the appointment of a member of the royal family likely to be pliable, selected Sihanouk as king of Cambodia. During World War II, he was held a virtual prisoner by the occupying Japanese.

In late 1953, he oversaw Cambodia’s independence from French colonial rule, which was granted on November 9 of that year. On March 2, 1955, however, Sihanouk abdicated in favor of his father in order to become a poltical leader. In parliamentary elections in September 1955, Sihanouk became Cambodia’s prime minister. Over the next 15 years, he struggled to maintain his country’s neutrality as war raged in neighboring Vietnam. In 1960, he was elected as head of state following the death of his father, but it was decided that his new title would be prince rather than king. In 1963, he orchestrated a change in the constitution that made him head of state for life.

While trying to keep Cambodia aloof from the destructiveness of the war in neighboring Vietnam during the 1960s, Sihanouk unwisely charted a course of playing the United States off against the People’s Republic of China (PRC), at the same time holding to a position that was avowedly neutralist. It did not work; in March, 1970, sections of the Cambodian military, led by General Lon Nol and backed by the United States, took over the country in a coup d’état and deposed Sihanouk. Fleeing to China, he found the communist leader Mao Zedong an accommodating host willing to help Sihanouk regain his throne under the principle of confronting American influence in Asia.

In Beijing, Sihanouk established a new political movement, the National United Front of Kampuchea (Front Uni National du Kampuchéa, or FUNK), which grew into a larger coalition of anti–Lon Nol forces, the Gouvernement Royal d’Union Nationale du Kampuchéa (Royal Government of the National Union of Kampuchea, or GRUNK). This movement included the communist Khmer Rouge. With the establishment of the GRUNK, Sihanouk was hailed as a patrioic leader of the Cambodian people, whose resistance to the U.S.-backed regime in Phnom Penh served as a rallying point for all those dissatisfied with the hated republic of Lon Nol. The ranks of the Khmer Rouge swelled in support of Sihanouk, although most of those joining probably had little awareness of the ideological nature of the communist movement.

In April 1975, the Khmer Rouge won the resultant civil war, and in taking power began a genocidal reign of terror that would ultimately see the death of some 2 million people over the next four years. Under this regime, Sihanouk became the titular head of state, although he had no effective power and was something of a political prisoner of the Khmer Rouge. In 1976, he was again forced out of office and into virtual retirement. Once more he fled to China and, for a time, to North Korea.

With the expulsion of the Khmer Rouge by invading Vietnamese forces in January 1979, Sihanouk found himself in a quandary: he had previously been deposed by the Khmer Rouge, yet their departure before the might of the communist Vietnamese offered no possibility of restoration. Moreover, the Vietnamese were foreign invaders of his country. Ultimately—at arm’s length—Sihanouk reestablished relations with the Khmer Rouge, which was now reduced to controlling the jungle regions of northern and western Cambodia, to get rid of the Vietnamese. In 1982, he became president of the coalition government of Democratic Kampuchea, which consisted of his FUNCINPEC (Front Uni National pour un Cambodge Indépendant, Neutre, Pacifique, et Coopératif, or National United Front for an Independent, Neutral, Peaceful, and Cooperative Cambodia) Party, and the Khmer Rouge. The Vietnamese withdrew in 1989 and left behind a pro-Vietnamese government under Prime Minister Hun Sen.

When the Vietnamese finally withdrew in 1989, leaving behind a pro-Vietnamese government, Sihanouk made efforts to come in from the cold and to work on a multiparty future for Cambodia. By the Peace of Paris in 1991, a comprehensive settlement was reached. Sihanouk became king again in 1991 and retired, through abdication, on October 7,2004. One of his sons, Norodom Sihamoni, a former ballet dancer and teacher, was appointed by a nine-member Throne Council to succeed Sihanouk, and he was crowned king on October 29, 2004.

Looking at Sihanouk’s record overall, it must be said that his is one of the great political survivor stories of the turbulent 20th century—it might be said, an Asian equivalent of Count Charles Maurice de Talleyrand of the later 18th and early 19th centuries. Yet there are many, in both Cambodia and elsewhere, who see Sihanouk as an irresponsible leader whose personality and reluctance to share authority contributed to the circumstances that allowed the rise of Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge. Certainly, his errors of political judgment were at least in part to blame for the Lon Nol coup in 1970, and this, of course, had incalculable ramifications for Cambodia’s future.
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Sok An 

Sok An is a Cambodian official who since 1999 has been mandated by the prime minister with responsibility for leading the government’s efforts to achieve justice for the Cambodian Genocide perpetrated by the Khmer Rouge regime. As chair of the Task Force for the Khmer Rouge Trials, Sok An headed the Cambodian delegations through years of difficult negotiations with the United Nations (UN) on establishing the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) and through the subsequent years that the court has been in operation.

Sok An was born on April 16, 1950, in Kirivong, Takeo, Cambodia. He graduated from the Royal University of Phnom Penh in geography, history, and sociology in 1972, going on to gain a senior Certificate in Pedagogy in 1973 from the Ecole Normale Superieur and then to study diplomacy in the Ecole National d’ Administration. Like all Cambodians, Sok An experienced the privations and suffering of the KR regime, with his then new wife Anny being forced out of Phnom Penh and living as forced laborers on starvation rations. They managed to survive and to return to Phnom Penh with an infant daughter, committing to help rebuild the country.

After the fall of the KR regime, Sok An has worked to gain the political and popular support necessary to undertake the historic and unusual step of inviting foreign judges and staff into a national court to deal with the most sensitive of matters, known as “the dark chapter in Cambodia’s history.” He succeeded in steering the drafting and passage of the Law on the Establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia, the first piece of legislation to win unanimous support in the National Assembly when it was initially passed in 2001, and then amended in 2004. He enthusiastically promoted the work of the ECCC on every possible occasion, and particularly in ensuring its outreach across the country through direct television broadcasts.

Sok An has since 2004 been a deputy prime minister, holding the position of minister in charge of the Office of the Council of Ministers since 1993 (as co-minister from 1993 to 1998). He was secretary-general and a representative of the State of Cambodia on the Supreme National Council (1989–1993). He previously served as deputy foreign minister, deputy minister of interior, chief of the central cabinet of the Cambodian People’s Party, and was ambassador to India (1985–1988). Since 1993 he has been elected as a representative to the National Assembly for the province of Takeo for the Cambodian People’s Party.

He has taken a keen interest in safeguarding and preserving Cambodia’s cultural heritage, leading Cambodia’s delegation to UNESCO since 2007, and succeeding in gaining the inscription on the World Heritage List of Angkor (1992) and Preah Vihear (2008). He was elected chair of the World Heritage Committee in 2012. Sok An has promoted the “one village one product” campaign, and has maintained an active presence in Takeo, especially in farming, raising orchids, fruit, chickens, river lobsters, and cattle.
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Son Sen 

Son Sen was a Cambodian communist leader before and during the rule of the Khmer Rouge, under the dictatorship of Pol Pot. He was born into a family of minor landowners in an ethnic Cambodian community in Tra Vinh Province, Vietnam, on June 12, 1930. From 1946 he attended a teacher training college in Phnom Penh, but like many of the founders of Cambodian communism he was sent by the French colonial authorities to Paris for an advanced education. While there, he became a member of the Cercle Marxiste, the so-called “Marxist Circle” that had Pol Pot at its focus but also included other young students such as Ieng Sary, Hu Nim, and Hou Yuon. All the members of this group were influenced by the radicalism of the French Communist Party.

On his return to Cambodia in 1956, Sen taught at the Lycée Sisowath before becoming director of studies at the National Teaching Institute, part of the University of Phnom Penh. He continued his connection with radical politics, and by 1960 he had become a founding member of the Communist Party of Cambodia (later to be renamed the Communist Party of Kampuchea, or CPK). In 1962 he was removed from his post at the institute for political reasons, his views deemed to be inconsistent with what was expected of an official under Prince Norodom Sihanouk’s administration. In 1963, he became a member of the Central Committee of the CPK and was forced to flee the capital when Sihanouk’s anti-subversion police were about to arrest him. He fled to the jungle in eastern Cambodia in 1964. It is believed he also spent time in Hanoi around this time.

By the late 1960s, he had become an experienced field commander with the Khmer Rouge and had fought in a number of actions against the forces of Sihanouk and his prime minister, Lon Nol. He was appointed CPK secretary for the Northeastern Zone during 1970–1971, and in 1972 was appointed chief of staff of Khmer Rouge forces. He was known within the party by his revolutionary name, Comrade Khieu (or, alternately, Brother 89).

In 1974, he joined the Central Committee of the CPK, prior to the Khmer Rouge victory over Lon Nol in April 1975. Beginning in August 1975, Sen was deputy prime minister and minister of defense in Pol Pot’s cabinet. In this capacity, he oversaw the Santebal, the Khmer Rouge’s notorious secret police. He and the deputy prime minister for the economy, Vorn Vet, were thus responsible for the appointment of Khang Khek Iev, known as “Comrade Duch,” to the position of director of Tuol Sleng (S-21), the main Santebal prison in Phnom Penh. It was Comrade Duch, acting on orders from Sen and Vet, who was responsible for the death of thousands of people at the prison. Sen was known to involve himself personally in the design of S-21’s interrogation and torture procedures, directly implicating him in the thousands of deaths that took place there. In recognition for his abilities, on October 9, 1975, the Standing Committee of the CPK put Sen in charge of internal security.

As minister of defense, Sen was also responsible for putting the Khmer Rouge’s army on a proper military footing and for directing the internal war with perceived dissenters as well as the external conflict, which began with occasional clashes with Vietnamese forces along Cambodia’s eastern border and escalated into full-scale war during December 1978–January 1979.

Following the Vietnamese invasion and the establishment of a pro-Vietnamese regime in Phnom Penh, Sen remained a leader of the Khmer Rouge forces in exile. A guerrilla insurgency broke out between the new pro-Vietnamese People’s Republic of Kampuchea and the remaining forces of the Khmer Rouge, during which many people saw Sen as Pol Pot’s right-hand man and one of his most loyal supporters. When his leader unexpectedly stood aside in August 1985, Sen assumed the post of supreme commander of the insurgent National Army of Democratic Kampuchea, the forces of the Khmer Rouge.

On October 23, 1991, a set of peace agreements drawn up under United Nations (UN) auspices was reached in Paris establishing a comprehensive settlement for Cambodia. Soon after this, Sen and Khieu Samphan traveled to Phnom Penh to negotiate with the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC), the peacekeeping operation set up by the UN to oversee implementation of the Paris Agreement. While negotiating with UNTAC, they also made connections with the Cambodian government. Sen was made a member of the Supreme National Council (SNC) set up to protect the country’s independence until UN-supervised elections could take place. For this, he was branded a traitor by Pol Pot and in May 1992 was relieved of his official duties by Ta Mok after a dispute with fellow Khmer Rouge leaders over whether to continue the negotiations. When the Khmer Rouge finally withdrew from the SNC in 1993, Pol Pot made Sen his scapegoat for attempting to negotiate an unapproved peace settlement with the Cambodian government. Although reinstated in April 1994, he had relatively little influence within the Khmer Rouge from this time on.

It is believed that Sen had at one point been nominated by Pol Pot to be his successor, but he was now ordered to be killed by Pol Pot as a traitor. On June 10, 1997, Sen was murdered at Anlong Veng, near Kbal Ansoang. Many other members of his family, including his wife—the party’s minister of culure, education, and information, Yun Yat—his children, and his grandchildren, were also murdered. The whole family was shot, after which trucks drove over their bodies.

In July 1997, in a macabre aftermath to the executions, Pol Pot was subjected to a show trial for Sen’s death by his own party members, led by Mok. He was sentenced to lifelong house arrest and died less than a year later, in disgrace, on April 15, 1998.
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Ta Mok

Mok, or Ta Mok (“Grandfather Mok”), was a leading Cambodian revolutionary leader with the Khmer Rouge, before, during, and after the dictatorship of Pol Pot between 1975 and 1979. Little is known of his personal background, but he is believed to have been born in 1926 as Chhit Choeun (or possibly Ek Choeun or Oeung Choeun; his birth name is a matter of conjecture) to a well-to-do peasant family from Takeo Province. As a boy, he entered the Buddhist monkhood but left at the age of about 16. A Cambodian nationalist from his youth, he was opposed to both French and Japanese colonialism and fought against the forces of each in the 1930s and 1940s. In the early 1960s, he was a member of Khmer Issarak, an anti-French Khmer nationalist political movement formed in 1945 with the backing of the government of Thailand. It sought to expel the French colonial authorities from Cambodia and establish an independent Khmer state.

Mok did not stay with Khmer Issarak for long, however, and soon joined the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK). He changed his name to his revolutionary nom de guerre, Mok; the honorific “Ta,” meaning “old man” or, more colloquially, “grandfather,” was added later in life. In 1963, he was nominated as a member of the Central Committee of the CPK, and by the late 1960s had risen to the position of general and Khmer Rouge chief of staff. He was known in the CPK as “Brother Number Five.” In 1968, he became party secretary of the Southwest Zone, a post that provided the platform for his election as a member of the Standing and Military Committees of the CPK Central Committee.

During heavy fighting between Khmer Rouge forces and the government troops of military dictator Lon Nol in the civil war that raged between 1970 and 1975, Mok was seriously wounded, losing the lower part of one of his legs. Within the Southwestern Zone he became notorious for the brutal manner in which he conducted party purges; in some circles, he was nicknamed “the Butcher” for the violence accompanying these actions. Mok was also responsible for organizing a number of brutal larger massacres, both before the Khmer Rouge assumption of power on April 17, 1975, and after it.

In the years that followed, Mok transformed the Southwestern Zone into an area infamous for executions, torture, and slave labor. In 1977, he initiated a further round of purges and massacres, including one of 30,000 people in the Angkor Chey District. The same year saw him promoted to the rank of commander in chief of the army, and his own appointees began to replace other senior party members who were removed for alleged collusion with Vietnam. In this way, the party cadres of the Southwestern Zone became the vanguard of the Khmer Rouge revolution.

In 1978, as the Khmer Rouge regime was plagued by rivalries and infighting, Mok was sent to conduct a purge in Cambodia’s Eastern Zone, bordering Vietnam. Late in 1978, as the antagonism between Cambodia and Vietnam reached crisis point, Vietnamese forces invaded Cambodia. By January 1979, the Khmer Rouge had fled, and a new communist government sympathetic to Vietnam was installed. Mok went north, becoming vice chairman of the Supreme Commission of the National Army of Democratic Kampuchea, the Khmer Rouge forces in exile. Operating from his base at Anlong Veng in the Dangrek Mountains, he remained a powerful figure, controlling what was in reality a military domain along Cambodia’s northern border with Thailand. By this stage some 3,000 to 5,000 combatants remained loyal to Pol Pot, under Mok’s command.


[image: Senior Khmer Rouge leader Ta Mok is seen in this April 17, 1998, image taken during a television interview. (AP Photo/APTN)]
Senior Khmer Rouge leader Ta Mok is seen in this April 17, 1998, image taken during a television interview. (AP Photo/APTN)



In 1996, the Khmer Rouge began to fragment. A split opened within the party, and in a violent power struggle during 1997 Mok arrested Pol Pot and forced other Khmer Rouge leaders to join with him in a new leadership group. He condemned Pol Pot to house arrest for life and oversaw his mock trial, in which the former dictator was found guilty of crimes against the party (though not crimes against humanity or genocide). In the face of continued government harassment in the spring of 1998, however, Mok fled deeper into the forest, taking Pol Pot with him. On April 15, 1998, Pol Pot died, ostensibly of a heart attack.

Throughout this time, Mok’s Khmer Rouge forces were in constant combat with government troops, and in 1998 his stronghold at Anlong Veng was captured. At a final gathering of the party old guard, the remaining units of the Khmer Rouge obliged him to seek safety in the dense forests separating Cambodia from Thailand. Driven deeper into the jungle, he remained the last high-ranking Khmer Rouge leader still at large until apprehended by government forces in 1999. When finally he was captured inside Thai territory on March 6, 1999, he was taken to the Military Prosecution Department Detention Facility in Phnom Penh.

In the capital, he joined former comrade Khang Khek Iev, otherwise known as “Comrade Duch.” Unlike other surviving Khmer Rouge leaders, Mok had not struck a deal to surrender or defect to the government. Other senior figures, among them Nuon Chea, Khieu Samphan, and Ieng Sary, had already made immunity deals, leaving Mok as one of only two Khmer Rouge leaders (along with Duch) in government custody. While numerous proposals were initiated for putting him on trial for crimes against humanity and genocide, he was never brought to justice.

At the time of his arrest, he was initially accused of tax evasion and breaking a 1984 law banning the Khmer Rouge. The charges were extended on September 7, 1999, when genocide was added to the charges. Then, on February 22, 2002, he was charged with crimes against humanity.

In August 1999, the Cambodian parliament passed a law allowing the trial of Mok to be postponed beyond the period of six months after arrest required by law to a period of three years. Then, on November 17, 2001, Cambodian prime minister Hun Sen sought a further extension of Mok’s period of detention (without trial) for an undetermined term in order to await the opening of a much-discussed extraordinary trial of those responsible for the atrocities of the Pol Pot years. On May 13, 2003, the United Nations (UN) General Assembly adopted a resolution concerning the prosecution of those holding major responsibility for the crimes committed between 1975 and 1979. This provided for the setting up of a tribunal, integrated into the existing judicial system, in which international judges would also preside.

Mok remained in custody awaiting his fate throughout this time. If he had lived long enough, he would certainly have been a key defendant in the ECCC trials once they got underway, but in poor health, suffering especially from respiratory problems, his only releases from solitary confinement were for hospital visits. In January 2001, Mok had previously been hospitalized with problems related to high blood pressure, and in June 2006 he was again sent to the hospital with heart complications brought on by the stress of his forthcoming trial. On July 21, 2006, again back in solitary confinement in a military hospital in Phnom Penh, he died after falling into a coma. Mok would have been one of the first to be tried for genocide and crimes against humanity had he lived, but his death deprived Cambodians of a chance to see justice done.
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Tuol Sleng Prison

Tuol Sleng was a prison and torture/killing center established by the radical Khmer Rouge regime in Phnom Penh, the capital of Cambodia, in 1975. Between 1975, when the Khmer Rouge ascended to power, and 1979, when it was ousted by the Vietnamese, Tuol Sleng incarcerated between 17,000 and 20,000 Cambodians (including many children), and all but a handful died. The prison became a de facto torture and killing factory, and was later referred to as part of the “killing field,” a mass graveyard nearby that held the remains of thousands of murdered Tuol Sleng detainees. Tuol Sleng is now the site of a memorial and museum complex that bears witness to the atrocities of the Cambodian Genocide and serves as a document center for archives pertaining to the genocide.

Tuol Sleng was a high school before its conversion to a prison. It came to serve as the main “interrogation” center for the dreaded Santebal, which served as the secret police of the Khmer Rouge regime. The facility was code-named S-21 (for Security Complex # 21) and was actually one of at least 150 execution centers located throughout Cambodia. Of those, Tuol Sleng was the largest. Tuol Sleng housed perceived enemies of the Khmer Rouge regime and its attendant revolution. Most were completely innocent individuals who, for one reason or another, were suspected of being subversives. The Santebal also intended the facility to be a potent propaganda tool in an effort to maintain power over the rest of the population. Most Cambodians knew what was occurring at Tuol Sleng and were petrified of doing anything that might land them in the horrific facility.


[image: Cells inside Tuol Sleng, a Khmer Rouge prison and torture facility in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Originally a school, the building was converted into what was known as the notorious Tuol Sleng, or Security Prison 21 (S-21). (Shariff Che’ Lah/Dreamstime.com)]
Cells inside Tuol Sleng, a Khmer Rouge prison and torture facility in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Originally a school, the building was converted into what was known as the notorious Tuol Sleng, or Security Prison 21 (S-21). (Shariff Che’ Lah/Dreamstime.com)



When detainees were first brought to the prison, which was run by the sadistic Khang Khek Iev (“Comrade Duch”), they were placed in small, solitary jail cells. They were usually chained to a wall or bed frame. They had no direct access to toilet or bathing facilities and were routinely beaten and tortured. Food was meager and largely inedible.

Soon after being incarcerated, prisoners were “interrogated” using torture, including water boarding, and forced to “confess” their alleged crimes. In most cases, prisoners confessed to “crimes” they never committed to avoid more torture. They were then promptly executed and their bodies dumped into mass graves. Thus, most of Tuol Sleng’s detainees did not spend much time alive at the prison—they were usually executed within weeks of arrival. In the early months of Tuol Sleng’s existence, most of the prisoners were members or supporters of the Lon Nol regime, but as time progressed, Tuol Sleng became a death camp for Khmer Rouge leadership, as the paranoid and homicidal Pol Pot began to turn against his own followers, whom he accused of undermining his revolution. Many of the Khmer Rouge detainees who died at the prison were accused of spying and other “traitorous” activity.


[image: Tuol Sleng, a Khmer Rouge prison and torture facility in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Tuol Sleng reached its maximum capacity of 1,500 prisoners in 1977. Today, the building houses the Tuol Sleng Museum of Genocidal Crimes. (Dreamstime.com)]
Tuol Sleng, a Khmer Rouge prison and torture facility in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. Tuol Sleng reached its maximum capacity of 1,500 prisoners in 1977. Today, the building houses the Tuol Sleng Museum of Genocidal Crimes. (Dreamstime.com)



Of all the thousands of detainees who cycled through Tuol Sleng, perhaps as few as 12 managed to survive. After Vietnamese forces invaded Cambodia and overthrew the Pol Pot regime, the full horror of Tuol Slang was discovered when people searching for lost loved ones uncovered vast piles of human skulls, various documents, and many photographs of Tuol Sleng prisoners. Tuol Sleng has since proven to be the “face” of the Pol Pot regime and the calamitous genocide that it unleashed. Indeed, it was a powerful symbol that reflected the regime’s maniacal obsession with obedience and irrational paranoia.
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United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia

The United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC) was a UN-mandated mission tasked with implementing the October 23, 1991 Agreements on the Comprehensive Political Settlement of the Cambodian Conflict (the so-called Paris Agreements). The agreements were designed to bring final closure to the war, genocide, and instability that had plagued Cambodia since the 1970s, and to aid in the establishment of a new, democratically elected government. The UN Security Council created UNTAC by resolution on February 28, 1992, and the deployment to Cambodia began on March 15. UNTAC was composed of some 22,000 military and civilian personnel from 32 nations. At the peak of its strength, UNTAC had 15,500 troops on the ground in addition to 893 military observers, 3,500 civilian police, and more than 1,500 civilian staffers. Those numbers were augmented by Cambodians who were hired by the UN to fulfill UNTAC’s mission.

UNTAC was empowered to prevent human-rights abuses, maintain order, supervise free and fair elections, facilitate the return and resettlement of some 400,000 refugees, and establish the workings of a transitional government. Some critics of the UN mission complained that it did not include any attempt to prosecute or punish those individuals responsible for the 1975–1979 Cambodian genocide unleashed by Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge government. That process, however, was already quite politicized, and the UN believed that UNTAC had to begin the process of rebuilding Cambodia before war crimes and crimes against humanity, including genocide, could be adequately addressed.

UNTAC was headed by Yasushi Akashi, a career Japanese diplomat who had also worked for the UN. The military component of the operation was commanded by Australian lieutenant general John Sanderson. Akashi moved quickly to reshuffle the Supreme National Council of Cambodia (SNC), which became the legitimate—albeit temporary—new Cambodian government, as set forth in the Paris Agreements. The SNC then gave to UNTAC certain powers that were needed to enforce the guidelines of the Agreements.

When UNTAC’s mission officially ended on September 24, 1993, King Norodom Sihanouk established a constitutional monarchy with an elected parliamentary/prime minister form of government. In 1997, that government was imperiled when co-Prime Minister Hun Sen led a coup by purging all non-communists from the government. Hun Sen has been prime minister since 1998, and since then, Cambodia’s political landscape has been dominated by the Cambodian People’s Party, a leftist-socialist grouping. Political stability to some extent has since taken hold in Cambodia, and the country has continued its arduous reconstruction and reconciliation process.
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Peacekeepers of the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia during 1992–1993 teach a local soldier how to deactivate mines. The nation was temporarily supervised by the United Nations under terms of the peace treaty signed to end the Cambodian Civil War, which had ravaged the country for 23 years. (Corel)
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Vann Nath

Perhaps the most widely recognized victim of the Khmer Rouge, Vann Nath also stands as a symbol of survival and defiance, as one of a handful of prisoners who survived incarceration in S-21 (Tuol Sleng).

Vann Nath (originally called Heng Nath) was born into a farming family in the province of Battambang in northwest Cambodia. After spending several years in the monkhood as a teenager, he pursued his love of painting. In 1969, he set up his own business, mainly painting billboards for cinemas and for welcoming King Sihanouk on his visits to Battambang. On April 20, 1975, like all city dwellers, he was forced to leave his home on a moment’s notice, by the Khmer Rouge regime. At this time, Vann Nath was separated from his wife, Kith Eng and three-year-old son. He found them several days later and they were able to stay together for the next two years in the increasingly arduous conditions of Cooperative Number 5, where his second son was born. However, on December 29, 1977, Vann Nath was ordered to leave his family to harvest rice in the forest and then, two days later, abruptly sent further away, ostensibly to join a team of people to cut rattan. He was actually later arrested and held in shackles in a wooden house for several days before being tortured with electric shocks in a former Buddhist school.

On January 7, 1978, he and 17 other prisoners were shoved onto a truck, again shackled, and driven the 300 kilometers to Phnom Penh where, after midnight, they arrived at their destination, which turned out to be S-21 prison, the former Tuol Sleng High School. The prisoners were blindfolded and tied together by rope around their necks. As with over 12,000 others imprisoned at S-21, they were photographed, before being pushed into their prison cells and shackled to a cold concrete floor. Vann Nath and 20 of his 32 fellow prisoners lay naked. The others had underwear, which they were allowed to keep on. For more than 30 days, he was never released from the shackles, was given a bucket to defecate in, and sprayed with a hose every four days. One by one, his fellow prisoners were taken away for interrogation and torture, some never returning. Some of his fellows died in the cell, and their bodies were left alongside the living until they were later dragged away. The food was a mere spoonful of thin rice gruel, twice a day.

Vann Nath was taken to face Khang Khek Iev, known as “Comrade Duch.” Duch was aware that Vann Nath was a painter. As such, Vann Nath was allowed three days of rest, and then was to paint a likeness of an unknown man from a photograph. Rested, bathed, fed proper meals, and even given cigarettes, he embarked upon his task, terrified by the screams from torture and the constant trucking in and out of prisoners, and the warnings that other painters before him had disappeared after failing to satisfy Duch, who scrutinised his work several times each day. After five days, his 3x1 meter black and white portrait was deemed acceptable, even if it was not very good. He then went on to spend the rest of the year churning out repeated portraits of the person who turned out to be Pol Pot.

Unknown to those held in S-21, the end of 1978 brought the overthrow of the Khmer Rouge regime. What they did know was that the number of prisoners dropped sharply as fewer new prisoners were brought in and more and more were trucked out to their execution at Choeung Ek on the outskirts of the city. As Vietnamese armed forces and the Cambodian Front for National Salvation swept through the country, in the first days of January 1979 Duch ordered the execution of all remaining prisoners and managed to achieve the partial destruction of the documentary records of S-21. On January 7, as artillery shells fell ever closer and planes soared overhead, Duch and the staff drove the 13 former prisoner workers out of the compound and through the chaos of a city under attack. Four prisoners, Vann Nath among them, somehow escaped the control of their guards and doubled back to the safety of the center of Phnom Penh, now in the hands of the liberation forces.

Vann Nath had survived. He joined the newly formed Cambodian army and, after a few months, was given permission to travel to Battambang to search for his family. He found his wife, Kith Eng, who told him of the tragic deaths of their two young sons after his arrest in late 1977.

In August 1979, Vann Nath returned to Phnom Penh, and in November began working with the team transforming S-21 into the Tuol Sleng Genocide Museum. Vann Nath now employed his artistic skills to depict in paint the torture and killings, and these large canvases line the walls, along with photographs of the prisoners and various torture implements and documents, serving to this day to explain to visitors the horrors of this place.

Vann Nath was later shown a document dated February 16, 1978. It was a list of prisoners to be executed. His name was there, along with most of those arrested with him in Battambang. But Vann Nath’s name had been underlined in red ink, with the annotation “keep.”

Vann Nath managed to survive long enough, and to fight back against debilitating kidney disease, to see, and on June 29, 2009, to be the very first witness to testify in the trial of Duch, at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC).

Vann Nath lived a further two years—long enough to hear that Duch was convicted for crimes against humanity and war crimes, and to return to Tuol Sleng with two other survivors to hold aloft the judgment. However, he succumbed to his disease and passed away on September 5, 2011, five months before the final judgment sentencing Duch to life imprisonment. His last painting showed Duch in the pose of a prisoner, seated in a field of skulls with vultures circling overhead, contemplating the consequences of his crimes, including the judgment of the ECCC in front of him.
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Victory Over Genocide Day

On January 7 of each year, Cambodians commemorate the end of Pol Pot’s murderous regime, which was abolished when Vietnamese troops invaded Cambodia and ousted the Khmer Rouge on January 7, 1979. The day also marks the official end of the genocide that Pol Pot and the Khmer Rouge had unleashed between April 1975 and January 1979. That bloodbath witnessed the mass murder of as many as two million Cambodians. Victory over Genocide Day, sometimes referred to as Victory Day or Nation Day, is typically observed with speeches by government officials, remembrance ceremonies for the genocide victims, and historical displays of artifacts and documents related to the Pol Pot regime. In the capital city of Phnom Penh, a large gathering of several thousand people marks the official government observance ceremonies.

However, the January 7 commemoration is a double-edged sword for many Cambodians. On the one hand, it recognizes the end to both the Khmer Rouge government and the attendant genocide. On the other hand, it is seen as the beginning of the Vietnamese occupation of and dominance over Cambodia. For a decade after 1979, Vietnam continued to dominate Cambodian affairs, and it still exerts its power in the region to the present day. Indeed, some Cambodians view January 7 as the beginning of an invasion instead of a day of liberation.
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Vorn Vet 

Vorn Vet was a leader of Cambodia’s Khmer Rouge between 1975 and his death, as the result of a purge, in 1978. Penh Thuok, who took the revolutionary name Suok Thuok between 1970 and 1975 and then resumed his earlier revolutionary name of Vorn Vet in 1976, was believed to have been born in 1934, the son of peasant farmers from Siem Reap Province. (During his life as a revolutionary, he was also known as Sok, Mean, Te, Koun, Veth, and Vorn.)

In 1948, Vet began his studies at Battambang High School, leaving in 1952 to pursue university studies in Phnom Penh, and became a militant in a movement advocating Cambodian independence from France. In 1954, having attracted the attention of future Khmer Rouge leaders such as Pol Pot, he joined the communist cause—first becoming a member of the Khmer Viet Minh, and then the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK) in December 1954. Pol Pot placed him in charge of disseminating the party’s ideas into the cities, in particular Phnom Penh.

While not a lot is known about the next few years of his life, it is possible that Vet worked for the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in a double agent capacity, while still retaining his membership of the CPK and moving up the hierarchy. As a party official, Vet engaged in a number of activities, organizing, pacifying newly conquered territories and bringing them into the Khmer Rouge style of communist administration, and generally serving as one of the bureaucratic mainstays of the CPK. From 1963 he was head of the Phnom Penh CPK and, from 1971, CPK secretary for the Phnom Penh Special Zone.

In 1975, after the Khmer Rouge took power in Cambodia and changed the name of the country to Democratic Kampuchea, Vet became minister of industry in the new regime. By 1977, he was advocating war between Democratic Kampuchea and communist Vietnam. Within a year, in April 1976, he had become deputy prime minister for the economy, with responsibility over six ministry-level economic committees as well as continuing as head of the Phnom Penh Special Zone.

A very important relationship Vet maintained from before the Khmer Rouge takeover was with one who became his protégé, Khang Khek Iev, also known as “Comrade Duch.” Vet had recommended Duch to Bureau M-13, a secret prison in Amleang prior to 1975, as one who would be an effective prosecutor of Khmer Rouge interrogations against suspected traitors. Later, Duch described M-13 as a secret jail where staff regularly held “self-criticism” meetings aimed at eliminating individual personalities so they could be better communists. Vet was his superior officer and mentored Duch as an administrator of party discipline. Vet and the Minister of Defense Son Sen then appointed Duch to the position of head of the Santebal—the special branch of the security police. Acting on orders from Vet and Sen, Duch was responsible for running S-21, the notorious Tuol Sleng Prison in Phnom Penh, in which many thousands of Cambodians suspected of antirevolutionary behavior were killed.

In September 1977, Pol Pot, accompanied by Ieng Sary and Vet, visited Beijing. This was an important moment for Vet, as it cemented him in place as one of the top and most trusted of the CPK leaders.

Yet for reasons that were as inexplicable then as they are now, in early November 1978 Vet was arrested on the order of Pol Pot as part of a party purge that had begun the previous year and saw the arrest of other long-serving communists such as Khoy Thoun and Hu Nim. The ostensible reason given for the purge was that Vet and the others were plotting a coup, though there was little in the way of proof that could make the charge stick. It was at this time that the paranoia for which Pol Pot’s final years became renowned saw their ultimate expression. Vet was accused of working with both China and Vietnam; that he wanted to become prime minister; and that he failed to follow party orders. Sent to Tuol Sleng, Vet was, on the later testimony of Duch, “tortured . . . by soaking him in ice water before he was brought to be killed.” Yet Duch’s long-standing relationship with Vet also brought his own loyalty toward the party into question. With this in mind, the party central committee, controlled by Nuon Chea, later ordered Duch to uncover Vet’s grave and photograph the putrid body to show that Vet was really dead. Vet was killed in Tuol Sleng in December 1978, the victim of his own protégé.

PAUL R. BARTROP

 See also: Khang Khek Iev; Khmer Rouge; Pol Pot; Tuol Sleng Prison


Further Reading

Chandler, David P. The Tragedy of Cambodian History: Politics, War, and Revolution since 1945. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991.

Kiernan, Ben. How Pol Pot Came to Power: A History of Communism in Kampuchea. London: Verso, 1984.




Y

Yale University Genocide Studies Program 

Founded in January 1998, the Genocide Studies Program (GSP) at Yale University’s MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies conducts research, seminar’s and conferences on comparative, interdisciplinary, and policy issues relating to the phenomenon of genocide, and has provided training to researchers from afflicted regions, including Cambodia, Rwanda, and East Timor. The GSP also maintains research projects on those catastrophes, on the Holocaust, the genocides in Bosnia and Darfur, and on colonial and indigenous genocides.

The GSP Director is Ben Kiernan, the A.Whitney Griswold Professor of History. Originally from Australia, Kiernan is the scholar who really brought to public attention the origins and activity of the Khmer Rouge (KR) in his two seminal books How Pol Pot Came to Power (first published in 1985) and The Pol Pot Regime: Race, Power, and Genocide in Cambodia under the Khmer Rouge, 1975–79 (first published in 1996). Kiernan has since expanded his focus to examine the phenomenon of genocide more broadly, in 2007 publishing the masterly tome Blood and Soil: a World History of Genocide and Extermination from Sparta to Darfur.

The GSP grew out of the Cambodian Genocide Program (CGP), established in December 1994, which was the recipient of significant funding from the U.S. government under the Cambodia Genocide Justice Act (1994). Also directed by Ben Kiernan, the CGP had Craig Etcheson as its initial Program Manager, Helen Jarvis as Documentation Consultant and Youk Chhang as field officer based in the Documentation Center of Cambodia (DC-Cam) in Phnom Penh. The results of the work of the GCP were published on the Internet in a series of databases known collectively as the Cambodian Genocide Databases, encompassing bibliographic, biographic, geographic and image databases. Primary source documents were collected from government offices in Phnom Penh and from collections of various individuals. Most notable among these were minutes of meetings of the Standing Committee of the Communist Party of Kampuchea (CPK) and hundreds of thousands of pages from the KR’s security apparatus, including biographical records of staff and prisoners at the S-21security center (Tuol Sleng) and their “confessions” obtained under torture. Each document was cataloged according to international bibliographic standards and was also scanned and microfilmed. Biographical records were also created for individuals mentioned therein. The Image database consisted of scanned copies of more than 5,000 photographs from S-2, while the Geographic database contained data from the project to map genocide sites (mass graves, prisons, and memorials) across Cambodia.

It is widely acknowledged that the work of the CGP provided much of the documentary basis for the trials conducted by the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC).

HELEN JARVIS
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Who Bears Principal Responsibility for the Cambodian Genocide?

Introduction

The geographic position of Cambodia in the context of the Vietnam War placed it in a precarious position in relation to the United States and North Vietnam. Due to its propinquity to the conflict, Cambodia was affected directly by Vietnamese and U.S. incursions and attacks and subjected to internal political chaos, which eventually led to the emergence of the Khmer Rouge. In an effort to eliminate “class enemies,” the Khmer Rouge rounded up and murdered huge numbers of people based on their social class and purported political affiliations, all the while resettling huge segments of the national urban population in the countryside. The ideological motivations of the Khmer Rouge, in an effort to cleanse Cambodian society of capitalist influence and recast the nation as an idyllic communist utopia, Democratic Kampuchea (DK), contributed to the Cambodian Genocide.

Given the role of North Vietnam and the United States in the region, in tandem with the seizure of power by the Khmer Rouge, there are multiple factors to consider which contributed directly and indirectly to the mass slaughter of two million individuals. As the Cambodian state succumbed to the chaos and instability caused by foreign interference, the Khmer Rouge immediately filled the resultant political void and sought to create a new civil society based on their interpretations of communist ideology. Thus, it is fair to raise the question: Who bears principal responsibility for the Cambodian Genocide?

In her Perspective essay, Helen Jarvis argues that the Khmer Rouge was the primary actor responsible for the genocide committed against the Cambodian populace. The regime and its principal institutions were complicit in the massive undertaking to rebuild Cambodian society along Marxist principles. In his essay, Gregory H. Stanton argues that communist ideology and its adherents in the Khmer Rouge were mainly responsible for the excesses of the Cambodian Genocide. As the regime sought to establish a new society based on Marxist ideology, the murder of millions was seen as necessary to fulfill this ultimate goal in the view of those in power. Lastly, in his essay, Henry Carey, much like Stanton, argues that the ideology embraced by the Khmer Rouge was the major factor in the perpetration of genocide. While the United States and South Vietnam did play an indirect role in the region that allowed the genocide to occur, ultimately it was the Khmer Rouge and its adherents which carried out the extermination of “class enemies.”

Perspective 1: Direct Role of Khmer Rouge

Responsibility for a tragedy of such proportions as the Cambodian Genocide is by no means an easy question to answer.

During the three years, eight months and 20 days of their rule, the Khmer Rouge (KR) held the population of Cambodia in an iron grip as they imposed their utopian ultra-Maoist vision of a self-sufficient, purely agrarian society. To achieve this end, they saw it as necessary to “smash” the existing social, economic, cultural, and religious foundations of the country. Ironically, their idealized Cambodian peasantry itself was also almost destroyed in the process of rebuilding the new Cambodia.

The overwhelming legal and moral responsibility for the tragedy of the Cambodian Genocide must be placed squarely at the feet of the state of Democratic Kampuchea (DK) and of the individuals who were its senior leaders, but bringing them to face justice has been a long and difficult struggle.

In February 1979, just one month after the overthrow of the Khmer Rouge regime, a legal group was established to begin collecting evidence and possible witnesses for a trial. On July 15, 1979, the new government passed Decree Law No. 1 to establish the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal “to try the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary Clique for the Crime of Genocide.”

The People’s Revolutionary Tribunal (PRT) was the world’s first genocide trial, held August 15–19, 1979. Neither of the accused was in custody, and both were tried in absentia, found guilty, and sentenced to death. However, this verdict was never enforced, and the two convicted persons and the KR continued to receive international recognition, as well as military and political support.

While both the prosecution and the defense in the 1979 People’s Revolutionary Tribunal placed primary responsibility on China for orchestrating the crimes (as both the political inspiration and the main economic and diplomatic supporter of the KR), the court did not attempt to extend its jurisdiction to cover non-Cambodians. There was no possibility for the Cambodian government in 1979, as it struggled to rebuild the country from year zero with painfully scarce resources, to attempt to prosecute China or any Chinese political leaders or operatives, for the role played in inspiring or directing the Cambodian genocide.

During the 1980s, some jurists and activists sought to bring a prosecution against the Khmer Rouge—then still holding the Cambodian seat in the United Nations (UN)—for having violated the Genocide Convention, to which Cambodia had been a state party since 1950. This pathbreaking effort foundered on the shoals of “geopolitical realism,” as government after government endorsed the spirit of the endeavour but found myriad different reasons why they could not pursue it.

It became clear that the only possibility for seeking judicial accountability was through a prosecution for individual (rather than state) criminal responsibility. But it was not until the late 1990s that this became possible with the dissolution of the military and political organization of the KR, on the one hand, and the development of a new context of international criminal law on the other, with the establishment of the International Criminal Tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda and the move toward establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC).

In mid-1997, the Cambodian government requested assistance from the UN and, following nine years of tortuous negotiations, the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) was established in 2006 to prosecute senior leaders and “those most responsible” for crimes against humanity, war crimes, and genocide under international law, and murder, torture, and persecution under national law.

Khang Khek Iev (Duch), the director of the notorious S-21 prison (Tuol Sleng) where more than 12,000 persons were imprisoned, tortured, and almost without exception executed, is the first (and so far the only) person to be punished judicially for the crimes of the Khmer Rouge, convicted for war crimes and crimes against humanity and sentenced to life imprisonment.

Another four individuals have been charged as senior leaders most responsible for crimes against humanity, grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 1949 (war crimes), and genocide against Muslim Cham and Vietnamese.

Like the PRT before it, the scope of the ECCC is sharply limited. International participation and assistance were clearly made conditional on a narrow temporal jurisdiction. None of the big powers, the permanent five of the Security Council, and especially China and the United States, wanted any process that stepped out of the 1975–1979 period, for fear of finding themselves in the dock for their respective roles.

That being said, during the course of the second ECCC trial, the defense has again attempted to shift the responsibility, this time to the United States for the carpet bombing of the country between 1965 and 1973, when some 2.7 million tons of ordnance were dropped in 230,000 sorties on 100,000 sites (more than the estimated 2 million tons dropped by the Allies during World War II, including the atomic bombs over Japan). Cambodia suffered saturation bombing greater than anything previously inflicted in human history. One survivor said: “The people were angry with the U.S., and that is why so many of them joined the Khmer Communists.”

The limitations set for the jurisdiction of both the PRT and the ECCC mean that only a few individuals will ever face judicial accountability for the Cambodian Genocide. But there is a responsibility beyond the narrow confines of the court room.

Even Duch tried to draw this distinction in his trial. As a born-again Christian, he confessed before God and the court, accepting moral responsibility for all the crimes committed at S-21. (This defense, while it may have gained Duch expiation for his sins in a Christian worldview, has little meaning to most Cambodians, who believe in the Buddhist philosophy of taking the karma of one’s life’s acts into future lives). But in the penultimate moment of his trial, Duch sought acquittal, claiming that he was not legally responsible, as he was not a senior leader.

Analyzing the tragedy of the Cambodian Genocide from the perspective of the longue durée (the long view of history) surely expands the field of moral responsibility even further.

The former “protector” (more accurately described as colonial power), France, and its entrepreneurs bled the country economically through exploitation of its natural resources and labor, while Cambodians suffered from heavy taxes and imposts, along with corvée (forced labor) and recruitment for military service in various wars. Education and medical services were negligible (only in 1936 did Cambodia have its first high school and newspaper). Such roads, bridges, and other public works as were constructed were designed to further the needs of the protectorate and its enterprises.

The Cambodian monarchy had for centuries treated the population as objects to be “consumed,” practicing slavery and maintaining a monopoly on land ownership. Different branches of the royal families sought alliances with their more powerful neighbors, Thailand and Vietnam, and later with France, sometimes trading off portions of the territory of Cambodia in exchange for protection.

But an attempt to understand historical or cultural factors that may have contributed to making possible the Cambodian Genocide cannot shift the direct blame. The millions of Cambodians who lie in the killing fields across the entire country, and those survivors, whose horrific experiences are now being related in excruciating detail at the ECCC, are irrefutable testimony to the responsibility of those fanatics who conceived and implemented the bludgeoning and enslavement of their people in a cruel and failed experiment.

HELEN JARVIS

Perspective 2: Ideological Motivations for Political Mass Murder

In 1980, when I was still a student at Yale Law School, my wife, Mary Ellen Stanton, and I were asked to direct the Church World Service/CARE relief program in Phnom Penh, Cambodia. What I had not expected was to be called to witness the horrors of one of the worst crimes against humanity of the 20th century—the mass murder committed by the Khmer Rouge everywhere in Cambodia; the anguish of the survivors; the trauma of a whole nation still in shock. I was among the first non-Cambodians to walk among the newly opened, ghastly graveyards left by the Khmer Rouge culture of death.

From 1975 through 1978, the Khmer Rouge murdered at least 1.7 million Cambodians. Most former soldiers, government officials, doctors, teachers, and educated people were forced to dig pits and were then clubbed to death. As the Tuol Sleng extermination prison rules stated, “Bullets are not to be wasted.”

Was it “genocide?” The selective mass murder of the Muslim Cham, Vietnamese and Thai minorities, Buddhist priests, and Christians clearly fits the legal definition of genocide: “the intentional destruction, in whole or in part, of a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group, as such.” But the vast majority of the mass murders were simply crimes against humanity, because they were murders committed by Khmers against other Khmers. The Cambodian mass murder was among the worst cases of politicide in history. The predictions of a bloodbath following the Khmer Rouge takeover proved all too true.

In a review of Henry Kamm’s Cambodia: Report from a Stricken Land, Craig Etcheson notes that Henry Kamm suggests that the motivations for the Khmer Rouge genocide will “remain forever an enigma” and confesses that the ultimate secrets of Cambodia “continue to resist my understanding.” He is not alone. All of Cambodia continues along with him to ask, “Why?” Answering that question is one of the main purposes of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC), the Khmer Rouge Tribunal. I worked my whole professional life to help create it and bring the Khmer Rouge leaders to justice.

Theorists on the political left would like to blame it all on the war and the American bombing—the “violence breeds violence” theory. The problem with that theory is that it ignores the pattern of cruelty, corruption, and despotism in Cambodia from the Angkor empire (built on slave labor) down to the present. Violence in Cambodia was not introduced by Americans. The American carpetbombing of areas of Cambodia known to be inhabited by civilians was not only tactically wrongheaded. It was also a war crime. But blaming the American bombing of Cambodia for Khmer Rouge mass murder is like blaming the Allied firebombings of Nazi Germany (Dresden was also a war crime) for the Nazi genocide of the Jews.

The Khmer Rouge leaders were Stalinist, Maoist Communists—communist fundamentalists. Their ideology gave them both the motivation and the justification for mass murder. To understand “why,” we should let the Khmer Rouge and their acts speak for themselves.

Hundreds of thousands of pages of documents have now been discovered detailing the inner records of the Khmer Rouge Central Committee. But, in fact, those seeking to explain the course of the Khmer Rouge revolution can look further into the past. Khieu Samphan published the plans for the revolution in his French doctoral dissertation many years before, when he, Pol Pot, Ieng Sary, and their wives were students in Paris and members of the devoutly Stalinist French Communist Party.

Ideas matter. Ideas have consequences. The lesson of Khieu Samphan’s dissertation and of the records of the Khmer Rouge Central Committee is the danger of abstract ideas taken to seemingly logical but irrational and inhumane conclusions. The Cambodian genocide and politicide resulted from the same “ends justifies the means” mentality that Danish philosopher Søren Kierkegaard called the “teleological suspension of the ethical.”

Marxist-Leninist doctrine teaches that the rulers of the old society—the landowners, capitalists, government leaders, and military commanders—are “class enemies.” For that collective sin, scores of millions of people were murdered in Lenin and Stalin’s Soviet Union and in Mao’s China. In Cambodia, there was a belief that rendered this already vicious doctrine even more murderous. Cambodians had long distinguished city people from rural people, considering the city people more corrupt. The Khmer Rouge designated city people as “new people,” not purified by the revolution, less moral, and more corrupted by foreigners than rural people. All city people were considered ipso facto traitors and class enemies.

Modern French Marxists, following André Gunder Frank, wrote that cities are parasitic on rural peasants. Khieu Samphan stated the “logical” conclusion: Abolish cities. So within days of the Khmer Rouge takeover, millions of city dwellers were forced at gunpoint to march into the countryside without food. Thousands of disabled individuals and hospital patients were forced to crawl out of Phnom Penh to their deaths. Cambodia, now renamed “Democratic Kampuchea” was to become a nation of rural communes, without cities.

German social theorist Karl Marx taught that money permits capitalists to alienate the labor of workers and peasants by underpaying them and creating “surplus value.” The Khmer Rouge were the first communists to take this idea to its logical conclusion: Abolish money. So they did. One of their first acts in Phnom Penh was to blow up the National Bank. The abolition of money left peasants with no way to sell or buy their products, and placed them totally under the control of the communist cadres who ran the communes.

The communes were organized into two classes—the Khmer Rouge base people who ran them lived with their families and got regular rations from the “Angkar” (“the organization-the state”), and the “new people” who had been evacuated from the cities or were otherwise suspect, lived separately and got rations inadequate to sustain life and health. At least a million people starved under the slave labor imposed at gunpoint by the base people. Anything not doled out by the Angkar could be obtained only by primitive barter and at mortal risk. It became a capital crime for commune members to harvest food for their own sustenance in order to supplement the paltry rations dispensed communally. Meanwhile the Cambodian state confiscated hundreds of thousands of tons of rice from the people to export to China to buy guns and other armaments for the Khmer Rouge war with Vietnam.

Maoist theory taught that the family is a bourgeois (middle class) institution. So children were separated from their parents and sent to work in children’s communes. The youngest, who stayed with their parents, were expected to report on their parents at daily meetings in the communal dining halls. Among the “crimes” they were to report were their own parents’ efforts to hunt frogs and collect other food for their children. Child spies lurked beneath the houses at night to overhear complaints. Complainers were soon led away and killed.

Russian revolutionary Vladimir Lenin taught that colonialism was part of the capitalist need to dominate the world. Khieu Samphan saw the influence of French colonialism all over Cambodia, especially in buildings constructed out of concrete. The “logical” conclusion? Blow up concrete buildings, especially schools and churches. So the entire provincial capital of Kompong Speu was blown up and bulldozed under. The Catholic cathedral in Phnom Penh was turned into a flat field. Concrete Buddhist pagodas were blown up or turned into jails. The few school buildings left standing were turned into extermination prisons. At the most famous former-school-turned-into-a-deathcamp, Tuol Sleng in Phnom Penh, over 14,000 people were murdered. Only seven prisoners and a few guards survived.

The reason why the Khmer Rouge committed the mass murders they did in Cambodia was that they were (and remain) Maoist Marxist-Leninists, communist fundamentalists. Mass murder in Cambodia was systematic, pre-meditated government policy. The Khmer Rouge started it in “liberated” zones even before they took over Phnom Penh in 1975. The blame for the Cambodian Genocide rests squarely in the hands of the Khmer Rouge.

GREGORY H. STANTON

Perspective 3: Ideological Purpose of Genocide

Although scholars debate whether what happened in Cambodia from 1975 to 1979 was genocide or mass murder because no minorities were targeted, the primary responsibility for those atrocities lies with the fanatical ideology and practices of the Khmer Rouge leaders who took power in May 1975 and murdered about 20 percent of the Cambodian population. However, some historical factors can be noted for facilitating or contributing to this genocide or mass murder—Chinese ideological and material support for the Khmer Rouge, French colonialism, and the education of the leaders of the regime decades earlier, and most significantly, the secret carpet bombing by the United States, which alienated the Cambodian population and generated sudden support for the Khmer Rouge.

Over one million, and as many as two or three million Cambodians were slaughtered out of the seven to eight million Cambodian population in 1975, in the short time between the Khmer Rouge’s assumption of power in 1975 and the Vietnamese invasion of 1978. The mass murder was perpetrated by Khmer Rouge leaders who took power in 1975, many of whom are still alive and wanted to take power in the decades since the regime was overthrown by the Vietnamese invasion of the late 1970s. Khmer is the word for the people of Cambodia, derived from the word Kampuchea, the word the Khmer Rouge regime used to call Cambodia. Cities were deemed class enemies, and inhabitants were forcibly transferred on what often amounted to death marches, to the countryside. However religious and minority groups, like the Muslim Chams, were indeed targeted, such as Buddhist temples and most of the 60,000 monks were murdered or died from privation. The Khmer Rouge regime managed 158 prisons from 1975 to 1979 and established 309 mass graves with an estimated total of 19,000 grave pits.

Much of the blame for these atrocities belongs to the Khmer Rouge regime, especially its leaders. The two trials of just five defendants at the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia only prosecute regime leaders. However, causality in a historical sense is typically much broader, just as it is senseless to only blame the Germans, Serbs, and Russians for World War I. However, we begin by focusing on the primary responsibility of the four leaders of the Khmer Rouge and the rest of the regime.

The regime led by the late Pol Pot was Maoist in ideology, focused on the Great Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolution, the period of Chinese agricultural collectivization, like its Soviet counterparts, all resulted in mass starvation, executions, forced marches, slave labor, torture, and disease. Like the Peruvian Shining Path, the Khmer Rouge emulated the Maoist approach, to eliminate all capitalist influences, in contradiction with Karl Marx’s principles, and begin by destroying all institutions, wiping out everything and start out from scratch, unlike the failed experiment of China’s then enemy, the Soviet Union. To be a Maoist, as opposed to being Marxist, the Khmer Rouge’s fanatical program, was one of the most radical of any government ever in the world. First, they wanted to get rid of all cities and intellectuals and universities, because they do not work with their hands. (The people who denounced intellectuals were all themselves intellectuals). They wanted to get rid of any memory of the society that preceded, based on kings, priests and religion, as well as foreigners like the French, Thais, and Vietnamese, which tolerated or promoted indignities that a revolution would eliminate and did not put Cambodians first. Kampuchea was to be based on Mao Zedong and Josef Stalin’s approach to eliminating the old order. However, the Khmer Rouge regarded Mao and Stalin as failures because they did not go far enough.

During the first two years of the regime, Pol Pot never appeared in public and kept his identity secret. There were six zones, under six military commanders, who led programs of continuous surveillance over the village barracks to which people were forced to move. They issued the call to mobilization. First, the government remained mysterious, to frighten the people into obedience. They ordered everyone, on the first day Phom Penn fell, May 17, 1975, to march out of the city into the countryside, where they were told to become farmers. Then, the regime announced that Cambodia would be self-sufficient, importing and exporting nothing, on a survival program, based on universal plan of manual labor on the land, usually in small villages, based on back-breaking work, but which did not provide them with much food. Only two major crops were grown. No individualism or material desires were permitted. The birth rate fell dramatically. Then, the children were separated from the parents and grandparents to be re-socialized and indoctrinated by the new group leaders. Parents and grandparents were demonized and could be turned into the authorities by the children, who were ordered to engage in group marriage. This extreme totalitarianism also resulted in economic crisis, as the sole rice crop fell apart. Then, the government had to find enemies to murder; so, the regime would murder the parents, often suffocating them with a plastic bag, in order to save ammunition. About one in seven Cambodians were killed.

They engaged in a purification program, ridding the society of urban and educated elements, mobilizing the population for an agricultural collectivization revolution, beginning in the capital, Phnom Penn. Before they retreated to the jungle and countryside, the “killing fields,” as they were known, rounded up and eventually murdered anyone suspected of opposition, as well as terrorizing the innocent with detention and possible death.

For a time, the Khmer Rouge were receiving some aid from North Vietnam’s communist regime, whose army was dispersed throughout Cambodia, particularly after the U.S. bombing that began in 1969. However, by 1973 at the end of this U.S. bombing, the Khmer Rouge were fighting the Cambodian army with almost no North Vietnamese troop support, while dominating almost 60 percent of Cambodian territory and a quarter of its population. The Khmer Rouge (the Red Khmer) were receiving most of their supplies from China, even though they were closer geographically to Vietnam. Nationalism is more powerful than political ideology. The communist Cambodians did not want to cooperate with Vietnamese, communist or otherwise, not only for reasons of historical enmity, but later because of the Vietnamese alliance with the Soviet Union, after forsaking its previous alliance with China, the ally of the Khmer Rouge. To the extent that Mao’s China had been and was arming, training, and indoctrinating the Khmer guerrilla leaders before they took power, the Chinese communist regime bears some limited, but real responsibility for what their clients perpetrated. Of course, Pol Pot was educated in Paris, when French colonialism was in control of Cambodia and responsible for both repression, and the intellectual views of the many communists in Paris in the 1920s and 1930s. This intellectual support for communist resistance movements was another important, though not decisive, contributing factor.

Between 1969 and 1973, the United States, and to a lesser extent, South Vietnam secretly bombed the Ho Chi Minh trail in Cambodia, even though Prince Sihanouk’ had insisted that Cambodia would remain neutral during the Vietnam War. In 1970, after 17 years in power, the Sihanouk’ government was overthrown by U.S.-supported generals, led by Lon Nol. Documents from the Soviet archives after 1991 reveal that the Khmer Rouge requested through its number two leader, Nuon Chea, to help attack the Cambodian government. U.S. president Richard Nixon belatedly announced in 1972 that the United States and South Vietnamese ground forces had entered Cambodia in a campaign aimed at destroying North Vietnamese bases in Cambodia. To preserve these lines of supply, the Americans bombed Khmer Rouge and Viet Cong targets in the countryside on a daily basis. B-52s bombers carrying about 25 tons of bombs caused wanton misery without any precision. Refugees fled to Phnom Penn and other towns. The capital swelled from a population of 600,000 at the start of the war to 2 million at its end in 1975, according to Sydney Shanberg, then the correspondent of The New York Times. 115,000 sites were targeted in 231,000 U.S. bombing sorties flown over Cambodia in 1965–75, dropping 2.75 million tons of munitions, napalm, and dart cluster-bombs. The Khmer Rouge was a small guerrilla force that grew strong in just two years, marching into the capital in May 1975 without hardly any government resistance. As Shanberg explained, “The great irony in this turn of events is that the Khmer Rouge were no serious threat in 1970, being a motley collection of ineffectual guerrilla bands totaling at most three thousand to five thousand men, who could never have grown into the murderous force of seventy thousand to 100,000 that swept into Phnom Penh five years later without the American intervention and the subsequent expansion of Chinese and Russian aid to the Communist side. The enlarged war gave the Khmer Rouge status and recruitment power. It also gave them tutelage and advisory help from Hanoi’s forces (at least for the first two years before deep rifts drove the two apart).” Thus the U.S. bombing facilitated the rise to power of the Khmer Rouge and the polarized atmosphere that facilitated its totalitarian, eliminationist project in Cambodia.

HENRY CAREY


Documents

1. Richard M. Nixon, the Nixon Doctrine, November 3, 1969

Addressing the United States on the war in Vietnam on this date, then-president Richard M. Nixon (1913–1994) spoke to the American people on a conflict already four years in duration which has also cost 31,000 American lives. For him, as presented, the question was not an immediate end to this undeclared war, but “How can we win America’s peace?” and forestall a Communist takeover of the region. Abandoning South Vietnam, for him, would result in both a loss of international prestige and more open military conflicts. His solution was thus threefold: (1) complete withdrawal of all outside forces with one year; (2) a cease fire within one year; and (3) free elections under international supervisions (all rejected by the Hanoi government of North Vietnam, which demanded the immediate withdrawal of all American troops and the demise of the South Vietnamese government). He then announced the principles of the Nixon Doctrine: (1) the United States would keep its treaty commitments; (2) it would provide a shield if a nuclear power (i.e., the USSR) threatened the freedom of an ally; and (3) it would furnish both military and economic assistance when requested by an ally. In turn, he would thus move from “Americanizing the war” to “Vietnamizing the peace” by strengthening militarily, governmentally, and economically the South, bringing home 60,000 troops and 20 percent of all combat forces, the latter according to an unannounced timetable, contingent upon the full understanding and expectation that the North Vietnamese would also scale back their military activities. Ultimately the Nixon Doctrine proved unsuccessful and the closure of this conflict in 1975 was left to his successor and former vice president Gerald Ford (1913–2006).

Good evening, my fellow Americans.

Tonight I want to talk to you on a subject of deep concern to all Americans and to many people in all parts of the world—the war in Vietnam.

I believe that one of the reasons for the deep division about Vietnam is that many Americans have lost confidence in what their Government has told them about our policy. The American people cannot and should not be asked to support a policy which involves the overriding issues of war and peace unless they know the truth about that policy.

Tonight, therefore, I would like to answer some of the questions that I know are on the minds of many of you listening to me.

How and why did America get involved in Vietnam in the first place? How has this administration changed the policy of the previous administration? What has really happened in the negotiations in Paris and on the battlefront in Vietnam? What choices do we have if we are to end the war? What are the prospects for peace? Now, let me begin by describing the situation I found when I was inaugurated on January 20:

	The war had been going on for 4 years. 1,000 Americans had been killed in action.
 	The training program for the South Vietnamese was behind schedule.
 	540,000 Americans were in Vietnam with no plans to reduce the number.
 	No progress had been made at the negotiations in Paris and the United States had not put forth a comprehensive peace proposal.
 	The war was causing deep division at home and criticism from many of our friends as well as our enemies abroad.


In view of these circumstances there were some who urged that I end the war at once by ordering the immediate withdrawal of all American forces.

From a political standpoint this would have been a popular and easy course to follow. After all, we became involved in the war while my predecessor was in office. I could blame the defeat which would be the result of my action on him and come out as the peacemaker. Some put it to me quite bluntly: This was the only way to avoid allowing Johnson’s war to become Nixon’s war.

But I had a greater obligation than to think only of the years of my administration and of the next election. I had to think of the effect of my decision on the next generation and on the future of peace and freedom in America and in the world.

Let us all understand that the question before us is not whether some Americans are for peace and some Americans are against peace. The question at issue is not whether Johnson’s war becomes Nixon’s war.

The great question is: How can we win America’s peace?

Well, let us turn now to the fundamental issue. Why and how did the United States become involved in Vietnam in the first place? Fifteen years ago North Vietnam, with the logistical support of Communist China and the Soviet Union, launched a campaign to impose a Communist government on South Vietnam by instigating and supporting a revolution.

In response to the request of the Government of South Vietnam, President Eisenhower sent economic aid and military equipment to assist the people of South Vietnam in their efforts to prevent a Communist takeover. Seven years ago, President Kennedy sent 16,000 military personnel to Vietnam as combat advisers. Four years ago, President Johnson sent American combat forces to South Vietnam.

Now, many believe that President Johnson’s decision to send American combat forces to South Vietnam was wrong. And many others—I among them—have been strongly critical of the way the war has been conducted.

But the question facing us today is: Now that we are in the war, what is the best way to end it?

In January I could only conclude that the precipitate withdrawal of American forces from Vietnam would be a disaster not only for South Vietnam but for the United States and for the cause of peace.

For the South Vietnamese, our precipitate withdrawal would inevitably allow the Communists to repeat the massacres which followed their takeover in the North 15 years before; They then murdered more than 50,000 people and hundreds of thousands more died in slave labor camps.

We saw a prelude of what would happen in South Vietnam when the Communists entered the city of Hue last year. During their brief rule there, there was a bloody reign of terror in which 3,000 civilians were clubbed, shot to death, and buried in mass graves.

With the sudden collapse of our support, these atrocities of Hue would become the nightmare of the entire nation—and particularly for the million and a half Catholic refugees who fled to South Vietnam when the Communists took over in the North.

For the United States, this first defeat in our Nation’s history would result in a collapse of confidence in American leadership, not only in Asia but throughout the world.

Three American Presidents have recognized the great stakes involved in Vietnam and understood what had to be done.

In 1963, President Kennedy, with his characteristic eloquence and clarity, said:


. . . we want to see a stable government there, carrying on a struggle to maintain its national independence. We believe strongly in that. We are not going to withdraw from that effort. In my opinion, for us to withdraw from that effort would mean a collapse not only of South Vietnam, but Southeast Asia. So we are going to stay there.



President Eisenhower and President Johnson expressed the same conclusion during their terms of office.

For the future of peace, precipitate withdrawal would thus be a disaster of immense magnitude.

A nation cannot remain great if it betrays its allies and lets down its friends.

Our defeat and humiliation in South Vietnam without question would promote recklessness in the councils of those great powers who have not yet abandoned their goals of world conquest.

This would spark violence wherever our commitments help maintain the peace—in the Middle East, in Berlin, eventually even in the Western Hemisphere.

Ultimately, this would cost more lives.

It would not bring peace; it would bring more war.

For these reasons, I rejected the recommendation that I should end the war by immediately withdrawing all of our forces. I chose instead to change American policy on both the negotiating front and battlefront. In order to end a war fought on many fronts, I initiated a pursuit for peace on many fronts. In a television speech on May 14, in a speech before the United Nations, and on a number of other occasions I set forth our peace proposals in great detail.

We have offered the complete withdrawal of all outside forces within 1 year.

We have proposed a cease-fire under international supervision.

We have offered free elections under international supervision with the Communists participating in the organization and conduct of the elections as an organized political force. And the Saigon Government has pledged to accept the result of the elections.

We have not put forth our proposals on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. We have indicated that we are willing to discuss the proposals that have been put forth by the other side. We have declared that anything is negotiable except the right of the people of South Vietnam to determine their own future. At the Paris peace conference, Ambassador Lodge has demonstrated our flexibility and good faith in 40 public meetings.

Hanoi has refused even to discuss our proposals. They demand our unconditional acceptance of their terms, which are that we withdraw all American forces immediately and unconditionally and that we overthrow the Government of South Vietnam as we leave.

We have not limited our peace initiatives to public forums and public statements. I recognized, in January, that a long and bitter war like this usually cannot be settled in a public forum. That is why in addition to the public statements and negotiation I have explored every possible private avenue that might lead to a settlement.

Tonight I am taking the unprecedented step of disclosing to you some of our other initiatives for peace—initiatives we undertook privately and secretly because we thought we thereby might open a door which publicly would be closed.

I did not wait for my inauguration to begin my quest for peace.

Soon after my election, through an individual who is directly in contact on a personal basis with the leaders of North Vietnam, I made two private offers for a rapid, comprehensive settlement. Hanoi’s replies called in effect for our surrender before negotiations.

Since the Soviet Union furnishes most of the military equipment for North Vietnam, Secretary of State Rogers, my Assistant for National Security Affairs, Dr. Kissinger, Ambassador Lodge, and I, personally, have met on a number of occasions with representatives of the Soviet Government to enlist their assistance in getting meaningful negotiations started. In addition, we have had extended discussions directed toward that same end with representatives of other governments which have diplomatic relations with North Vietnam. None of these initiatives have to date produced results.

In mid-July, I became convinced that it was necessary to make a major move to break the deadlock in the Paris talks. I spoke directly in this office, where I am now sitting, with an individual who had known Ho Chi Minh on a personal basis for 25 years. Through him I sent a letter to Ho Chi Minh. I did this outside of the usual diplomatic channels with the hope that with the necessity of making statements for propaganda removed, there might be constructive progress toward bringing the war to an end. Let me read from that letter to you now:

Dear Mr. President:

I realize that it is difficult to communicate meaningfully across the gulf of four years of war. But precisely because of this gulf, I wanted to take this opportunity to reaffirm in all solemnity my desire to work for a just peace. I deeply believe that the war in Vietnam has gone on too long and delay in bringing it to an end can benefit no one—least of all the people of Vietnam. . . .

The time has come to move forward at the conference table toward an early resolution of this tragic war. You will find us forthcoming and open-minded in a common effort to bring the blessings of peace to the brave people of Vietnam. Let history record that at this critical juncture, both sides turned their face toward peace rather than toward conflict and war.

I received Ho Chi Minh’s reply on August 30, 3 days before his death. It simply reiterated the public position North Vietnam had taken at Paris and flatly rejected my initiative.

The full text of both letters is being released to the press.

In addition to the public meetings that I have referred to, Ambassador Lodge has met with Vietnam’s chief negotiator in Paris in 11 private sessions.

We have taken other significant initiatives which must remain secret to keep open some channels of communication which may still prove to be productive.

But the effect of all the public, private, and secret negotiations which have been undertaken since the bombing half a year ago and since this administration came into office on January 20, can be summed up in one sentence: No progress whatever has been made except agreement on the shape of the bargaining table.

Well now, who is at fault?

It has become clear that the obstacle in negotiating an end to the war is not the President of the United States. It is not the South Vietnamese Government.

The obstacle is the other side’s absolute refusal to show the least willingness to join us in seeking a just peace. And it will not do so while it is convinced that all it has to do is to wait for our next concession, and our next concession after that one, until it gets everything it wants.

There can now be no longer any question that progress in negotiation depends only on Hanoi’s deciding to negotiate, to negotiate seriously.

I realize that this report on our efforts on the diplomatic front is discouraging to the American people, but the American people are entitled to know the truth—the bad news as well as the good news—where the lives of our young men are involved.

Now let me turn, however, to a more encouraging report on another front.

At the time we launched our search for peace I recognized we might not succeed in bringing an end to the war through negotiation. I, therefore, put into effect another plan to bring peace—a plan which will bring the war to an end regardless of what happens on the negotiating front.

It is in line with a major shift in U.S. foreign policy which I described in my press conference at Guam on July 25. Let me briefly explain what has been described as the Nixon Doctrine—a policy which not only will help end the war in Vietnam, but which is an essential element of our program to prevent future Vietnams.

We Americans are a do-it-yourself people. We are an impatient people. Instead of teaching someone else to do a job, we like to do it ourselves. And this trait has been carried over into our foreign policy In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United States furnished most of the money, most of the arms, and most of the men to help the people of those countries defend their freedom against Communist aggression.

Before any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a leader of another Asian country expressed this opinion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a private citizen. He said: “When you are trying to assist another nation defend its freedom, U.S. policy should be to help them fight the war but not to fight the war for them.”

Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down in Guam three principles as guidelines for future American policy toward Asia:

	First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments.
 	Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation allied with US or of a nation whose survival we consider vital to our security.
 	Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we shall furnish military and economic assistance when requested in accordance with our treaty commitments. But we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary responsibility of providing the manpower for its defense.


After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders of the Philippines, Thailand, Vietnam, South Korea, and other nations which might be threatened by Communist aggression, welcomed this new direction in American foreign policy.

The defense of freedom is everybody’s business—not just America’s business. And it is particularly the responsibility of the people whose freedom is threatened. In the previous administration, we Americanized the war in Vietnam. In this administration, we are Vietnamizing the search for peace.

The policy of the previous administration not only resulted in our assuming the primary responsibility for fighting the war, but even more significantly did not adequately stress the goal of strengthening the South Vietnamese so that they could defend themselves when we left.

The Vietnamization plan was launched following Secretary Laird’s visit to Vietnam in March. Under the plan, I ordered first a substantial increase in the training and equipment of South Vietnamese forces.

In July, on my visit to Vietnam, I changed General Abrams’ orders so that they were consistent with the objectives of our new policies. Under the new orders, the primary mission of our troops is to enable the South Vietnamese forces to assume the full responsibility for the security of South Vietnam.

Our air operations have been reduced by over 20 percent.

And now we have begun to see the results of this long overdue change in American policy in Vietnam.

After 5 years of Americans going into Vietnam, we are finally bringing American men home. By December 15, over 60,000 men will have been withdrawn from South Vietnam, including 20 percent of all of our combat forces.

The South Vietnamese have continued to gain in strength. As a result they have been able to take over combat responsibilities from our American troops.

Two other significant developments have occurred since this administration took office.

	Enemy infiltration, infiltration which is essential if they are to launch a major attack, over the last 3 months is less than 20 percent of what it was over the same period last year.
 	Most important—United States casualties have declined during the last 2 months to the lowest point in 3 years.


Let me now turn to our program for the future.

We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in cooperation with the South Vietnamese for the complete withdrawal of all U.S. combat ground forces, and their replacement by South Vietnamese forces on an orderly scheduled timetable. This withdrawal will be made from strength and not from weakness. As South Vietnamese forces become stronger, the rate of American withdrawal can become greater.

I have not and do not intend to announce the timetable for our program. And there are obvious reasons for this decision which I am sure you will understand. As I have indicated on several occasions, the rate of withdrawal will depend on developments on three fronts.

One of these is the progress which can be or might be made in a Paris talks. An announcement of a fixed timetable for our withdrawal would completely remove any incentive for the enemy to negotiate an agreement. They would simply wait until our forces had withdrawn and then move in.

The other two factors on which we will base our withdrawal decisions are the level of enemy activity and the progress of the training programs of the South Vietnamese forces. And I am glad to be able to report tonight progress on both of these fronts has been greater than we anticipated when we started the program in June for withdrawal. As a result, our timetable for withdrawal is more optimistic now than when we made our first estimates in June. Now, this clearly demonstrates why it is not wise to be frozen in on a fixed timetable.

We must retain the flexibility to base each withdrawal decision on the situation as it is at that time rather than on estimates that are no longer valid.

Along with this optimistic estimate, I must—in all candor—leave one note of caution. If the level of enemy activity significantly increases we might have to adjust our timetable accordingly.

However, I want the record to be completely clear on one point.

At the time of the bombing halt just a year ago, there was some confusion as to whether there was an understanding on the part of the enemy that if we stopped the bombing of North Vietnam they would stop the shelling of cities in South Vietnam. I want to be sure that there is no misunderstanding on the part of the enemy with regard to our withdrawal program.

We have noted the reduced level of infiltration, the reduction of our casualties, and are basing our withdrawal decisions partially on those factors. If the level of infiltration or our casualties increase while we are trying to scale down the fighting, it will be the result of a conscious decision by the enemy.

Hanoi could make no greater mistake than to assume that an increase in violence will be to its advantage. If I conclude that increased enemy action jeopardizes our remaining forces in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to take strong and effective measures to deal with that situation.

This is not a threat. This is a statement of policy, which as Commander in Chief of our Armed Forces, I am making in meeting my responsibility for the protection of American fighting men wherever they may be.

My fellow Americans, I am sure you can recognize from what I have said that we really only have two choices open to us if we want to end this war.

	I can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal of all Americans from Vietnam without regard to the effects of that action.
 	Or we can persist in our search for a just peace through a negotiated settlement if possible, or through continued implementation of our plan for Vietnamization if necessary, a plan in which we will withdraw all of our forces from Vietnam on a schedule in accordance with our program, as the South Vietnamese become strong enough to defend their own freedom.


I have chosen this second course. It is not the easy way. It is the right way.

It is a plan which will end the war and serve the cause of peace—not just in Vietnam but in the Pacific and in the world.

In speaking of the consequences of a precipitate withdrawal, I mentioned that our allies would lose confidence in America.

Far more dangerous, we would lose confidence in ourselves. Oh, the immediate reaction would be a sense of relief that our men were coming home. But as we saw the consequences of what we had done, inevitable remorse and divisive recrimination would scar our spirit as a people.

We have faced other crises in our history and have become stronger by rejecting the easy way out and taking the right way in meeting our challenges. Our greatness as a nation has been our capacity to do what had to be done when we knew our course was right.

I recognize that some of my fellow citizens disagree with the plan for peace I have chosen. Honest and patriotic Americans have reached different conclusions as to how peace should be achieved.

In San Francisco a few weeks ago, I saw demonstrators carrying signs reading: “Lose in Vietnam, bring the boys home.”

Well, one of the strengths of our free society is that any American has a right to reach that conclusion and to advocate that point of view. But as President of the United States, I would be untrue to my oath of office if I allowed the policy of this Nation to be dictated by the minority who hold that point of view and who try to impose it on the Nation by mounting demonstrations in the street.

For almost 200 years, the policy of this Nation has been made under our Constitution by those leaders in the Congress and the White House elected by all of the people. If a vocal minority, however fervent its cause, prevails over reason and the will of the majority, this Nation has no future as a free society.

And now I would like to address a word, if I may, to the young people of this Nation who are particularly concerned, and I understand why they are concerned, about this war.

I respect your idealism. I share your concern for peace. I want peace as much as you do. There are powerful personal reasons I want to end this war. This week I will have to sign 83 letters to mothers, fathers, wives, and loved ones of men who have given their lives for America in Vietnam. It is very little satisfaction to me that this is only one-third as many letters as I signed the first week in office. There is nothing I want more than to see the day come when I do not have to write any of those letters.

I want to end the war to save the lives of those brave young men in Vietnam.

But I want to end it in a way which will increase the chance that their younger brothers and their sons will not have to fight in some future Vietnam someplace in the world.

And I want to end the war for another reason. I want to end it so that the energy and dedication of you, our young people, now too often directed into bitter hatred against those responsible for the war, can be turned to the great challenges of peace, a better life for all Americans, a better life for all people on this earth.

I have chosen a plan for peace. I believe it will succeed.

If it does succeed, what the critics say now won’t matter. If it does not succeed, anything I say then won’t matter.

I know it may not be fashionable to speak of patriotism or national destiny these days. But I feel it is appropriate to do so on this occasion.

Two hundred years ago this Nation was weak and poor. But even then, America was the hope of millions in the world. Today we have become the strongest and richest nation in the world. And the wheel of destiny has turned so that any hope the world has for the survival of peace and freedom will be determined by whether the American people have the moral stamina and the courage to meet the challenge of free world leadership.

Let historians not record that when America was the most powerful nation in the world we passed on the other side of the road and allowed the last hopes for peace and freedom of millions of people to be suffocated by the forces of totalitarianism.

And so tonight—to you, the great silent majority of my fellow Americans—I ask for your support.

I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end the war in a way that we could win the peace. I have initiated a plan of action which will enable me to keep that pledge.

The more support I can have from the American people, the sooner that pledge can be redeemed; for the more divided we are at home, the less likely the enemy is to negotiate at Paris.

Let us be united for peace. Let us also be united against defeat. Because let us understand: North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate the United States. Only Americans can do that.

Fifty years ago, in this room and at this very desk, President Woodrow Wilson spoke words which caught the imagination of a war-weary world. He said: “This is the war to end war.” His dream for peace after World War I was shattered on the hard realities of great power politics and Woodrow Wilson died a broken man.

Tonight I do not tell you that the war in Vietnam is the war to end wars. But I do say this: I have initiated a plan which will end this war in a way that will bring us closer to that great goal to which Woodrow Wilson and every American President in our history has been dedicated—the goal of a just and lasting peace.

As President I hold the responsibility for choosing the best path to that goal and then leading the Nation along it. I pledge to you tonight that I shall meet this responsibility with all of the strength and wisdom I can command in accordance with our hopes, mindful of your concerns, sustained by your prayers.

Thank you and goodnight.

 Source: Nixon, Richard M. Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Richard Nixon, 1969. Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1971, pp. 901–909.

2. Pol Pot's Speech to the 17th Congress of the Communist Party of Kampuchea, September 27, 1977

In an epic speech on September 27, 1977, Pol Pot, on the occasion of the 17th anniversary of the founding of the Communist Party of Kampuchea, officially revealed the public existence of the party and the identity of “Angkar,” the organization that had been ruling Cambodia since April 17, 1975. The speech presented the most complete statement to that time of what the party identified in Cambodian society, and how success had been achieved in the Khmer Rouge revolution. Part 3 of the three-hour long speech is reproduced here.

Now let us examine and analyze the situation in Kampuchea and Kampuchean society after April 17, 1975, in order to concretely determine the contradictions and the manner of resolving them, while precisely defining the revolutionary tasks of this new period.

Firstly, with the tremendous victory of April 17, 1975, our country was totally and definitively liberated. We fully and completely regained our independence and sovereignty 100%, which we now enjoy to an extent unprecedented in the 2,000-year history of our country. We are independent in every sphere: politics, economics, military affairs, culture, literature, art, social affairs, etc. We are all deeply proud and happy with this situation.

But, because we have won total independence, does this mean that we no longer face the threat of foreign enemies, foreign imperialists and reactionaries, who once again seek to make us dependent in military affairs, politics and economics, as well as in other spheres?

The concrete situation shows us clearly that foreign imperialists and reactionaries always harbor the strategic and fundamental aim of weakening our country and reconquering it.

Thus, a contradiction exists between the foreign imperialists and reactionaries on the one hand, and Democratic Kampuchea on the other. This is the contradiction with foreign enemies, who wish to commit aggression against us and annex our independent and sovereign Kampuchean territory.

This contradiction and that of the preceding period are of different natures, because, in the previous period, Kampuchea was under the yoke of the imperialists, colonialists and their lackeys, the reactionaries. Our revolutionary task, then, is no longer the same; no longer is it the revolution for national liberation and independence. Our revolutionary task is now to defend our country, to defend Democratic Kampuchea: defend our independence, our sovereignty and our territorial integrity within our present borders, defend the worker and peasant power of our Party, and safeguard the sacred victories of the revolution.

Now that we have achieved national independence, this is the primary task facing us.

Secondly, at the same time that our nation was completely liberated, so was our people, most particularly, the masses of workers, peasants and other labourers. The workers, peasants and other labouringly people constitute 90% of the population, with the peasant class alone representing 85%. Thus, when we add the workers and other toilers to the peasantry, the figure of 90% is entirely correct.

Once free, the laboring people have become the motive force which attracts and wins over the other 10% of the population. Among the capitalists, landlords and other strata who make up this 10%, there are many elements who are for the revolution, and who even take part in the revolution. Among these strata, there are some patriots who rejoice that the nation is liberated from the humiliating state of enslavement in which it had been maintained for centuries, and now is full of dignity and enjoys great prestige everywhere.

These elements do not constitute a negligible force; they represent eight to nine percent of the population.

So, in all, 89% to 99% of the population has been liberated. This is an immense victory for our revolution and for all our people, because for generations, our people and nation had been enslaved by the imperialists, colonialists and reactionaries. The masses of workers, peasants and other laboring people, in particular, suffered the greatest misery.

But now, in our new and just society, are there still contradictions? If so, what are they? What forms do they take and how must they be resolved? Let us examine this with the aim of correctly defining the tasks of our revolution in its new stage.

The concrete situation of our new Kampuchean society and the excellent fact that our people have been completely liberated and have united resources and efforts to defend and build the country energetically have not prevented our new society from encountering contradictions.

On the one hand, there are contradictions among the people, because we all carry vestiges of our old class character, deep-rooted for generations, and, after all, the transition to a revolutionary proletarian character is still quite recent. We consider these to be contradictions among the people, which can be resolved by education, study, criticism and self-criticism, and periodic self-examination of our own revolutionary lifestyle, under the supervision and with the aid of the collective; all this, under the leadership of the Party. It is important to consistently carry out thorough-going educational work, which is aimed at developing collectivist and socialist ownership and gradually eliminating the idea of private ownership. Our goal is to continue to build the revolutionary strength of the people, so that each of us becomes a revolutionary of the new Kampuchea, who zealously defends and builds the country, and who contributes to the rapid raising of the people’s living standards.

Our cooperatives, which are collective organizations of our people throughout the country, have demonstrated their great strength since their beginnings in 1973. During U.S. imperialism’s war of devastation, the collective force constituted by the cooperatives was capable of defeating U.S. imperialism and, at the same time, of producing enough to meet the needs of the front and improve the conditions of life of all our people. Likewise, after liberation, thanks to the collective strength of the cooperatives, we were able to fully guarantee national defense, develop production, and successfully improve the living conditions of nearly eight million inhabitants of our country. All this was done in complete independence and by relying on our own resources. It is the same in other areas. The work that is done collectively yields excellent results, while work undertaken in an individualistic manner leads inevitably to inextricable difficulties and failure.

On the basis of this analysis of the new Kampuchean society, our Party set as its revolutionary task the carrying out of the socialist revolution with greater energy, greater firmness and in greater depth, thus to guarantee success in all areas, both presently and in the future.

Similarly, within the new Kampuchean society, there are life-and-death contradictions owing to the presence of enemy agents, who belong to the various spy networks of the imperialists and international reaction and who secretly implant themselves to carry out subversive activities against our revolution.

These antagonistic contradictions are also due to another infamous handful of reactionary elements, who carry out their counterrevolutionary work and seek to destroy our Kampuchean revolution. These elements are small in number, one or two percent of the population. Some camouflage themselves and try to pass for the people, while others work openly.

We do not consider these traitors, these counterrevolutionary elements, to be part of the people. They are enemies of Democratic Kampuchea, of the Kampuchean revolution and of the Kampuchean people. Contradictions with these elements must be solved by the measures proper for enemies: separate, educate and win over the elements which can be won over; neutralize the elements which are wavering, preventing them from doing any damage to the revolution; and, finally, isolate and eradicate only the smallest possible number of those elements who are cruel and persist in acting against the revolution and the people, and collaborate with foreign enemies to destroy their own people and their own revolution.

Thirdly, we have all just seen that our people, 90% of whom are workers, peasants and other laboring people, have liberated themselves. In addition, there are also patriotic elements, constituting eight to nine percent of the population, who followed and joined the revolution. This comes to a total of 98% to 99%.

To liberate 98% to 99% of the population, especially the working people, is to liberate a vast productive force. Historical materialism has clearly shown that man is the determining factor in production. So, our people—who, in the past were a wasted force, suffering unspeakable humiliations and brutal exploitation, deprived of all initiative and any chance of working to improve their conditions, who could not build up their own country and make it prosper—today our people are free. They have smashed the old system of production, which was based upon exploitation.

Should we stop there or take on new tasks? We must continue to consolidate and develop new, independent, equal and collective relations of production in order to increase production, build up the country and raise the people’s living standards by great leaps and bounds. All this was completely unknown in the exploitative and oppressive old society, under the old relations of production. It is for these reasons that the Party has set socialist construction in all areas of Democratic Kampuchea as its new task.

To sum up, according to our analysis of the situation in Kampuchea and Kampuchean society after liberation on April 17, 1975, our revolutionary tasks are as follows:

	To defend Democratic Kampuchea with determination, to defend its independence, its sovereignty, its territorial integrity within our present borders, to defend the worker and peasant power of the Party and to defend the sacred conquests of our revolution to the best of our ability.
 	To continue to improve and deepen the socialist revolution; concretely, to continue the consolidation and the development of the socialist collective system in every area.
 	To concentrate all efforts to build socialism in Democratic Kampuchea, that is to build socialism better and faster in all fields.


In the light of the new tasks of our revolution, let us now examine our work, the favorable conditions and the difficulties, the strengths and the weaknesses, the unity and the contradictions, and the manner in which we have resolved these contradictions.

As I have already indicated, the new period of our revolution began only two years ago. Thus, we are not yet in a position to draw definitive conclusions.

We must gradually learn from our experiences, perfect our work and continue to advance in pursuit of the new tasks of our revolution.

In the course of this period, in which we have made the socialist revolution and built socialism in our country, we can say that we have tried hard, and we have achieved good results. However, the road ahead is a long one.

Generally, in carrying out the tasks of our revolution, we have encountered favorable conditions, as well as difficulties of all sorts, and we have some strengths and weaknesses, both from the subjective and objective points of view. But, in summing up, our strengths predominate, and we are gradually advancing towards success in carrying out the new tasks of our revolution.

 Source: Translation by the Group of Kampuchean Residents in America. Published by Liberator Press, Chicago.

3. U.S. Cambodian Justice Act, 1994, Sections #571–#574

By the passage of this act, the U.S. Congress urged the president to commit himself to bring to justice those among the Khmer Rouge leadership in Kampuchea/Cambodia who had committed “crimes against humanity.” It offered its assistance to appropriate individuals and organizations in data gathering and collection, the establishment of a national or international tribunal, the establishment of a special State Department Office to oversee these operations and report to both the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Sec. 571. Short Title

This part may be cited as the “Cambodian Genocide Justice Act”.

Sec. 572. Policy

	In General.—Consistent with international law, it is the policy of the United States to support efforts to bring to justice members of the Khmer Rouge for their crimes against humanity committed in Cambodia between April 17, 1975, and January 7, 1979.
 	Specific Actions Urged.—To that end, the Congress urges the President—	to collect, or assist appropriate organizations and individuals to collect relevant data on crimes of genocide committed in Cambodia;
 	in circumstances which the President deems appropriate, to encourage the establishment of a national or international criminal tribunal for the prosecution of those accused of genocide in Cambodia; and
 	as necessary, to provide such national or international tribunal with information collected pursuant to paragraph (1).




Sec. 573. Establishment of State Department Office

	Establishment.— 	None of the funds authorized to be appropriated by this Act for “Diplomatic and Consular Programs” shall be available for obligation or expenditure during fiscal years 1994 and 1995 unless, not later than 90 days after the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of State has established within the Department of State under the Assistant Secretary for East Asia and Pacific Affairs (or any successor Assistant Secretary) the Office of Cambodian Genocide Investigation (hereafter in this part referred to as the “Office”).
 	The Office may carry out its activities inside or outside of Cambodia, except that not less than 75 percent of the funds made available for the Office and its activities shall be used to carry out activities within Cambodia.


 	Purpose.—The purpose of the Office shall be to support, through organizations and individuals with whom the Secretary of State may contract to carry out the operations of the Office, as appropriate, efforts to bring to justice members of the Khmer Rouge for their crimes against humanity committed in Cambodia between April 17, 1975, and January 7, 1979, including— 	to investigate crimes against humanity committed by national Khmer Rouge leaders during that period;
 	to provide the people of Cambodia with access to documents, records, and other evidence held by the Office as a result of such investigation;
 	to submit relevant data to a national or international penal tribunal that may be convened to formally hear and judge the genocidal acts committed by the Khmer Rouge; and
 	to develop the United States proposal for the establishment of an international criminal tribunal for the prosecution of those accused of genocide in Cambodia.


 	Contracting Authority.—The Secretary of State shall, subject to the availability of appropriations, contract with appropriate individuals and organizations to carry out the purposes of the Office.
 	Notification to Congress.—The Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Appropriations of the House of Representatives shall be notified of any exercise of the authority of section 34 of the State Department Basic Authorities Act of 1956 with respect to the Office or any of its programs, projects, or activities at least 15 days in advance in accordance with procedures applicable to notifications under that section.


Sec. 574. Reporting Requirement

	In General.—Beginning 6 months after the date of enactment of this Act, and every 6 months thereafter, the President shall submit a report to the appropriate congressional committees-	that describes the activities of the Office, and sets forth new facts learned about past Khmer Rouge practices, during the preceding 6-month period; and
 	that describes the steps the President has taken during the preceding 6-month period to promote human rights, to support efforts to bring to justice the national political and military leadership of the Khmer Rouge, and to prevent the recurrence of human rights abuses in Cambodia through actions which are not related to United Nations activities in Cambodia.


 	Definition.—For purposes of this section, the term “appropriate congressional committees” means the Committee on Foreign Relations of the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the House of Representatives.


 Source: U.S. House of Representatives, 22 U.S.C. 2656, Part D, Sections 571—574.

4. Sydney Schanberg on Dith Pran

With his Cambodian assistant and translator, Dith Pran (1942–2008), Sydney Schanberg (b. 1934) was one of a handful of Western correspondents, and the only American journalist, to remain in Phnom Penh after the city fell to the Khmer Rouge in April 1975. As a firsthand witness to the collapse of Cambodia, he filed dozens of stories from Phnom Penh in the final days of the takeover and its immediate aftermath. By early May 1975 Cambodia was effectively a closed country. Schanberg was ultimately allowed to cross the border to freedom, but Pran, as a Cambodian, was forced into the Cambodian countryside—the Khmer Rouge’s infamous “Killing Fields.” Schanberg’s long search to find Pran ended on October 3, 1979, when Pran escaped to Thailand. In 1980, Schanberg wrote a piece on Pran’s experience for The New York Times magazine, entitled “The Death and Life of Dith Pran.” This article, in turn, became the foundation of an Academy Award–winning motion picture, The Killing Fields (dir. Roland Joffé, 1984).

On April 20, 1975, when Pran and his group left the French Embassy and headed to the northwest in the chaos of the forced exodus, he still held some hope that life under the Khmer Rouge would be tenable. But within a day or so, he knew differently. The Communist soldiers were treating people like livestock; they were slashing the tires on cars to force people to walk; they used ideological words he had never heard before; they seemed totally alien. By the fourth day, when he reached the river town of Prek Kdam, twenty miles out of Phnom Penh, he had decided on his plan.

He threw away his regular Westem-style street clothes and put on a working-class disguise, that of a lowly taxi driver—dirty shirt, short pants, sandals, a traditional Cambodian neckerchief. He also got a shorter haircut and threw away the twenty-six hundred dollars I had given him, since money was useless in the new Cambodia and it could only incriminate him.

“I could tell they were lying to the people to get them to cooperate,” he says. “They told us we were only going to the countryside for a few days, because the Americans were going to bomb Phnom Penh.”

“If you tell the truth, or argue even a little, they kill you” was Pran’s simple rule of survival. “They told us all people are one class now, only working-class, peasants.” So he censored his thoughts and watched his vocabulary, keeping it crude and limited, to conceal his education and journalistic past. He talked as little as possible, and then softly and obsequiously. “I make myself a quiet man, like a Buddhist monk.” He feigned total ignorance of politics. “I did not care if they thought I was a fool,” he says. Inner discipline was a tenet of his survival. “I must resist in every way until I have victory.” “Resist” is a word he uses constantly in telling his story.

Not every Cambodian—or even every journalist who had worked with Westerners—was as astute as Pran. At Prek Kdam, Pran met Sophan, a cameraman for CBS, sitting calmly by the side of the road with his two wives, four children, and sister-in-law. “Sophan was happy,” Pran recalls. “When the soldiers asked him, he told them who he was and turned over his camera and film. He believed they were going to let him be a cameraman for the new government.”

Wary, Pran exchanged only a few words with Sophan, told him he did not trust the Khmer Rouge, and shuffled quickly away in his new lower-class guise. Some time later, friends told Pran that Sophan and his entire family had been executed.

The first major Khmer Rouge checkpoint Pran encountered was at Phao, about forty miles out of Phnom Penh. Here the Communists were screening everyone meticulously. “They talked gently,” Pran recalls. “Tell us the truth about who you are,’ they said. ‘No one will be punished.’ Most people believed them. They caught many big officials and military officers this way at Phao.”

Pran told them his by-now polished tale of being a civilian taxi driver, and the Khmer Rouge accepted it. “They asked me where my wife and children were, and I told them that in the confusion we became separated and they were lost to me.”

Pran received an identity card and moved on. Within a month, he reached the village of Dam Dek, about twenty miles east of his hometown of Siem Reap. He stopped there—and stayed for two and a half years—”because villagers told me the Khmer Rouge farther on were very brutal.”

They were hardly benign in Dam Dek. Pran witnessed many beatings, with heavy staves and farm implements, and knew of many killings. “They did not kill people in front of us,” he recalls. “They took them away at night and murdered them with big sticks and hoes, to save bullets.” Life was totally controlled, and the Khmer Rouge did not need a good reason to kill someone; the slightest excuse would do—a boy and girl holding hands, an unauthorized break from work. “Anyone they didn’t like, they would accuse of being a teacher or a student or a former Lon Nol soldier, and that was the end.”

Famine set in right away in Dam Dek, as it did across the entire country. The war had disrupted all farming and the next harvest would be too little, too late. Pran believes that maybe 10 percent of the Cambodian population of more than seven million died of starvation in 1975 alone, especially older people and children.

Early on, Pran secretly bartered his gold wedding band for some extra rice—but it didn’t last very long. Eventually, the rice ration in Dam Dek was reduced to one spoonful per person per day. The villagers, desperate, ate snails, snakes, insects, rats, scorpions, tree bark, leaves, flower blossoms, the trunk of banana plants; sometimes they sucked the skin of a water buffalo. Reports reached Pran’s village that to the west the famine was even more severe and that some people were digging up the bodies of the newly executed and cooking the flesh.

By October 1975, Pran—then part of a work gang planting and tending the rice fields—had become so weak that he needed a wooden staff to keep himself standing. He could not raise his legs high enough to cross the knee-high embankments around the paddies, so he would lower his body onto these knolls and roll himself over. His face grew puffy with malnutrition, and his teeth began coming loose. He feared he was dying. So he took a very grave risk.

One night, during the harvest season, he slipped out of his hut of tinder wood and thatch, crawled into a nearby paddy, and began picking rice kernels and stuffing them into his pocket. Suddenly, out of the darkness, two guards rose up. Pran tried to run, but his legs gave out and he fell. He pleaded with them, saying he was only stealing a little rice because he was starving. They called a dozen members of the village committee—ten men and two women—who began beating him with long, bladed implements used for cutting bamboo. He crumpled to the ground. They continued pounding him, shouting: “You are the enemy. You were stealing rice from the collective.” “I thought they were going to cut my head off,” he says.

They paused in their beating only to tie his hands tightly behind his back and lead him away to a more desolate spot. “Let’s kill him,” the leader of the group said. But another Khmer Rouge cadre, who liked Pran because he was a good worker, urged mercy. No decision was made, and Pran, trussed and swollen and bleeding, was left kneeling in the open all night to await his fate. It began to rain. “I prayed and prayed to Buddha for my life,” he says. “I said if my mother’s milk had value, my life would be saved.”

By morning, the man who had counseled against the death penalty had persuaded the others. Pran was paraded before the entire commune of six hundred and denounced for his “crime.” He was forced to swear that he would never again break the commune’s rules. The oath he was made to pronounce was “If I break the rule, I will give my life to you, to do with as you please.”

Once released, he took another risk. Following Buddhist custom, he shaved his head as a sign of gratitude for his salvation. The practice of religion had been forbidden by the Khmer Rouge; all statues of Buddha had been destroyed; monks had been either killed or made to work in the fields as common laborers. Pran’s act could have brought another death sentence down upon him.

Somehow, he got by again. When the Khmer Rouge asked him why he had cut off all his hair, he told them he had been having severe headaches and thought this might help. In this land of primitive medical practices, the Communists believed him.

This behavior may seem paradoxical to us, but not to Pran. Although for four years he went to extraordinary lengths to hide his background from the Khmer Rouge in order to stay alive, he never in heart denied himself or his upbringing. He prayed silently all the time. And he never changed his name, the one obvious mark that could have given him away, should anyone have recognized him and turned him in.

“Your name is given to you by your mother and father and by Buddha,” he says. “If you are a good person, your name will be lucky and Buddha will protect you.”

From 1975 through late 1977, Pran remained in Dam Dek, working at a series of arduous jobs: carrying earth to build the paddy embankments, harvesting and threshing the crop, cooking for a district cooperative of eighteen blacksmiths who forged farm tools, plowing with a team of horses, cutting and sawing trees in the jungle, fishing with hand nets in the Tonle Sap Lake. The work day ran from 4 a. m. to 6 p. m. and during the harvest season, in December and January, a few extra hours at night for threshing. The Communists called these the “assault” months, because everyone had to work faster and harder.

The Draconian rules of life turned Cambodia into a nation-wide gulag, as the Khmer Rouge imposed a revolution more radical and brutal than any other in modern history—a revolution that disturbed even the Chinese, the Cambodian Communists’ closest allies. Attachment to home village and love of Buddha, Cambodian verities, were replaced by psychological reorientation, mass relocation, and rigid collectivization.

Families were separated, with husbands, wives, and children all working on separate agricultural and construction projects. They were often many miles apart and did not see each other for seasons at a time. Sometimes children were separated completely from their parents, never to meet again. Work crews were sex-segregated. Those already married needed special permission, infrequently given, to meet and sleep together. Weddings were arranged by the Khmer Rouge, en masse; the pairings would simply be called out at a commune assembly. Waves of suicides were the result of these forced marriages. Children were encouraged, even trained, to spy on and report their parents for infractions of the rules. “The Khmer Rouge were very clever,” Pran says. “They know that young children do not know how to lie or keep secrets as well as adults, so they always ask them for information.” Informers, old and young, were everywhere; betrayal could be purchased for a kilo of rice.

Sometimes Khmer Rouge youths were ordered to kill their teachers or even their own parents. Some carried out these acts without apparent qualm. Others were devastated. Pran remembers a case in his district in which a man was identified as an enemy of the commune, and his son, a Khmer Rouge soldier, was told to execute him. He did so, but later, alone, he put the rifle to his own head and killed himself.

Pran says he was always most afraid of those Khmer Rouge soldiers who were between twelve and fifteen years old; they seemed to be the most completely and savagely indoctrinated. “They took them very young and taught them nothing but discipline. Just take orders, no need for a reason. Their minds have nothing inside except discipline. They do not believe any religion or tradition except Khmer Rouge orders. That’s why they killed their own people, even babies, like we might kill a mosquito. I believe they did not have any feelings about human life because they were taught only discipline.”

Outsiders have asked, in the years since 1975, how a people known as the “smiling, gentle Khmers” could have produced such a holocaust. The image of a bucolic, carefree people was, of course, simplistic—an illusion that foreigners preferred to see. All cultures are complex and all have their hidden savage sides waiting to erupt. The Nazi horror in World War II and the 1947 partition of India in which Hindus and Moslems slaughtered each other by the thousands are but two vivid examples. Nonetheless, the Khmer Rouge terror may have touched a level of cruelty not seen before in our lifetime. It was Cambodians endlessly killing other Cambodians.

Even the victims could not fathom whence the Khmer Rouge had come or how they had been created. “I look at them and do not know them,” Pran says. “To me, they are not Khmers.”

With their cruelty, the Khmer Rouge brought a new language—words with a dehumanized ring, a mechanical robot-like quality, euphemisms for atrocity, words that people had never heard before. There was the omnipresent Angka—the word for the Khmer Rouge regime itself. It means simply “the organization.” No explanations were ever given for policy, just “Angka says” or “Angka orders.” People were called opakar, or “instruments.” The Khmer nation was called “machine,” from the French or English—strange for a government trying to erase the colonial past.

And then there was a sinister word, a word with a deceptively polite sound, sneur, which means “invite” or “ask.” The Khmer Rouge would come to someone’s house, Pran explains, and sneur someone’s son to study or to be educated. Lulled by the gentleness of the request, many went without a protest. But people quickly realized that those who had been sneured never came back; the word took on a new meaning: “take away and kill.”

Fear and suspicion became the essence of existence. To trust anyone was to risk one’s life. People stopped having meaningful conversations, even secretly, even inside their own family. (In July 1979, when Pran decided to make his escape attempt, he was too fearful to tell his mother or sister, who were the only survivors in his family. He was not afraid they would inform on him, but maybe the conversation would be overheard. Or maybe his family would say something inadvertently that would spell trouble for him. “You get used to keeping secrets,” he says. “You decide it’s better not to tell anything to anybody. I was afraid. Maybe my mother tries to talk me out of it. She worries, she love me, I am her only son left. What if someone hears her talking?”)

In the spring of 1977, a group of “moderates” in the Khmer Rouge leadership plotted a coup. They were discovered by the ruling group and wiped out. But Angka did not stop there. Fresh troops were sent to every district to replace and sometimes execute “untrustworthy” ones. The search was intensified for people like Pran, educated people from the Western-oriented past. The cold and wooden teenaged troops did not need evidence; their slaughter was wholesale—teachers, village chiefs, students, sometimes whole villages.

In late 1977, Pran made a move to another village, spurred by these fresh upheavals throughout the country, a new wave of purges and killings, and disquietude on his part that some fanatic villagers in Dam Dek were growing suspicious of him. “There were more killings in 1977 than in 1975,” Pran says. “I saw many arrested in my village, hands tied behind their backs, crying for their lives. I got chills down my back, like fever. I kept on talking softly, pretending to support Angka. I prayed every day and every night, in my mind.” As the radical fervor grew in Dam Dek, Pran looked for a way out.

During 1976 and 1977, he had become acquainted with the commune chief and others in the village of Bat Dangkor, four miles to the north. They seemed to him “not so pro-Communist and more compatible.”

Movement from place to place was rigidly controlled and rarely allowed by the Khmer Rouge, but somehow, through gentle pleading and by playing the empty-headed worker, he got permission to move.

Life immediately improved for Pran. Though his work regimen remained severe and food was still not plentiful, his commune chief, a twenty-seven-year-old named Phat who had lost his love for the Khmer Rouge, took a liking to him. Pran became his houseboy, carrying water, chopping firewood, bathing the children, building the fire, washing clothes, and cooking. The days were long, but Pran felt somewhat protected. “I did everything to please him,” Pran says. “I was like a slave.”

This commune chief had a radio, and sometimes at night—maybe once a week—Pran and four or five trusted friends would gather around it with him and surreptitiously listen to the Voice of America. The V. O. A. came on at 8:30 p. m., and it was on these broadcasts that Pran learned of the fierce fighting throughout 1978 between the Khmer Rouge and the Vietnamese army along the border with Vietnam.

Though both governments were Communist, the Cambodians and Vietnamese were centuries-old ethnic enemies, and now the Chinese were supporting the Khmer Rouge and the Russians were supporting the Vietnamese. Vietnam, in its propaganda broadcasts, called Cambodia “a land of blood and tears, hell on earth,” and announced the formation of a new “front” to “liberate” Cambodia. Pran took some hope from this; anything was better than the insane Khmer Rouge.

Finally, in December, he learned on the V. O. A. that the Vietnamese had invaded Cambodia in force. On January 7, 1979, they took Phnom Penh. Three days later, they reached the Siem Reap area, and the Khmer Rouge units around Pran’s village took flight.

After about a week of careful watching, Pran was persuaded that the Vietnamese were not killing civilians and were allowing people to return to their home villages. So, his spirits up but still cautious, he left Bat Dangkor by moonlight and, smiling a lot at his “liberators” on the way, he walked the twenty-odd miles to the town of Siem Reap to search for his family.

What he found was what most Cambodians found when they returned home: a few survivors but most of their family members dead. Of his mother and father, three brothers, two sisters, and numerous nephews and nieces, only his sixty-three-year-old mother, one sister, a sister-in-law, and five nieces and nephews were alive. One brother, nineteen, had been executed for being a student, the other two for being military officers in the Lon Nol army. One sister had been killed for being the wife of an officer. The sister survived still had three children; a fourth child was lost to starvation.

Pran’s father, a retired public-works official, had died of starvation in late 1975, about the same time that Pran was caught and beaten for stealing the pocketful of rice in Dam Dek. As he lay dying, he called out for Pran’s wife, Ser Moeun, who had been close to him and had often brought him special treats from her kitchen. “Ser Moeun, Ser Moeun,” he rambled deliriously as his life slipped away, “bring me some of your food and cake.”

As Pran re-explored Siem Reap, people kept walking up to him in astonishment, saying, “I thought you died. How did you stay alive?” “Because of my education and background,” he says, “no one could believe I could survive.”

The reasons for their disbelief lay all around Siem Reap; they were called the “killing fields.” “One day soon after I came back,” Pran recalls, “two women from my village went looking for firewood in the forest. They found bones and skulls everywhere among the trees and in the wells. When they came back they told me about it and said they would take me there and show me. They asked me, ‘Are you afraid of ghosts?’ I told them, ‘No, why should I be afraid? The ghosts may be my brothers or my sister.’�

So Pran went to see the killing fields. Each of the two main execution areas alone, he says, held the bones of four to five thousand bodies, thinly covered by a layer of earth.

“In the water wells, the bodies were like soup bones in broth,” he says. “And you could always tell the killing grounds because the grass grew taller and greener where the bodies were buried.”

Similar reports have come from every village in Cambodia: tall green grass and choked wells.

The Vietnamese “liberators,” having seized the main towns, set up a client Cambodian government in Phnom Penh and were looking for administrators to help them govern throughout the country. In Siem Reap, local villagers who knew Pran’s skills asked for him as their administrative chief, and the two Vietnamese governors of the province agreed. He became, in effect, the mayor of Siem Reap township, which held about ten thousand people. “I took the job out of pity for my people,” he says. “They wanted a Cambodian in charge, so I take it to lift them up. There were so few intellectuals still alive. If I don’t do it, who will lead and help my people?”

In his new job, Pran wore a khaki uniform with a Soviet-style military cap and carried an AK-47 automatic rifle. Every week he had to give a speech, cleared first by the Vietnamese, to a different section of the population in his township. “I don’t talk politics,” he says. “I just talk about nationalism, about how you have to work for food. I urge people to work because of the starvation and the low economy.”

The two Vietnamese governors, Nhien and Linh, praised him often and showed him considerable respect, “because I helped them a lot to set up the administration. Sometimes they even embraced me.” But Pran never stopped thinking about escape. It was during this period that he had cautiously approached the East German correspondent Gerhard Leo and asked him to carry that message—” Dith Pran survivor”—to me. The Vietnamese governors had directed Pran to arrange a welcoming committee of fifty villagers for the journalists, which is how Pran came to be there.

While cheered somewhat by the arrival of the foreigners, he was reluctant at first to approach the group, out of fear that giving away his New York Times background might put him in jeopardy. But then he saw Leo walking away from the main group to take some pictures and heard him speaking in French mixed with English. “I was afraid by now of all Communists,” he said, “but when he was alone I deceided to take a risk because he’s a long-nose [Westerner].”

Five months later, Pran’s fears were realized. His Vietnamese superiors somehow discovered, perhps through an informer, that he had worked for American journalists. They called him in, told him he was politically “unclean,” said his mind was tainted by “unrevolutionary thoughts,” and forced him to resign his job. On July 15, 1979, an election was held in Siem Reap to fill Pran’s post. He grew increasingly nervous about what the Vietnamese might do to him now that they had found him out.

 Source: Sydney Schanberg, The Death and Life of Dith Pran, New York: Penguin Books, 1985, pp 42–54. Used by permission of Betty Marks, Dramatic Agent.

5. Teeda Butt Mam, "Worms from Our Skin"

For nearly four years, Cambodia was brutally eradicated of any evidence of alien ways. The primary targets were the cities, in particular the capital, Phnom Penh. Buildings and institutions were torn down, and the city’s population of nearly 2 million was uprooted and “resettled” in the countryside, so as to purge them of their exposure to bourgeois ways. This would indoctrinate them, in turn, to rural, traditional Khmer culture, ostensibly unspoiled by colonialism and capitalism—the twin enemies of the anticolonialist, Communist, and mono-ethnic nationalist Khmer Rouge. Teeda Butt Mam was a 15-year-old schoolgirl when the Khmer Rouge came to power in 1975. This account relates her impressions of the class-based nature of the Khmer Rouge campaign, viewed from the perspective of one who was categorized as a major enemy of the new society.

I was fifteen years old when the Khmer Rouge came to power in April 1975. I can still remember how overwhelmed with joy I was that the war had finally ended.

It did not matter who won. I and many Cambodians wanted peace at any price. The civil war had tired us out, and we could not make much sense out of killing our own brothers and sisters for a cause that was not ours. We were ready to support our new government to rebuild our country. We wanted to bring back that slow-paced, simple life we grew up with and loved dearly. At the time we didn’t realize how high the price was that we had to pay for the Khmer Rouge’s peace.

The Khmer Rouge were very clever and brutal. Their tactics were effective because most of us refused to believe their malicious intentions. Their goal was to liberate us. They risked their own lives and gave up their families for “justice” and “equality.” How could these worms have come out of our own skin?

Even after our warmest welcome, the first word from the Khmer Rouge was a lie wrapped around a deep anger and hatred of the kind of society they felt Cambodia was becoming. They told us that Americans were going to bomb the cities. They forced millions of residents of Phnom Penh and other cities out of their homes. They separated us from our friends and neighbors to keep us off balance, to prevent us from forming any alliance to stand up and win back our rights. They ripped off our homes and our possessions. They did this intentionally, without mercy.

They were willing to pay any cost, any lost lives for their mission. Innocent children, old women, and sick patients from hospital beds were included. Along the way, many innocent Cambodians were dying of starvation, disease, loss of loved ones, confusion, and execution.

We were seduced into returning to our hometowns in the villages so they could reveal our true identities. Then the genocide began. First, it was the men.

They took my father. They told my family that my father needed to be reeducated. Brainwashed. But my father’s fate is unknown to this day. We can only imagine what happened to him. This is true for almost all Cambodian widows and orphans. We live in fear of finding out what atrocities were committed against our fathers, husbands, brothers. What could they have done that deserved a tortured death?

Later the Khmer Rouge killed the wives and children of the executed men in order to avoid revenge. They encouraged children to find fault with their own parents and spy on them. They openly showed their intention to destroy the family structure that once held love, faith, comfort, happiness, and companionship. They took young children from their homes to live in a commune so that they could indoctrinate them.

Parents lost their children. Families were separated. We were not allowed to cry or show any grief when they took away our loved ones. A man would be killed if he lost an ox he was assigned to tend. A woman would be killed if she was too tired to work. Human life wasn’t even worth a bullet. They clubbed the back of our necks and pushed us down to smother us and let us die in a deep hole with hundreds of other bodies.

They told us we were VOID. We were less than a grain of rice in a large pile. The Khmer Rouge said that the Communist revolution could be successful with only two people. Our lives had no significance to their great Communist nation, and they told us, “To keep you is no benefit, to destroy you is no loss.” . . .

The people on the Khmer Rouge death list were the group called the city people. They were the “new” people. These were any Cambodian men, women, girls, boys, and babies who did not live in their “liberated zones” before they won the war in 1975. Their crime was that they lived in the enemy’s zone, helping and supporting the enemy.

The city people were the enemy, and the list was long. Former soldiers, the police, the CIA, and the KGB. Their crime was fighting in the civil war. The merchants, the capitalists, and the businessmen. Their crime was exploiting the poor. The rich farmers and the landlords. Their crime was exploiting the peasants. The intellectuals, the doctors, the lawyers, the monks, the teachers, and the civil servants. These people thought, and their memories were tainted by the evil Westerners. Students were getting education to exploit the poor. Former celebrities, the poets. These people carried bad memories of the old, corrupted Cambodia.

The list goes on and on. The rebellious, the kind-hearted, the brave, the clever, the individualists, the people who wore glasses, the literate, the popular, the complainers, the lazy, those with talent, those with trouble getting along with others, and those with soft hands. These people were corrupted and lived off the blood and sweat of the farmers and the poor.

Very few of us escaped these categories. My family were not villagers. We were from Phnom Penh. I was afraid of who I was. I was an educated girl from a middle-class family. I could read, write, and think. I was proud of my family and my roots. I was scared that they would hear my thoughts and prayers, that they could see my dreams and feel my anger and disapproval of their regime.

I was always hungry. I woke up hungry before sunrise and walked many kilometers to the worksite with no breakfast. I worked until noon. My lunch was either rice porridge with a few grains or boiled young bananas or boiled corn. I continued working until sunset. My dinner was the same as lunch. I couldn’t protest to Angka, but my stomach protested to me that it needed more food. Every night I went to sleep dirty and hungry. I was sad because I missed my mom. I was fearful that this might be the night I’d be taken away, tortured, raped, and killed.

I wanted to commit suicide but I couldn’t. If I did, I would be labeled “the enemy” because I dared to show my unhappiness with their regime. My death would be followed by my family’s death because they were the family of the enemy. My greatest fear was not my death, but how much suffering I had to go through before they killed me.

They kept moving us around, from the fields into the woods. They purposely did this to disorient us so they could have complete control. They did it to get rid of the “useless people.” Those who were too old or too weak to work. Those who did not produce their quota. We were cold because we had so few clothes and blankets. We had no shoes. We were sick and had little or no medical care. They told us that we “volunteered” to work fifteen hours or more a day in the rain or in the moonlight with no holidays. We were timid and lost. We had to be silent. We not only lost our identities, but we lost our pride, our senses, our religion, our loved ones, our souls, ourselves. . . .

Near my hut there was a woman named Chamroeun. She watched her three children die of starvation, one at a time. She would have been able to save their lives had she had gold or silk or perfume to trade for food and medicine on the black market. The Khmer Rouge veterans and village leaders had control of the black market. They traded rice that Chamroeun toiled over for fancy possessions. The Khmer Rouge gave a new meaning to corruption.

The female soldiers were jealous of my lighter skin and feminine figure. While they were enjoying their nice black pajamas, silk scarves, jewelry, new shoes, and perfume, they stared at me, seeing if I had anything better than they did. I tried to appear timid with my ragged clothes, but it was hard to hide the pride in my eyes.

In January 1979 I was called to join a district meeting. The district leader told us that it was time to get rid of “all the wheat that grows among the rice plants.” The city people were the wheat. The city people were to be eliminated. My life was saved because the Vietnamese invasion came just two weeks later. . . .

In April 1979, the Buddhist New Year, exactly four years after the Khmer Rouge came to power, I joined a group of corpselike bodies dancing freely to the sound of clapping and songs of folk music that defined who we were. We danced under the moonlight around the bonfire. We were celebrating the miracles that saved our lives. At that moment, I felt that my spirit and my soul had returned to my weak body. Once again, I was human.

 Source: Teeda Butt Mam, Worms from Our Skin, in Dith Pran (compiler) and Kim DePaul (ed.), Children of Cambodia’s Killing Field: Memoirs by Survivors, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1999, pp. 11–17. Used by permission of Yale University Press.

6. Jon Swain, The Downfall of Phnom Penh

Award-winning British journalist Jon Swain (b. 1948), who recorded his experiences during the war in Indochina between 1970 and 1975 in a book entitled River of Time (1995), gave an insightful depiction of the last days of Phnom Penh before and during the Khmer Rouge takeover. It accords closely to the events portrayed in the 1984 Oscar-winning film The Killing Fields (dir. Roland Joffé), and refers to several of the other leading journalist/observers of the time, including Sydney Schanberg (b. 1934), Dith Pran (1942–2008), and Al Rockoff (b. 1948). It is remarkable for its level of detail and the degree to which it evokes the drama and fears of the time.

It was 12:30 p.m. We now felt secure enough to drive around the northern paart of the city. A few of us went to the Preah Ket Meala Hospital, a gloomy set of buildings five minutes from Le Phnom on the banks of the Mekong, where hundreds of people were being subjected to a hideous death. The doctors had not reported for work for two days. There was no one to treat the 2000 wounded and the plasma bottles and saline drips were emptying one by one.

People were bleeding to death by the dozen in the corridors. The floors of the wards were caked with blood. The hot, fetid air was thick with flies—the sight of these swarming over the living and the dead, over the anguished faces of those who knew they were doomed to die, churned my stomach and made my mind reel. I asked a distraught nurse for an explanation. She said she had phoned the doctors. “They say they are coming in a short time, but they are not here yet. Maybe they are afraid.”

These scenes of horror wiped out the work of the Scottish team who had filled a downstairs ward with sophisticated equipment and brightened it with children’s pictures.

Upstairs was worse. The dead and the dying lay in pools of their own blood. The long corridor outside the operating theatre was literally awash with it. A man and his wife had died in each other’s arms. A few feet away, and old man was pushed hard up against the wall, his intestines tumbling out like laundry. Further down the corridor was a soldier with arm, head and stomach wounds—a Khmer Rouge who had somehow been brought in for treatment.

A single harassed doctor fussed about impotently, stethoscope around his neck. It was easy to see that, but for our presence, he would already have gone home. Through fly-blown lips, the Khmer Rouge croaked: “Water, water, please get me some water.” We could not give him any because of his stomach wound.

Hospital workers with scrubbing-brushes and bowls of soapy water started to wash the blood off the floor. They brushed between the legs of the corpses and sent the red mixture splashing down the open lift shaft. With one accord, Sydney, Al, Pran and I sloshed our way through the blood to the exit and left.

It was one o’clock, the hottest time of the day. We emerged into the oven-like heat to find people edging inside the buildings and running away from the front gate. There was a distinct mood of danger. We drove cautiously through the hospital grounds towards the street, but before we could reach it, there came a rush of footsteps. Half a dozen Khmer Rouge soldiers, bristling with guns, stopped the car, dragged us out and shook their rifles at us. They were boys, some perhaps twelve years old, hardly taller than their tightly held AK47 rifles. Their ignorance and fanaticism made them super-deadly.

Their leader’s eyes were coals of hate. He was screaming and ranting, foaming at the mouth. He held his pistol against my head, finger firm on the trigger. My hands were high in the air and I was paralysed with fear. My camera, notebooks and other belongings littered the ground where the Khmer Rouge had thrown them. The seconds ticked by. Pran uttered some soothing words in Khmer. Then I was able to rejoin the others on their side of the car. A chastened, terrified group, we moved under escort to a captured APC in the street outside.

Sydney, Al and I were forced at gunpoint into the back of the APC. . . . We rode through the streets and stopped to pick up two more prisoners, Cambodians in civilian clothes. The big one with a moustache and a crew-cut wore a white T-shirt and jeans. The smaller man was wearing a sports shirt and slacks. Both were officers and quite as frightened as we were.

The big man was second-in-command of the government navy. He tried to pass us his wallet with his ID card. We whispered that it was no use. Finally he hid it in the back of the APC among some oily rags. The small man put an ivory Buddha in his mouth as a talisman. . . .

I was still young enough to believe that death, even in Cambodia, happens mostly to others. Now I was faced with death myself. I had coped with it a number of times on the battlefield, but this was different. To have my head blown off by a teenage soldier at close range when the war was over seemed a ridiculous, ineffectual and unfair ending to life. I longed to be told it was all make-believe. I cursed myself for ever having left the security of the hotel to see the casualties in the hospital and wished the clock could be turned back a couple of hours. The same emotions must have run through the minds of all those other journalists in the minutes before they were murdered by the Khmer Rouge.

We were prisoners inside the APC for about twenty-five minutes, sweating like pigs in the heat. But time no longer existed; I was already beginning to feel remote from the world outside. I thought of the wastefulness of my life, the people I loved and would never see again. I prayed softly. I know that I wanted desperately to live but I am struck by our lack of protests or resistance. Of course, they would have done no good. The young Khmer Rouge had eyes as cold as stone and were determined to kill us. We were condemned men. Our deaths would be squalid. But surely we should not have gone like lambs to slaughter.

The top hatch unfolded with a clang and a man pointing a gun at me screamed, “We are not Vietnamese. We don’t like Vietnamese.” It was an odd thing to say. I had been speaking in French only to establish that I was not American. Perhaps he thought I had been talking in Vietnamese. Evidently he harboured the traditional Cambodian hatred for their Vietnamese neighbours.

The wretched minutes ticked by. At 1:40 p.m., the APC shuddered to a halt. Bolts slid back. The rear door was opened. I saw water and a pair of Khmer Rouge soldiers, pointing rifles, beckoning us out. We stared at one another. We were sure this was journey’s end; we would be executed and our bodies tossed into the Mekong.

Eyes blinking, we stepped into the sunlight. Immediately Pran began to talk. He talked and talked. He spoke softly and firmly, telling the Khmer Rouge that we were neutral journalists, there to witness their historic “liberation” of Phnom Penh and Cambodia. By and by, the tension went out of the air. We were ordered to stand across the street from the river and wait. We drank water from a bucket and watched people stream out of the city up Route Five.

We assumed they were refugees from the war returning to their homes now the fighting was over. In fact, the Khmer Rouge had issued orders for the entire city to be evacuated. They had also started to loot, a process that continued for days. As we stood there, guerrillas drove past in cars heaped high with cigarettes, soft drinks and wines. Few knew how to drive: the crash of gearboxes was the prevailing sound. In other circumstances, their efforts would have been hilarious; now they were grotesque: the peasant boys with death at the tips of their fingers were behaving like spoilt brats. They seemed every bit as irresponsible as the Cambodian army they had defeated.

At 3:30 a man of authority ordered us to be released, and most of our belongings were returned. The Khmer Rouge kept the car, my notebooks, films and hotel key. We were too tired to argue. Hitching a ride with two Frenchmen, we drove straight to the Ministry of Information, where we understood there was to be a news conference. We left behind the two Cambodian prisoners. I remember them standing limply on the riverbank, beseeching looks in their eyes. They knew they were condemned to die, and there was nothing we could do. We made a feeble sign of pity and abandoned them to their fate.

 Source: Jon Swain, River of Time, London: William Heinemann, 1995, pp. 138–143. Used by permission of Random House and St. Martin’s Press.

7. Khmer Rouge Biographical Questionnaire of Members

As Ben Kiernan of Yale University notes, the 32 questions required of all members of the Communist Party of Kampuchea/Cambodia were designed to glean information about (i.e., inform on) one’s family and friends, a required behavior in the new state. To date, more than 11,000 such forms have been located, “a rich lode of research material on the organization that presided over the genocide.”

A Khmer Rouge Personal Life History Questionnaire Examining the Revolutionary Biography of Comrade

I. About Yourself

	Original name: Revolutionary name:
 	Place, day, month and year of birth:
 	Sex female or male? Ethnicity:
 	Married or single?
 	Occupation and original class before joining the revolution:
 	Occupation and class after joining the revolution:
 	. Had you joined any political organizations prior to joining the revolution? Reason for joining these organizations . . .
 	When did you join the revolution? Where? Who brought you to join? Reason for joining the revolution . . .
 	When did you join the Kampuchean Communist Youth League (SYK), the Kampuchean Peasants Association (SKK), the Union (SHC), Democratic Workers and Laborers Association (SKPP)? Where? Who brought you to join? Reason for joining these organizations . . .
 	When did you join the Party? Where? Who authorized you to join? Reason for joining the Party . . .
 	What position have you obtained since joining the revolution?
 	What was your educational level during the old regime? In the new regime? What diplomas do you have?
 	What kinds of people did you live and work among? workers, farmers, intellectuals, capitalists, women, monks? What is your understanding of these groups?
 	Have you studied about the revolution at a seminar or school? What did you study?
 	How many times did Angkar examine and discuss your personal biography and revolutionary lifestyle? How long did it take to both prepare and present it?
 	How clearly do you know your character? To what level? How well do you know your strengths and weaknesses? How have you changed your non-revolutionary character and weaknesses? What is the result?


II. About Your Husband or Wife, if you have One

	Original name: Revolutionary Name:
 	Ethnicity:
 	Place, day, month and year of birth:
 	Occupation and original class before marriage:
 	Occupation and class after marriage:
 	Did [he/she] used to join a political organization? What is [his/her] political attitude toward the revolution?
 	Has [she/he] joined the revolution, yet? When did [she/he] join? Which organization? Currently has what position in the revolution?
 	Does [your spouse] have any political, economic or emotional influence or power over comrade [you]? To what level [extent]?
 	Do you, comrade, have any political, economic, emotional influence or power over your spouse?
 	What is your worldview about love, hatred and marriage? What kind of attachments do these have over you, comrade?


III. About Your Biological Children

	How many children do you have? How many girls? How many boys? How old are they?
 	How many of them are working or married? What work do they do? What class are they? Have they joined any political organizations? Have they joined the revolution, yet? What is their attitude toward the revolution?
 	How many are dependent [on you] and not yet married? What do they do? Have they joined any political organizations? Have they joined the revolution, yet? What is their attitude toward the revolution?
 	What is your standpoint concerning revolutionary worldview in relation to love, hatred, and raising of children?
 	What kind of influence, power and attachment do the children have over you, comrade?


IV. About Your Biological Parents

	Original name: father/mother Revolutionary name: father/mother
 	Ethnicity: father mother
 	Place, day, month, year of birth, age, living or deceased
 father:
 mother:

 	Occupation and class:
 father:
 mother:

 	Political involvement: Have they joined any political organizations? What is their attitude toward the revolution?
 	What kind of political, economic, material, emotional influence, power and attachment do they have over you, comrade?
 	What influence or power do you, comrade, have on your parents?


V. About Your Parents-in-law

	Original name: father-in-law/mother-in-law Revolutionary name: father-in-law/mother-in-law
 	Place, day, month, year of birth, age, living or deceased
 father -in-la w:
 mother -in-law:

 	Occupation and class:
 father -in-la w:
 mother -in-law:

 	Political involvement: Have they joined any political organizations? What is their attitude toward the revolution?
 	What kind of political, economic, material, emotional influence, power and attachment do they have over you, comrade?
 	What influence or power do you, comrade, have on your parents-in-law?


VI. About Your Biological Siblings

	How many siblings do you have? How many sisters? How many brothers? How old are they?
 	Occupation and class of each:
 	Political involvement: Which political organizations have they joined? Have they joined the revolution, yet? What is their attitude toward the revolution?
 	What influence or attachment do they have over you, comrade?
 	What influence do you, comrade, have over each of your biological siblings?


VII. Close Friends and Social Environment you Enjoy Outside of Revolutionary Organizations

	What very close friends do you have? How many?
 	Occupation and social class of each:
 	Political involvement: What is the political attitude of each toward the revolution?
 	What influence do they have over you, comrade?
 	Which social setting do you most enjoy being part of: workers, farmers, intellectuals, petty bourgeoisie, capitalists, aristocrats, feudalists, foreigners? What political, economic, emotional influence do these groups have over you, comrade?


 Source: Cambodian Genocide Program, Yale University, www.yale.edu/cgp/questionnaire.html . Used by permission.

8. Law on the Establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia for the Prosecution of Crimes Committed during the Period of Democratic Kampuchea, October 27, 2004

The Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia (ECCC) was initially established as an idea in 1997, whose purpose is to try the most senior and most responsible members of the Khmer Rouge. On June 6, 2003, the Cambodian government and the United Nations reached and signed an agreement to establish appropriate jurisdiction; although the ECCC is a national court, its international dimension requires that its members include both local and foreign judges, and the court invites international participation in order to appear beyond reproach in applying international standards. The ECCC’s mandate deals with serious violations of Cambodian penal law, international humanitarian law and custom, and violation of international conventions recognized by Cambodia that were committed during the period between April 17, 1975, and January 6, 1979, that is, the period of the Khmer Rouge regime taken at its totality.

LAW ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF EXTRAORDINARY CHAMBERS IN THE COURTS OF CAMBODIA FOR THE PROSECUTION OF CRIMES COMMITTED DURING THE PERIOD OF DEMOCRATIC KAMPUCHEA

Chapter I

General Provisions

Article 1

The purpose of this law is to bring to trial senior leaders of Democratic Kampuchea and those who were most responsible for the crimes and serious violations of Cambodian penal law, international humanitarian law and custom, and international conventions recognized by Cambodia, that were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

Chapter II

Competence

Article 2 New

Extraordinary Chambers shall be established in the existing court structure, namely the trial court and the supreme court to bring to trial senior leaders of Democratic Kampuchea and those who were most responsible for the crimes and serious violations of Cambodian laws related to crimes, international humanitarian law and custom, and international conventions recognized by Cambodia, that were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

Senior leaders of Democratic Kampuchea and those who were most responsible for the above acts are hereinafter designated as “Suspects”.

Article 3 New

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects who committed any of these crimes set forth in the 1956 Penal Code, and which were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979:

	Homicide (Article 501, 503, 504, 505, 506, 507 and 508)
 	Torture (Article 500)
 	Religious Persecution (Articles 209 and 210)


The statute of limitations set forth in the 1956 Penal Code shall be extended for an additional 30 years for the crimes enumerated above, which are within the jurisdiction of the Extraordinary Chambers.

The penalty under Articles 209, 500, 506 and 507 of the 1956 Penal Code shall be limited to a maximum of life imprisonment, in accordance with Article 32 of the Constitution of the Kingdom of Cambodia, and as further stipulated in Articles 38 and 39 of this Law.

Article 4

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects who committed the crimes of genocide as defined in the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 1948, and which were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

The acts of genocide, which have no statute of limitations, mean any acts committed with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, such as:

	killing members of the group;
 	causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	forcibly transferring children from one group to another group.


The following acts shall be punishable under this Article:

	attempts to commit acts of genocide;
 	conspiracy to commit acts of genocide;
 	participation in acts of genocide.


Article 5

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects who committed crimes against humanity during the period 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

Crimes against humanity, which have no statute of limitations, are any acts committed as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population, on national, political, ethnical, racial or religious grounds, such as:

	murder;
 	extermination;
 	enslavement;
 	deportation;
 	imprisonment;
 	torture;
 	rape;
 	persecutions on political, racial, and religious grounds;
 	other inhumane acts.


Article 6

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects who committed or ordered the commission of grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, such as the following acts against persons or property protected under provisions of these Conventions, and which were committed during the period 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979:

	wilful killing;
 	torture or inhumane treatment;
 	wilfully causing great suffering or serious injury to body or health;
 	destruction and serious damage to property, not justified by military necessity and carried out unlawfully and wantonly;
 	compelling a prisoner of war or a civilian to serve in the forces of a hostile power;
 	wilfully depriving a prisoner of war or civilian the rights of fair and regular trial;
 	unlawful deportation or transfer or unlawful confinement of a civilian;
 	taking civilians as hostages.


Article 7

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects most responsible for the destruction of cultural property during armed conflict pursuant to the 1954 Hague Convention for Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict, and which were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

Article 8

The Extraordinary Chambers shall have the power to bring to trial all Suspects most responsible for crimes against internationally protected persons pursuant to the Vienna Convention of 1961 on Diplomatic Relations, and which were committed during the period from 17 April 1975 to 6 January 1979.

Chapter III

Composition of the Extraordinary Chambers

Article 9 New

The Trial Chamber shall be an Extraordinary Chamber composed of five professional judges, of whom three are Cambodian judges with one as president, and two foreign judges; and before which the Co-Prosecutors shall present their cases. The president shall appoint one or more clerks of the court to participate.

The Supreme Court Chamber, which shall serve as both appellate chamber and final instance, shall be an Extraordinary Chamber composed of seven judges, of whom four are Cambodian judges with one as president, and three foreign judges; and before which the Co-Prosecutors shall present their cases. The president shall appoint one or more clerks of the court to participate.

Chapter IV

Appointment of Judges

Article 10 New

The judges of the Extraordinary Chambers shall be appointed from among the currently practising judges or are additionally appointed in accordance with the existing procedures for appointment of judges; all of whom shall have high moral character, a spirit of impartiality and integrity, and experience, particularly in criminal law or international law, including international humanitarian law and human rights law.

Judges shall be independent in the performance of their functions, and shall not accept or seek any instructions from any government or any other source.

Article 11 New

The Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint at least seven Cambodian judges to act as judges of the Extraordinary Chambers, and shall appoint reserve judges as needed, and shall also appoint the President of each of the Extraordinary Chambers from the above Cambodian judges so appointed, in accordance with the existing procedures for appointment of judges.

The reserve Cambodian judges shall replace the appointed Cambodian judges in case of their absence. These reserve judges may continue to perform their regular duties in their respective courts.

The Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint at least five individuals of foreign nationality to act as foreign judges of the Extraordinary Chambers upon nomination by the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall submit a list of not less than seven candidates for foreign judges to the Royal Government of Cambodia, from which the Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint five sitting judges and at least two reserve judges. In addition to the foreign judges sitting in the Extraordinary Chambers and present at every stage of the proceedings, the President of each Chamber may, on a case-by-case basis, designate one or more reserve foreign judges already appointed by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy to be present at each stage of the trial, and to replace a foreign judge if that judge is unable to continue sitting.

Article 12

All judges under this law shall enjoy equal status and conditions of service according to each level of the Extraordinary Chambers.

Each judge under this law shall be appointed for the period of these proceedings.

Article 13

Judges shall be assisted by Cambodian and international staff as needed in their offices.

In choosing staff to serve as assistants and law clerks, the Director of the Office of Administration shall interview if necessary and, with the approval of the Cambodian judges by majority vote, hire staff who shall be appointed by the Royal Government of Cambodia. The Deputy Director of the Office of Administration shall be responsible for the recruitment and administration of all international staff. The number of assistants and law clerks shall be chosen in proportion to the Cambodian judges and foreign judges.

Cambodian staff shall be selected from Cambodian civil servants or other qualified nationals of Cambodia, if necessary.

Chapter V

Decisions of the Extraordinary Chambers

Article 14 New

	The judges shall attempt to achieve unanimity in their decisions. If this is not possible, the following shall apply: 	a decision by the Extraordinary Chamber of the trial court shall require the affirmative vote of at least four judges;
 	a decision by the Extraordinary Chamber of the Supreme Court shall require the affirmative vote of at least five judges.


 	When there is no unanimity, the decision of the Extraordinary Chambers shall contain the opinions of the majority and the minority.


Article 15

The Presidents shall convene the appointed judges at the appropriate time to proceed with the work of the Extraordinary Chambers.

Chapter VI

Co-Prosecutors

Article 16

All indictments in the Extraordinary Chambers shall be the responsibility of two prosecutors, one Cambodian and another foreign, hereinafter referred to as Co-Prosecutors, who shall work together to prepare indictments against the Suspects in the Extraordinary Chambers.

Article 17 New

The Co-Prosecutors in the Trial Chamber shall have the right to appeal the verdict of the Extraordinary Chamber of the trial court.

Article 18 New

The Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint Cambodian prosecutors and Cambodian reserve prosecutors as necessary from among the Cambodian professional judges.

The reserve prosecutors shall replace the appointed prosecutors in case of their absence. These reserve prosecutors may continue to perform their regular duties in their respective courts.

One foreign prosecutor with the competence to appear in both Extraordinary Chambers shall be appointed by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy upon nomination by the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall submit a list of at least two candidates for foreign Co-Prosecutor to the Royal Government of Cambodia, from which the Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint one prosecutor and one reserve prosecutor.

Article 19

The Co-Prosecutors shall be appointed from among those individuals who are appointed in accordance with the existing procedures for selection of prosecutors who have high moral character and integrity and who are experienced in the conduct of investigations and prosecutions of criminal cases.

The Co-Prosecutors shall be independent in the performance of their functions and shall not accept or seek instructions from any government or any other source.

Article 20 New

The Co-Prosecutors shall prosecute in accordance with existing procedures in force. If these existing procedures do not deal with a particular matter, or if there is uncertainty regarding their interpretation or application or if there is a question regarding their consistency with international standards, the Co-Prosecutors may seek guidance in procedural rules established at the international level.

In the event of disagreement between the Co-Prosecutors the following shall apply:

The prosecution shall proceed unless the Co-Prosecutors or one of them requests within thirty days that the difference shall be settled in accordance with the following provisions;

The Co-Prosecutors shall submit written statements of facts and the reasons for their different positions to the Director of the Office of Administration.

The difference shall be settled forthwith by a Pre-Trial Chamber of five judges, three Cambodian judges appointed by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy, one of whom shall be President, and two foreign judges appointed by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy upon nomination by the Secretary-General of the United Nations. The appointment of the above judges shall follow the provisions of Article 10 of this Law.

Upon receipt of the statements referred to in the third paragraph, the Director of the Office of Administration shall immediately convene the Pre-Trial Chamber and communicate the statements to its members.

A decision of the Pre-Trial Chamber, against which there is no appeal, requires the affirmative vote of at least four judges. The decision shall be communicated to the Director of the Office of Administration, who shall publish it and communicate it to the Co-Prosecutors. They shall immediately proceed in accordance with the decision of the Chamber. If there is no majority as required for a decision, the prosecution shall proceed.

In carrying out the prosecution, the Co-Prosecutors may seek the assistance of the Royal Government of Cambodia if such assistance would be useful to the prosecution, and such assistance shall be provided.

Article 21 New

The Co-Prosecutors under this law shall enjoy equal status and conditions of service according to each level of the Extraordinary Chambers.

Each Co-Prosecutor shall be appointed for the period of these proceedings.

In the event of the absence of the foreign Co-Prosecutor, he or she shall be replaced by the reserve foreign Co-Prosecutor.

Article 22 New

Each Co-Prosecutor shall have the right to choose one or more deputy prosecutors to assist him or her with prosecution before the chambers. Deputy foreign prosecutors shall be appointed by the foreign Co-Prosecutor from a list provided by the Secretary-General.

The Co-prosecutors shall be assisted by Cambodian and international staff as needed in their offices. In choosing staff to serve as assistants, the Director of the Office of Administration shall interview, if necessary, and with the approval of the Cambodian Co-Prosecutor, hire staff who shall be appointed by the Royal Government of Cambodia. The Deputy Director of the Office of Administration shall be responsible for the recruitment and administration of all foreign staff. The number of assistants shall be chosen in proportion to the Cambodian prosecutors and foreign prosecutors.

Cambodian staff shall be selected from Cambodian civil servants and, if necessary, other qualified nationals of Cambodia.

Chapter VII

Investigations

Article 23 New

All investigations shall be the joint responsibility of two investigating judges, one Cambodian and another foreign, hereinafter referred to as Co-Investigating Judges, and shall follow existing procedures in force. If these existing procedures do not deal with a particular matter, or if there is uncertainty regarding their interpretation or application or if there is a question regarding their consistency with international standards, the Co-Investigating Judges may seek guidance in procedural rules established at the international level.

In the event of disagreement between the Co-Investigating Judges the following shall apply:

The investigation shall proceed unless the Co-Investigating Judges or one of them requests within thirty days that the difference shall be settled in accordance with the following provisions.

The Co-Investigating Judges shall submit written statements of facts and the reasons for their different positions to the Director of the Office of Administration.

The difference shall be settled forthwith by the Pre-Trial Chamber referred to in Article 20.

Upon receipt of the statements referred to in the third paragraph, the Director of the Office of Administration shall immediately convene the Pre-Trial Chamber and communicate the statements to its members.

A decision of the Pre-Trial Chamber, against which there is no appeal, requires the affirmative vote of at least four judges. The decision shall be communicated to the Director of the Office of Administration, who shall publish it and communicate it to the Co-Investigating Judges. They shall immediately proceed in accordance with the decision of the Pre-Trial Chamber. If there is no majority as required for a decision, the investigation shall proceed.

The Co-Investigating Judges shall conduct investigations on the basis of information obtained from any institution, including the Government, United Nations organs, or non-governmental organizations.

The Co-Investigating Judges shall have the power to question suspects and victims, to hear witnesses, and to collect evidence, in accordance with existing procedures in force. In the event the Co-Investigating Judges consider it necessary to do so, they may issue an order requesting the Co-Prosecutors also to interrogate the witnesses.

In carrying out the investigations, the Co-Investigating Judges may seek the assistance of the Royal Government of Cambodia, if such assistance would be useful to the investigation, and such assistance shall be provided.

Article 24 New

During the investigation, Suspects shall be unconditionally entitled to assistance of counsel of their own choosing, and to have legal assistance assigned to them free of charge if they cannot afford it, as well as the right to interpretation, as necessary, into and from a language they speak and understand.

Article 25

The Co-Investigating Judges shall be appointed from among the currently practising judges or are additionally appointed in accordance with the existing procedures for appointment of judges; all of whom shall have high moral character, a spirit of impartiality and integrity, and experience. They shall be independent in the performance of their functions and shall not accept or seek instructions from any government or any other source.

Article 26

The Cambodian Co-Investigating Judge and the reserve Investigating Judges shall be appointed by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy from among the Cambodian professional judges.

The reserve Investigating Judges shall replace the appointed Investigating Judges in case of their absence. These Investigating Judges may continue to perform their regular duties in their respective courts.

The Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint the foreign Co-Investigating Judge for the period of the investigation, upon nomination by the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall submit a list of at least two candidates for foreign Co-Investigating Judge to the Royal Government of Cambodia, from which the Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint one Investigating Judge and one reserve Investigating Judge.

Article 27 New

All Investigating Judges under this law shall enjoy equal status and conditions of service.

Each Investigating Judge shall be appointed for the period of the investigation.

In the event of the absence of the foreign Co-Investigating Judge, he or she shall be replaced by the reserve foreign Co-Investigating Judge.

Article 28

The Co-Investigating Judges shall be assisted by Cambodian and international staff as needed in their offices.

In choosing staff to serve as assistants, the Co-Investigating Judges shall comply with the spirit of the provisions set forth in Article 13 of this law.

Chapter VIII

Individual Responsibility

Article 29

Any Suspect who planned, instigated, ordered, aided and abetted, or committed the crimes referred to in article 3 new, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this law shall be individually responsible for the crime.

The position or rank of any Suspect shall not relieve such person of criminal responsibility or mitigate punishment.

The fact that any of the acts referred to in Articles 3 new, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this law were committed by a subordinate does not relieve the superior of personal criminal responsibility if the superior had effective command and control or authority and control over the subordinate, and the superior knew or had reason to know that the subordinate was about to commit such acts or had done so and the superior failed to take the necessary and reasonable measures to prevent such acts or to punish the perpetrators.

The fact that a Suspect acted pursuant to an order of the Government of Democratic Kampuchea or of a superior shall not relieve the Suspect of individual criminal responsibility.

Chapter IX

Office of Administration

Article 30

The staff of the judges, the investigating judges and prosecutors of the Extraordinary Chambers shall be supervised by an Office of Administration.

This Office shall have a Cambodian Director, a foreign Deputy Director and such other staff as necessary.

Article 31 New

The Director of the Office of Administration shall be appointed by the Royal Government of Cambodia for a two-year term and shall be eligible for reappointment.

The Director of the Office of Administration shall be responsible for the overall management of the Office of Administration, except in matters that are subject to United Nations rules and procedures.

The Director of the Office of Administration shall be appointed from among those with significant experience in court administration and fluency in one of the foreign languages used in the Extraordinary Chambers, and shall be a person of high moral character and integrity.

The foreign Deputy Director shall be appointed by the Secretary-General of the United Nations and assigned by the Royal Government of Cambodia, and shall be responsible for the recruitment and administration of all international staff, as required by the foreign components of the Extraordinary Chambers, the Co-Investigating Judges, the Co-Prosecutors’ Office, and the Office of Administration. The Deputy Director shall administer the resources provided through the United Nations Trust Fund.

The Office of Administration shall be assisted by Cambodian and international staff as necessary. All Cambodian staff of the Office of Administration shall be appointed by the Royal Government of Cambodia at the request of the Director. Foreign staff shall be appointed by the Deputy Director.

Cambodian staff shall be selected from Cambodian civil servants and, if necessary, other qualified nationals of Cambodia.

Article 32

All staff assigned to the judges, Co-Investigating Judges, Co-Prosecutors, and Office of Administration shall enjoy the same working conditions according to each level of the Extraordinary Chambers.

Chapter X

Trial Proceedings of the Extraordinary Chambers

Article 33 New

The Extraordinary Chambers of the trial court shall ensure that trials are fair and expeditious and are conducted in accordance with existing procedures in force, with full respect for the rights of the accused and for the protection of victims and witnesses. If these existing procedure do not deal with a particular matter, or if there is uncertainty regarding their interpretation or application or if there is a question regarding their consistency with international standard, guidance may be sought in procedural rules established at the international level.

The Extraordinary Chambers of the trial court shall exercise their jurisdiction in accordance with international standards of justice, fairness and due process of law, as set out in Articles 14 and 15 of the 1966 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

Suspects who have been indicted and arrested shall be brought to the Trial Chamber according to existing procedures in force. The Royal Government of Cambodia shall guarantee the security of the Suspects who appear before the court, and is responsible for taking measures for the arrest of the Suspects prosecuted under this law. Justice police shall be assisted by other law enforcement elements of the Royal Government of Cambodia, including the armed forces, in order to ensure that accused persons are brought into custody immediately.

Conditions for the arrest and the custody of the accused shall conform to existing law in force.

The Court shall provide for the protection of victims and witnesses. Such protection measures shall include, but not be limited to, the conduct of in camera proceedings and the protection of the victim’s identity.

Article 34 New

Trials shall be public and open to representatives of foreign States, of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, of the media and of national and international non-government organizations unless in exceptional circumstances the Extraordinary Chambers decide to close the proceedings for good cause in accordance with existing procedures in force where publicity would prejudice the interests of justice.

Article 35 New

The accused shall be presumed innocent as long as the court has not given its definitive judgment.

In determining charges against the accused, the accused shall be equally entitled to the following minimum guarantees, in accordance with Article 14 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

	to be informed promptly and in detail in a language that they understand of the nature and cause of the charge against them;
 	to have adequate time and facilities for the preparation of their defence and to communicate with counsel of their own choosing;
 	to be tried without delay;
 	to be tried in their own presence and to defend themselves in person or with the assistance of counsel of their own choosing, to be informed of this right and to have legal assistance assigned to them free of charge if they do not have sufficient means to pay for it;
 	to examine evidence against them and obtain the presentation and examination of evidence on their behalf under the same conditions as evidence against them;
 	to have the free assistance of an interpreter if the accused cannot understand or does not speak the language used in the court;
 	not to be compelled to testify against themselves or to confess guilt.


Article 36 New

The Extraordinary Chamber of the Supreme Court shall decide appeals made by the accused, the victims, or the Co-Prosecutors against the decision of the Extraordinary Chamber of the trial court. In this case, the Supreme Court Chamber shall make final decisions on both issues of law and fact, and shall not return the case to the Extraordinary Chamber of the trial court.

Article 37 New

The provision of Article 33, 34 and 35 shall apply mutatis mutandis in respect of proceedings before the Extraordinary Chambers of the Supreme Court.

Chapter XI

Penalties

Article 38

All penalties shall be limited to imprisonment.

Article 39

Those who have committed any crime as provided in Articles 3 new, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 shall be sentenced to a prison term from five years to life imprisonment.

In addition to imprisonment, the Extraordinary Chamber of the trial court may order the confiscation of personal property, money, and real property acquired unlawfully or by criminal conduct.

The confiscated property shall be returned to the State.

Chapter XII

Amnesty and Pardons

Article 40 New

The Royal Government of Cambodia shall not request an amnesty or pardon for any persons who may be investigated for or convicted of crimes referred to in Articles 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 of this law. The scope of any amnesty or pardon that may have been granted prior to the enactment of this Law is a matter to be decided by the Extraordinary Chambers.

Chapter XIII

Status, Rights, Privileges and Immunities

Article 41

The foreign judges, the foreign Co-Investigating Judge, the foreign Co-Prosecutor and the Deputy Director of the Office of Administration, together with their families forming part of their household, shall enjoy all of the privileges and immunities, exemptions and facilities accorded to diplomatic agents in accordance with the 1961 Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations. Such officials shall enjoy exemption from taxation in Cambodia on their salaries, emoluments and allowances.

Article 42 New

	Cambodian judges, the Co-Investigating Judge, the Co-Prosecutor, the Director of the Office of Administration and personnel shall be accorded immunity from legal process in respect of words spoken or written and all acts performed by them in their official capacity. Such immunity shall continue to be accorded after termination of employment with the Extraordinary Chambers, the Pre-Trial Chamber and the Office of Administration
 	International personnel shall be accorded in addition: 	immunity from legal process in respect of words spoken or written and all acts performed by them in their official capacity. Such immunity shall continue to be accorded after termination of employment with the co-investigating judges, the co-prosecutors, the Extraordinary Chambers, the Pre-Trial Chamber and the Office of Administration;
 	immunity from taxation on salaries, allowances and emoluments paid to them by the United Nations;
 	immunity from immigration restriction;
 	the right to import free of duties and taxes, except for payment for services, their furniture and effects at the time of first taking up their official duties in Cambodia.


 	The counsel of a suspect or an accused who has been admitted as such by the Extraordinary Chambers shall not be subjected by the Government to any measure that may affect the free and independent exercise of his or her functions under the Law on the Establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers. In particular, the counsel shall be accorded: 	immunity from personal arrest or detention and from seizure of personal baggage relating to his or her functions in the proceedings;
 	inviolability of all documents relating to the exercise of his or her functions as a counsel of a suspect or accused;
 	immunity from criminal or civil jurisdiction in respect of words spoken or written and acts performed in his or her capacity as counsel. Such immunity shall continue to be accorded after termination of their function as counsel of a suspect or accused.


 	The archives of the co-investigating judges, the co-prosecutors, the Extraordinary Chambers, the Pre-Trial Chamber and the Office of Administration and in general all documents and materials made available to, belonging to, or used by them, wherever located in the Kingdom of Cambodia and by whomsoever held, shall be inviolable for the duration of the proceedings.


Chapter XIV

Location of the Extraordinary Chambers

Article 43 New

The Extraordinary Chambers established in the trial court and the Supreme Court Chamber shall be located in Phnom Penh.

Chapter XV

Expenses

Article 44 New

The expenses and salaries of the Extraordinary Chambers shall be as follows:

	The expenses and salaries of the Cambodian administrative officials and staff, the Cambodian judges and reserve judges, investigating judges and reserve investigating judges, and prosecutors and reserve prosecutors shall be borne by the Cambodian national budget;
 	The expenses of the foreign administrative officials and staff, the foreign judges, Co-investigating judge and Co-prosecutor sent by the Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be borne by the United Nations;
 	The defence counsel may receive fees for mounting the defence;
 	The Extraordinary Chambers may receive additional assistance for their expenses from other voluntary funds contributed by foreign governments, international institutions, non-governmental organizations, and other persons wishing to assist the proceedings.


Chapter XVI

Working Languages

Article 45 New

The official working languages of the Extraordinary Chambers shall be Khmer, English and French.

Chapter XVII

Absence of Foreign Judges, Investigating Judges or Prosecutors

Article 46 New

In order to ensure timely and smooth implementation of this law, in the event any foreign judges or foreign investigating judges or foreign prosecutors fail or refuse to participate in the Extraordinary Chambers, the Supreme Council of the Magistracy shall appoint other judges or investigating judges or prosecutors to fill any vacancies from the lists of foreign candidates provided for in Article 11, Article 18, and Article 26. In the event those lists are exhausted, and the Secretary-General of the United Nations does not supplement the lists with new candidates, or in the event that the United Nations withdraws its support from the Extraordinary Chambers, any such vacancies shall be filled by the Supreme Council of the Magistracy from candidates recommended by the Governments of Member States of the United Nations or from among other foreign legal personalities.

If, following such procedures, there are still no foreign judges or foreign investigating judges or foreign prosecutors participating in the work of the Extraordinary Chambers and no foreign candidates have been identified to occupy the vacant positions, then the Supreme Council of the Magistracy may choose replacement Cambodian judges, investigating judges or prosecutors.

Chapter XVIII

Existence of the Court

Article 47

The Extraordinary Chambers in the courts of Cambodia shall automatically dissolve following the definitive conclusion of these proceedings.

Chapter XIX

Agreement between the United Nations and Cambodia

Article 47 bis New

Following its ratification in accordance with the relevant provisions of the law of Kingdom of Cambodia regarding competence to conclude treaties, the Agreement between the United Nations and the Royal Government of Cambodia Concerning the Prosecution under Cambodian Law of Crime Committed during the period of Democratic Kampuchea, done at Phnom Penh on 6 June 2003, shall apply as law within the Kingdom of Cambodia.

Final Provision

Article 48

This law shall be proclaimed as urgent.

 Source: Law on the Establishment of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia. NS/RKM/1004/006. Available online at http://www.eccc.gov.kh/sites/default/files/legal-documents/KR_Law_as_amended_27_Oct_2004_Eng.pdf

9. Press Conference of Keo Chanda

The People’s Republic of Kampuchea (PRK) was established in Cambodia by a group of Cambodian leftists dissatisfied with the Khmer Rouge after the overthrow of the government of Pol Pot (1925–1998), known as Democratic Kampuchea. Supported by the Communist government of Vietnam, the PRK instituted legal proceedings against Pol Pot and his main deputy, Ieng Sary (1925–2013). This document is both an announcement of the proceedings to be taken against them, but also a statement of how their crimes of genocide were to be understood.

1.01bis

Press Conference of Keo Chanda, Minister of Information, Press, and Culture, Chair of Legal Affairs Committee, July 28, 1979

Dear comrades and dear friends, on July 15 of this year, the Chairman of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea signed a Decree Law to establish a People’s Revolutionary Tribunal at Phnom Penh to try the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique for the crime of genocide.

The People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea also appointed the members of the tribunal and the members of the prosecution. Here, dear comrades and friends, you are receiving copies of the Decree Law that I have the honor to give you at this press conference.

As you know, after the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea was set up, it denounced, in its statement of December 2, 1978, the crime of genocide committed by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. The peoples of the whole world have also condemned that crime. However, it was only after the fall of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique that power passed into the hands of the people. At that time we were able to gain better knowledge of these crimes, specifically, that more than three million innocent people were savagely killed, and many communal graves were discovered all over, in fields, in forests, and in urban locations, even in pagodas and schools.

Everywhere, the entire population was persecuted, subjected to such forces that its overall health suffered and it became susceptible to all sorts of diseases. Freedom of thought was totally absent. The people had no right to discuss anything, the people were only to follow and carry out meekly the orders issued by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. The clergy and believers were persecuted, and pagodas were turned into fertilizer warehouses or simply destroyed.

The intellectuals were almost completely wiped out.

It is clear that the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique committed the crime of genocide not only against a particular ethnic group or against a particular social stratum of the population, but against the Kampuchean people as a whole. In its flight, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique is still killing tens of thousands of innocent people. Right now, thanks to the support given it by the Peking expansionists, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique is continuing its policy of treason and devastation against the Kampuchean people.

It is obvious that the damage caused by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique is incalculable. It will take several dozen years for the Kampuchean people to recover.

To respond to the wishes expressed by the people that the criminals must answer for their crimes, the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea, in its statement of December 2, 1978, adopted the following policy: to punish severely the reactionary, recalcitrant leaders, who must pay their many blood debts to the people. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary were the leaders and committed many criminal acts. Therefore, they must be tried. As for those who served in the repressive machinery of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique, they too will be tried if the two savage leaders are convicted of committing many criminal acts, and they too will have to pay many blood debts to the people. However, we will judge them less severely than their leaders, to give them a chance to reform.

At the same time, as indicated as well in the Decree Law, the people’s power continues its policy of leniency towards all those who are sincerely repentant and gives appropriate rewards to those who have contributed to the revolution. This is why the trial of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique as contemplated in the Decree Law is not an act of vengeance against all those who served in the armed forces or in the administration of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary.

The trial for the crime of genocide of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique falls within the prerogatives of the people and of the people’s state of Kampuchea, as an independent and sovereign state. This is in keeping with the domestic penal law of all states. It is at the same time an application of international law, because the peoples of the whole world have long considered the crime of genocide to be a crime against humanity, whose prevention and punishment have been approved by the United Nations in the convention of December 9, 1948.

Trying the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique for the crime of genocide will on the one hand expose all the criminal acts that they have committed and mobilize the Kampuchean people more actively to defend and build up the people’s power, and on the other hand show the peoples of the whole world the true face of the criminals who are posing as the representatives of the people of Kampuchea.

The Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique has committed the crime of genocide against our whole people. That is why representatives of all strata of the Kampuchean people will sit in judgment of their crimes. The list of people’s assessors was presented by the Central Committee of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea to the People’s Revolutionary Council, which then appointed them.

The investigation and the collection of evidence have begun. During the time of this process, we hope that various mass organizations will send their denunciations or furnish information about the crimes of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique to the various people’s committees, or directly to members of the prosecution or the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal. To ensure that the tribunal’s judgment is fair, the People’s Revolutionary tribunal will apply fundamental norms on criminal procedure, in particular as regards the right of the accused to a defense. The accused have the right to defend themselves in person, or to defend through a lawyer, or through some other person of Kampuchean nationality. If the trial turns out to be difficult to conduct, or if the accused are tried in their absence, the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal can appoint lawyers to defend them.

I have completed my statement. Comrades and friends, we hope that as journalists responsible for defending truth and justice you will let the people of Kampuchea and of the whole world know the complete truth about the crime of genocide committed by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique, and that, by your action, you will lend your support to the revolutionary cause of the people of Kampuchea.

If you have questions to ask, I am ready to answer.

 Source: Procedural Documents: 1.01 bis Press Conference of Keo Chanda, Minister of Information, Press, and Culture, Chair of Legal Affairs Committee, July 28, 1979. From Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, p. 47–49. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.

10. Report by Kampuchean Clergy on the Situation in Kampuchea after April 7, 1975

The Khmer Rouge did not target only those from within Cambodian society on class or political grounds. Among the dead, and targeted for extinction, were non-Khmer minorities (including the Muslim Chams, ethnic Chinese, and ethnic Vietnamese), as well as Buddhist monks. Of an estimated 60,000 Buddhist monks active at the time of the Communist takeover, only some 3,000 were found to be still alive after the Khmer Rouge regime came to an end at the beginning of 1979. This document, written after liberation from Khmer Rouge rule, chronicles just how far the Communists sought to destroy all vestiges of organized religion in the country.

2.1.2.01

Report by Kampuchean Clergy on the Situation in Kampuchea after April 17, 1975 (Reviewed by the Committee of Phnom Penh Monks)

For many centuries the Kampuchean people have followed Buddhism. Generation after generation, Kampucheans have found refuge and inspiration under the roofs of our pagodas. Furthermore, the pagodas are the places where the Kampucheans have received their cultural and religious education in the spirit of Cakya Muni’s teachings aimed at making civilized men with proper manners and respect for the canons of Buddhist morals. However, on April 17, 1975, the government fell into the hands of the traitorous and anti-religious Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. From that day, Buddhist clergy, as well as the Kampuchean people, were condemned to a life of inexpressible suffering. The crimes of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique were without precedent in world history. The following facts establish their vile crimes with regard to the Buddhist clergy and with regard to the Kampuchean people in general.

From the first days of their occupation of the capital, Phnom Penh, they drove the monks and nuns and other people from the city by deceiving them under the plausible pretext that one would be allowed to return after two or three days. All their words were lies. In reality, their policy was to chase the monks and people from the cities and direct them to distant regions in the countryside and forests where a great many perished due to diseases, above all, malaria. What is more, those who did not obey them were either threatened or killed by their weapons. This clique was more barbaric than the Hitlerite fascists. In the history of the world, as in the history of religions, there was not one clique of similar monstrosity.

After having driven them out of the towns, this clique forced the monks and nuns to give up their religious life to become ordinary citizens. Any of the clergy who disobeyed were immediately put to death: they received a blow from the handle of a pick or a bamboo stick that smashed their skulls. Most of the Kampuchean clergy loved Buddhism and they did not want to give up their yellow frocks to put on vests and pants. But they could do nothing against the injunctions ordered by Pol Pot’s men. It was with bitter tears that they followed. Thus, the sublime love of Buddhism by our clergy was stifled, as was our national religion, which for centuries had permeated our people’s habits and customs. In the course of these operations to compel the monks to become unbelievers, many of the monks were killed in barbaric ways. One of them was plunged into a Leyden jar filled with water where he died, drowning. Those whom the Pol Pot agents had not yet had time to kill were saved by the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea.

Under the Pol Pot regime, the monks had to raise pigs, tend to the cows, and make wood cases. The plan was to force the people to do cruel acts contrary to Buddha’s teachings. On the other hand, the clergy was subjected to a regimen of exhausting labor with no rest and very little food. Sometimes, ten people only had the right to a bowl of 300 grams of rice. In Kampuchea, there were around 20,000 monks and nuns. All were forced to put an end to their religious practice. Once one became aware of the condition of things, the question was asked of the Pol Pot men: Where are the numerous clergy of Kampuchea? The Pol Pot men answered with this fallacious argument: The monks are sons of the people, they are patriots and that is why they voluntarily gave up their religious life so they could join the armed forces to defend the Fatherland. Those beautiful remarks hide their disgraceful act; forcing the Buddhist clergy to abandon their religion. The ex-clergy who were able to survive until now have returned to their religious life. In our pagoda at San Sam Kosal, there are, at this time, 68 monks who are new servants of Buddha.

Our pagoda and articles of worship belong to our cultural legacy of which the entire Kampuchean people can be proud but were burned down and destroyed by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. Statues of Buddha were broken at the neck and thrown into the mud. Several principal temples of our 26 pagodas in Phnom Penh were sacked. In others, statues of Buddha were broken and putrid material, like cow dung, was stored in the temples in defiance of the people’s wishes.

Now, a radiant morning has returned to Kampuchean soil. Our religion enjoys benefits of the valiant work of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea. What is more, in Point 6 of its program, the People’s Revolutionary Council has decided to repair the pagodas so that Kampuchean believers may find places to worship Buddha.

San Sam Kosal Pagoda, June 13, 1979

The following have signed:

Soc Chem, Tum Lang, Pech Som, Prak Phun, Prok Chno, Kim Phay, Chhung Dem, So Di, Hoang Puk, Mop, Dok Reah, Sek Seak, Uon Cong, Ke Dang, Ich Sum, Nuon Di, Nuon Loas, Cheng Sang, Dinh Sarun, Prom Tinh, Khieu Di, Ua Som Ah, Um Chin, Kol Mrech, Hong Tich, Vong Sum, O Bung, Mech Chhua, Un Bang, Hun Som, Thong Veng, Pak Sin, Bo Rin, Ner Pok, Chok Chrok, Phun Koi, Nu Um, Mau Sim, Don In

Confirmed after examined, I certify that the crimes related in this report conform to the truth.

Le Khech Thoms Nol Moni, Buddhist Clergy Representative

 Source: Procedural Documents: 2.1.2.01 Report by Kampuchean Clergy on the Situation in Kampuchea after April 7, 1975. From Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, p. 144–146. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.

11. Report on the Crimes Committed by Pol Pot-Ieng Sary against the People of Wat Svay Village, Siem Reap 3 Subdistrict, Siem Reap District, Siem Reap Province

As part of the trial process against Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, an inventory was made of province-wide executions, detailing gender, age, occupation, and so forth. This document is one such report, relating to Siem Reap Province, northern Cambodia.

2. 4. 03bis

Report on the Crimes Committed by Pol Pot—Ieng Sary against the People of Wat Svay Village, Siem Reap 3 Subdistrict, Siem Reap District, Siem Reap Province

Cover Note

The People’s Revolutionary Committee of Siem Reap province has the honor to convey to the Minister of the Interior the enclosed report made by the people of Wat Svay village, Siem Reap 3 subdistrict, Siem Reap district, Siem Reap province.

Siem Reap, June 23, 1979

For the People’s Revolutionary Committee, Siem Reap Province

Hem Bo (signed and sealed)

The atrocious crimes committed by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary reactionaries were of a genocidal character. They were deliberate acts of savage brutalization against innocent people. Here are items of proof:

1. PRIOR TO THE POL POT PERIOD:

[image: ]

2. DURING THE POL POT PERIOD:

The Pol Pot agents killed 704 people, of whom 205 were women.

[image: ]


[image: ]

Their methods of killing people were smashing their heads with shovel handles, hammers, bamboo trunks, iron bars, beheading, or starving.

3. AFTER THE LIBERATION OF JANUARY 7, 1979:

[image: ]

The total number of survivors living by the Heng Samrin regime was 1,449, of whom 1,169 were women. Some of these came from other localities after liberation. Thus, the death toll officially recorded was still below the truth.





	
	Done at Wat Svay village, June 21, 1979



	Tan Tik
	Ky Choeun



	Chairman of Siem Reap 3 subdistrict
	Chairman of the village







 Source: Documents of the Investigation: 2.4.03 bis Report on the Crimes Committed by Pol Pot-Ieng Sary against the People of Wat Svay Village, Siem Reap 3 Subdistrict, Siem Reap District, Siem Reap Province. From Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, pp. 323–325. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.

12. On Crimes Committed in the Field of Public Health and Social Action

Crimes committed during the Pol Pot years were not restricted only to extrajudicial killings. The entire fabric of the society was rent asunder by the regime, and extended to all facets of life. The following report, compiled as evidence of the regime’s brutality, examined poor sanitation and health conditions throughout the country. It provided details about undeveloped and unsuccessful remedies; how medical field workers were routinely executed; and ailments and illnesses that were prominent throughout the second half of the 1970s.

2.4.03a

On Crimes Committed in the Field of Public Health and Social Action

For nearly a century, our country was under a “protectorate” of France, by force of bayonets. The colonial administration did almost nothing to improve the state of cultural and scientific underdevelopment, in the medical field in particular. There was a great shortage of physicians, midwives, nurses, etc. in face of the ever increasing needs of a population of nearly five million.

After the Proclamation of Independence (1954) and before the events of April 17, 1975, despite some achievements, the public health sector was far from meeting the needs of the population, especially in rural areas. Unfortunately, this meager legacy was almost totally destroyed under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime and replaced by a “medicine” which helped to plunge our people into the abyss of genocide.

	1. The Killing of Medical Personnel:


On the morning of April 17, Phnom Penh was invaded by soldiers of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary. At 9:30 a.m. some hospitals were evacuated. Physicians in working garb were driven out and forced to march in a specific direction, together with other personnel: nurses, midwives, etc. Patients were treated in the same way. They were forced to leave the hospitals and march toward the “liberated zones.” Seriously sick people were left in their beds: those being operated on were left on the operating tables, as surgeons were forced by the “black clad” people to abandon their work. On the road from the capital to the outskirts one could see a long procession of moving beds on which recently operated on people were lying; with transfusion bottles hanging on bedposts—a form of makeshift vehicles. A sergeant, whose throat and mouth were torn by an explosion, newly treated in facial surgery, was also transported in the same way, pushed along by his elderly father. Women in childbirth were also forced to leave the maternity wards with babies in their arms, walking very slowly, supported by their relatives. But other orphan babies were left in the cradles without care at the Kantha-Bopha Center of Pediatrics (in Phnom Penh). Forty of them were left there to certain death.

The pharmacies and pharmaceutical laboratories were the first to submit to the pillaging. Locks and doors were destroyed by bullets, axes and hammers. Trucks and utility vehicles were assembled in front of each drugstore. All medicine, pharmaceutical materials and other goods and instruments were loaded in those vehicles which hurried back along National Routes 1, 5, and 4 toward the East, North, and Southwest military regions.

Everyone left the capital city with expressions of defeat, bringing along just a few things, leaving to the victors their wide opened houses and bundles of keys. The “black clad” people told them, through loudspeakers: “Do not bring along anything. Angkar asks you to leave the city for three days only to enable our troops to mop up the Lon Nol forces and avoid American bombings.”

Pharmacists were the greatest victims of this forced evacuation, at bayonet point as most of them lived on the very premises of their stores, which were guarded and controlled by Pol Pot troops in the first minutes of their arrival. Going away empty handed, without food or spare clothes, pharmacists and their families shared the sad plight of their colleagues of the medical profession. All were forced on a long, exhausting march on foot under the sun, rain and wind, and were subjected to the pillaging by the “black clad” people prior to arriving at a predetermined destination or to their home villages. Those city people slowly walked toward different places, unknown to them in most cases. The weak, the old, the sick, the children, the women in childbirth, the newly operated died one after another and their bodies were left on the roadside, scattered with human flotsam under the scorching April sun. People continued to march, at a snail’s pace, day and night, toward another place, hoping for a better life. Alas, no one took care of us, as this was the will of the new dictators. There was no doctor for the sick, except for some self-styled ones who distributed some questionable pills which were ineffective.

During the exodus some physicians were recognized and arrested. They are now missing. Among them were the Doctors Srey Phay and Kong Chhoeurm. Arriving at their destinations, former members of the health service tried to conceal their identity in order to survive. On the other hand, Pol Pot—Ieng Sary men left no stone unturned to discover and kill them. Yes, they killed physicians, pharmacists and nurses, just because these were such. We have learned, from proof and from eyewitnesses, the death of some colleagues:

	Professor Tip Mam, a respiratory specialist (at Tuol Sleng).
 	Doctor Ly Chhun Hau, a general practitioner, and Dr. So Ley, a colonel-surgeon, both arrested at the pagoda of Baray (Kompong Thom) and killed. An eyewitness was Dr. My Samedi, now at the Revolutionary Hospital in Phnom Penh.
 	Dr. Phlek Chhat, a resident physician at the Preah Ket Melea hospital, arrested in July 1975 in Ngorn village, Sandan district, Kompong Thom province, tortured and killed in prison from a wound in his mouth, which was caused by a burning torch thrust into it by his torturer.
 	Nurse Nin Kham Oun was 38 years old, arrested in June 1977. Killed, together with his wife and eight children aged from 2 to 14 years in Sdeung Chey village, Skon district, Kompong Cham province. Eyewitness: Mr. Kham Phean, from the Ministry of Health.
 	Nurse Tit Bopha was 45 years old, from Monivong Hospital and was killed, together with his wife and three children in July 1977, accused of being a lieutenant, in Baray village (Kompong Thom), beside a well in front of the Baray supply center. Many villagers were eyewitnesses.
 	Dr. Meas Samban, died after a hunger strike done because he was dissatisfied with the Pol Pot regime (his wife was an eyewitness, at the home of Dr. My Samedi).
 	Dr. Vu Kim Pop attempted to kill himself by cutting his radial artery (a scar still bears evidence of the act).
 	Dr. (Mrs.) Kim Line was killed in July 1975 in Kompong Cham for having said a few technical words in French during a class she was teaching to medical workers in the regional hospital of Kompong Cham. The eyewitnesses were Dr. Samedi and Mr. Tieng Oun, a dentist.
 	Dr. Hong Heav Pa and his large family of 28 people were massacred in Sre Veal village, Steng Treng district, Kompong Cham province in 1977. Eyewitness: Mr. Ly Den of the Ministry of Health.
 	Dr. Neang Ho Kim Hay, the head physician of the Treung Leper Center, Kompong Cham province, was killed in 1977. Eyewitness: Mr. Ro Kim Chheng.
 	Dr. Kong Choeun, Dean of the Faculty of Pharmacy was murdered at Tuol Sophi pagoda. Eyewitness: Mr. Ly Den, of the Ministry of Health.
 	The pharmacist Cheam Kim Heng, professor of organic chemistry at the Faculty of Pharmacy, was killed during the march toward Kompong Cham. Eyewitness: Mr. Sam An.


Mr. Pen Bun Piv, a pharmacist, can testify to the murders of:

	Professor (Mrs.) Saorin Tip Man, an anatomist-pathologist was killed in Phlov Leav, Preah Net Preah district, Battambang province.
 	Dr. Tea Kim Hy, a radiologist and former student in Paris, died in a village infirmary without any medical treatment in 1977.
 	Dr. Lach Kalmine was killed in a prison in Preah Prasath village, Khsach Kandal district, Kandal province. His wife, a qualified midwife working at the Revolutionary Hospital, can testify to this.
 	Dr. Mat Turen and his wife were killed in Bos Thlann village, Chamkar Leu district, Kompong Cham province. Mr. Tieng Oun can so testify.
 	Dr. Son Qui, a great specialist in ORL, was killed at Rovieng, in Preah Vihear province in August 1978. Eyewitness: Dr. Samedi.


And a large number of other colleagues were killed for having served under the “old regime” or “old society.” We refrain from citing other names for a lack of clear proof.

Many pharmacists were murdered with their families including, without exception: women, children, pregnant women, old people. The “purge” of intellectuals reached its high point in early 1977, following the motto “no interest in keeping; no loss in liquidating.”

Any time a member of the local authorities told you, “to go and attend a reeducation course,” this meant, “You are going to die.”

	2. “Bare-foot Doctors”: An Instrument of Genocide of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary Regime


Thus, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary killed competent physicians and replaced them with “bare-foot doctors” some of whom were illiterate but belonged to families of the first category. They underwent some dubious professional training. We are trying to give some information to future generations related to these facts.

To become a physician, they were required to have three months of training in a hospital-college. They became doctor of medicine after a six-month refresher course, and another one-year refresher course would make them “specialists” in various medical specialties.

The “physician” had to have the indicated qualifications. The nurses, male and female, were inhabitants from the same subdistrict, aged 11 to 15. The subdistrict infirmary was located in one of the local houses, many in a bad state of repair, with leaky roofs and no beds inside.

For medical equipment, they had a few syringes and a few blunt needles. The medicines included white, yellow, and dark colored tablets. The white and yellow ones were Chinese made (aspirin, sulfaguanidine, anti-malarial, chloramphenicol, tetracycline, etc.). These medicines were reserved for officials and citizens of the first category. The dark colored ones were for people of the second and third categories, i. e., mainly for us, who were also called the “April 17” people. So when we were sick, we had to swallow, by the handful, these questionable, perhaps harmful, tablets.

Sick people lay on the ground on torn mats. They were never carefully examined, but prescriptions were given after a few cursory questions. The distribution of medicine and injections were entrusted to the “nurses,” who often failed to give out the medicine or give the injections. It happened quite often that antidiarrhea tablets were given to malaria patients and vice versa. Injections were given from red, orange, or white solutions contained in old orange squash bottles. It was noticed almost everywhere that before an injection the nurse wiped the needle with his or her own fingers to disinfect it. A needle was sometimes used for ten consecutive injections, without disinfection. “Comrade” Oeurn, the governor of Province No. 42, told me in October 1978 (Dr. Nouth Savoeun is a witness) that he had only one syringe and one needle for all the patients of his liberated zone, and that there had been no cases of infection. He kept his tool rolled under the waist of his black trousers. “And,” he said, “there was no need for disinfecting the instruments with alcohol”! Naturally, the outcome was quite the opposite. There was an infection rate after injections reached a phenomenal 90 percent, and people were afraid of those injections. Some even became disabled after those shots. And the treatment performed by the doctor did little good. It was designed to frighten the sick and force them to go back to work, because the barefoot doctors believed that if a person was truly sick they would have had to be carried to the hospital, instead of coming by themselves.

Many examples proved how Pol Pot had used those “doctors” for torturing the sick, who also served as guinea pigs for studies in pharmacology, physiology, anatomy, etc.

The third category of people, the “April 17” people, were the victims of this practice. An eyewitness, Mr. Tieng Oun, reported some facts that confirmed those crimes. These events happened at the Kompong Cham hospital:


A group of surgeons, named Lay, Pei, and Sen, were supposed to conduct a study on the healing of tissue and to do it on a live being. A laparotomy was made: a section of small intestine was cut off and the ends joined. A compress was squeezed in to cover the wound. Every day the “researchers” came to study the process of healing of the intestine by looking through the gaping wound of the abdomen. The condition of the “human guinea pig” got worse daily, and he died after three days.

Another group of “physicians” made an anatomical and physiological study of the heart. Procedure: a patient was anesthetized, and they made a large incision at the third intercostal space on the right side and then stretched the opening of the wound. Then they began to inspect the wound. The poor patient died immediately.

Another group made a comparative study of the gallbladders of the living and the dead. A man was tied to a stake and a large front-to-back incision was made on his body, beginning from the region of the appendix and ending in the right paravertebral area on the back, following the right edge of the rib cage. Then the two sides of the incision were stretched open. Don’t forget that the poor “human guinea pig” was howling in pain with eyes wide open, struggling desperately to get out of the tight ropes that held him to the stake. The surgeon thrust his left hand into the abdominal cavity, groping while smiling and shaking his head. Then he held scissors in his right hand and cut abruptly. The poor victim no longer yelled as he was no longer able to speak. The “surgeon” pulled out the gallbladder and compared it with a gallbladder from a corpse.



For the record, we must mention again the names of these butchers, lest they be forgotten: Lay, Pei, and Sen.

Sometimes the abdomen of a patient was cut open to try to find the cause of abdominal pain.

Other crimes merit mention. The following story happened in an infant nursery. While trying to calm a crying one-year-old baby, a nurse gave him four tablets (at 0.10) of gardenal and the child went to sleep, never to wake up.

Pol Pot’s “medicine” was not aimed at relieving the people’s pain; it plunged them into an abyss of despair. Old people were not welcomed at hospitals. Pregnant women had to work up until their delivery date. Sick children were often sent to hospital too late and infant mortality was very high, reaching 80 percent in Koeut village, Speu subdistrict, Chamkar Leu district, Kompong Cham province, as witnessed by Dr. Nouth Savoeun, a pediatrician at Hospital 701.

Pol Pot’s “pharmacy” receded centuries back in history. Peasants were favored to be chosen as directors of pharmacies. Children were recruited and trained to be “primary pharmacists” or barefoot pharmacists, who were age 13 to 15, most of them illiterate, and who came from remote corners of the country and had never used a toothbrush. Evidence of this policy can be found in a report by Pol Pot’s Ministry of Social Action dated July 15, 1978, which reads in its third Chapter, third paragraph: “Given the capabilities of the new recruits, most of whom are illiterate, the number of illiterate people is now very high in the Ministry of Social Action.”

We can infer from this that pharmacists under Pol Pot were completely ignorant of pharmaceutical science.

Mrs. Kho Vanny, a French-trained pharmacist, who took part in the liberation movement with Pol Pot beginning in 1971, ran the PAK factory from 1975 to 1977 and then was sent away to be a teacher of primary school.

With regard to preparation of medications, they had no use for pharmacists or technicians, and preparation was done all over the country.

Lacking sterilizing equipment or thermometers, the peasants of remote villages prepared injectable solutions and put them in orange squash bottles; 90 percent of people receiving injections got infected. These fever reactions were often deadly. Patients were thus used as guinea pigs.

In Kompong Cham province in 1976, a barefoot doctor by the name of Chit gave two lepers some chicken soup in which the fruit and leaves of Datura stramonium (jimson weed) served as vegetables. The two patients died three days later from reaction to this poison.

In the “people’s communes,” old people, sick people, disabled people who could not work in the fields (especially those with infected wounds and tuberculosis) were asked to help traditional healers in preparing medicines.

Bark, roots, and leaves of medicinal herbs cut into fine pieces were dried in the sun on a mat where poultry, pigs, children, and the healers themselves might walk on them.

Preparations were made without any measurement of dosage. Most of those medicine-making houses had no scales, no test tubes or any other measuring instruments.

Most often, a given medicine was a “cocktail for a hundred diseases.”

We have not found any documents on the analysis of pharmaceutical products. Since laboratory instruments and materials had been destroyed, no testing or analysis was done for the products they made.

Here are some examples of medicines widely made during the Pol Pot years:

	(a) Quinine 	strychnos nux vomica
 	tinospora crispa
 	azadir acta indica


 	(b) Aspirin First formula:
 	potash alum
 	calcium sulfate (gathered from the sea) Second formula:

 	Garnicia laureiri
 	Hephilium lappaceum


 	(c) Vitamin C 	Soluble injections of lemon juice


 	(d) Vitamin B1 	Distilled water from rice bran


 	(e) Antipyretic


First formula: Powdered human bone and coconut milk

Second formula: Leeching in honey

According to the professional ethic under Pol Pot, all barefoot doctors were also pharmacists.

In that period, the barefoot pharmacists never used narcotic (Table B) products, poisonous (Table A) products and dangerous (Table C) products.

Returning to Phnom Penh, surviving pharmacists have been able to pick up from the ground several dozen kilograms of opium powder and extracts of morphine and pethidine left about among herbal remedy products in unlocked rooms.

Poisonous products of Table A were scattered in hundreds of places. Insecticides were left within reach of everyone.

Not only did Pol Pot fail to take care of the people’s health, he destroyed the old hospital facilities, medical equipment and instruments, pharmaceutical works and medical documents.

	3. The Destruction of the Health Care Infrastructure:


Since the great victory of January 7, 1979, we have been able to gather a great deal of evidence showing Pol Pot’s aim of destroying all health care facilities.

All hospitals in Phnom Penh, the provinces, and districts were destroyed along with their modern medical equipment. Medical instruments were found scattered on the ground, heaped in corners or thrown about in the courtyard. Laboratory equipment from the Phnom Penh Medical School was thrown onto the sidewalks.

Hospital furniture, hospital bedding, and sanitary receptacles (e.g., spittoons with lids) disappeared and were replaced by rudimentary beds with dirty mats.

Revolution Hospital (formerly Calmette Hospital) had no running water or electricity, and no sanitary facilities. Clean lavatories were replaced by latrines covered with sheet metal built along the fences.

The same sort of destruction befell the glass windows, doors and locks, and flooring.

The operating rooms of the Khmer-Soviet Friendship Hospital, where the great Khmer surgeons used to do heart and lung surgery and other operations, are in ruins. The electrical generator, expensive refrigerators for medicines, and health care equipment have been destroyed.

Green, well-tended lawns and beautiful walking lanes for patients were turned into wild brushwood which the barefoot doctors used as bathrooms.

The Langkar pagoda (directly south of the former Independence Monument) was turned into a warehouse for medical equipment. This valuable equipment was simply dumped there, was not cared for, and is now useless.

In January 7 Hospital, we found seven dental apparatuses out of order because of poor maintenance. The official slogan “economize everywhere” was never observed. Pol Pot’s physicians did the exact opposite with regard to the protection of medical equipment.

The large library of the Medical Faculty, with valuable manuscripts, books, and periodicals patiently gathered since 1946, was simply ransacked. Evidence of the destruction of this famous library could be found in the heaps of burned paper in the backyard of this establishment.

The Troeung Leper Hospital with its 800 beds was destroyed in May 1976, and its 800 patients were condemned to death. These were lepers and syphilitics and they were taken out of the hospital by force. The killing was ordered by one Pok, who was governor of the northern zone. The order was carried out by Chit, the political commissar of the northern zone hospital and Sen, chief physician of the Leper Hospital. Mr. Ly Den and the villagers who lived in the neighborhood can testify to what occurred. The crime was one of the many examples of how the Pol Pot clique carried out their slogan: “Those who do not work will not eat.”

Boils were removed by making a crude incision, without local anaesthesia, with a palm-juice gatherer’s knife. The resulting wound was left open, without proper treatment, to the mercy of flies.

Rice paddies were fertilized with human manure. Women from the third category of the population had to walk in this infested mud when planting rice and even to drink the polluted water as there was nothing else to drink. Cases were common among those women rice planters of allergic and infectious skin diseases, intestinal parasites, microbial and parasitic vaginal infections.

	4. Conclusion


Let the whole world know the whole truth, the tragedy that we have just experienced. As we all know, food deprivation alone undermines people’s health and can lead to the invasion of the body by micro-organisms that may cause deadly infection. Exhausting labor in the working sites, fields and rice paddies make people prematurely old. Food deprivation also kept children from developing their intelligence. Apart from that, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique intentionally lowered the standard of medical care to an extremely low level to raise the morbidity rate: Those who could not meet the work norms had to die. Professors of medicine and pharmacy, doctors and pharmacists, and other medical personnel were harmful to them. They were the first to be killed.

With these monstrous crimes of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique, what will be our country’s demographic future if the mortality rate is ten times the birth rate? (Studies made by the Ministry of Health.) One can easily predict that the People’s Republic of Kampuchea will be depopulated if urgent measures are not taken. Forty-five percent of the four million surviving people are in poor health. In particular, the future of children aged one to five is in jeopardy. They all constitute an overwhelming burden for the health service. Our service will have to solve this distressing problem of seriously sick people as soon as possible.

What can we do when all the health care facilities have been practically destroyed? For those two million who are seriously ill, we now have 54 doctors and a few hundred paramedics, and the remains of medical clinics, equipment and instruments that have been 95 percent destroyed. And with what can we treat sick people when we lack pharmaceutical technicians and pharmaceutical factories, which have also been ransacked?

Shortages in everything haunt us day and night. We have to solve this equation with empty hands. What tremendous difficulties we have to overcome! We shall never be able to forget that Pol Pot medicine has left innumerable and sometimes unpredictable consequences, ranging from birth defects to carcinogenic effects that in the future will cause tumors or specifically Khmer pathologies. Indeed what Pol Pot and Ieng Sary did was like dropping a large atomic bomb in the middle of the country, with the explosion killing three million people, and radioactive fallout among the four million survivors, 45 percent of whom have a very bleak future. The pillar of our nation is also undermined, as a whole generation of children who lived under Pol Pot is at risk. Unless they receive particularized, urgent, and effective care, these children will not become healthy and balanced citizens, but rather sick, mentally handicapped, or outcast people before reaching a mature age.

In short, Pol Pot managed to implement his Satanic plan, engineered by the Chinese hegemonists and expansionists. He has left us a thousand difficulties to overcome right now and in the future.

So we must unite closely around the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea to defend our imperilled nation, and to counter any new attempts of subversion by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. We must remember, and make our children remember, what the Chinese-backed genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime has been. Let world opinion, let people dedicated to peace, happiness, and justice, condemn the genocide of Pol Pot, Ieng Sary and their accomplices that aimed at exterminating our people and that managed to kill more than 40 percent of Kampuchea’s population! Let Pol Pot, Ieng Sary, and their accomplices be brought to trial and punished by our people’s court under our law and international law. The poor victims, men, women, pregnant women, children, and the elderly, buried in tens of thousands of common graves, are crying for justice and demand that the world’s people pillory the genocidal regime of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary and their Peking masters! Let such a regime never appear again on our planet!

Phnom Penh, August 1979

Source: Documents of the Investigation: 2.4.03a On Crimes Committed in the Field of Public Health and Social Action. From Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, pp. 325–334. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.

13. Report on the Pol Pot-Ieng Sary Clique's Genocide Related to Kampuchea's Economy and Social Welfare

As in the previous document, this one also examines the damage done to Cambodia’s infrastructure under the Khmer Rouge regime. On this occasion, we see a summary of economic damage, as well as the disastrous state of social welfare under the regime. Of interest is the comparative parallel made to the situation prior to the Communist takeover.

2.4.07

Report on the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary Clique's Genocide Related to Kampuchea's Economy and Social Welfare

April 17, 1975, marked our people’s victory in the struggle for Kampuchea’s independence and freedom. Our people showed indescribable joy at this victory and were ready to make the greatest efforts to restore the national economy and meet the material and spiritual needs of the population. However, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique abused its power and worked against the socialist political line it had promised. It was bent on carrying out numerous measures which undermined national independence and destroyed the country’s independent and sovereign economy, by applying internal and external policies modeled on China’s.

Looking back at the period 1969–1970, we find that Kampuchea had an arable acreage of 2,427,000 hectares yielding a total output of 2,503,000 tons of paddy rice. The acreage of maize was 85,300 hectares with a total output of 99,300 tons. The acreage of pepper was 66,666 hectares with a total output of 2,250 tons. Fishing in the Tonle Sap, in rivers and in the ocean, plus farm fishing, supplied a considerable source of food. Some industries, in particular light industry and handicraft s, produced consumer goods that satisfied some of the people’s needs.

Goods were moved on public transportation. There was an upward trend in the use of money, of the postal service, in the circulation of goods through markets. Although under the Lon Nol regime, stooge of U.S. imperialism, certain sectors of the economy receded in comparison to the preceding period, the population, on the whole, and especially those living in rural areas, had enough to eat. It is to be stressed, however, that the general well-being was not commensurate with the labor supplied for there was much inequity in the distribution of social income.

Instead of the realization of a great dream, a horrible misfortune began to befall our country right after the liberation, just a few hours after the march of the “black clothed” people into Phnom Penh. For nearly four years, the Pol Pot clique almost destroyed the very foundations of our economy.

	In 1968–1969, Kampuchea boasted more than 100 industrial enterprises owned by the state and by private companies, and more than 3,700 units of handicraft production, located in various provinces.
 Under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime, handicraft production was totally eliminated; many factories were closed, or left in disrepair; many workshops, stores and warehouses were overrun with grass. Only a few factories continued to operate, turning out products for daily consumption of the leaders in Phnom Penh, the Chinese advisers and for export to China, such as power plants, distilleries, soft drinks factories, tire factories, glass works, etc. Nothing was produced by industry and handicraft for the most elementary needs of the laboring public.

 	As for transport, there existed in 1969 in Kampuchea 9,700 trucks, 1,300 motorcars, and more than 25,000 tourist vehicles. Passengers and goods used the ports of Kompong Som and Phnom Penh, the railway, and river transport. Under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime, transport was used mainly, if not exclusively, for military purposes or for the conveyance of export goods. Public transport for the civilian population was abolished.
 When our people recovered their independence, transport, meaning train engines and train cars, trucks, cars, and tourist vehicles, were either in ruins or were taken by the traitors in their retreat; the docks and bridges were destroyed.

 	No traces of telephone and telegraph lines can be found. There was no mail delivery.
 	Markets and shops were all closed down because products belonging to or produced by private persons no longer existed, “commodities” were banned and money was nonexistent.
 	Concerning agricultural policy, the so-called basic policy of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique asserted that rice was to be the basic capital of the economy, other products being secondary, and that producing and exporting rice would provide the means to accumulate capital for industrial development and national defense.


In fact, the clique could only grow rice on 1,650,000 hectares (a decrease of over 700,000 hectares in comparison with 1969–1970). It figured that there would be two kinds of rice fields—those with one crop yielding three tons per hectare, and those with two crops yielding six tons per hectare. It envisaged a total output of 5,600,000 tons a year, of which 2,300,000 tons would be exported, and 3,300,000 would be left for domestic consumption. It was, however, obvious that the means put to use not only could not produce such results but gave rise to a tremendous waste of manpower.

Let us take some examples. Concerning water, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique forced people to a kind of slave labor to dig canals, and, as nearly all technicians had been killed, there was a shortage of workers with the skills needed to plan agriculture and building large infrastructure for it. That was why the dikes and irrigation canals that had been built or dug were of no practical use, although millions of people died because of this exhausting labor, of starvation, of diseases, often right on the construction sites. It was an unspeakable disaster for Kampuchea which, thus, suffered a needless loss of millions of lives for no gain in terms of irrigation.

Concerning fertilizers, although the Kampuchean soil was fertile, it used to yield only a little over one ton of paddy rice per hectare, whether it was a good year or a bad one. The Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique wanted to use only about 5,000 to 10,000 tons of chemical fertilizers for the 1,650,000 hectares (about 5 kilograms per hectare) and 300 kilograms of organic manure per hectare. Experience in other Southeast Asian countries has shown that to get two and a half to three tons of rice per hectare per crop, you need 100 to 150 kilograms of chemical fertilizers and 10 to 12 tons of organic manure per hectare. One can see that the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique was very far from reaching such average figures.

There was no improvement in the quality of seeds used to grow rice.

Because handicraft was altogether abandoned while industry was not yet developed, farm tools were so lacking that people had to dig the soil with their own hands. Draught animals were also in short supply; men had to take the place of oxen for drawing the ploughs.

In such conditions, how could the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique achieve a yield of three tons of rice per hectare, let alone six tons? The figures they produced were sheer eyewash.

And yet, during a meeting of officials to study the 1978 state plan, Pol Pot said: “In 1978 we have to export to China from 100,000 to 150,000 tons of rice and from 20,000 to 25,000 tons of rubber. Having signed, we have no right to renege. Failing to fulfill these contracts would negatively affect our overall policy. . . .”

That was why the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique grabbed all the rice it could: not to break the promise it had given to its masters in Peking. For them, it mattered little that the Kampuchean people ate thinner and thinner soup during preharvest periods, that pregnant women, women in childbirth, children, and old people had to obey Angkar orders and ate only diluted soup or died of starvation, provided that there was enough rice for delivery to the Peking expansionists in exchange for guns and ammunition that could be used to repress the people’s discontent or wage wars against neighboring countries. The minutes of the meeting of the Party organization of the eastern zone noted: “As of May 1977, the living conditions of the population have worsened, especially in the districts of Kroch Chhmar, Peam Chileang, Koh Sotin and Muk Kampoul, where they have seriously worsened, so much so that people only eat diluted soup. Even with weakened strength, people still have to dig canals, to dredge waterways, to raise output and fulfill the plan.”

On the other hand, industrial and other food crops such as cotton, maize, beans and sugar cane were abandoned. With regard to rubber, an important source of income for the country, it was left uncared for, which is causing great problems for its rehabilitation and exploitation. The population of oxen, buffaloes and pigs has been reduced nearly by half as compared with the figures of April 1975.

Fishing could have been done in very favorable conditions, given the great density of fish in the Tonic Sap, one of the most densely populated fishing lakes in the world; fish is also abundant in the rivers and the sea. But fishing instruments were partly destroyed and fishermen were sent to work the land in concentration camps. That is why, under Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, fishing only yielded about 25,000 to 30,000 tons a year while the annual output had been previously 100,000 tons.

	6. The last and most important question concerned manpower. Out of a total population of more than 7 million people on April 17, 1975, more than 3 million had been exterminated (i.e., 43 percent) in the most varied and barbaric ways, by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. Among those killed were 80 percent of our technical personnel in economic fields (engineers, technicians, skilled workers, teachers and students of higher and secondary technical schools). Among them were also many engineers and technicians returning from Europe after 1975 responding to the appeal of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. This loss of technicians is irreparable for us because the reconstruction of such a ravaged country as ours requires many technicians and modern technology. How many decades will it take us to train new technicians, professors, engineers, managers, foremen, and skilled workers, only to fill the vacuum left by the massacres committed by that clique?


It should be stressed that of the 4 million inhabitants who have survived, the active population is not large. The large majority of these, who for four years have been deprived of the bare minimum necessary for preserving their physical strength and working capacity. Their labor productivity is well below their capacity and it will take a long period to reach it again. Concerning the children who will succeed us, we don’t know yet what their physical and intellectual development will be, given the extreme and cruel hardships they have been subjected to in their early infancy.

The picture we have just sketched, above, reflects the economic situation and living conditions of our people under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime and leads to the following conclusions: the genocidal regime of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary bears absolutely no relation to scientific socialism, which they claimed to be. On the contrary, they brought Kampuchean society back to slavery. We were faced with a neo-slavery system: the masters were Pol Pot, Ieng Sary and their accomplices; all the others, whether they were workers, peasants, or intellectuals, were reduced to a state of slavery, were treated worse than animals, worse than any slaves known in history. It was a backward turn of the wheels of history, contrary to the law of evolution, with the immediate consequence being the total destruction of production and other unpredictable, serious consequences. The Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique have, thus, committed the crime of economic genocide against the Kampuchean people, a crime defined in Articles 1 and 2 of the Decree Law of July 15, 1975, issued by the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea.

 Source: Documents of the Investigation: 2.4.07 Report on the Pol Pot-Ieng Sary Clique’s Genocide Related to Kampuchea’s Economy and Social Welfare. From: Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, pp. 351–354. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.

14. Judgment of the Tribunal, August 19, 1979

When the People’s Revolutionary Council rendered its verdict, there was little surprise in the findings it made. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary were found guilty of a variety of crimes, including genocide. While they were both at that time on the run in the jungles of western Cambodia, nonetheless the price they paid for their criminally recognized acts was that they could never be included in any form of power-sharing or other arrangement that could see them (or their movement) rehabilitated. It was only years later, in 1997, that Pol Pot was forced to stand before any sort of court. Still in the jungle, Pol Pot ordered the execution of one of his most loyal supporters, Son Sen (1930–1997). For this act, rank-and-file members of the Khmer Rouge rebelled, deposed Pol Pot, and put him on trial. He was sentenced to house arrest for life, and died—having never faced an independent trial before his fellow Cambodians, let alone an international tribunal—on April 15, 1998. Ieng Sary did face the justice of the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia, but died before his trial was completed or sentence could be passed.

3.04

Judgment of the Tribunal, August 19, 1979

The People’s Revolutionary Tribunal, created by Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea, has held its public sittings in the capital city of Phnom Penh from August 15 to 19, 1979. It is composed of:

[image: ]

The Court sessions have taken place in the presence of Mr. Mat Ly, Prosecutor-General, acting as public minister at the Tribunal, and Mr. Lim Nay, Prosecutor, with a secretariat composed of Mr. Hul Sam Ol and Mr. Ouk Chandara.

The tribunal has tried as a court of both first and last instance:

1. Pol Pot, alias Saloth Sar, born in 1925 at Prey Sbau village, Kompong Thom province, with secondary school education, former Prime Minister of the overthrown Democratic Kampuchea Government, married to Khieu Ponnary, now at large and the object of a warrant of arrest;

2. Ieng Sary, born in 1925 at Hoa Lac village, Lien Hoa subdistrict, Chau Thanh district, formerly Tra Vinh province and now Cuu Long province, Vietnam, with university education, former Deputy Prime Minister of the overthrown Democratic Kampuchea Government, married to Khieu Thirit, now at large and the object of a warrant of arrest.

The accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary are prosecuted for committing genocide, under Article 2 of Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, and referred to in the Indictment dated August 1, 1979, of the Prosecutor of the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal.

Acting under Article 5 and Article 6 of Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea, the tribunal decided to hold sessions to try the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary in absentia.

The decision to bring the present case before the tribunal and the subpoenas summoning the accused to appear were made known through broadcast over the National Broadcasting Station and were posted at the offices of the people’s committee and the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal in the city of Phnom Penh.

The People’s Revolutionary Tribunal has appointed: Mr. Dith Munty and Mr. Yuos Por, Kampuchean lawyers, and Mr. Hope R. Stevens, American lawyer, to defend the two accused.

Mr. Abdul Koyum, Mrs. Denise Alfonso, and Miss Chhay Ny took part in the proceedings as civil plaintiffs. The People’s Revolutionary Tribunal admitted Mr. Mohammed Hikmet Turkmanee, Syrian lawyer, as counsel for the civil plaintiffs.

After hearing the Indictment dated August 1, 1979 of the Prosecutor;

After hearing the investigation reports made by representatives of different branches of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea on the economy, culture, health, education, religion, and national minorities, and by representatives of various strata of the Phnom Penh population who have been asked by the Prosecutor to testify before the tribunal;

After hearing the statements of witnesses, of victims, and of civil plaintiffs;

After hearing the statements of witnesses from abroad, namely, Mr. Francisco Varona Duque de Estrada, Cuban lawyer; Mr. Susumi Ozaki, Japanese lawyer; and Mr. John Quigley, American lawyer;

After examining the documents and evidence in the case, including texts, documents, and photographs of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique which had been seized, as well as documents and films taken during field investigations into the crime of genocide perpetrated by the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique;

After hearing the closing argument by the Prosecutor;

After hearing counsel for the civil plaintiffs;

After hearing the lawyers representing the accused;

After examining all the documents of the case file; after conferring and deliberating as required by the law;

The jury of the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal at Phnom Penh has determined the nature of the case as follows.

After a protracted and arduous struggle, shoulder to shoulder with fraternal peoples of Vietnam and Laos, against the French colonialist invaders, and later against the American imperialists and their agent Lon Nol and his associates, our people won a glorious victory: on April 17, 1975, the territory of our dear Kampuchea was completely liberated.

The most profound aspiration of all strata of our people is to live in independence, peace, and happiness in a just and democratic society, and to unite in developing the glorious traditional Angkor civilization, and in promoting prosperity and peaceful and friendly relations with the fraternal neighboring peoples. But during their nearly four years in power, the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary betrayed our people and fatherland. The tribunal has found that they committed the following criminal acts.

	I. Systematic implementation of a plan to kill many strata of the population on an increasingly ferocious scale; indiscriminate extermination of nearly all the officers and soldiers of the former regime; liquidation of the intelligentsia, and of all persons and organizations deemed to be opposed to the regime


Pol Pot, Ieng Sary, and their associates divided the population into three categories, in order to subject them to different treatment. The first category was “old citizens,” i.e., persons who had lived in the areas of resistance bases before liberation; the second category was “new citizens,” i.e., persons who had lived in areas controlled by the former regime; and the third category was those who worked for the former regime.

They plotted to kill off the third category, and to carry out purges within the second category. The first category was favored at the outset but was subjected to purges beginning in 1977 (Minutes of a meeting of Kompong Ro district Party committee).

	1. Indiscriminate extermination of officers, soldiers, and civil servants of the former regime and their families


Pol Pot and Ieng Sary decided to kill all the officers, soldiers and civil servants of the former regime. Many officers of the Lon Nol army were killed, as well as many members of their families. Immediately after April 17, 1975, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary resorted to various ruses. For example, in the cities and provinces of Battambang, Mongkol Borey, and Sisophon, they summoned victims for supposed political courses and then killed them. In other cases, victims were led into a forest, then surrounded and killed by hitting them with bamboo sticks on the back of the neck.

One of those executioners is Men Khoeun, who stated before the tribunal:


“The killing of two thousand and five persons was carried out upon an order of Pol Pot to celebrate the great victory of April 17, 1975. The head of Toek Phos district, who is named Meak Vy, got together fifty agents of all the subdistricts of the district. He declared it was Pol Pot’s order that all the Lon Nol soldiers are our enemies, and that we must kill them all to celebrate the victory of April 17, 1975. Those failing to comply with this order would be tried themselves. Receiving in this way an order from the district chief, we all, the fifty agents, went out to kill the two thousand and five soldiers of Lon Nol.”



According to witness Sok Li Mut from Pursat, in April 1975 about four thousand Lon Nol civil servants, officers, and soldiers were beaten to death or gunned down at the O Chruy river, near Mount Prey, Chheu Tom subdistrict, Krakor district, Pursat province.

As has been admitted by Siv Samon, who belonged to the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary security service, officers and soldiers of Lon Nol and their families who had taken flight were pursued and killed. On August 12 and 13, 1978, together with eight others, he killed 250 Lon Nol soldiers and their families.

	2. Liquidation of the intelligentsia


Pol Pot and Ieng Sary thought that intellectuals, students, professors, and scientists were seriously contaminated by the former regime, as reactionaries not fit for any use. Their policy was to get rid of this social stratum to “purify society.”

This policy was reflected in a captured document on a directive of the permanent bureau of the eastern zone Party committee, which reads:


“We must heighten our revolutionary vigilance as regards those elements who served in the administration of the former regime, such as technicians, professors, doctors, engineers and other technical personnel.

The policy of our Party is not to employ them. If we run after technology and employ them, the enemy will infiltrate our ranks, each year more deeply. This will be very dangerous for us.”



Pol Pot and Ieng Sary held that “there are still many intellectuals in hiding and they could undermine state power.” They gave orders that “in every people’s commune at least fifteen intellectuals must be killed.”

Intellectuals and students were hunted down to be killed. Many of them had to conceal their identity and do such work as making manure or other farm work in people’s communes. Those whose identity was discovered were taken to an unknown destination.

Doctor Phlek Chhat, a physician at Preah Ket Melea Hospital, was arrested in July 1975 and was tortured. He died in jail after a burning torch was forcibly driven into his throat.

Doctor Tan Beng Phoun, arrested in April 1976, was thrown into a crocodile-breeding pond at Trey Khleng village, Sandan district, Kompong Thom province.

WAccording to a report of the investigation into crimes committed by the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique as presented before the tribunal by a representative of the Phnom Penh population, persons who looked like intellectuals, such as those wearing eyeglasses, were under suspicion. Those suspected of being intellectuals were closely watched in their daily activities and were considered as undesirables, as persons with a suspended death sentence over them. The authorities of a “people’s commune” could kill these persons at any time, and all they had to say was that there were intellectuals in the commune.

At Prek Kak, in Stung Treng district, Kompong Cham province, Mr. Chan, a teacher, and a number of students and former civil servants were put on boats and taken to the middle of a river, where they were beaten to death with hoes by soldiers in another boat.

Dr. Yith Kim Seng, who was formerly deputy minister of health and a professor at the Medical College, has related his life in hiding in a “people’s commune”:


“I kept cattle for four years in a forested area in Takeo. I was not able to read a single page of a book, or to hear a news broadcast, and I didn’t have a scrap of paper or a pen to write. For nearly one thousand days I did not touch a cake of soap, and I had to smoke dried forest leaves. I ate rice gruel all the year round, so that now the sight of it makes me shudder and gives me goose bumps.”



Pol Pot and Ieng Sary and their associates deceived a number of intellectuals, diplomats, and students living abroad to return to Kampuchea to take part in building up the country. When they arrived at the airport, they were taken away by clique agents to concentration camps, after being stripped of foreign currency and any valuables they had.

According to surviving returned intellectuals who testified before the tribunal, under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime, about one thousand intellectuals came home from abroad, but only 85 remain alive.

Mr. Ung Pech, a bridge and road construction engineer from Kompong Som, testified that when he worked at the port in Kompong Som he was entrusted with the job of maintaining the unloading cranes, but for food he was given only banana stems and salted fish, while the Chinese advisors were fed extremely well. In April 1977, he was accused of being an enemy and was jailed at Tuol Sleng Prison in Phnom Penh, together with other professors and intellectuals. He knows that about six hundred foreign-returned intellectuals and students were held there and were then killed.

Numerous articles carried by the foreign press and news agencies also confirm the elimination of intellectuals by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary.

	3. Systematic repression and killing of individuals and organizations suspected of opposition to the regime


In order to consolidate their power, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary avidly purged their own organization, which involved liquidating, by savage means, individuals and organizations suspected of opposing them. Early in 1977, they ordered the authorities of “people’s communes” to eliminate so-called “reactionaries,” meaning opponents or potential opponents. On April 4, 1977, at a meeting of the standing committee, the following directive was issued: “All committees, and branches must actively carry on the task of purification by wiping out enemy elements.”

Any official of the Party, the administration, or the army at whatever level who did not approve of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary’s criminal acts could be considered a spy for foreign countries and be killed. Not only the official, but entire units, might be killed.

Early in 1977, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary accused Koy Thuon, commander of the northwest military region, of being a traitor. They had him killed. Then scores of other high-level officials were killed, including Hu Nim, the minister of information, Toch Phoeun, the minister of public works, and Duon Po, commander of the northwest military region.

In a list dated June 3, 1978, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary named eighteen high party officials killed between 1972 and 1978. It is worthy of note that on the list was the name of Comrade Son Ngoc Minh, former president of the Issarak Front, and a member of the central committee of the Kampuchea Communist Party, who was killed as a service to Pol Pot and Ieng Sary by the Peking reactionaries at a Peking hospital in 1972.

These bloody internal purges were considered by the Pol Pot and Ieng Sary clique as great victories. A captured report reads: “We have won these great victories because we have judiciously identified and systematically harassed our enemies and have methodically carried out purges in our ranks, rooting out the enemy’s network.”

As time passed, their purges became increasingly bloody and extensive. A captured list contains the names of 242 highlevel officials killed from 1976 up to April 9, 1978. Among them were two party central committee members, four zone Party secretaries, 24 secretaries of party regional committees, four ministers, five deputy ministers, nine leading officials of ministries, eight political commissars and deputy political commissars of divisions, and a number of ambassadors who had been recalled from abroad.

In May 1978, they killed Mr. So Yan, alias So Phim, a member of the standing committee of the Party central committee, and secretary of the Party committee of the eastern zone. Following this event, a great number of officers of Military Region 203, of Divisions 280 and 290, and of divisions in the eastern zone, including even district-level units, were considered disloyal and were killed. Tens of thousands of persons, officers and soldiers were killed, together with their fathers, mothers, wives and children, and even war invalids who had served well during the war. Even eastern zone natives who had been forcibly evacuated to other areas were tracked down and killed in large numbers. The numbers killed in June 1978 ran to the tens of thousands (Statements of witnesses Sok Li Mut from Pursat, and Yeng Tinh from Kompong Cham).

Soldiers from the Kandal military region were used as executioners in these killings, with support from aircraft, tanks, and artillery. Even a close associate of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Vorn Vet, a member of the standing committee of the party’s political bureau in charge of the economy, was killed in November 1978.

	4. Together with these internal purges, from early 1978, and particularly from April 1978, the first category citizens, who had been Pol Pot and Ieng Sary’s base of support, were also subjected to bloody repression


Unable to bear the harsh, coercive Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime any longer, citizens of the so-called first category rose up. Killings on a large scale were carried out against them in Chup, Prey Veng, Kompong Cham, Svay Rieng, Ratanak Kiri, and Mondul Kiri.

Witnesses from Chup stated before the tribunal that tens of thousands of people, including workers of the Chup rubber plantation and other persons brought to Chup from other places, were killed in the Chup area in July and August 1978, and that these killings were carried out in the presence of Chinese advisors. “Their bodies were thrown into craters made by B-52 bombs. There were about forty B-52 craters filled with bodies, and this white terror caused more than thirty thousand surviving Chup workers to flee and take refuge in Vietnam.” A witness, Mr. Nan Somit, who was a leader of these refugee workers, denounced these atrocious crimes before the tribunal (Minutes of a field investigation at Chup).

	II. Killing of clergy and believers, and eradication of religion; systematic killing of members of ethnic minorities to force them to assimilate; extermination of foreign residents


Pol Pot and Ieng Sary ordered the shelling of pagodas and Islamic mosques and destroyed pagodas and churches. They forced the monks to give up their saffron robes, and to leave places of worship to join “people’s communes” for hard labor. Statues of Buddha and objects of worship were destroyed or plundered. Many temples and pagodas were turned into depots for rice, manure, or armaments. Worse still, pagodas were transformed into jails or concentration camps or reeducation camps, and into places of torture and killing of a great number of our fellow countrymen.

Monk Long Swim, of Phnom Penh, revealed at the Asian Buddhist Congress that there had been in Kampuchea 2800 pagodas, with 82,000 monks, but under the Pol Pot regime not a single pagoda remained in operation.

A witness, Superior Tep Vung of Bos pagoda, Siem Reap city, stated before the tribunal: “Pol Pot—Ieng Sary agents killed 57 monks at Prey Look village, Chan Sar subdistrict, Sotr Nikum district, Siem Reap province. In this province there were 173 pagodas and 4700 monks. Religious men were forced to abandon their robes, to go work in the ‘people’s communes,’ and to get married, whether they were young or old.”

Many monks were tortured or beaten to death. Hundreds of Buddha statues in stone or wood were destroyed, including historical relics thousands of years old. Religious books (collections of the teachings and sayings of Buddha) were all burnt. The pagodas of Ba Kong (Sotr Nikum district), Sophy, Phnom Truong Bat (Kompong Thkau subdistrict, Kra Lanh district, Siem Reap province) were all turned into places of torture and killing.

The large cathedral of the Catholic mission in the heart of Phnom Penh was blown up by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary and completely razed.

Yun Yat (Mrs. Son Sen), who was the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary minister of culture and propaganda, confirmed this policy of eliminating religions in her talk with Yugoslav journalists. She said: “Buddhism being a tool for exploitation, there is no longer any issue of Buddhism in Kampuchea.”

Suffering the same fate as Buddhism, Islam was also eliminated, and even more ruthlessly, as the policy toward this religion was closely linked with the fascist policy of forcible assimilation of ethnic minorities.

According to the investigation report on national minorities, after April 17, 1975, along with their policy of forcible and immediate assimilation, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary tracked down Muslim clergy in order to exterminate them:

	Grand Mufti Hachi Res Los, imam of the Muslim community, was killed at Sonchon village, Peam Chor district, Prey Veng province.
 	Mufti Hachi Sleyman Sokri, first deputy iman, was killed with his skull smashed.
 	Mufti Hachi Mat Sles Sleyman, second deputy imam, was killed in Battambang province.
 	Hachi Matly Haron, former president of the central committee of the Muslim Society of Kampuchea, was killed in Kandal province.


All the 114 Islamic mosques were plundered and destroyed. Some of the more beautiful mosques were razed to the ground by explosives or bulldozers.

To force the Chams and Malays to forsake Islam and to provide a pretext to kill large numbers of them, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary forced them to eat pork, contrary to their customs and to the precepts of the Koran. Those who refused to do so were killed on the spot. Anyone caught using his mother tongue was also killed.

The Muslim population of many villages, subdistricts, and even districts was exterminated for opposing forcible assimilation.

Abdul Koyum, a Muslim and a physician, stated: “Kompong Siem district, in Kompong Cham province, had five villages with a total Muslim population of about 20,000, but not a single inhabitant survived.” Kang Meas district, in Kompong Cham province, had seven villages with about 20,000 Muslim inhabitants, and only four survived.

Ninety percent of the Muslims were killed, because they wanted to keep their religion and preserve their mother tongue. To escape total extermination, some 3000 Muslims fled to Thailand and later settled in Malaysia.

Along with other ethnic minorities, the Thai minority, for example, was equally the object of extermination. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary mobilized troops to wipe them out, as was the case with the Thai population of Koh Kong province on May 25, 1975.

Formerly in Koh Kong province there were about 20,000 Thai people, but after liberation on January 7, 1979, there were only 8000. Many villages that formerly had 500 to 600 Thai families now have only 5 or 7 families. Of the 700 Thai families living formerly in the town of Koh Kapi, only 30 are left (Investigation report on national minorities).

Mr. Buon Thong, an official who is of the Ta Puon minority, Ratanak Kiri province, denounced the killing of tens of thousands of ethnic minority people in the northeastern zone near the town of Stung Treng. Many leading officials belonging to ethnic minorities who had been able and respected men were killed. Among them were regional party secretary Seda, of the Lao minority, and party regional committee member Chan Den, also of the Lao minority. Nearly all officials from ethnic minorities, from the provincial down to the village level, who had taken part in the resistance against U.S. aggression were killed.

Foreign residents like the Chinese, Vietnamese and those who were close to them, like mixed Chinese-Khmer, or mixed Vietnamese-Khmer, were killed. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary killed and deported hundreds of thousands of Chinese and Vietnamese. As a consequence, tens of thousands of Chinese took refuge in Vietnam.

The inhabitants of Stung Treng have discovered many human remains in a lake with an area often hectares, lying southeast of the town. Those are the bones of some two thousand Vietnamese who were killed.

	III. Forcible evacuation of the population from Phnom Penh and other liberated towns and villages; the breaking and upsetting of family and social structures; mass killings and mass executions


After Phnom Penh was liberated on April 17, 1975, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary immediately ordered that the population be evacuated from the city, with no exceptions, within three days. The force of bayonets was combined with deceptive claims, such as “a few days of evacuation, enough to avoid bombings by the U.S. air force,” or “to allow the revolutionary forces to wipe out the enemy in the capital city.” The more than two million inhabitants had thus to leave the city. Anyone who refused to leave or procrastinated or showed any opposition was beaten or shot dead. The sick, the elderly, the disabled, children, pregnant women, patients who were being operated upon or who had just been operated upon, were not spared. A number of small children left hungry in day care centers ate their own excrement and drank their own urine, and finally died of starvation.

Without any preparations, without being able to take with them the bare necessities, and without knowing where to go or what to do, long columns of people, under threat from the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary soldiers, trekked rain or shine, toward unknown destinations. At checkpoints, Pol Pot—Ieng Sary soldiers robbed them of almost all their remaining possessions. Tens of thousands of people died on the roadsides or in the bush, of starvation, diseases, exhaustion, were shot or beaten to death by Pol Pot soldiers.

Phnom Penh, the capital city, became completely lifeless. In the days that followed, other cities and towns suffered the same fate as Phnom Penh. Such was the case of Battambang with 200,000 inhabitants, Svay Rieng with 130,000, Kompong Chhnang with 60,000, Kompong Speu with 60,000, Siem Reap with 50,000.

At the trial, representatives of various strata of the Phnom Penh population, as quoted in the investigation report on the situation of Phnom Penh residents during the first days after April 17, 1975, described the situation as follows: “In their long journey to the most out-of-the-way corners of the country, large numbers of Phnom Penh civilians, mostly elderly, children, women in childbirth, pregnant women, the sick, the disabled, died in atrocious conditions: without food, medicine, or midwives.”

Mrs. Yasuko Naito, a victim of Japanese nationality, native of Tokyo, who was living in Phnom Penh, stated in a letter addressed to the tribunal, “on the afternoon of April 17, 1975, Pol Pot’s soldiers used megaphones to tell everyone to go outside. They fired at any doors that were closed. . . . Along the way, we met patients who had been forced out of the Calmette Hospital and other hospitals. Some who were weak walked with the help of nurses, having been operated upon only a few hours before. The places where the operation had been performed were still bleeding, with flies swarming around. They all wore hospital clothing. It made me think of a painting I had seen somewhere depicting scenes of hell.” During this forced evacuation Mrs. Yasuko Naito lost her entire family: her husband and her two children.

These acts by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary were premeditated and planned in advance, as may be seen in a captured document which states that the evacuation of the population of the cities could serve as an example in revolutions in all the other countries. It was a question of the total destruction of the feudal regime and the capitalist regime by dispersing enemy forces to the countryside to wipe them out.

At a press conference in Peking on October 2, 1977, Pol Pot said: “This policy had been worked out before the victory, meaning before April 1975. We were not strong enough to defend the revolution against attacks by enemy intelligence organizations of all kinds. . . . The enemy forces were dispersed to the cooperatives under our control, and in this way we had the situation in hand.”

After emptying the cities and urban centers of their inhabitants, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary used deceptive slogans, such as, “We are clearing land to enrich the country,” to forcibly relocate the population of the rural areas, especially from the areas formerly occupied by Lon Nol. In this way a forced transfer to the west and north was carried out of inhabitants of the eastern provinces near the common border with Vietnam, who had friendly relations, built up over the years of common struggle against the French and American imperialists and their lackeys, with Vietnamese on the other side of the border. Inhabitants of the provinces of Svay Rieng, Prey Veng, and Takeo were forced to move to the provinces of Pursat and Battambang in the west, while inhabitants in the west near the Thailand border were also under suspicion and were transferred to the east.

Like the population of the cities and towns, the rural population of several provinces was also transferred. They were forced to leave their homes and were separated from their loved ones. They were robbed of their belongings by Angkar and forced to move to other provinces.

Mr. Khieu Kola in Kandal said that in August 1975 he was put on a truck and sent to Pursat without any explanation. He was not allowed to take anything with him. At Pursat he had to sleep in the open. The same thing happened to hundreds of other people. The Pol Pot soldiers searched them and took their belongings. Each day four or five persons died, he said.

Mr. Tik How’s family of thirteen persons was split into two: eight were taken to Battambang, five to Kompong Thom.

	IV. The herding of the population into “people’s communes,” which were disguised concentration camps, where they were forced to work and live in physically and morally destructive conditions that caused deaths in large numbers


1. Physically, the people were put to do hard labor like slaves. They were left hungry and wearing rags. They were condemned to a slow death from exhaustion and disease.

The urban population and the rural people in the newly liberated areas were expelled from their localities. And after a long and bloody journey, they arrived in new places where they were sent to the so-called “people’s communes.” Under the slogans “all-round socialist revolution” and “to have rice is to have everything,” Pol Pot and Ieng Sary made the people work like slaves.

The labor force was divided into male and female groups living and working separately in collective style. Everyone had to work ten to sixteen hours a day, using rudimentary tools, sometimes only bare hands, and this included even young children, the elderly, and people who were too sick to work. The prescribed daily ration was one bowl of rice with salt, but most of the time they got only thin rice gruel. The “people’s communes” were placed under the control of people many of whom had lost all human feelings. The people had to work hard all day. Any violation of labor discipline would result in a beating, or in a reduction in rations, or in an increase in work norms, or even in being killed in the forest. The “people’s communes” became large concentration camps in which the majority of the Kampuchean population were imprisoned. This regimen of starvation and deprivation, this life in tiny huts that provided no protection from the rain or sun, a life with no medications or medical care in case of illness, a life with constant tension and threats, all this brought a slow death, both physically and morally. The largest number of dead were among the elderly, the ill, and women who were about to give birth or were nursing their babies. These women, since they could not work, received reduced food rations. Many women became sterile.

According to captured documents, even some units of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary’s party and government at various levels could not cover up this tragic reality. The minutes of the party conference in the eastern zone, held in 1977, had to admit: “Since May 1977, the living conditions of the population have worsened, especially in the districts of Kroch Chhmar, Peam Chileang, Koh Sotin and Muk Kampoul, where they have seriously worsened, so much so that people only eat diluted soup. Even with weakened strength, people still have to dig canals, to dredge waterways, to raise output and fulfill the plan.”

The report on the situation in Kompong Ro district, Svay Rieng province, for the first half of 1977 recognized that the population in the people’s communes suffered from many diseases such as cholera, dysentery, typhoid fever, asthma, lung infections, convulsive tuberculosis, smallpox, and beriberi.

Mrs. Denise Alfonso of Phnom Penh, who was sent to a people’s commune, stated that because she never had enough to eat she had to catch crickets, scorpions, and cockroaches to survive. One day after a long period without meat, a small amount of meat was given out, but she arrived late and got none. When she saw two dogs fighting over a piece of rawhide, she tried to take it from the mouth of one of the dogs, but it bit her.

She also testified that a man named Touch in the same people’s commune one day stole a cassava plant to assuage his hunger and was beaten to death. Those who murdered him then cut out his liver, and fried it and ate it on the spot.

Mr. Sok Chhoy of Kompong Chhnang stated that one day in June 1977, the family of a Mr. Kit, numbering eight persons, also stole some cooked rice, and all of them were put to death for it.

2. With regard to the moral side of life, all social relations were eradicated among the Kampuchean people. They were turned into slaves living in isolation. Even the right to freedom of ideas and independent thinking was eliminated.

The fact that men and women were separated from each other for work and for daily life completely destroyed the family structure. Children above six years of age were separated from their parents. When they reached the age of thirteen or fourteen, they were sent to mobile shock brigades for building irrigation networks or clearing land outside the commune.

Children were taught to be loyal only to Angkar. Some were assigned to eavesdrop on their parents’ private conversations and report to Angkar.

If a family member disappeared, relatives dared not ask for information about their loved ones, because anyone who expressed feelings towards disappeared persons would suffer the same fate. According to Sok Li Mut of Pursat, the husband of Mrs. Sok Bun was killed, and because she cried over him, she was put to death. Those in love with each other were strictly forbidden by the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime to exchange confidences, even though such behavior is normal in all other societies.

According to Pol Pot—Ieng Sary directives, marriage in the “people’s communes” and in the army was to be carried out upon designation by Angkar or army unit commanders. A number of captured directives and resolutions of the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary party committees were quite explicit in this matter. An example is the resolution of November 1978 which provided: “Families should be formed by designation. . . . This method has proven to be best and should be continued. . . .”

All freedom was eliminated in the choice of a spouse, since young men and women were separated from each other in work units. Abandoning natural traditions regarding marriage, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary organized collective marriages of couples designated by Angkar. Those who refused to comply would have their throats slashed in public to serve as an example to others. Young lovers who ran away from the “people’s communes” had arrest warrants issued for them and were considered major criminals.

According to the investigation made by representatives of various social strata in Phnom Penh, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary forced widows to marry soldiers who were war invalids. Such was the case with Mrs. Nguon Vuoch Ny, who held a bachelor of arts degree in literature, whose husband was killed, leaving her with two children, and who was required, along with nineteen other widows, to marry soldiers who were war invalids. They all refused, and they were all jailed. Mrs. Ny committed suicide to remain faithful to her husband, while the nineteen others were raped and then killed by Pol Pot—Ieng Sary soldiers.

On one occasion, girls in a shock brigade were lined up face to face with a group of soldiers who were war invalids, and each girl was ordered to marry the man in front of her. This time, forced marriage by designation of Angkar led two of the girls to commit suicide.

In order to isolate the citizens even more in their daily life, immediately after April 17, 1975, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary decreed the abolition of currency, of trade, and of postal communications and transport services. In effect, each person was placed under house arrest. All relations with the outside world, or with family and friends were cut off, as were cultural relations. The inhabitants were surrounded by a network of agents who spied on them day and night. Persons who uttered a careless word might be invited “to a meeting,” after which they would disappear.

Mr. My Sambath, a witness, told the tribunal: “One night, Mr. Suot and his young wife complained to each other about the harsh regime in the ‘people’s communes.’ A report was made to Angkar, and the next day the couple and their four children were beaten to death.” This level of physical persecution, of coercion, and of threats led many entire families to commit suicide by eating poisonous leaves or drowning themselves in rivers.

Mrs. Khem Nary, a witness, denounced the harsh life in Prey Lvea people’s commune in Takeo province. The commune began with 28,000 members in 1975, but in January 1979, at the time of the liberation by the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea, only 5,000 remained.

	V. Massacre of small children, persecution and moral poisoning of the youth, transforming them into cruel thugs devoid of all human feelings


The genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique did not allow children over six years of age to live with their parents. The children were forced to tend cattle and collect cow dung. Children over ten years of age had to do very hard work, just like adults. They were not allowed to go to school or to play (according to witnesses Ung Pech, Denise Alfonso, Thun Saray, and an investigation report by the Ministry of Education).

Khieu Samphan, head of state in Pol Pot and Ieng Sary’s regime, praised this exploitation of child labor in the following terms: “Our children enjoy themselves by building dikes and digging ponds and irrigation canals.”

It was forbidden to take in orphans, on the ground that their parents had committed wrongs toward Angkar. Many orphans had to live as vagabonds, because they were not admitted into “people’s communes.” According to the testimony of Duong Mala of Kompong Thom province, children caught begging were beaten to death.

Some Pol Pot—Ieng Sary soldiers killed children and ate their flesh. Such was the case of the younger brother of Miss Chhay Ny of Kandal (Document 2.1.5.11), and of Hour, a thirteen-year-old girl who now lives at the Siem Reap orphanage, and whose parents and elder brothers and sisters had died during the forced evacuation. Hour said that Pol Pot—Ieng Sary soldiers killed two young girls and ate their flesh. The soldiers had already put a gash in her throat when some people ran up and the soldiers fled. She still has a large scar on her neck (Document 2.1.5.18).

Although they persecuted and mistreated children, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary sought to use children under fifteen years of age as spies in the “people’s communes” and to enlist them in army units or mobile shock brigades. They considered children at that age to be pure, and loyal to them. They trained children to make killers of them and to use them in aggressive warfare against neighboring countries, and in campaigns of repression against the people of Kampuchea. A document of the conference of the party’s northern zone on July 15, 1977 read: “Even children can be key personnel. Only in this way can we build the party, because the children will grow up in the movement” (Document 2.5.26).

	VI. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary destroyed the structure of the national economy and destroyed the national culture, the educational system, and the health care system.


1. Prior to 1975, Kampuchea was not industrially developed but had nonetheless a significant number of factories in the state and private sectors. Phnom Penh alone had 37 factories that employed 12,000 to 13,000 workers. Through the country there were 3,700 handicraft enterprises supplying consumer goods and art goods for the home market and for export. As for agriculture, in addition to rice cultivation, animal breeding and fishing were relatively well developed.

During their nearly four years of usurped power, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary completely destroyed the structure of the national economy. Under the slogan “to have rice is to have everything,” they completely destroyed handicrafts. Industrial production was in serious trouble. More than 50% of the factories had to close down, machinery and equipment became unusable, as at the cement works with annual output before 1975 of 50,000 tons per year, and the glassware works with a capacity or 40,000 tons per year. Both of them ceased production. Prior to 1975, the sawmill had 180 workers for each shift, but now only ten are left. Engineers and technicians were all put to death. Some of the skilled workers were compelled to go to the countryside to work, while others were killed. The policy of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary was not to use the personnel and skilled workers of the former regime. Some were used to train new personnel and workers but were killed when the training was completed.

Prior to 1975, fishing yielded 100,000 to 140,000 tons a year. Under the regime of Pol and Ieng Sary, fishing yielded only 20,000 to 30,000 tons a year.

With regard to communications and transportation, in 1969 Kampuchea had 9,700 trucks, 1,300 buses. The ports of Kompong Som and Phnom Penh, and the railway and waterway networks functioned well. Under Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, these means of transport were used mainly for military purposes or for the transport of goods to be exported to Peking. The public transport service ceased to operate, a measure designed to keep the people from getting around.

The postal and telephone service was abolished. The same was true for currency; they blew up the Central Bank building in Phnom Penh. The people were not allowed go to market or to trade in goods.

This reactionary economic policy of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, which ran against objective economic laws, against the interest of the people, and against the realities of life in the country, destroyed the country’s productive forces. Industrial and agricultural production collapsed. The producers, poorly fed and dressed, and required to work beyond their capabilities, were condemned to a slow death. An extremely reactionary policy of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary was to concentrate and destory almost all the belongings of the urban and rural population, which they considered as vestiges of capitalism. The population was forced to wear only black clothes. They were not allowed to wear shoes or sandals, or to possess such cooking utensils as pots and pans. (See the investigation reports on the economy and on the crimes of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary against the residents of Phnom Penh.)

While the population were living on thin rice gruel, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime stored up rice for war purposes, and for export to Peking in exchange for weaponry, to build up a fascist army as an instrument for repression, purges, and waging wars against neighboring countries. The army increased from 7 divisions in 1975 to 23 in 1978.

At a meeting on implementation of the state plan for 1978, Pol Pot said specifically: “In 1978 we must export to China from 100,000 to 150,000 tons of rice, and 20,000 to 25,000 tons of rubber. The contract has been signed and we must carry it out.”

2. Concerning culture and education, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary advocated total abolition of our culture and education, and destruction of the cultural and educational institutions. According to the investigation report by representatives of various strata of the Phnom Penh population, the damage caused by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary is quite serious. Immediately after April 17, 1975, five principal libraries in Phnom Penh were destroyed, along with many other libraries at universities and scientific institutes. The National Library was turned into a goods warehouse. A great number of valuable art objects in museums were destroyed or carried off. Out of 1,225 objects and relics of traditional culture, more than one half were either destroyed or carried off.

The human losses in education and culture are heavier still. Ninety percent of the artists were killed. Out of a total of 1,241 artists who were alive in 1975, only 121 survive (Report on the situation of national culture). The country had nine universities and colleges with more than thirty faculties, with 11,000 students and 725 professors. Under Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, all educational establishments were closed down and became either prisons, such as Tuol Sleng, or warehouses for weapons, fertilizer, or goods. Now there are only two or three university professors left. Out of 2,300 secondary school teachers there remain only 200. Out of 21,311 primary school teachers there remain only 2,783.

3. With regard to health care, according to an investigation report, there were formerly 62 hospitals with 6,000 beds, with services in a variety of medical specialties. Under Pol Pot and Ieng Sary all these institutions were closed down. Out of the 19 professors of medicine and pharmacology, none is still alive. Out of 462 medical doctors there remain 54. Out of 156 pharmacists there remain now only 15.

There was one medical and pharmacy college with 2,124 students and one dentistry institute with 847 students. The Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime shut them both down. Instead, they organized a system of “barefoot doctors” selected from among persons loyal to them. After only a three-month apprenticeship, these people, having no instruction in medicine and no sense of professional responsibility, used patients as guinea pigs, as in Kompong Cham hospital where a group of surgeons opened the chest of a patient just to see his heart, though he had no heart disease. In another case, a patient died of kidney trouble. They operated on the dead body to take out the kidney, then took out the kidney of a healthy man to make a comparison.

	VII. After their overthrow by the genuine revolutionary forces, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary are still committing new crimes and are still killing those who refuse to follow them.


In their flight, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary compelled people to follow them to serve as a shield. Wherever they have gone, they have plundered property, destroyed crops, burned down rice granaries, and pillaged from the people. In many localities, before fleeing they killed large numbers of people, fearing that they might want to return to live under the genuine revolutionary regime.

The liberation of Am Leang, a subdistrict in Kompong Speu province, set free 60,000 people. These people said that the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary people killed 12,000 persons, including wounded soldiers in their army whose morale was low, and workers and employees at the Kompong Chhnang airport.

At the Champuh Kaek pagoda in Kandal province, on the morning of January 7, 1979, before fleeing the head of the district came in together with some of his soldiers and killed some two hundred persons who were being detained there, including women and children. They fled without burying the bodies of the victims.

On January 27, 1979, in Battambang province, Pol Pot—Ieng Sary men took one hundred inhabitants into a forest and beat them to death. Mr. Sok Ros, who together with his three children survived this killing, testified before the tribunal about these crimes. Kampucheans who had taken refuge in Thailand and were sent back to Kampuchea were killed in large numbers on the pretext that they committed treason.

	VIII. During their four years in power, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary and their associates used extremely savage methods of torture and killing, as well as many techniques designed to terrorize the population.


Pol Pot and Ieng Sary employed methods of killing that involved hundreds, thousands, and even tens of thousands of victims at a time without expending a single bullet. The executioners lined prisoners up on the edge of previously dug pits and hit them on the back of the neck with pick handles or bamboo sticks and then pushed them into the pit. When a pit was full of corpses, they used bulldozers to cover it with earth and moved on to the next pit to continue the killing.

Many savage methods were used, such as cutting a person’s throat with the tooth-edged leaf of a sugar palm tree, disembowelling in order to eat a person’s liver, or taking out a person’s gallbladder to make medications, or using gallows. With women, they tied them naked to tree trunks and thrust sharp sticks or M-79 shells into their sexual organs until they died. To kill people in groups, they tied victims together and used bulldozers to crush them or electrocuted them or made them walk across mine fields. They buried suspected opponents alive or burned them alive, or cut them with a knife until they died, or threw them into crocodile-breeding ponds.

With children, in some localities they arrested groups of them and tied them inside plastic bags and hung them on branches to the point of suffocation. Then they threw the plastic bags into dry wells, soaked them with gasoline and set them ablaze, laughing while the children writhed in anguish. They amused themselves by throwing children into the air and catching them on bayonets as they fell, or by tearing children apart.

Not infrequently, Pol Pot—Ieng Sary agents amused themselves by cutting victims with knives to see how the bodies of the two sexes are made up.

After killing high-ranking officials by beheading them, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary agents put the heads back on the corpses, stuck on a number and took photographs so that Pol Pot and Ieng Sary themselves could check personally that their orders had been carried out (see collection of photographs attached to the case file).

With victims killed in pits, after letting them rot under the earth, the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary agents ordered the inhabitants to dig up the remains for use as manure. With corpses that had not sufficiently disintegrated, they ordered the inhabitants to tear them up into smaller pieces.

At some places, such as Siem Reap, these agents put the bodies in the pits in layers, with a layer of corpses alternating with a layer of rice husk, and then they poured on gasoline and set it on fire. The ashes were used as fertilizer. If any bones were found to be insufficiently cremated, they ordered the inhabitants to grind them up so that they could be put through a strainer. The ashes and bone dust would be used as fertilizer. Today, those who were forced to engage in this gruesome task still shudder when thinking of it. Here are some actual cases.

Witness Yeng Tinh in Kompong Cham said that he saw Pol Pot—Ieng Sary men taking 5,318 persons in trucks to the So Pheas forest over a period of seven days to crush them with bulldozers.

Miss Chhay Ny said that Pol Pot soldiers cut the throat of her brother, sliced off his flesh and wrapped it in leaves and took it home to eat as food. She also said that they killed her mother, taking out her liver to eat it.

Mr. Sim Phia of Siem Reap stated before the tribunal that he saw Pol Pot—Ieng Sary agents throw children into crocodile pits.

Mr. Kung Sary, Mrs. Mun Ny, and Mrs. Che Van Thon of Siem Reap stated that they saw corpses burned to make fertilizer at Dong Treng village, Chon Buon Cau subdistrict, and at Phnom village, Kompong Thkau subdistrict.

The investigation report prepared by representatives of the Phnom Penh population read before the tribunal described the Tuol Sleng prison, a center for torture and detention of Phnom Penh inhabitants, as follows: “This prison was formerly a school. We saw rooms for torture and interrogation equipped with horrifying torture instruments: electric shock devices, suspension devices on the ceilings, iron bars, choppers, and chains. In these rooms, there still were on the tiled floor tufts of hair which had been pulled out of victims’ heads, puddles of dried up blood. Blood stains can still be seen on the walls and ceilings. The school’s garden was turned into a communal burial ground to bury the bodies of prisoners. There one can still find heaps of clothes of various types—clothes stripped off the victims before they were tortured to death.”

Mr. Ung Pech said the following about torture at Tuol Sleng:


“A prisoner would be seated on the floor, his hands and feet chained to a table. One guard did the questioning, another had a stick that he would use to hit the prisoner. . . . Women who were interrogated had to take off their clothes, and they would be tortured, and the pretty ones would be raped.”



Other methods of torture were: electric shock, hanging by the feet from the ceiling, pulling out fingernails with pincers, placing the head inside a plastic bag, and pouring water continuously on the face wrapped in cloth until the prisoner suffocated.

Killings of groups were carried out everywhere in Kampuchea. In nearly every village one can find common graves with heaps of corpses, broken skulls, and femur and tibia bones with ropes still attached to them. Case files examined by the tribunal, like those relating to Tuol Sleng, Chup, Siem Reap, Battambang, etc., represent but a few among countless proofs of genocide committed by the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique.

After examining the criminal acts committed by the accused, the tribunal can conclude that Pol Pot and Ieng Sary committed these crimes with genocidal intent.

Considering that in his well documented indictment, the prosecutor-general has presented to the tribunal original copies of documents such as resolutions, directives, teaching materials, etc., from the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique that prove that these acts of genocide were studied and discussed in many meetings;

Considering that, pursuant to the orders of the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique, these acts of genocide were carried out in a systematic way and by the same methods and procedures throughout the territory of Kampuchea and under the control of the authorities of Angkar at all levels;

The tribunal has examined the reports prepared by representatives of various departments of government, and by organizations of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea, with figures and evidence in support: records of field investigations conducted at sites where crimes were committed; items of evidence collected; statements by Kampuchean witnesses and material from foreign countries. All these proofs show that the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique had genocidal intent.

The lawyers for the accused too have acknowledged that the indictment levelled against the criminal acts of the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique is well grounded to charge Pol Pot and Ieng Sary with genocidal acts and intent.

Considering that the criminal acts of the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary have had extremely grave consequences, and what is more serious still, that these acts will have serious repercussions for a long time in many aspects of the life of the country;

After April 17, 1975, our people could have enjoyed peace and happiness and lived in friendship with neighboring countries. But during their nearly four years in power, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary set up in our country a most brutal dictatorial militarist regime that betrayed the people and killed people in bloody mass killings and by methods of torture and killing as savage as those of the Middle Ages, and in certain respects, more cruel than those used by the Hitlerites. In many areas of the country, they killed the entire population of a village or subdistrict, and in some cases they killed nearly the entire population of a district, including children, the elderly, pregnant women, invalids, and the war wounded.

After examining the investigation reports presented at the hearing, the findings of a sample census conducted in a number of villages and subdistricts, and other information in the case file, the tribunal finds well founded the estimate that more than three million persons were killed or otherwise succumbed because of torture or the poor conditions of life under the Pol Pot—Ieng Sary regime.

The extermination of about forty per cent of the population has brought untold sufferings to millions of families and caused irretrievable loss to the country, an underdeveloped country just emerging from the resistance war against U.S. aggression, whose productive force consists mainly of the labor and creativeness of its industrious people. The loss is particularly great because many of those killed were genuine patriots, workers, peasants, intellectuals, patriotic personalities, technicians, scientists, artists, writers, and the youth which is the main labor force to rebuild the country. Especially the teenagers and the children were persecuted, physically ill-treated and morally corrupted; a large number were killed. The genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique destroyed the elements that are the hope of the nation.

The approximately four million who were left alive were herded into huge concentration camps where they were forced to work like animals. Their lot was worse than that of slaves. Hungry, clad in rags and without medical care, they were doomed to physical degeneration. On the mental side, they were constantly threatened and spied upon by secret agents. They might be arrested and killed at any moment together with their close relatives.

As a result of the victory of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea and the People’s Revolutionary Council with the liberation of Phnom Penh on January 7, 1979, leading to the overthrow of the criminal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique, these four million survivors were saved from annihilation. Now, so that the people may return to a normal life and to normal work, it will take us years to solve problems like restoring health services, eradicating dangerous diseases, caring for orphans and invalids, and in general stabilizing the living conditions of the population, etc.

Serious damage has also been done in the political, economic, cultural, and social fields.

National unity has been damaged as a result of the reactionary policy of dividing the people into three categories to kill them, and of eliminating ethnic minorities through forced assimilation and the killing of many leaders and members of these ethnic groups. The damage is the greater because of the elimination by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary of Buddhism, a religion closely connected to our people for many centuries. With the elimination of Islam and the destruction of places of worship and the burning of holy books, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary seriously offended the religious beliefs of minority ethnic groups.

With these genocidal crimes, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary have created a generation of young people many of whom have their hands soaked in the blood of their fellow countrymen. They have become executioners who have lost their human character. It will require great patience to reeducate these people.

The friendship and solidarity among the peoples of the three countries of Indochina resulting from their struggle against a common enemy to maintain peace and stability in Southeast Asia are a precious tradition and a factor ensuring independence and prosperity for each nation. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary destroyed these traditional ties. They have sown hatred among fraternal nations. They have provoked armed conflicts with Thailand and Laos and waged a large-scale war against the Vietnamese people, thereby turning friends into enemies. Waging a war of aggression against Vietnam while intensifying brutal oppression of the people and purges, they caused tremendous losses in lives and property to our people. They exhausted our national economy and drove our people into destitution. At the same time, they committed extremely barbarous war crimes against the neighboring countries.

In external affairs, they caused serious damage to our relationships, to our prestige, and to our international role. The crime of genocide committed by Pol Pot and Ieng Sary has raised a worldwide wave of condemnation and indignation, tarnishing the image and prestige of our country in the international arena.

In the economic, cultural, and social fields, all scientific and technical institutions, economic institutions, enterprises, schools, research institutes, and hospitals were destroyed or turned into prisons or fertilizer warehouses. Libraries were ransacked, and scientific books were burned. Trading and currency were forbidden. Many workers, peasants, scientists, technicians, professors, artists, etc., were eliminated. There was no school for our youth or children. Illiteracy grew. In fact, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary pushed Kampuchean society back to the age of slavery. They destroyed the conditions of Kampuchea’s existence. Our nation was on the brink of extinction.

Pol Pot and Ieng Sary stopped our society’s development and even set it back, leaving extremely grave after-effects that cannot be remedied over-night. The problems to be solved are restoration of production, stabilization of the people’s living conditions, supplying millions of people faced with imminent starvation, construction of the material and technical bases for the economy to proceed toward industrialization, the training of scientific and technical personnel, etc.

They wiped out all fine traditions and customs of our people and destroyed our age-old great Angkor civilization. The family and the social fabric have been destroyed. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary instituted forced marriage, thereby destroying many families and causing depravity. They wanted to destroy the family, the social structure, the foundations of our economy, culture, education, health services, and religion in order to force on the people a model society that they thought to be genuine and pure socialism. In reality it was a slavery system of a new type copied from abroad. This system had nothing in common with true socialism.

During their nearly four years in power (1975–1979), Pol Pot and Ieng Sary spared no devilish or perfidious tricks to concentrate power in their own hands. They set up a fascist dictatorship and practiced nepotism. They carried out a policy of coercion and oppression of the people on a large scale. They expelled the people from towns and cities, dislodged rural residents from one region to another, and classified the population with a view to exterminating people and organizations suspected of opposing them.

They tried to eliminate their political opponents within the party. The killing of Comrade Son Ngoc Minh in Peking is a case in point. During 1977 and 1978 they liquidated those who were considered as adversaries, including Hu Nim, the minister of information and propaganda, Toch Phoeun, the minister of public works, and So Phim, the vice-president of the National Assembly.

With their extremely reactionary domestic and foreign policies which were against the interests of the people and the nation, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary provoked opposition from our people. Popular uprisings increasingly broke out in many localities. By 1978, the revolutionary movement under the banner of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea, formed against Pol Pot and Ieng Sary in the eastern zone, and later in five of the seven zones of the country.

To maintain and consolidate their power, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary had to turn to fascist methods. They increasingly carried out repression and purges under the pretext of class struggle to eliminate people and groups labelled as reactionaries or suspected of being hostile.

The more ferociously the oppression was carried out, the more the barbarous repression spread, the more vigorously our people rose up, and the more divided the followers of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary became. Politically isolated at home and in the international arena, Pol Pot and Ieng Sary had to rely more and more on Peking to maintain their power.

Pol Pot said, “We have creatively and successfully applied Mao Tse Tung’s thought to the realities of Kampuchea. . . . For Kampuchea, the most precious Chinese aid has been the thought of Mao Tse Tung” (Pol Pot’s speech at a reception given by the leaders in Peking, September 28, 1977).

Pol Pot and Ieng Sary have constantly been encouraged and supported by the Peking reactionaries while all progressive mankind was condemning their crime of genocide. When he received Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Mao Tse Tung said, “Comrades, you have won a great victory. With a single stroke you have gotten rid of social classes. Communes in the countryside, with poor and lower middle peasants, are our future.”

In reality, the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique closely colluded with the Peking big-nation expansionist reactionaries and were dependent on them. The “people’s communes,” huge concentration camps, places where the Kampuchean people were killed, were modelled on the Chinese “people’s communes.”

The use of children and young people as executioners in the killings of various strata of the population (including near relatives of the executioners) was a faithful copy of the Chinese cultural revolution. Pol Pot and Ieng Sary’s policy of relying mainly on the poor and lower-middle-class peasants to carry out revolution instead of on the working class was a product of Mao Tse Tung’s thought. The genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique wrote in a letter to the Peking reactionaries: “We have studied, we are still studying, and we have determined not to stop studying the valuable experiences of the great cultural revolution and Mao Tse Tung’s thought. Mao Tse Tung is a guiding star who gained great successes.” Hua Kuo Feng praised and encouraged the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique: “Comrades, you have succeeded not only in destroying the old world but in building the new world. You have achieved great success in neutralizing the maneuvers of subversion and sabotage by enemies” (Hua Kuo Feng’s speech at a banquet for Pol Pot in Peking, September 28, 1977).

The soiled hands of the Peking reactionaries seized this opportunity to interfere in Kampuchea’s internal affairs. They wanted to use the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique as a counterrevolutionary assault force to carry out their expansionist strategy in Indochina and Southeast Asia, in line with Mao Tse Tung’s statement in 1965: “We must take back the southeast Asian region including Vietnam, Kampuchea, Laos, Thailand, Burma, Malaysia, and Singapore. Southeast Asia is very rich in mineral resources. It is well worth retaking. In the future this region will contribute much to the development of Chinese industry. Thus, we can compensate for the losses we have suffered. . . .”

The Peking reactionaries wanted to turn our country into a military base and a springboard for their big-nation expansionist scheme in Southeast Asia. They massively increased their military aid and set up a thick network of advisors to supervise all the activities of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary. They encouraged this clique to carry out a savage genocidal policy against our people. They encouraged armed conflicts against Thailand and Laos, and a war of aggression against Vietnam. Without the Peking reactionaries’ assistance, encouragement, and direction, the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique could not have perpetrated the crime of genocide against our people on such a large scale and with such ferocity, or have provoked armed conflicts with the neighboring countries and stepped up their war of aggression against Vietnam.

In encouraging Pol Pot and Ieng Sary to carry out their policy of genocide and to destroy Kampuchea’s social institutions, the Peking reactionaries aimed at tightening their control over the clique and made them more dependent on Peking. This was the extremely perfidious aim of the Peking reactionaries. We succeeded in warding off the danger of extinction of our people in time, thanks to the historic victory of January 7, 1979. Even after this date, the Peking reactionaries kept aiding the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique. Documents captured at the Ta Sanh base show that the Peking reactionaries have assured Ieng Sary that they will continue to supply through Thailand financial aid, weapons, and foodstuffs, and that they will supply a radio station for Pol Pot. Hua Kuo Feng and Deng Tsiao Ping have set out a plan for the Pol Pot and Ieng Sary clique to rally Kampuchean reactionary forces to oppose the revolutionary government.

To sum up, since its usurpation of power the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique has colluded with Peking. Together with Peking, it jointly carried out a criminal plan against our people and the peoples of the neighboring countries. It is clear that the Peking reactionaries were the invidious instigators of this plan. They used the hands of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary to commit genocide against the people of Kampuchea. It is equally clear that it was again the Peking reactionaries who used this clique to conduct a war of aggression against Vietnam, to combine with their plan of aggression against Vietnam in the north of Vietnam. In fact, shortly after the genocidal Pol Pot regime was overthrown by the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea, the Peking reactionaries launched aggression against the Socialist Republic of Vietnam along its northern border with a force of 600,000 to avenge their defeat in Kampuchea, but they were completely defeated.

On the basis of Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea, and with reference to public international law on the punishment of genocide (and specifically the 1948 Convention on this subject), we find that the above-mentioned criminal acts perpetrated by the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary were committed with genocidal intent. Consequently, the accused have committed the crime of “genocide.”

The crime of genocide is defined in Article 1 of Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, in the following terms: “planned massacres of groups of innocent people; expulsion of inhabitants of cities and villages in order to concentrate them and force them to do hard labor in conditions leading to their physical and mental destruction; wiping out religion; destroying political, cultural, and social structures and family and social relations.”

The crime of genocide committed by the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, with its tragic and far-reaching consequences, is of a level of seriousness unprecedented in world history, being far in excess of what is required for genocide in the December 9, 1948 Convention. The accused not only wiped out the intellectuals, the officers, and civil servants of the previous regime, religious believers, and ethnic minorities for the sole reason that they were intellectuals, officers and civil servants, religious believers, and ethnic minorities, they also killed, en masse and in a planned way, innocent people of different social strata. The accused sought to exterminate their own people, their own nation, pushing the people of different social strata to the point of extinction.

The accused committed the crime of genocide not only by grouping the people in concentration camps where living conditions were such as to bring about their physical and moral destruction, but they went farther still by committing genocide as well in the cultural and economic fields.

The genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique denied the existence not only of the Kampuchean nation, but also of our national cultural traditions, and they destroyed family and social structures, the economic system, national culture and education, and the health service. The accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary even destroyed the national conscience and spirit of the Kampuchean people. They destroyed the conditions for the existence of the Kampuchean people.

The accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary have committed all the acts of genocide specified in Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979:

	Planned massacre of groups of innocent inhabitants;
 	Forced evacuation of people from towns and villages;
 	Concentrating people and forcing them to do hard labor in physically and morally exhausting conditions;
 	Abolition of religions and destruction of economic and cultural institutions and of family and social relations.


After January 7, 1979, when most of those who had served in the armed forces and the government of the genocidal Pol Pot—Ieng Sary clique turned themselves in and benefitted from the policy of leniency of the National United Front for the Salvation of Kampuchea and the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea, the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary still clung to the Peking reactionaries and continued their betrayal of the nation and their opposition to the revolution.

The accused deliberately used extremely cruel methods of torture and killing and savage means of persecution to demoralize people with a view to destroying them physically and morally. The grave consequence of their acts is that about three million persons lost their lives; over four million who survive are suffering from serious injury physically and morally. Of the victims, many are teenagers and children.

Considering that the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary have a record of collusion with each other to oppose the Kampuchean revolution; that they jointly mapped out extremely reactionary domestic and foreign policies and organized and directed the implementation of these policies; that they are thus instigators and planners of genocide; that they are therefore responsible for all the particularly grave consequences of their genocidal acts;

Considering that in order to defend justice and the just cause of the Kampuchean people and to respond to the wishes of various strata of our people and world opinion, which demand severe punishment of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary for their crime of genocide, and in order to prevent a repetition of such acts;

Considering that the facts presented to the tribunal by material evidence and witness testimony, including witnesses from abroad and well known lawyers, have established that an important factor in the crime of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary has been the instigation of a foreign country and collusion with this country, and that this must be denounced in order to stop it and to prevent it, and to defend the right of the people to life, independence, and liberty;

Considering that the lawyers defending the accused acknowledged that the criminal acts of genocide of which the defendants stand accused have been fully proved;

Considering that the case files and oral argument before the tribunal show no mitigating circumstances in favor of the accused, but rather many aggravating circumstances, particularly the persistence of the accused in continuing their betrayal of the nation;

Considering the personal responsibility of each of the accused:


Pol Pot, as Secretary of Angkar (the party organization) and prime minister of the government, bearing ultimate responsibility for directing the entire state bureaucracy, mapped out the general lines and orientation of domestic and foreign policy and directed their implementation. Pol Pot himself on many occasions toured different localities to direct and inspect personally the purges of forces accused of opposition. Pol Pot is an extremely dangerous criminal deserving no degree of leniency.

Ieng Sary, as a standing member of the political bureau of Angkar and deputy prime minister of the government in charge of foreign affairs, holding high offices and wielding real power, worked with Pol Pot in the leadership. He built up and conducted collusion with the Peking reactionary forces and other international reactionaries and defended the criminal acts of genocide committed by his clique in international fora. Ieng Sary ordered the issuance of the invitation to return to intellectuals and students working or studying abroad. He is directly responsible for the large-scale execution of intellectuals and students living in the country, and those returning from abroad. The accused Ieng Sary is an extremely dangerous criminal deserving no degree of leniency.



For the above-mentioned reasons,

Acting under Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of Decree Law No. 1 of July 15, 1979, of the People’s Revolutionary Council of Kampuchea, the judge and jury of the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal in Phnom Penh decides:

	That the accused Pol Pot, alias Saloth Sar, and Ieng Sary are guilty of genocide.
 	That the accused Pol Pot, alias Saloth Sar, and Ieng Sary be sentenced to death in absentia.
 	That all the property of the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary be confiscated.
 	That all the items of evidence in this case be entrusted to the Ministry of Internal Affairs and the Ministry of Defense to deal with them appropriately.
 	That the accused Pol Pot and Ieng Sary are entitled to approach the People’s Revolutionary Council to request a reduction of sentence within seven days from the day on which this judgment is posted at the office of the municipal people’s council.
 	That this judgment be posted at the office of the municipal people’s council.


	This judgment is rendered in public session and as a matter of last instance.
 	Presiding trial judge
 	President of the People’s Revolutionary Tribunal at Phnom Penh


 Source: Judgment: 3.04 Judgment of the Tribunal, August 19, 1979. From Howard J. De Nike, John Quigley, and Kenneth J. Robinson (eds.), Genocide in Cambodia: Documents from the Trial of Pol Pot and Ieng Sary, Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000, pp. 523–549. Reprinted with permission of the University of Pennsylvania Press.
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Preface 

Genocide is a global problem of the first magnitude. It has been for hundreds, if not thousands, of years, but in the 20th century it assumed hitherto unparalleled dimensions. Numerically, more people were murdered at the hands of others, as part of deliberate policies, than at any other time in recorded history.

While the 20th century was the century of total war— two global conflicts that began in Europe in 1914 and 1939 testify to that—it was also, concurrently, the century of genocide. The destruction of entire human groups, as policy, saw mass annihilation on a scale much greater than that of military deaths in wartime. And not only that: frequently, war (whether international or civil conflict is immaterial) served as a mask for genocide, even though the nature of genocidal destruction is such that war need not be present in order for genocide to take place.

While whole libraries of studies have been written attempting to analyze the actions of governments, responses of bystanders, and failures to rescue the victims, collections laying out both the key reference entries and the major primary source documents of genocide are relatively rare. The purpose behind a collection of this kind is itself singular: to provide, in an easy-to-read format, the most important reference entries and documents about the century of genocide. It is intended that this will be of particular benefit to teachers and students, as well as to those not engaged in the formal study of genocide but who are interested in learning more. Much thought was put into the selection of primary source material; not only have we provided important official statements, acts, memoranda, reports, and the like, we have also included a number of personal accounts from those who were in some way involved in the genocides under examination. These range from those who were victims to those who were witnesses—and, in some cases, even to those who actually perpetrated the genocide. It is hoped, by doing so, that we have managed to retain something of the very necessary human dimension of what genocide really is: a thoroughly antihuman activity that is, in its essence, all too human is its execution.

When considering what content to include in this encyclopedia, it was decided from an early date that we would adhere to the widely accepted UN definition of genocide, as embodied in the UN Convention. The definition, located at Article 2, is as follows:


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



	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Based on this definition, the encyclopedia includes the following genocides, in alphabetical order: Armenia (1915–1923), Bosnia (1992–1995), Cambodia (1975–1979), Darfur (2003–2006), East Timor (1975–1999), Guatemala (1981–1983), Herero (Namibia) (1904–1907), the Holocaust (1941–1945), Kurdistan (1988), and Rwanda (1994).

Despite our use of the term, it must be pointed out that the UN definition of genocide is imperfect, and has been interpreted in various ways by politicians to rationalize their own agendas. There is tremendous debate over what constitutes genocide. At least one scholar has argued that there are only three historical case studies that can truly be termed genocide: Armenia, the Holocaust, and Rwanda. Critics might argue that there is no justification for including Bosnia, Cambodia, Darfur, East Timor, Guatemala, Kurdistan, or Namibia in this encyclopedia. For these latter cases, the applicability of the UN Convention can be debated or questioned, but we should certainly not discount them. We also should not dismiss other events that some consider genocide. For that reason, we have included in Appendix I over one hundred reference entries on other atrocities, massacres, and war crimes that do not neatly fit the UN definition of genocide.

Some scholars place the issue of “intentionality” at the forefront of their genocide definitions. In other words, they believe that an event only qualifies as genocide if there is proven intent to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Unfortunately, there is often no “smoking gun” that leads back to the government or groups responsible for genocidal violence, making it difficult to prove that a perpetrator possesses the requisite intention to destroy a victim group based on his or her nationality, race, ethnicity, and/or religion. However, in criminal law a repeated pattern of actions resulting in the same outcome is frequently adjudged to infer intent on the part of a perpetrator, regardless of an expressed statement of intent. It is therefore our judgment that the events covered in this encyclopedia all conform, in one way or another, to the UN definition of what constitutes genocide.

In assembling this work, two people have provided particular assistance that it is our pleasure to acknowledge. Padraic (Pat) Carlin, our editor at ABC-CLIO, has at all times been professional while keeping a benevolent eye on the time and personal demands that can sometimes draw professors’ attention away from deadlines and other publishing obligations. We are indeed grateful to Pat for all his support and his gentle (though necessary) prodding.

At a time when help was sorely needed, Paul Bartrop’s graduate student at Florida Gulf Coast University, Sara Gottwalles, stood up and provided invaluable assistance in tracking down some hard-to-come-by documents, as well as helping to supplement the list on her own initiative. We are both personally grateful to Sara for adding to her workload, while holding down two jobs and writing her thesis, in order to help us with this project.

The entries and documents included here provide some of the most horrible reading conceivable. Horrible because of its content, yes; but also horrible because it not only happened, but isn’t science fiction. The entries and documents point to events that were all too real, took place within living memory, and—tragically—are still with us today. It is in the hope that such reference material and primary source documents will one day only be historical rather than contemporary, that we dedicate this volume to our grandchildren. May they, and their generation, not know a world in which genocide is a fact of their daily lives, as it has been in ours.

Introduction 

Genocide is a new word for an ancient practice, and has taken many forms in the far distant and too recent past. Death and destruction, in which innocent people were killed (often in large numbers), had always occurred during wartime. Massacres and other violations of human rights on a massive scale also frequently occurred, in which noncombatants were often deliberately targeted. But war was not, and is not, the same as genocide. This must be understood clearly. Even World War I, the greatest conflict in history up to that time—a war which resulted in the death of nearly 10 million combatants—hit civilians to the extent of 5 percent of all those who died. While this was to rise enormously as the 20th century proceeded (World War II, e.g. saw a 60 percent death rate of all casualties), it should be borne in mind that death on such a scale was essentially a phenomenon of the modern era. Genocide, though while occurring often throughout history, reached its zenith during the 20th century.

This new word—genocide—was coined by Polish-Jewish-American lawyer Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959), who has, together with his voluminous writings (much of which went unpublished during his lifetime), become the subject of renewed scholarly and popular interest. Now recognized as the “father” of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948, awards have been given in his name, biographical accounts of his fascinating life have been published, and edited and commented upon texts of his writings on genocide have now appeared in print.

With regard to the specific genocides included in these volumes, we offer the following overviews. It is important to note that all of them have been—and remain—the subject of much scholarly and other investigation, and continue to generate both controversy and fresh insights.

The Herero of German South-West Africa

The German assault against the Herero people in 1904–1907, in Germany’s colonial possession of South-West Africa (now Namibia), was the 20th century’s first true instance of genocide. During this time, the destruction of up to 80 percent of the total population took place. The devastation was not isolated, as at least 50 percent of the Nama, or “Hottentot,” population, were also wiped out at this time.

In January 1904, the Hereros rebelled with the intention of driving the Germans out of their historic lands. At this time, according to the best estimates, the Hereros numbered some 80,000. After a German counterattack, reinforcement, and a widespread campaign of annihilation and displacement that forced huge numbers of Hereros of both sexes and all ages into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert, tens of thousands perished. The situation was exacerbated by the policy of German General Lothar von Trotha (1848–1920), who arrived on June 11, 1904, with more than 14,000 troops, and ordered that all waterholes be located and poisoned in advance of the arrival of those Herero who might have survived the desert. Von Trotha saw the only military solution as one of extermination and annihilation, as his infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (“Extermination Order”), issued on October 1, 1904, demonstrated.

Before his return to Germany, initially in disgrace but rather quickly rehabilitated, von Trotha was also responsible for the death of thousands of Nama people, with over half the population destroyed during that year alone.

The second stage of the genocide saw the introduction and implementation of so-called concentration camps and work camps under his successors. Together, these might more appropriately be termed “death camps,” as diseases such as typhoid were rampant, together with other debilitating conditions such as malnutrition, extreme overwork, and constant brutality to men, women, and children.

By the time the uprising was over, the Herero and Nama populations had been destroyed by military action, starvation and thirst, disease, and by overwork in the concentration and labor camps. Evidence exists of medical experiments having been carried out as well, and of sexual crimes committed against Herero women. In 1911, when a count was made of the surviving Herero, only about 15,000 could be found. The vast majority of the rest had been killed, either directly or indirectly, by German forces over the preceding half-dozen years, though the majority of the killing had taken place during the years 1904–1905. Though somewhat contested, scholars remain divided on the issue of whether or not the behavior of the Germans in South-West Africa later set the stage for the Nazi assault on the Jews and others.

The Ottoman Genocide of Christians

Genocide was committed against the Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian populations of the Ottoman Empire by the regime of the Committee of Union and Progress ( Ittihad ve Terakki Jemyeti ), also known as the Young Turks, in the period following April 24, 1915. According to most accounts, closer to 1.5 million Armenians were slaughtered as a direct result of deliberate Turkish policies seeking the Armenians’ permanent eradication.

Massacres of Armenians had already been carried out by different regimes within the Ottoman Empire during two time-frames, between 1894–1896, and 1909. In the first, Sultan Abdulhamid II carried out a series of pogroms, the worst occurring in 1895. Estimates of those killed range widely, from anywhere between 100,000 and 300,000, with thousands more maimed and rendered homeless.

The massacre of 1909, by contrast, which occurred in the region surrounding the city of Adana, was largely the result of civil strife between supporters of the Sultan and the Young Turk reformers, in which the Armenians appeared to be scapegoats for both sides. The Adana Massacres claimed possibly up to 30,000 victims.

The reasons for these persecutions are varied. As the size of the Ottoman Empire shrank during the 19th century, conditions deteriorated for the Christian minority populations as well, who became scapegoats blamed for the deterioration of the empire. With the weakening of the Sultan’s authority and respectability, a militant group of Turkish nationalists, the Young Turks, launched a revolution in 1908. Their goal was to create a modern, revitalized and pan-Turkic empire that would stretch all the way to Central Asia. The revivified Turkish state would thus need to be modernized: to achieve this, the Young Turks saw that the state would have to become militarized, industrialized, and much more nationalistic. Led by the triumvirate of Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat Pasha (1874–1921), Minister of War Ismail Enver Bey (1881–1922), and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal Pasha (1872–1922), the new regime instituted a plan that would transform the multicultural Ottoman society into a much more homogeneous Turkish and Islamic one.

The year 1915 saw a massive military defeat for Turkey at the hands of the Russians at the Battle of Sarikamish (December 22, 1914, to January 17, 1915) in the Caucasus Mountains, and further defeats in Egypt and Sinai in February. On April 20, an Armenian revolt occurred in the city of Van, and on April 25, 1915, British, French, Indian, Australian, and New Zealand (ANZAC), and Newfoundland troops landed on the Gallipoli Peninsula. The Young Turk leadership considered the regime—indeed, the Empire— to be in a state of dire peril.

Looking for a scapegoat, the Young Turk government responded swiftly and forcefully. They implemented confidential plans that had been formulated in secret party meetings several months earlier. On the night of April 24, 1915, some 250 Armenian leaders in Constantinople were arrested, in an action that precipitated the genocide to follow. Scarce military resources were then diverted to the campaign of murdering the Armenian and other Christian populations. These measures saw all the relevant agencies of government directed toward the singular aim of totally destroying the Armenian population.

At the same time as the Armenian Genocide, the Young Turks also carried out genocides against the empire’s Assyrians, and the Pontic and Anatolian Greeks.

In all cases, most fatalities occurred as a result of death marches into the Syrian desert. These were the victims of heat, starvation and thirst, exposure, and incessant brutality at the hands of their captors.

The eventual result was a loss of life—in a relatively short space of time—of what had hitherto been unimagined proportions. The worst of the killing was over within about 18 months, but this did not stop the killing, and Armenian and other communities in various parts of the empire, where they were found, continued to be attacked up through the early 1920s. Today—a century later—the modern Turkish state refuses to acknowledge that what transpired at the hands of its predecessors was, in truth, genocide.

The Nazi Holocaust of the Jews

The Holocaust is the term in English most closely identified with the attempt by Germany’s National Socialist regime, together with its European allies, to exterminate the Jews of Europe during World War II. While an exact number of those murdered is impossible to determine, the best estimates settle at a figure approximating 6 million Jews, 1 million of whom were children under the age of 12 and 0.5 million of whom were aged between 12 and 18.

On March 20, 1933, Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) announced the establishment of the regime’s first concentration camp, Dachau, while others quickly followed. These were places of political imprisonment. Jews started being victimized from 1935 onward, due largely to the effects of the so-called Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race, according to which the formal status of Jews was defined and put into practice.

The first large-scale arrests of Jews were made after November 9, 1938, in an event that has gone down in history as Kristallnacht, the “Night of Broken Glass.” The pogrom resulted in greater concentrated destruction than any previous anti-Jewish measure under the Nazis, and spelled out to those Jews who had up to now thought the regime was a passing phenomenon that this was not the case.

Henceforth, Jews were targeted for the sole reason of their Jewishness: not what they did, but who they were. From now on, physical acts of an antisemitic nature became state policy.

The outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, saw the establishment of a system of ghettos in occupied Poland from October 1939 onward. Here, Jews were persecuted and terrorized, starved, and deprived of all medical care. From the summer of 1942 onward the ghettos began to be liquidated, with the Jews sent to one of six death camps located throughout occupied Poland.

Prior to this, however, mobile killing squads known as Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), accompanying the German military during the Nazi assault on the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941, had been at work murdering all Jews found within their areas of control. The Einsatzgruppen would round up their captive Jewish populations—men, women, and children—take them outside of village and town areas, force the victims to dig their own mass graves, and then shoot them to death. When the repetition of that activity provided psychologically troublesome, mobile gas vans using carbon monoxide poisoning were brought in both to remove the intimacy of contact and to sanitize the process. It is estimated that between 1941 and 1943 the Einsatzgruppen were responsible for the death of more than 1 million Jews.

It is not known precisely when the decision to exterminate the Jews of Europe was made, though best estimates settle on sometime in the late spring or early summer of 1941, commensurate with Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union (“Operation BARBAROSSA,” June 22, 1941). At a conference convened by SS General Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942) held at Villa Wannsee, Berlin, on January 20, 1942, the process was systematized and coordinated among Nazi Germany’s relevant government departments, and, in the months following, a number of camps were established in Poland by the Nazis for the express purpose of killing large numbers of Jews. These six camps— Auschwitz-Birkenau, Bełzec, Chełmno, Majdanek, Sobibór, and Treblinka—were a departure from anything previously visualized, in both their design and character. These were the Vernichtungslager, the death (or extermination) camps.

These camps were institutions designed to methodically and efficiently murder Europe’s entire Jewish population. Mass murder took place in specially designed gas chambers, employing either carbon monoxide from diesel engines (in fixed installations or mobile vans) or crystallized hydrogen cyanide (“Zyklon B”) which on contact with air oxidized to become hydrocyanic (or prussic) acid gas.

As the Nazi armies on the eastern front began to retreat before the advancing Soviet forces (and later from American and British troops in the west), renewed efforts were made to annihilate Jews while there was still time. Then, in March 1944, a shock of cataclysmic proportions then fell upon the Jews of Hungary, the last great center of Jewish population still untouched by the killing. Over 500,000 Jews were annihilated in the space of four months, in the fastest-killing operation of any of the Nazi campaigns against Jewish populations in occupied Europe.

With the Soviet armies advancing toward Germany through the second half of 1944, the evacuation of Auschwitz, the largest of these killing centers, was ordered for January 17, 1945. The earliest date of free contact with Soviet forces was January 22, 1945; when the site was formally occupied two days later, there were only 2,819 survivors left. Most of the prisoners had already been evacuated so as not to fall into Russian hands.

The evacuations have properly been called death marches, as vast numbers of prisoners died or were killed while en route. When the prisoners arrived at their new destination their trials were hardly eased, as they faced massive overcrowding in the camps to which they had been evacuated.

Painfully slowly, as German units both west and east surrendered, the camps were liberated, and with their liberation—and the end of the war—the objectives of those who shaped the post-1945 became dominated by the call for “Never Again.” As time wore on, however, this became more and more muted owing to the onset of the Cold War. The traumatic effects of the Holocaust reverberate in Jewish communities today around the world, but most especially in the state of Israel and the United States, Jewry’s two largest population centers.

The Cambodian Genocide

In April 1975, a Communist tyrant named Pol Pot won a bloody civil war in Cambodia, and began one of the most radical and dramatic attempts at remodelling an existing society the world had ever seen. In taking the Cambodian people back to the Year Zero, as he put it, at least 1.7 million (and possibly up to 2 million) people lost their lives. This would appear to be a clear-cut case of genocidal mass murder, though for some, there is a major difficulty associated with appreciating the massive human destruction that took place, based around the question of whether or not the events of that terrible time can be described as genocide according to the definition embedded in the United Nations Convention on Genocide. Some scholars, however, have chosen to label it a case of either “auto-genocide” or “self-genocide.”

The difficulty lies in the fact that the majority of the deaths that took place at the hands of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge were perpetrated against his own Khmer (Cambodian) people. Most of the victims were not targeted for reason of their membership of any of the groups identified under the United Nations definition, but were instead killed for social or political reasons. We are therefore confronted with a primary definitional issue: under what circumstances may we depart from the UN definition in order to apply the classification of genocide to an event of massive human destruction, and what are the implications of our doing so? Under international law, of course, no charge could stick, particularly in a case where those killed came from a political or social group. The task would be made harder again if there was any doubt as to the perpetrator’s intention. Pol Pot intended to create a new type of communist utopia, to be sure; but did he intend to annihilate millions of his own people in order to do so—and were his victims targeted for the sole reason of their existence? The answer for Cambodia is, sometimes, yes, and at other times no. The issues of target group and of intent are key points of difficulty militating against a satisfactory blanket application of the UN Convention.

The East Timor Genocide

While the cataclysm of Cambodia was being played out, another Cold War genocide was taking place elsewhere in Asia, in the former Portuguese territory of East Timor. In 1975, one of the political factions jockeying for power in the aftermath of Portuguese decolonization, FRETILIN ( Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor), declared the territory’s independence. Within weeks Indonesian military forces invaded, declared East Timor to be that country’s 27th state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights abuses which resulted in the death of up to 200,000 people—about a third of the pre-invasion population.

For many years the international response to what was happening in East Timor was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the large nation to its north. United Nations resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw were ignored, and the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach be seen by the Indonesians as a reason to look elsewhere for support, trod softly on the whole issue. Only in 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression and the threat of another outbreak of genocidal violence, was East Timor freed. In 2002 the first parliament, elected by universal suffrage and guaranteed by the United Nations, took its place in the community of nations.

The Guatemala Genocide

Throughout the late 1970s, the 1980s, and into the early 1990s, government death squads and government-supported militias in the Central American country of Guatemala killed up to 200,000 people, primarily impoverished Maya residing in tiny countryside villages. They were victims of terror, extrajudicial killings, hundreds of massacres, and, ultimately, genocide.

During the 1960s and 1970s Guatemala experienced a period of almost unbroken military rule. By way of response, political activism, in the form of Catholic “liberation theology,” emerged. This emphasized solidarity with the poor, employed Marxist analysis to critique capitalist exploitation, and organized local development projects. The movement spread throughout the Guatemalan highlands, and at the same time opposition guerrilla organizations extended their reach into the Mayan regions.

On March 23, 1982, following a disputed presidential election, General José Efraín Ríos Montt (b. 1926) seized power in a coup d’état. A military junta immediately suspended the constitution, shut down the legislature, set up secret tribunals, and began a campaign against political dissidents that included kidnapping, torture, and extrajudicial assassinations. At first, many welcomed Ríos Montt’s tough approach, as it portended an end to corruption. Moreover, he appeared to have a vision for Guatemala that included education, nationalism, an end to want and hunger, and a sense of civic pride that until now seemed to have been lacking.

However, a number of guerrilla factions that predated his ascent to power united as a group called the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity organization (URNG). They denounced the junta and intensified their attacks against the central government.

On April 20, 1982, the military high command officially launched Operation “VICTORIA 82” (“Victory 82”), a campaign designed to destroy the support base of the guerrillas. The slaughter that followed was aimed directly at those of Mayan descent who eked out an impoverished existence in the highlands where the insurgency was being carried out, and civilian villages were attacked in large numbers.

Little or no distinction was made, inducing widespread terror. Ríos Montt’s regime saw the bloodiest single period in Guatemala’s independent history. Maya suspected of sympathizing with the left ist antigovernment guerrillas were killed en masse and subjected to atrocities that included mutilation, torture, and rape. Hundreds of villages were destroyed by government troops, and up to a million Maya were displaced from their homes. It is estimated that more than 600 individual massacres took place in the Mayan highlands, including the widespread killing of women, children, and the elderly. And this, it should be pointed out, was but a part of a much larger civil war that plagued Guatemala between 1960 and 1996, during which time at least 200,000 people were killed.

The Kurdistan Genocide in Iraq

The Kurds are the largest national entity in the world without a sovereign state of their own. Comprising anywhere between 25 million and 35 million people living primarily in four nation-states—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—they are a Muslim people who do not see themselves as Arabs and are united by language, culture, and history.

Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein (1937–2006) possessed what can only be described as an outright hatred of the Kurds. Ali Hassan al-Majid (1941–2010) commonly known as “Chemical Ali” was minister of defense in Saddam’s Ba’ath Party regime and, in addition to being Saddam’s cousin, was one of his senior advisers and a brutally tough “enforcer” for the regime.

In March 1987, al-Majid was given the post of secretary-general of the Northern Bureau, the location of Iraqi Kurdistan. He issued orders for the Kurds to vacate their ancestral villages and homes, and to move into camps where they could be controlled by the Iraqi government. Those who refused to move from the “prohibited zones” were deemed traitors and targeted for annihilation. The Iraqi attack, when it came, included gassing and machine-gunning Kurds after they had been captured and taken to remote locations. The campaign, which began in 1987, was code-named al-Anfal, the title of one of Saddam’s favorite chapters (Sura) from the Qur’an, referring to the “bounties of war.”

The campaign continued through 1988, and saw Iraqi troops, military police, and reserve forces of the National Defense Battalions destroy a thousand or more Iraqi Kurdish villages and kill nearly 200,000 people, most of whom were unarmed and many of whom were defenseless women and children. Those who survived were, generally, forced into areas bereft of water, food, housing, or medical care. The genocide took place within the space of just six months. For international observers, there was little doubt that the Iraqi campaign was systematic, state-driven, and genocidal in nature.

It was here that al-Majid earned his nickname of “Chemical Ali,” from the crime for which he was finally convicted: attacks in which he ordered the indiscriminate use of chemical weapons such as mustard gas, sarin, tabun, and VX against Kurdish targets.

Included among those killed were some 5,000 who died on March 16, 1988, when the town of Halabja was saturated with chemical weapons. The attack on Halabja was the largest chemical weapons assault directed against a civilian-populated area in history. For many people, the attack on Halabja is considered to be separate event from the al-Anfal genocide, though the destruction took place simultaneously with the broader campaign.

By 1988, up to 4,000 villages had been destroyed, at least 180,000 Kurds had been killed and some 1.5 million had been deported to the south of Iraq.

The Bosnian Genocide

The disaster of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in the former Yugoslavia, dominated international news for much of the 1990s. It was the first outbreak of genocide taking place in Europe since the Holocaust, and involved the killing and displacement of Bosnia’s Muslims (Bosniaks) by both local Serbs and Serbian forces from the Yugoslav National Army. These actions were justified by the perpetrators on the grounds of ethnoreligious ideology and the need to acquire (or retain) territory seen as sacred by the Serbs. The questions thrown up by the genocide were many, but of greater concern was the position of the bystanders. In a world climate, especially among Western nations including the United States, which pledged after the Holocaust that such a phenomenon would never again be permitted to happen, efforts to stop the genocide while it was in progress were neither effective nor quick to emerge.

The genocide in Bosnia, between April 1992 and December 1995, was yet another case of international inaction in the face of massive human rights violations. The Western powers, led by the UN, the European Community, and NATO (and preeminently, the USA and Britain), failed consistently both to resolve the war and to stop the killing. Diplomatic efforts were subjected to ridicule, and military efforts reached their lowest ebb with what was effectively the surrender, by Dutch peacekeepers acting as part of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), of the so-called safe haven of Srebrenica in July 1995. In the days following this surrender, nearly 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were hunted down and killed; it was the greatest massacre on European soil since World War II.

The Rwandan Genocide

The international community’s guilty conscience, if indeed one existed, did not help the Tutsi population of the tiny African country of Rwanda between April and July 1994. All it took was one little spark for an intricate machinery of death to swing into operation, and this happened on April 6, 1994, with the assassination of Rwanda’s authoritarian president, Juvénal Habyarimana (1937–1994).

Once in train, the genocide could only have been stopped by outside intervention—but this, when it came, did not arrive from the West, but rather from an army of Tutsi rebels known as the Rwandan Patriotic Front, who had grown up outside the country, the legacy of earlier anti-Tutsi pogroms.

In the space of 100 days, perhaps as many as 1 million people were killed in a genocide that shocked the world. Dumbfounded, the United Nations did practically nothing to stop the killing until the two peoples involved— extremist Hutu killers on the one side, and innocent Tutsi and moderate Hutu victims on the other—had exhausted the killing machine. The killings were for the most part done by hand, with the murderers using machetes (pangus) or nail-studded clubs (masus). There was nothing sophisticated or “clean” about these murders, though the genocide was carefully planned in advance, to such a degree that death lists of names marked for murder had already been prepared long before the killing actually began.

The Genocide in Darfur

In the first years of the 21st century, the Government of Sudan (GOS), aided by Arab militias known as Janjaweed (“devils on horseback”), carried out a campaign of terror, economic destruction, rape, and murder against the non-Arab “black Africans” of Sudan’s Darfur region.

Roughly the size of France, Darfur is located in the western part of Sudan. Prior to the outbreak of violence in 2003, the population of some 6 million people consisted of dozens of different tribal groups, of which 39 percent were considered “Arab” and 61 percent were considered “non-Arab” or “black African.” Due to intermarriage, distinctions owe more to lifestyle differences and cultural affiliation than race. Darfuri Arabs tend to lead nomadic lives, herding cattle and camels throughout the region, while non-Arabs tend to be sedentary farmers.

Beginning in 2003, the regime of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir engaged in a scorched earth campaign against the black Africans of Darfur. For years, the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa ethnic groups had been calling on the government in Khartoum to help them develop the region through the building of roads, schools, and hospitals. They were also aggrieved that Arabs were given preferential treatment over black Africans.

A rebel group, the Sudanese Liberation Army, was formed, and in early 2003 began carrying out attacks against government and military installations. Al-Bashir recruited nomadic Arabs to join forces with GOS troops to fight the rebels, but instead the army and the Janjaweed militias carried out a scorched earth policy against all black Africans, which saw the indiscriminate killing of men, women, and children. Young girls and women were raped. Plunder was widespread prior to hundreds of entire villages being torched. By 2006, estimates of those killed ranged upward to 400,000, with over 2 million Darfuris internally displaced and another 250,000 in refugee camps in Chad.

Eyewitness accounts describe how Sudanese government forces and Janjaweed would sweep into villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, frequently, murdered. These tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands. Once gone, Arab populations would resettle the land, effectively eradicating the rebels’ power base. Even today the United Nations has been reluctant to declare—and therefore, act upon—this tragedy as genocide, with far too many individual nations following suit.

The Century of Genocide?

It would seem as though the century between 1904 and 2004 was a century in which genocide characterized world events. Indeed, the cases reflected in these volumes, as well as in the massive scholarly and popular literature related to the field (including films both documentary and fiction), all testify and provide concrete evidences of this reality.

More disturbing, however, is that contemporary nation-states appear to have learned little if anything in a preventative sense from previous genocides; if anything, the opposite appears to be the case. It might well be that successful genocides appear to inspire later iterations, almost as if only the génocidaires do their homework in a truly significant and meaningful way. Furthermore, political gridlock on an international level (i.e., the ongoing reluctance of nation-states to label these events as what they truly are—genocides) appears to manifest itself continuously by a failure to intervene during the worst excesses of mass slaughter; it seems as if state actors only to flex their political and military muscle after the fact when the greatest numbers of casualties have already taken place.

Then, too, while the work of such scholars as Israel W. Charny (b. 1931) in Israel and Franklin H. Littell (1917– 2009) in the United States vigorously pursued the idea of a Genocide Early Warning System, neither the United Nations collectively nor individual nation-states have seriously sought to adopt such instruments. Much scholarly work has been done since the latter half of the 20th century to isolate those recurring factors which, when actualized, would lead and have led to these various genocides. More controversial, however, have been the questions of both prevention and intervention. Questions such as the following have dominated discourse: At what point in the genocidal process do the surrounding nation-states intervene to prevent further slaughter? What of those further away? What other options (e.g., economic boycotts, trade embargos, bank account freezes) are available to halt the process of genocide? Regarding intervention: At what point does knowledge of what is about to transpire and/or is transpiring early on energize others to act?

Finally, there is the question of humanitarian aid during a given genocide—despite the horror stories of repeated failures to get the aid of those most in need (specifically food, water, and medical supplies) and corruption of government workers at all levels siphoning off such good for their personal and familial use. Coupled with this is the ongoing (the keyword here being “ongoing”) support on all levels once the genocide is over. What obligations and roles do the various nation-states of world assume in respect of rebuilding efforts? And for how long? Are those most responsible for bringing about the cessation of a given genocide also responsible for the judicial system of punishments? And for how long?

Questions such as these and others reflect the seriousness with which these volumes and the publisher, editors, and contributors have attempted to address these tragedies and their ongoing blights on any sense of civilization’s progress. Our hope is that by educating a new generation to what has transpired in the century just concluded we can break this cycle of violence, death, and destruction and move humanity forward positively.
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Darfur Genocide Overview 

In the first years of the 21st century, the Sudanese government, aided by Arab militias known as the Janjaweed, carried out a campaign of terror, economic destruction, rape, and murder against the non-Arab “black Africans” of Sudan’s Darfur region. Although labeling the Sudanese government’s actions genocide has proved highly controversial, it is clear that Darfur was and continues to be a hotspot of human rights violations.

Darfur, a region roughly the size of France, is located in the western part of Sudan, bordering Libya, Chad, and the Central African Republic. Prior to the outbreak of violence in 2003, Darfur’s population was approximately 6 million people, consisting of between 40 and 90 different tribal groups, of which 39 percent were considered “Arab” and 61percent were considered “non-Arab” or “black African.” Due to intermarriage, the distinction between “Arabs” and “non-Arabs” or “black Africans” owes more to lifestyle differences and cultural affiliation than race. Darfuri Arabs tend to lead nomadic lives, herding cattle and camels throughout the region, while non-Arabs tend to be sedentary farmers. One exception is the Zaghawa, a non-Arab tribe that herds camels.

In late February 2003, conflict erupted in Darfur when two Darfuri rebel movements—the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM)—attacked government military installations in Gulu, the capital of Jebel Marrah Province. The SLA and JEM were rising up against the Sudanese government’s economic, political, and social marginalization of populations living in the peripheries of Sudan. In response, Sudan’s regular armed forces, inclusive of the Popular Defense Force (PDF) and the intelligence services, and government-backed Arab militias, namely the Janjaweed, launched a brutal campaign targeting non-Arab Darfuri tribes suspected of supporting the rebels.

Notably, while many point to February 2003 as the beginning of the conflict that bore the genocide in Darfur, the region had been gripped by violence prior to that date. Indeed, government attacks against non-Arab communities around Darfur were on the rise beginning as early as 2001. Prior to that, in the late 1980s, a coalition of Arab nomads initiated attacks against Fur sedentary farmers after the latter began fencing in land, hindering nomadic migrations. These early conflicts galvanized Darfur’s population across tribal lines, pitting Arab nomads against non-Arabs. The Sudanese government capitalized on this division in its campaign to eradicate non-Arab support to Darfuri rebel groups during the genocide.

The victims of the Darfur genocide are primarily from three non-Arab tribal groups: the Fur, the Zaghawa, and the Massaliet. Eyewitness accounts describe how Sudanese government forces and Janjaweed militias swept into Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaliet villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, in some instances, ultimately murdered. These tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands for displaced persons camps within Darfur or refugee camps in neighboring Chad. Once gone, Arab populations would resettle the land, effectively eradicating the rebels’ power base.
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Initial reaction to the conflict in Darfur was inadequate, as bystanders such as the United Nations (UN), the United States, and the European Union (EU) chose to prioritize other foreign policy issues over the escalating crisis in Darfur—in particular, the ongoing negotiation process between the government of Sudan and southern Sudan’s Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A). It was not until late 2004 that the international response became more pointed against the government of Sudan. However, by that time, genocide had already occurred, and, perhaps, was still ongoing in Darfur.
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Not all bystanders to the conflict were inactive. Indeed, throughout the Darfur conflict, the governments of Russia and China provided support to the Sudanese government in the form of arms sales, investment, and the purchase of Sudanese oil. Meanwhile, Darfuri rebel groups sought, and largely won, the support of Chadian president Idriss Déby Itno and the SPLM/A.

Some observers, most prominently the U.S. government, called the Sudanese government’s violent and targeted campaign against non-Arab Darfuris a “genocide,” while others, including the UN, have refrained from using that term to describe the conflict in Darfur. Regardless, the conflict has had and continues to have devastating consequences for the Darfuri people. By 2008, the UN estimated that between 200,000 and 300,000 people had died in Darfur, and 2.7 million more were displaced. As of late June 2012, 1.7 million people lived in internally displaced persons (IDP) camps in Darfur and an additional 264,000 resided in refugee camps in Chad. The United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) reports that the majority of these refugees are reluctant to return to Darfur due to instability in the region.

The suffering of the Darfuri people, coupled with the U.S. government’s declaration that genocide had occurred in Darfur, galvanized U.S.-based advocacy organizations, such as the Save Darfur network and the Enough Project, cofounded by John Prendergast, which initiated vociferous and largely effective campaigns designed to raise awareness of the situation in Darfur and encourage individuals and corporations to divest their assets from Sudan. There were, as well, calls for the U.S. government to enhance its existing sanctions against the government of Sudan. In May 2007, President George W. Bush imposed sanctions on Sudanese citizens implicated in the Darfur conflict and Sudanese government–owned or controlled companies.

The UN Security Council, in three successive resolutions passed between 2004 and 2010, has imposed a sanctions regime that precludes UN member states from supplying arms, technical training, or assistance to any actor operating in Darfur. On March 31, 2005, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1593, which referred the situation in Darfur, since July 1, 2002, to the prosecutor of the International Criminal Court (ICC). The referral permitted the ICC prosecutor to initiate investigations into whether Sudanese government officials, rebel leaders, and other actors had committed war crimes, crimes against humanity, crimes of aggression, and genocide.

Since April 2007, the ICC has issued arrest warrants for four current and former Sudanese government officials for their alleged involvement in crimes committed against the people of Darfur: Ahmad Muhammad Harun, Ali Muhammad Ali Abd-Al-Rahman (Ali Kushayb), Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, and Abdel Raheem Muhammad Hussein. Notably, three of these officials, Bashir, Harun, and Hussein, continue to hold prominent positions within the Sudanese government and are suspected of committing further atrocities against Sudanese civilians of the Nuba tribe in the Nuba Mountains within the context of an ongoing conflict with the Sudan Revolutionary Front (SRF), which began in June 2011.

While the fighting and atrocities committed against civilian populations reached their highest levels in the period from 2003 to 2006, insecurity within Darfur continues today, despite the presence of a hybrid UN-African Union peacekeeping force (UNAMID) and the conclusion of two, largely unimplemented, peace agreements.

JENNIFER CHRISTIAN
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Darfur Genocide Causes 

The causes of the genocide in Darfur are complex and multifaceted. It is a common misconception that the underlying causes of the conflict relate exclusively to disputes over scarce natural resources. While the government of Sudan capitalized on traditional tensions between nomads and sedentary farmers over land and water resources in Darfur, the underlying causes of the conflict relate more to the government’s economic, political, and social marginalization of populations living in the peripheries of Sudan.

Traditionally, Darfur’s population was roughly divided between nomadic herders, commonly referred to as “Arabs,” and sedentary farmers, commonly referred to as “non-Arabs” or “black Africans.” Given centuries of intermarriage, the distinction between Arabs and non-Arabs or black Africans in this context speaks more to a difference in lifestyle and cultural affiliation rather than a difference in race. However, the black African farmers tended to be from two tribal groups: the Fur and Massaliet. A third group, the Zaghawa, identify as non-Arabs but, nonetheless, herd camels.

Until the late 1980s, the Arab nomads and black African farmers lived in relative peace, with the farmers tolerating the nomads as the latter traversed Darfur’s farmland to graze their herds. However, climate change brought on by drought in the 1970s and 1980s caused farmers to fence in their lands to protect them from passing herds. This, in turn, galvanized the nomads against the farmers. In 1987, fighting broke out between the nomads and farmers, resulting in thousands of deaths and the destruction of property. During this period, the government armed Arab nomads, largely in an attempt to undermine the ability of southern Sudan’s Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) to solidify a power base in central and northern Sudan. Despite the conclusion of a peace agreement in 1989, fighting again flared in the 1990s. The nomads banded together in an alliance known as the Arab Gathering, while some of the Fur tribe aligned under the name African Belt. This galvanization of Darfur’s population largely along tribal lines, and Khartoum’s explicit support of the Arabs, later contributed to the genocide.

While the rebels’ 2003 uprising was nominally a response to Khartoum’s support for the Arab nomads, it was, more fundamentally, a response to deeper-seated marginalization of Sudan’s peripheral populations. The two original rebel groups in Darfur, the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), both cited the government of Sudan’s political, social, and cultural marginalization of the people of Darfur and other regions of Sudan as an underlying cause of their revolt against Khartoum. The SLA originally focused its grievances exclusively on the people of Darfur, but later declared it was fighting for all marginalized people throughout Sudan. JEM, on the other hand, in a manifesto known as the “Black Book,” noted as an underlying cause of its opposition to Khartoum the marginalization of populations throughout Darfur and other regions in Sudan, including the south, the Nuba Mountains, and the east.

The nomadic Arab tribes used by the Sudanese government to counter the Darfur rebellion were also affected by Khartoum’s marginalization of the peripheries, even as the government continued to use the Arabs to protect its own power base. Climate change and escalating violence in the region left the nomadic Arab tribes increasingly reliant on the small compensation, mostly in the form of war booty, that they received for their service as militia members. This perpetuated the conflict in Darfur. In addition, the promise of settling the land occupied by non-Arabs drove Darfuri Arab tribes to continue to fight on behalf of the government.

The formation of the Arab Gathering alliance in the late 1980s and early 1990s during conflict between Arab and non-Arab Darfuris gave rise to a sense of Arab supremacy among Darfur’s nomads. This notion of Arab supremacy was captured in a controversial letter sent by 23 Darfuri intellectuals, tribal figures, and senior officials to Prime Minister Sadiq al-Mahdi on October 5, 1987. The letter described the Arab race as the creators of Darfur’s governance, religion, and language and the source of the vast majority of Darfur’s wealth. It further bemoaned the underrepresentation of Arabs in government at all levels. In subtle undertones, the letter and the Arab supremacist ideology it conveyed drew a distinction between Arab and non-Arab Darfuris. The latter were somehow a lesser people. Internal Arab Gathering memoranda from the late 1980s, which later became public, appear to reveal plans to forcibly remove non-Arabs from their homelands, replacing them with Arabs. These plans became all too real during the Darfur genocide.

In response to the government’s arming of Arab nomads, Darfur’s largely sedentary non-Arab tribes began to seek out sources of weapons. A thriving black market, small arms trade in Sudan, and smugglers from neighboring Chad and Libya all proved apt sources for weapons. The proliferation of weapons, mostly small arms, in Darfur from sources within Sudan and across its porous borders fueled conflict in the region.

While not a direct cause per se of the genocide in Darfur, the Sudanese Civil War, a conflict between the government of Sudan and southern Sudan’s SPLM/A, impacted, to a certain extent, the timing of the conflict in Darfur. Peace negotiations between Khartoum and the SPLM/A began in earnest in Kenya in 2002. Darfur’s rebel groups, fearing that the future political composition of Sudan was being decided without them, began their operations in late 2002 and officially launched their own rebellion against Khartoum in March 2003. Ultimately, the negotiations concluded in 2005 with the government of Sudan and the SPLM/A signing the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA). The CPA did not reference the conflict in Darfur, nor did it incorporate the Darfuri people into the agreement’s wealth- and power-sharing schemes. With their grievances unaddressed in the CPA, Darfur’s rebel groups continued their insurrection against the Sudanese government.
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Darfur Genocide Consequences 

The consequences of the Darfur genocide for the Darfuri people were widespread and continue to be felt today. Meanwhile, two separate efforts to negotiate settlements between the government of Sudan and the Darfuri rebel groups have proved largely unsuccessful and, in certain respects, have complicated efforts to bring comprehensive democratic and constitutional reforms to Sudan.

In just the first year of conflict in Darfur, the United Nations (UN) estimates that thousands of civilians were killed, 700,000 more were forcibly displaced within Darfur, and 130,000 fled to refugee camps in neighboring Chad. In 2004, UN officials called the conflict in Darfur the greatest humanitarian crisis in Africa, likening it to the Rwandan Genocide. By August of the same year, reports emerged that over half of Darfur’s villages had been destroyed, while 1.2 million people had been displaced.

The ensuing years would only see these numbers rise to untold levels. By 2008, the UN estimated that between 200,000 and 300,000 people had died in Darfur, and 2.7 million more were displaced. All told, in 2008, 4.7 million people were directly affected by the conflict out of Darfur’s total population of approximately 6.2 million.

In recent years, limited returns of Darfuri refugees from camps in Chad have occurred. New displacements have, however, taken place along these limited returns. As of late June 2012, 1.7 million people lived in internally displaced persons (IDP) camps in Darfur and an additional 264,000 resided in refugee camps in Chad. The UN’s refugee agency, UNHCR, reports that the majority of these refugees are reluctant to return to Darfur due to instability in the region.

Despite commitments to allow unhindered humanitarian access throughout Darfur, the government of Sudan, from 2003 to 2009, impeded the access of international relief organizations to the region, mainly through delays in the issuance of visa and travel documents and an inability or unwillingness to help ensure security. From early 2003 to September 2008, 225 humanitarian vehicles had been hijacked or stolen, 32 humanitarian convoys had been attacked, 144 humanitarian compounds had been broken into, and 11 humanitarian workers had been killed. Then, in 2009, the government summarily dismissed 13 aid organizations from Darfur. The timing coincided with the International Criminal Court’s (ICC) issuance of an arrest warrant against President Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir. While some of these organizations were ultimately permitted back into Darfur, humanitarian access continues to be an issue in Darfur today.

The genocide in Darfur has undoubtedly had political consequences for Sudan. However, to date, the conflict has not prompted the widespread democratic and constitutional reforms necessary to ensure adequate representation of all Sudanese people, including Darfuris, in government, the economy, and society as a whole.

Notably, the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA), concluded between the government of Sudan and southern Sudan’s Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A), did not reference the conflict in Darfur, nor did it incorporate the Darfuri people in the agreement’s wealth- and power-sharing schemes. This stovepiped approach to peace in Sudan, whereby agreements are signed concerning a single region or conflict in isolation of other similarly situated regions or conflicts, has been the international community’s consistent, and largely flawed, response to conflict in the country. The stovepiped approach neglects the fact that all conflict within Sudan has at its core the same underlying causes—namely, the political, social, and economic marginalization of Sudan’s peripheral populations. Until this marginalization is comprehensively addressed, conflict in Sudan’s peripheries is likely to continue largely unabated.

Underscoring this are the agreements that have been concluded over the past several years between various Darfuri rebel groups and the government, in particular, the 2006 Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) and the 2011 Doha Document for Peace in Darfur (DDPD). These agreements have ultimately been abandoned or left largely unimplemented.

After months of negotiations mediated by the African Union (AU), on May 5, 2006, the government of Sudan and Minni Minawi’s faction of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA-MM) signed the DPA in Abuja. The DPA called for, among other things, increased power- and wealth-sharing between the central government and Darfur and enhanced security for Darfuri civilians, particularly IDPs.

Both Abdel-Wahid’s SLA faction (SLA-AW) and the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) opted not to sign the agreement. At the time, the SLA-MM represented less than 10percent of Darfur’s population, immediately calling into question the significance of the DPA vis-à-vis ongoing conflict involving the nonsignatory rebel groups. Indeed, from June to September 2006, large numbers of SLA-MM forces defected, joining other nonsignatory rebel groups or simply returning home. Paradoxically, the defections, and Minawi’s unlikely military alliance with government forces, caused an upsurge in violence in the period following the DPA’s conclusion.

In December 2010, the international community, this time led by the government of Qatar, initiated another effort to negotiate a peace agreement for Darfur. This effort culminated in the July 14, 2011, conclusion of the DDPD. The agreement was signed by the government of Sudan and the Liberty and Justice Movement (LJM), a group of 11 rebel factions cobbled together by the international mediators in an effort to save the floundering talks. Notably, those rebel groups who were and continue to be militarily active in Darfur and elsewhere in Sudan (namely, JEM and the two factions of the SLA) refused to sign the agreement.

The DDPD is not dramatically different from the DPA in content and provides for, among other things, the establishment of the Darfur Regional Authority (DRA), power- and wealth-sharing for Darfur, the establishment of a Special Court for Darfur and a Truth, Justice, and Reconciliation Commission (TJRC), and access for humanitarian aid organizations. To date, the government has yet to fully implement the DDPD. Meanwhile, in November 2011, JEM and the two SLA factions allied themselves militarily and politically with the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement-North (SPLM-N) and a rebel group from Sudan’s east, the Beja Congress. The stated purpose of the alliance, known as the Sudan Revolutionary Front (SRF), is to overthrow President Bashir’s regime in Khartoum.

In December 2005, Chadian president Idriss Déby Itno, himself a Zaghawa, decided to provide support to Zaghawa Darfuri rebels. This, in turn, prompted the government of Sudan to support Chadian rebels fighting against President Déby’s government. The result was a de facto proxy war between Sudan and Chad, which occurred mostly in Darfur, adding to the violence already engulfing the region. This proxy war continued until the conclusion of a Sudan-Chad peace deal in January 2010, in which both sides agreed to cease support of rebels in the other’s territory.
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Darfur Genocide Perpetrators 

The perpetrators of genocide in Darfur fall into two main categories: Sudan’s regular armed forces, inclusive of the Popular Defense Force (PDF) and the intelligence services; and government-backed militias, namely the Janjaweed. The Sudanese government coordinated the operations of its regular forces with the Janjaweed to perpetrate a scorched-earth campaign in Darfur designed to remove non-Arabs from their homelands. To the government, non-Arabs formed the support base of Darfur’s rebel movements and therefore needed to be eradicated. While Darfur’s rebel movements are not widely charged with perpetrating genocide, it would be a mistake to not note here their role in the conflict as well.

Sudan’s regular armed forces are comprised of ground forces, including the PDF, air forces, and intelligence services. The commander in chief of the armed forces is the president of Sudan, while the minister of defense oversees operations of the force. Sudan’s sitting president, Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, who assumed office following a coup d’état in 1989, was the commander in chief of the armed forces throughout the genocide.

The PDF is an auxiliary paramilitary force organized to support Sudan’s standing armed forces. During the genocide, the PDF was comprised of four components: volunteers from the National Islamic Front, the precursor to Sudan’s ruling National Congress Party; drafted students, civil servants, and professors; forcibly enlisted teenagers; and preexisting tribal militias. Primary responsibility for the PDF throughout the genocide rested with the minister of the interior.

Sudan’s national security and intelligence services are notoriously powerful and wield expansive powers to detain individuals, without charge, for extensive periods of time. During the genocide, the government used the security services to gather information on suspected rebel activity, which, in turn, informed operational planning for military and paramilitary actions.

Sudan’s air forces supported ground forces in their campaign to rid Darfur of non-Arabs. The air forces were comprised largely of helicopter gunships and modified Antonov cargo planes used to drop rudimentary bombs indiscriminately onto civilian areas.

The Janjaweed, also referred to as the fursan, meaning horseman or knights, or the mujahideen, is the term used to describe the Arab militia that operated with impunity and under the authority of the Khartoum regime in Darfur throughout the genocide. Translated, the term means “a man or a devil on a horse.” The Janjaweed are generally described as Arab militias. However, this description does not imply that all perpetrators of the genocide were Arabs; indeed, some non-Arabs fought for and supported the government, while still more Arabs were victims of the Janjaweed and fought with rebel groups.

When fighting erupted in Darfur in 2003, Khartoum called on a number of aligned Arab tribes to organize into militia groups—the Janjaweed—and fight the rebels. The United Nations (UN) Commission of Inquiry on Darfur discovered evidence that Janjaweed forces were also comprised of Arab outlaws, convicted felons, and fighters from Chad and Libya. The Janjaweed did not have a uniform structure, but, rather, was comprised of different militias operating with various levels of affiliation with the government in Khartoum. While some Janjaweed members were also members of the PDF, others were only loosely affiliated with the Sudanese armed forces, receiving occasional supplies or weapons from the same.

Despite accounts from victims evidencing strong coordination between the Janjaweed and government security and military forces, Sudanese government officials repeatedly denied the government’s affiliation with the Janjaweed.

Darfur’s rebel groups have seen a number of iterations since the early 2000s, as alliances have been made and broken and groups created and disbanded. Some of this fracturing even led to fighting within and between rebel groups.

The origins of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) may be found in village self-defense committees established throughout the late 1980s and 1990s in Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit villages to fend off government-backed Arab militias. Among the movement’s earliest leaders was Abdel-Wahid Mohammad Ahmad Nur, a Fur lawyer from central West Darfur. By November 2001, Abdel-Wahid and his Fur comrades had established strategic alliances with Zaghawa and Masalit rebel groups, forming the Darfur Liberation Front (DLF).

While an alliance between the Zaghawa and the Masalit was natural given societal similarities, one between the Fur and the Zaghawa was born purely out of convenience and tenuous, at best. Tensions between the two tribes, in particular Abdel-Wahid and Minni Minawi, a Zaghawa who assumed the role of the SLA’s chief of staff in January 2004, would later prove to divide the SLA.

In early 2003, the DLF renamed itself the SLA and initiated a series of successful military attacks against government targets in Darfur, including an April 2003 takeover of the airport in al-Fasher. The SLA generally focused its attacks on government targets and not Arab nomads or Janjaweed, for fear of alienating Darfur’s Arab community.

Early military successes invoked a harsh response from the Sudanese government and its forces. By early 2004, the SLA was forced to scatter throughout Darfur to avoid complete defeat. This tactic proved to further split the rebel group down ethnic lines. By mid-2004, fighting had erupted between the Zaghawa and Fur SLA rebels in Jebel Marrah. Zaghawa forces reportedly harassed and killed Fur civilians in the area and even attempted to cut off supply lines to Abdel-Wahid’s forces.

The fighting between the Zaghawa and Fur elements of the SLA was fueled not only by differences between the two communities themselves but also by a power struggle between Minawi and Abdel-Wahid. In late 2005, the SLA officially split into two different rebel groups: Abdel-Wahid’s Fur SLA, known as SLA-Abdel Wahid (SLA-AW) and Minawi’s Zaghawa SLA, known as SLA-Minni Minawi (SPA-MM).

Established in 2001, the Justice and Equality Movement’s (JEM) first military operations occurred in March 2003. Led by Dr. Khalil Ibrahim, the movement’s president, JEM distinguished itself from the SLA in terms of its developed political structure, which included a congress, assembly, and president. In addition, JEM’s forces were much smaller than those of the SLA, it fought less frequently with government forces, and it controlled less territory. The movement’s power base was centered on a small Zagahawa subclan, the Kobe.

Prior to emerging as JEM’s leader, Ibrahim was himself a member of the National Islamic Front (NIF)—the precursor to President Bashir’s National Congress Party (NCP)—and served in a number of government posts from 1989 until the late 1990s. At that time, a split emerged within the NIF between Hussan al-Turabi and President Bashir. Some speculate that this split contributed to Ibrahim’s departure from the NIF.

By 2001, Ibrahim had established JEM and publicly proclaimed his opposition to the Islamist government in Khartoum. However, rumors persisted that there remained a link between the Islamists and JEM. This link, real or not, proved problematic for JEM in terms of its popularity among many Darfuris, who continued to dislike the Islamists for their overthrow of the popularly elected Sadiq al-Mahdi in 1989.

While JEM fought alongside the SLA, most notably in the April 2003 attack on al-Fasher, it was, as well, the target of SLA aggression. In May 2005, SLA-MM attacked JEM forces in Gereida and Jughana. Shortly thereafter, in July 2005, SLA-MM and JEM leadership briefly considered the unification of the two groups. The efforts were unsuccessful, though, given intra-Zaghawa rivalries, the SLA’s distrust of JEM’s rumored connections with the NIF, and JEM’s unclear position on whether Sudan should be a Islamic state or a secular one. In 2011, JEM and both SLA factions allied with the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement—North to form the Sudan Revolutionary Front, a coalition military force.
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Darfur Genocide Victims 

The victims of the Darfur genocide are primarily from three tribal groups: the Fur, the Zaghawa, and the Massaliet. These “non-Arab” or “black African” tribes were distinct from their “Arab” neighbors, many, but not all, of whom perpetrated attacks against non-Arab Darfuris or were complicit with the genocide. Given the extremely high rates of sexually based violence that occurred throughout the Darfur conflict, it is important, as well, to note the unique role that women and girls play as victims in the Darfur genocide.

The perpetrators of the Darfur genocide primarily targeted three tribal groups: the Fur, the Zaghawa, and the Massaliet. It has been widely reported that the victims of the Darfur genocide were Christian or animist “black Africans” targeted by Muslim “Arabs.” This description of the genocide in Darfur is, however, overly simplistic, neglects the fact that 99percent of Darfuris, perpetrators and victims alike, are Muslim, and overlooks the rich ethnic and cultural diversity of the region. That said, there is a local distinction drawn between “black Africans” or “non-Arabs,” often called Zurga, and “Arabs.” Due to intermarriage, the distinction owes more to lifestyle and cultural affiliation than race. In addition, historic accounts indicate that, at times, individuals voluntarily switched their tribal affiliations.

The Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaliet are all considered “black African” or “non-Arab.” The Fur and Massaliet are sedentary farmers, while the Zaghawa herd camels. Arabs likewise lead nomadic lifestyles, herding camels and cattle throughout the region. The Fur is Darfur’s largest tribal group. The Zaghawa, a Saharan people, find their traditional homelands along the Sudan-Chad border.

Traditionally, Darfur’s multitude of tribal groups occasionally clashed violently, mainly over the use of land or water resources or the theft of cattle or camels. These conflicts did not, however, assume an Arab versus non-Arab dimension until the 1987–1989 conflict between the Fur and the Arabs. By this time, the government of Sudan had begun arming Arab tribes in an effort to undermine the ability of southern Sudan’s Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A) to solidify a power base in central and northern Sudan. The government’s support of Arab militias during these early conflicts was, in addition, an attempt to displace non-Arab tribes in Darfur from their farm and grazing lands, replacing them with Arab nomads who, presumably, supported the Sudanese government in its ongoing war with the SPLM/A.

During the genocide, this tactic was again employed, this time to eliminate the Darfuri rebels’ non-Arab support base, replacing it with Arab nomads friendly to Khartoum. To achieve this, government forces and Janjaweed militias perpetrated crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing, and genocide against the non-Arab Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaliet of Darfur. Victims of the Janjaweed reported that Arab militias generally swept into villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, in some instances, ultimately murdered. The tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands for displaced persons camps within Darfur or refugee camps in neighboring Chad.

Official accounts from the United Nations (UN) and other international observers of the genocide are numerous and horrific. For instance, the UN Darfur Task Force documented an attack on the town of Tweila in late February 2004, during which the Janjaweed and the Sudanese Army killed at least 67 people, displaced another 5,000, abducted 16 schoolgirls, and raped 93 more.

The International Criminal Court (ICC) notes in its arrest warrant against Ali Kushayb a March 5, 2004, incident during which 71 men, mostly Fur, were marched from their homes, lined up, forced to kneel, and shot in the back of the head. At the time, none of the men were actively involved in the conflict.

An April 25, 2004, report of a UN interagency fact-finding and rapid-assessment mission indicates that in Kailek, in South Darfur State, Janjaweed and Sudanese police were holding internally displaced persons (IDPs) hostage with the intent of purposely starving them. Countless more accounts, primarily from the period 2003 to 2006, note similar atrocities committed against Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaliet noncombatants.

Numerous accounts further indicate that the Janjaweed and government forces used rape to cleanse Darfur of non-Arab populations. The idea was for Arab Janjaweed militia members and government soldiers to forcibly impregnate non-Arab women. As tribal affiliation runs through the male line in Darfur, any offspring of these rapes would be considered Arab, regardless of the mother’s tribe. This plan was carried out with ruthless savagery throughout the region against Fur, Zaghawa, and Massaliet women and girls.

Social mores have made determining the exact extent of sexually based violence in Darfur difficult, as women and girls are reluctant to come forward and admit that they were raped. However, it may be deduced from numerous victims’ accounts that the incidence of gender-based violence during the Darfur genocide was extensive. Indeed, Doctors Without Borders/Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF) reported treating nearly 500 women and girls for rape between October 2004 and mid-February 2005. However, the organization believed that this figure likely reflected only a small fraction of the total number of Darfuri rape victims during that same period. Out of the nearly 500 women and girls treated, MSF reported that 28 percent had been gang raped.

Survivors report horrific attacks, often coupled with extreme physical abuse and torture. One account from the UN Task Force for Darfur described Janjaweed militia members’ rape of 93 schoolgirls in the town of Tweila on February 27, 2004. Six girls were raped in front of their families. The Janjaweed branded the girls who they raped on the hand so that they would be ostracized from society for the remainder of their lives.
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Darfur Genocide Bystanders 

Initial reaction to the conflict in Darfur was inadequate, as bystanders such as the United Nations (UN), the United States, and the European Union (EU) chose to prioritize other foreign policy issues over the escalating crisis in Darfur, in particular, the ongoing negotiation process between the government of Sudan and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A). It was not until late 2004 that the international response became more pointed against the government of Sudan. However, by that time, genocide had already occurred, and, perhaps, was still ongoing, in Darfur.

Not all bystanders to the conflict were inactive. Indeed, there were actors outside Sudan who provided support to both the government of Sudan and Darfur’s rebels. Their roles in the atrocities committed against the Darfuri people cannot be overlooked.

When fighting between Darfur’s rebels and the Sudanese government erupted in 2003, a critical negotiation process between the government of Sudan and the SPLM/A was already underway in Kenya. The goal of this process was to negotiate an end to the Sudanese Civil War, a conflict that ultimately claimed the lives of some 2.5 million people and displaced over 4 million more. Mediated by the Intergovernmental Authority on Development (IGAD), the process formally began in June 2002, although representatives from both sides had met previously to lay the groundwork for the talks. The governments of the United States, Great Britain, and Norway, known collectively as the Sudan Troika, along with the governments of China, Ethiopia, and Kenya, as well as the UN, the African Union (AU), and the EU, were all involved in the negotiation process, providing various degrees of technical and financial support and exerting diplomatic pressure on both sides to ensure the conclusion of a viable and comprehensive peace agreement. For many of these actors, the priority was the IGAD negotiation process, and not the Darfur crisis.

While many, including the UN, the United States, and the EU, began, as early as late 2003 to publicly decry the humanitarian situation in Darfur and demand access for aid agencies to the region, these actors largely avoided comments or discussions of the underlying causes of the Darfur conflict, opting, instead to use what little diplomatic capital they had with Khartoum on the IGAD negotiation process. Aid operations began in earnest, albeit largely stymied by the Sudanese government’s subversive tactics, including the slow issuance of visas and travel permits. However, the aid operations did not put a halt to the Sudanese government’s scorched-earth campaign in Darfur. In addition, there was little public discourse concerning options for an intervention to stop the bloodshed, despite widespread reports of atrocities and the U.S. government’s own recognition, in September 2004, that the government of Sudan had carried out genocide in Darfur.

During the genocide in Darfur, the Sudanese government received support from critical international allies in the form of arms sales, foreign direct investment, and lending. Allies of the Khartoum regime included the governments of China and Russia.

During the height of the conflict in Darfur from 2003 to 2006, China sold over $55 million worth of small arms to the government, despite a 2004 UN-imposed embargo on arms transfers to Darfur. During the same period, Russia and China sold aircraft and other military hardware to the Sudanese government. Additionally, Chinese companies reportedly provided support to Khartoum so that the latter could found three weapons and ammunition assembly plants.

Throughout the conflict in Darfur, China remained Sudan’s largest purchaser of oil, resulting in 2006 alone in exports valued at $4.7 billion. The Chinese also extended loans to the government of Sudan throughout the Darfur genocide, while maintaining large investments in Sudan’s oil sector.

Throughout the conflict, Darfur’s rebel groups sought funding and support from two primary external sources: Chadian president Idriss Déby Itno and the SPLM/A. President Déby’s relationship with the conflict in Darfur has been a complicated one. In 1990, the Sudanese government allowed Déby to seek refuge in Darfur during a conflict with Chadian rival Hissène Habré. Many of Déby’s troops were Zaghawa from Darfur, who served him loyally and to whom he also owed some measure of gratitude. There are also a number of Chadian Zaghawa, including Déby himself.

Despite his ties with Darfuri Zaghawa, from 1992 to 2005 Déby refused numerous requests for support from Zaghawa Darfuri rebels, including Dr. Khalil Ibrahim, president of the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM). His refusal led one Zaghawa Darfuri group to support a Zaghawa rival of Déby in Chad.

In the face of mounting government attacks against Darfuri Zaghawa, Zaghawa in Chad began funneling increasing amounts of money, weapons, and other supplies to Darfur’s rebels, despite the Chadian president’s refusal to do the same. Déby’s hand was finally tipped in December 2005, when Khartoum-backed Chadian rebels launched an attack on the Chadian border town of Adre. Thereafter, President Déby began openly supporting Darfur’s rebel movements until the conclusion of a Sudan-Chad peace deal in January 2010, in which both sides agreed to cease support of rebels in the other’s territory.

The SPLM/A, led by Dr. John Garang, fought against the government of Sudan from 1983 to 2005 for greater autonomy for southern Sudan and the extension of full rights and freedoms to all Sudanese people. The SPLM/A supplied Darfuri rebels with weapons and training. In addition, Garang’s emphasis on a united “New Sudan”—in which all Sudanese would have full rights and freedoms and whose interests the central government would represent—worked to focus the Darfuri rebels’ aspirations nationally, and not just regionally. To this end, SPLM/A advisers assisted the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) in drafting its early manifesto.

Under pressure from the international community vis-à-vis the IGAD negotiation process, the SPLM/A’s support to Darfur’s rebel movements largely ceased in or around 2004. However, it is believed that some support may have continued well past the 2005 conclusion of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA).

JENNIFER CHRISTIAN


Further Reading

Flint, Julie, and Alex de Waal. Darfur: A Short History of a Long War. London: Zed Books, 2006.

Hamilton, Rebecca. Fighting for Darfur: Public Action and the Struggle to Stop Genocide. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011.

Tanner, Victor, and Jerome Tubiana. “The Fragmentation of Darfur’s Rebel Groups.” Small Arms Survey (2007).



Darfur Genocide International Reaction

International reactions to the conflict in Darfur varied widely. All agreed on the need to address the mounting humanitarian crisis in Darfur, while making varied, and oftentimes unsuccessful, attempts at addressing the underlying causes of the conflict. While some, including the United States, proclaimed that the Sudanese government’s actions in Darfur amounted to genocide, others, including the United Nations (UN), did not concur. Meanwhile, activist groups around the world lobbied for the international community to sanction the government of Sudan, intervene to protect the people of Darfur, and hold accountable those responsible for the genocide.

The humanitarian response to the Darfur crisis was slow at first, but gained increasing momentum in late 2003 and early 2004, despite Sudanese government’s restrictions on access to the region. When the conflict first erupted in early 2003, only five foreign relief agencies were permitted to conduct routine operations in Darfur. However, by February 2004, when Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir announced an end to government military operations in Darfur and a partial opening of the region to international relief agencies, the World Food Programme (WFP), the United States Agency for International Development (USAID), European donors, and other international nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) began operations in the region. While the government’s cessation of military operations was never fully realized, international aid continued to flow into Darfur, as permitted by Khartoum. During the same period, UN agencies and other organizations focused increasing resources to those Darfuris displaced to refugee camps in Chad.

On March 9, 2009, the same day that the International Criminal Court (ICC) issued its first arrest warrant against President Bashir, the government of Sudan expelled 13 international aid organizations from Darfur. The UN called the move “disastrous.” Some of the organizations were eventually permitted back into the region, while organizations that were not originally expelled expanded their operations in an effort to compensate for the shortfall. The Sudanese government has since threatened to and, at times, expelled or suspended the access of additional aid organizations while limiting the movements of others in Darfur.

On September 9, 2004, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of State Colin Powell declared that the Sudanese government had committed genocide in Darfur and that genocide may be ongoing in the region. In doing so, Powell became the first member of the U.S. government to ever use the term “genocide” to describe an ongoing conflict. Six weeks earlier, on July 22, the Senate and House, through a concurrent resolution, determined that the government of Sudan and its forces were committing genocide against non-Arab groups in Darfur and called on the UN to pass a resolution imposing sanctions on the perpetrators. The U.S. government’s historic reluctance to apply the term genocide to an ongoing conflict stemmed from a concern that doing so would require the United States to, in turn, intervene to prevent further atrocities. This requirement to prevent genocide is found in the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide, to which the United States is a party.

Despite Powell’s declaration, other countries, including close U.S. allies, were reluctant to use the term genocide to describe the Sudanese government’s commission of atrocities in Darfur. In addition, some Sudan scholars and commentators, among them the academic Alex de Waal, avoided the term genocide in describing the situation in Darfur, instead opting for terms such as “a low-intensity conflict.”

Powell’s declaration did, however, galvanize U.S.-based advocacy organizations, such as the Save Darfur network and the Enough Project, cofounded by John Prendergast, which initiated vociferous and largely effective campaigns designed to raise awareness of the situation in Darfur and encourage individuals and corporations to divest their assets from Sudan. There were, as well, calls for the U.S. government to enhance its existing sanctions regime against the government of Sudan. In May 2007, President George W. Bush imposed sanctions on Sudanese citizens implicated in the Darfur conflict and Sudanese government–owned or controlled companies.

Beginning in 2004, the UN and the African Union (AU) supported numerous processes designed to negotiate a cessation of hostilities between the rebels and Khartoum. The first was a cease-fire agreement signed on April 8, 2004, in N’djamena. The agreement was, however, short-lived and did not result in a cessation of hostilities on the ground. Next, two further agreements signed on November 9, 2004, did little to calm tensions on the ground or forestall the government’s brutal campaign. Later processes in Abuja in 2006 and Doha in 2010–2011 resulted in two additional agreements requiring a cessation of hostilities and provided for certain political and economic reforms for Darfur. To date, neither agreement has been fully implemented.

The UN and AU coupled these efforts with the establishment of two peacekeeping missions for Darfur. The first, the African Union Mission in Sudan (AMIS), was mandated to monitor compliance with the 2004 N’djamena cease-fire agreement and assist in securing an environment conducive for the delivery of humanitarian aid. AMIS enjoyed early success but soon proved ineffective.

The second mission, a hybrid UN-AU peacekeeping force, was formed following prolonged international pressure on the Sudanese government. UN Security Council Resolution 1769, passed on July 31, 2006, established the United Nations–African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID). UNAMID incorporated existing AMIS personnel but operates under a more robust mandate that includes, among other things, the protection of civilian populations under imminent threat of physical violence and the facilitation of full humanitarian access throughout Darfur. Today, UNAMID continues to operate in Darfur, although in March 2012 the UN and AU announced that they would reduce the mission’s force strength over the ensuing 18 months, owing largely to changing security threats in Darfur and a desire to remove ineffective troops.

The UN Security Council further passed a number of critical resolutions in response to the crisis in Darfur. Among them, Resolution 1564, adopted on September 18, 2004, established the UN International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur (International Commission). Following three months of investigations, on January 25, 2005, the International Commission issued its final report, in which it concluded that the government of Sudan’s actions in Darfur, while widespread and systematic, did not amount to genocide. Instead, the International Commission asserted that the government and government-backed militia forces’ indiscriminate killing of civilians, torture, enforced disappearances, destruction of property, pillage, rape and other forms of sexual violence, and forced displacements amounted to crimes against humanity. What was missing for the International Commission was the critical element of “genocidal intent,” whereby it must be clear that the perpetrators intended their actions to amount to the destruction, in whole or in part, of an ethnic group.

In three successive resolutions—Resolution 1556 (2004), Resolution 1591 (2005), and Resolution 1945 (2010)—the UN Security Council imposed a sanctions regime that precluded UN member states from supplying arms, technical training, or assistance to any actor operating in Darfur. The resolutions further imposed travel bans and froze the assets of certain individuals suspected of involvement in the conflict in Darfur. Resolution 1591 further imposed a ban on offensive flights over Darfur. However, UN member states have not put into place effective mechanisms to ensure that the ban is enforced.

On March 31, 2005, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1593, which referred the situation in Darfur, since July 1, 2002, to the prosecutor of the ICC. The referral permitted the ICC prosecutor to initiate investigations into whether Sudanese government officials, rebel leaders, and other actors had committed war crimes, crimes against humanity, crimes of aggression, and genocide.

Since April 2007, the ICC has issued arrest warrants against four current and former Sudanese government officials for their alleged involvement in crimes committed against the people of Darfur: Bashir, Ahmad Muhammad Harun, Ali Muhammad Ali Abd-Al-Rahman (Ali Kushayb), and Abdel Raheem Muhammad Hussein. Notably, three of these officials, Bashir, Harun, and Hussein, continue to hold prominent positions within the Sudanese government and are suspected of committing further atrocities against Sudanese civilians in the Nuba Mountains within the context of an ongoing conflict with the Sudan Revolutionary Front (SRF), which began in June 2011. The ICC has further issued summons to appear before the court to Bahar Idriss Abu Garda, Abdallah Banda Abakaer Nourain, and Saleh Mohammed Jerbo Jamus, all members of Darfuri rebel movements.
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Timeline

 1971

Joseph Lagu becomes the president of the Southern Sudan Liberation Movement (SSLM).

 March 1972

The Addis Ababa Accords are signed, granting the southern region of Sudan autonomy under the Sudanese government.

 1983

Sharia is made law in Sudan. Jaafar Nimeiry rescinds southern autonomy.

 1985

Nimeiry is overthrown by the Sudanese Army. Lieutenant General Abd al-Rahman Siwar adh Dhahab heads the transitional government and proposes free elections to be held the following year.

 1989

Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir and Hassan al-Turabi overthrow the government of Sadiq al-Mahdi. Sharia punishments are reinstated. Political parties and unions are banned.

 1990

Turabi forms the Popular Arab Islamic Conference.

 October 1993

The Revolutionary Command Council for National Salvation is disbanded.

 1997

Musa Hilal is arrested for killing 17 black Africans. He is released shortly thereafter.

 1998

Hilal is accused of and imprisoned for armed robbery and the death of a police officer.

 1999

The National Islamic Front is renamed the National Congress Party. The ban on political parties is lifted.

 2000

Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir is elected to a second five-year term in what is considered a highly rigged election.

 2001

The Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) is established by Dr. Khalil Ibrahim. U.S. senator John Danforth is appointed as special envoy for peace in Sudan. Bashir places Turabi under house arrest.

 November 2001

The Darfur Liberation Front (DLF) is formed by Abdel-Wahid Mohammad Ahmad Nur and his associates.

 January 19, 2002

A cease-fire agreement for Sudan is brokered by the United States and Switzerland.

 October 2002

The Sudanese government and the rebels of southern Sudan agree to participate in peace talks in Kenya.

 2003

Zam Zam is created as a camp for internally displaced persons in Sudan.

 February 2003

The Sudan Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A) and JEM attack military forces in Gulu.

 April 2003

The SLA, with assistance from JEM, takes over the airport at al-Fasher.

 May 2003

Ahmad Harun is appointed Sudan’s minister of the interior.

 August 2003

Harun gives a speech in Mukjar declaring that members of the Fur tribe are rebels and that their property may be looted.

 October 2003

Turabi is released from house arrest.

 2004

Turabi is imprisoned again.

 January 2004

Minni Minawi becomes SLA chief of staff.

 February 2004

The town of Tweila is attacked by the Sudanese Army and Janjaweed militias, who kill at least 67 and displace 5,000. Bashir announces an end to government military operations and partially opens the Sudanese border to foreign aid.

 April 25, 2004

The United Nations (UN) finds that Sudanese police in Kailek are holding internally displaced persons with the intent of starving them to death.

 May 2004

An agreement is reached to end the civil war over southern Sudan.

 July 29, 2004

The U.S. House and Senate pass measures declaring that the atrocities in Darfur constitute genocide.

 September 9, 2004

Secretary of State Colin Powell declares the Sudanese government has committed genocide against non-Arab groups in Darfur.

 September 18, 2004

The UN International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur is established.

 October 2004

Some 3,500 African Union troops are allowed to enter Sudan.

 November 18, 2004

Political asylum is granted to the first group of Sudanese refugees entering Chad.

 December 2004

Umm Zahefa, believed to be housing SLA fighters, is attacked.

 December 16, 2004

Some 100 die in Labado in reprisal for a surprise SLA attack on government forces in the area.

 December 19, 2004

Labado is attacked by government helicopters and burned.

 December 31, 2004

A permanent cease-fire is established with southern rebels.

 2005

Turabi is released from prison. The SLA divides into two factions, one led by Abdel-Wahid and the other by Minni Minawi.

 January 9, 2005

John Garang and First Vice President Ali Osman Mohamed Taha sign the Comprehensive Peace Agreement, which establishes southern Sudan as a semiautonomous region. A referendum for full independence is to be held six years later.

 January 14, 2005

An attack on Hamada leaves 100, including many women and children, dead.

 January 25, 2005

The UN International Commission of Inquiry issues a report stating government actions in Sudan are not genocide, but do constitute crimes against humanity.

 March 31, 2005

The UN adopts Resolution 1593.

 May 2005

SLA forces under Minni Minawi attack JEM at Gereida and Jughana. Those staying in Zam Zam begin to return to their villages to cultivate crops.

 May 30, 2005

Paul Foreman is charged with spreading false information after releasing a report stating that 80 percent of the 500 rapes that had been reported between December and March could be attributed to government or government-paid forces. Vincent Hoedt is also detained.

 July 2005

SLA-MM and JEM attempt to unify their resistance. They are unsuccessful.

 July 9, 2005

Garang is sworn in as vice president of Sudan. He is killed in a helicopter crash less than three weeks into his term.

 July 13, 2005

Bashir asks Washington to lift economic sanctions in place since 1997.

 September 17, 2005

Jabein is attacked.

 September 18, 2005

Janjaweed forces attack the Geneina police station in order to release captured militia members.

 October 8, 2005

Four African Union peacekeepers and two civilian contractors are killed near Khorabashi.

 October 9, 2005

Thirty-eight African Union peacekeepers are kidnapped near Tine. They are later rescued.

 December 2005

Idriss Déby Itno, president of Chad, provides support for rebels in Darfur.

 2006

George Clooney, along with Matt Damon, Brad Pitt, and others, founds Not on Our Watch. Harun is appointed minister of humanitarian affairs.

 January 2006

Peacekeepers are attacked in Girgira after delivering supplies to internally displaced persons.

 April 2006

George Clooney films the documentary A Journey to Darfur near the Chad-Sudan border. Jan Egeland, the UN’s top emergency aid official, is blocked from entering Sudan.

 April 12, 2006

Janjaweed forces continue into Chad, killing 118 Chadians.

 April 19, 2006

SLA forces under Minawi attack those returned to the village of Tine.

 April 30, 2006

A Save Darfur rally takes place is Washington, at which Clooney speaks.

 May 5, 2006

The Darfur Peace Agreement is signed in Abuja. JEM and Abdel-Wahid’s faction of the SLA do not take part in the signing.

 July 2006

Abdel-Wahid is replaced as chair of the SLA by Ahmed Abdelshafi.

 July 31, 2006

UN Security Council Resolution 1769 creates the United Nations–African Union Hybrid Operation in Darfur (UNAMID).

 August 7, 2006

Minawi becomes senior assistant to the president. Rumors surface that Minawi’s forces are raiding parts of northern Darfur in an attempt to punish rebel factions who refused to sign the peace agreement.

 October 2006

Janjaweed militias kill 200 in eastern Chad. Doctors without Borders reports that 12 aid workers have been killed in Darfur since May. Others have been beaten and sexually assaulted.

 October 7, 2006

An army camp outside of Bahai is attacked by the National Redemption Front.

 December 8, 2006

Thirty civilians are killed in an attack on a truck carrying medicine.

 2007

The Olympic Dream for Darfur is founded by Mia Farrow, Eric Reeves, and Jill Savitt.

 February 2007

Arrest warrants are issued for Harun and Ali Kushayb.

 April 1, 2007

Steven Spielberg condemns killings in Darfur and requests China use its regional influence to end atrocities if he is to be the artistic adviser to the Olympic Games in Beijing.

 April 16, 2007

Bashir drops objections to UN assistance to the African Union peacekeeping force.

 May 2007

U.S. president George W. Bush imposes sanctions on Sudanese individuals and companies implicated in the conflict.

 July 31, 2007

The UN authorizes the deployment of 26,000 peacekeepers into Darfur.

 September 2007

Harun is made head of the investigation into human rights abuses committed in Darfur. Ten African Union peacekeepers are killed in a rebel attack on their base in Haskanita.

 October 8, 2007

Some 30 internally displaced persons are killed in Muhagiriya.

 November 2007

Rahman is arrested.

 November 2, 2007

The documentary Darfur Now, directed by Theodore Braun, is released.

 December 2007

The documentary Sand and Sorrow, directed by Paul Freedman, is released. French aid workers are sentenced to eight years’ hard labor for allegedly attempting to kidnap children in Chad.

 January 18, 2008

Hilal is appointed chief adviser to the Ministry of Federal Affairs in Sudan.

 February 12, 2008

Spielberg resigns from the position of artistic adviser for the Beijing Olympics.

 May 21, 2008

Peacekeeping forces near Geneina are robbed by militiamen in Sudanese military uniforms. None are killed in the attack.

 August 2008

The camp for internally displaced persons at Kalma is attacked by government forces. More than 100 are injured, while dozens are killed.

 March 2009

Four peacekeepers are killed in West Darfur.

 March 9, 2009

The International Criminal Court (ICC) issues a warrant for Bashir. The Sudanese government expels 13 foreign aid organizations.

 March 11, 2009

Three aid workers are kidnapped from Serif Umra.

 March 23, 2009

A Sudanese aid worker is shot in front of his family, likely for refusing to give up his satellite phone.

 May 18, 2009

Bahr Idriss Abu Garda appears in the Hague to hear the charges of war crimes against him.

 August 2009

Abdelshafi establishes an executive council, an advisory board, and a political bureau within the Juba faction of the SLA.

 2010

Rebel factions including Abdelshafi’s SLA join to create the Liberation and Justice Movement (LJM).

 January 2010

Chad and Sudan agree to end aid to rebels outside of their boundaries.

 April 2010

Bashir is reelected president.

 January 9, 2011

A referendum is begun offering southern Sudanese the choice of seceding and forming an independent Republic of South Sudan.

 February 7, 2011

The results of the referendum for independence are published. The southern Sudanese have voted overwhelmingly for secession.

 July 9, 2011

South Sudan becomes a sovereign nation and a member state of the UN.

 July 14, 2011

The Doha Document for Peace in Darfur is signed by the government of Sudan and the LJM. JEM and SLA factions refuse to sign.

 November 2011

JEM and SLA ally themselves with the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement–North (SPLM-N).

 January 2012

Abdelshafi distances himself from the LJM, believing the government is not truly committed to peace.

 March 16, 2012

Clooney is arrested for civil disobedience during a protest outside the Sudanese Embassy in Washington, D.C.

 August 1, 2012

An Alwaha district commissioner and his driver are killed in a carjacking. The car is found near Kassab, which has its police station burned down in response. Four are killed in Kassab.
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A

Abdelshafi, Ahmed 

Political and military leader of the Fur people in Sudan. Ahmed Abdelshafi’s date of birth is unknown. His career as an activist against the Sudanese government can be traced to 1996, when he met future rebel leader Abdel Wahid al-Nur in the Sudanese capital of Khartoum. Their concern was to resist the Arab-supremacist paramilitary forces that were seizing land and water critical to non-Arab ethnic groups in Darfur, including prominently the Fur and the Zaghawa. During the following year, Abdel Wahid and Abdelshafi attempted to organize resistance across Darfur by recruiting village commanders to oppose, not Arabs as such, but the Khartoum government that sponsored the paramilitary units. Abdelshafi also sought to mobilize students, women, and political leaders in Khartoum.

The Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and its political wing, the Sudan Liberation Movement (together known as the Darfur Liberation Front until 2003), were founded by Abdel Wahid of the Fur and Minni Minawi of the Zaghawa. Abdel Wahid served as the SLA’s first chairperson; Abdelshafi was its first coordinator. Despite some successes in raids on government outposts, dissatisfaction arose within the SLA over perceptions of Abdel Wahid’s erratic leadership and failure to implement effective organizational structures. A council of commanders ousted Abdel Wahid in July 2006, offering the chairmanship to Abdelshafi, who accepted the position.

Abdelshafi has maintained that the ouster was a surprise to him, and that he tried, unsuccessfully, to convince Abdel Wahid to move forward with him. But his influence waned among his Fur constituency and the other SLA commanders who had hoped to see Abdel Wahid replaced, although in a popular vote. Abdelshafi reiterated the SLA’s commitment to cease-fire accords that Minawi’s faction had agreed to with Khartoum but that Abdel Wahid had rejected, and he stressed the readiness of his group to hold peace talks with the government. Abdelshafi’s authority was augmented in November 2007 when he chaired a group of SLA commanders in Juba, the capital of southern Sudan, under the auspices of the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement/Army (SPLM/A). However, close associates came to resent his absence from Darfur and his connection to the SPLM/A and South Sudan.

As chair and commander in chief of the Juba faction of the splintered SLA, Abdelshafi issued decrees in August 2009 establishing an executive council, an advisory body, representatives to regional and international organizations, and a political bureau (with himself as chair). The following year, the SLA-Juba was one of five rebel factions that united with the Liberation and Justice Movement (LJM) umbrella organization, leading to Abdelshafi’s appointment as LJM vice president.

The LJM and the Sudanese government signed the so-called Doha Peace Agreement on July 14, 2011. Abdelshafi initially hailed the accord and led the LJM delegation to Khartoum to begin implementing it. However, he broke from the LJM in January 2012, citing the fighting in the states of South Kordofan and Blue Nile as evidence that the government was not truly committed to peace in Darfur or elsewhere in Sudan.
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African Union 

The African Union (AU) was formed in July 2002 to replace the Organization of African Unity (OAU). Modeled after the European Union, the AU aims to build economic and political stability on the African continent with a multinational peacekeeping force and a single African parliament, court of justice, and central bank. Unlike the OAU, the AU has the authority to intervene in wars that show signs of genocide or human rights abuses, to create a single African currency, and to negotiate for the spread of democracy and economic reform.

The AU was inaugurated on July 9, 2002, and its membership includes 53 nations—every country on the continent except Morocco, which quit the OAU in 1985 after the group admitted the disputed territory of Western Sahara as a member. (Morocco considers the territory part of its domain.) An early criticism of the AU centered on its acceptance of Zimbabwean president Robert Mugabe, whose reelection in March 2002 was decried by many nations as undemocratic, as well as other leaders who have seized power without elections or changed laws to tighten their grip on power. Critics question whether the AU can be effective if it continues to support undemocratic governments in some of its member states.

The AU treads a difficult road as it tries to bring together a continent plagued by poverty, economic trade barriers, soaring debt, poor infrastructure, and a number of armed conflicts. The AU’s first order of business was establishing a Peace and Security Council to monitor wars and put together an armed peacekeeping force from among its member states. The organization’s goal is to create a permanent, continent-wide African Standby Force that would be capable of rapid deployment to restore or keep peace. While the AU has yet to fully establish this force, it has twice assembled special military missions to intervene in African conflicts. The first of these was the AU Mission in Sudan, a 7,000-troop force that bears the sole burden of peacekeeping in that country’s war-torn western region of Darfur. This was followed by the AU Mission in Somalia, which began deployment in March 2007.

Economic integration, including the creation of a central bank, will take years, according to AU leaders. The implementation of the common African currency is expected to proceed very slowly. The 1991 treaty setting its creation as a goal allowed for a transitional period of 34 years.

The AU established the Pan-African Parliament in March 2004. The parliament is an advisory body to the AU Assembly, the AU’s governing body composed of the heads of state and government of member states. The first parliament had 202 members from 41 of the 53 member states. The first president was Gertrude Mongela of Tanzania. The parliament met for a second time in September 2004 under the theme “One Africa, One Voice.” Discussed at the session were such topics as security, the AU’s mission, and the parliamentary rules concerning procedure and budget. In February 2004, the AU set up a continent-wide human rights court. Only 15 of its 53 member nations ratified the court, however, and the body therefore has jurisdiction only in those nations.

Touted by leaders as more people-oriented than the OAU, the AU was the brainchild of Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi, who wanted the group’s headquarters to be in Libya. However, the Ethiopian capital, Addis Ababa, which hosted the OAU headquarters, was chosen instead.
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Bashir, Omar Hassan Ahmad al- 

Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir is Sudan’s head of state, having led the coup that overthrew Sadiq al-Mahdi in Sudan on June 30, 1989. In the years that followed, Bashir strengthened Islamic rule and continued Africa’s longest-running civil war against rebels in southern Sudan. Bashir reintroduced multiparty politics in 1999 and won presidential elections in December 2000 and April 2010, although opposition candidates boycotted and disputed both polls. In January 2005, he brokered a historic peace agreement with southern rebels, but a conflict in the nation’s western Darfur region continues.

Born on January 1, 1944, Bashir had a rural, agricultural childhood in a northern Sudanese village. An Islamic fundamentalist, Bashir enlisted as a young man in the Sudanese Army, graduating from the country’s military academy in the capital, Khartoum, in 1966. Bashir, who was charged with leading the fight against the southern rebel Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA), reached the rank of brigadier by the time of the 1989 coup. At that time, Prime Minister Mahdi had reestablished democracy in Sudan but failed to end the war in the south or to enforce Islamic rule to the satisfaction of the fundamentalists. Upon taking power, Bashir, who was generally believed to be merely the public face for the political aspirations of Islamic ideologue Hassan Turabi, suspended the constitution, set up a new ruling Revolutionary Command Council for National Salvation (RCC), and banned all political parties except for the National Islamic Front (NIF), which was renamed the National Congress Party in 1999. He also pledged to end the war in the south, in which non-Muslim, black Africans—notably those from the SPLA—fought against Arab domination and the imposition of Islamic sharia law.

Strongly tied to the NIF, Bashir and the RCC entrenched sharia. Their fundamentalist tendencies were also evident in a foreign policy that was alleged to support religious insurgents in Egypt. From 1990 to 1996, the government also provided safehaven to Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden. At the same time, Bashir did not make good on his promise to end the war with southern rebels, and in the spring of 1992 he launched a major new offensive. Bashir and the RCC made a gesture toward restoring democracy when they appointed a 300-member provisional National Assembly with legislative powers in February 1992. The RCC dissolved itself in October 1993, forming a civilian government composed mostly of the outgoing ministers and naming Bashir as president. Bashir’s government continued to support Islamic rule, although political parties other than the NIF were allowed to form in 1999.

In December 1999, however, Bashir ousted Turabi from his position as speaker of parliament and secretary general of the National Congress Party. Bashir dissolved the parliament and imposed a state of emergency. Until elections a year later, in December 2000, Bashir ruled Sudan alone. New parties sprang up to oppose his rule, including one led by Turabi, but they boycotted the December 2000 elections. After 10 days of voting, Bashir won a second term as president, receiving 86.5 percent of the vote. No voting took place in the rebel-controlled areas of the south. Bashir was sworn to a five-year term in February 2001. Not long after, he placed Turabi under house arrest. Turabi was released in October 2003 but was subsequently jailed again in 2004 and released in 2005.
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Under increasing international pressure to end the war in the south, Bashir signed a peace agreement with the southern rebels in May 2004, followed by a permanent cease-fire on December 31. The agreement, which was two years in the making, called for the central government and the SPLA to share political power, divide up Sudan’s oil wealth, and merge the armies. It also contained a clause that would allow the southerners to vote to secede from the rest of Sudan in 2011 (which southerners did, overwhelmingly, in January 2011). Final provisions of the accord were worked out and the document was ratified in a landmark ceremony in January 2005.

As Bashir was reaching a tenuous peace with the south, however, another bloody conflict in the country’s western Darfur region erupted in 2003, resulting from long-simmering tensions between Arab pastoralists and black African farmers over land and water resources. Accusing the government of favoring Arabs and marginalizing black Africans, Darfurian rebel groups began attacking government targets in 2003. The government response included support for local Arab militias called Janjaweed that engaged in raids against Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit groups characterized by rape, mass murder, and wholesale destruction. Bashir denied involvement with the Janjaweed, but most international investigators and such groups as Human Rights Watch believe the Janjaweed militias were financed and armed by the government. Janjaweed raids often followed government air raids on villages. From 2003 to mid-2008, when an international peacekeeping force deployed, the conflict had displaced some 2.7 million people and killed more than 300,000, according to United Nations (UN) estimates.

While the UN Commission of Inquiry on Darfur stopped short of calling the conflict genocide, saying that the campaign’s roots in counterinsurgency made it difficult to prove “genocidal intent,” it also noted that this did not mean the crimes against humanity in Darfur were any less horrific than genocide. However, in July 2010, the International Criminal Court (ICC) charged Bashir with three counts of genocide (for actions intended to “bring about the physical destruction” of the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa peoples) to add to the arrest warrant issued in March 2009 charging Bashir with war crimes and crimes against humanity. The 2009 charges were widely cheered by those living in Darfur’s displacement camps, although Bashir’s supporters took to the streets in protest. Fanning the flames of anger, Bashir himself denounced the 2009 warrant as an attack on Sudan’s sovereignty and the Islamic religion of its government. Attempts at resolving the conflict, including several rounds of peace talks between Bashir’s government and different rebel groups in Darfur and the presence of a joint UN–African Union peacekeeping force have met with only partial success. Some international observers criticized both the 2009 and 2010 ICC arrest warrants for potentially destabilizing the country further, however most rights groups say the warrants are necessary to focus world attention and condemnation on ongoing abuses by the Sudanese government. In any case, the government has ignored the warrants.

Bashir remains popular in the north due largely to infrastructure improvements and a higher standard of living among some Sudanese due to increasing oil production, and he was reelected in April 2010 to another five-year term as president. The 2010 balloting was boycotted by leading opposition candidates who cited irregularities in voter registration lists and feared vote-rigging and intimidation—activities that international observers reported did occur. Condemnation by the international community has been muted, however, by a sense that the flawed election was an important step toward democracy. Many observers doubted that Bashir would let the south—with its oil resources—secede without a fight, but in the runup to the election he vowed to accept the results, which he did once it was announced that more than 98 percent of southerners had voted for independence. His cooperation in the matter won him plaudits both internationally and at home.
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Bassolé, Djibril 

A diplomat from Burkina Faso who headed the joint African Union (AU) and United Nations (UN) peace negotiations in Doha that resulted in an agreement signed in 2011 by the government of Sudan and the Liberty and Justice Movement (LJM).

Born November 30, 1957, Djibril Bassolé is an experienced mediator in inter-African affairs. He was a member of international committees monitoring elections in Togo (1993–1994) and mediating a peace agreement during the Tuareg rebellion in Niger (1990–1995). He served as Burkina Faso’s minister of security and then as the minister of foreign affairs and regional cooperation from 2000 to 2008, during which time he played a key role in implementing a 2007 accord between the government and rebels in Côte d’Ivoire.

In June 2008, UN secretary-general Ban Ki-moon named Bassolé the joint chief mediator for Darfur, representing both the AU and the UN. Three weeks later, the AU also authorized what would be called the High-Level Implementation Panel on Darfur (AUHIP), led by former South African president Thabo Mbeki. Egypt, Libya, and Qatar offered to organize renewed peace initiatives. The latter was endorsed by the League of Arab States, and new peace talks began in Doha, Qatar’s capital.

Bassolé faced multiple challenges in February 2009 as the Doha talks began. He urged the fragmented rebels to form a united front so that they could speak with one voice on the issues under discussion. However, the Abdel Wahid al-Nur faction of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA-AW) rejected negotiations altogether until the Janjaweed militias were disarmed and on-the-ground security was established. Khalil Ibrahim’s Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), on the other hand, threatened to withdraw from the talks if other insurgents were invited. Bassolé met separately with Abdel Wahid in Paris and Ibrahim in Libya, attempting to persuade them to dedicate themselves to the Doha peace process.

Bassolé came under criticism from AUHIP head Mbeki. Whereas Bassolé pursued a way forward through conflicts between the government and rebels, Mbeki believed that a broader solution was also necessary, one that included representatives of civil society, if a negotiated peace were to prove strong and stable. With that censure in mind, Bassolé, along with Qatari foreign minister Ahmed bin Abdullah al-Mahmoud, hosted an All-Darfur Stakeholders’ Conference in Doha in April 2011. The conference was attended by representatives of the Sudan government, opposition groups, civil society, and displaced persons and endorsed a framework for further negotiations on such issues as power and wealth sharing, women’s rights, human rights and fundamental freedoms, and the return of displaced persons.

On July 14, 2011, the Sudan government signed a peace accord with the LJM, an umbrella organization of minor rebel groups, including the SLA-Juba faction led by Ahmed Abdelshafi. JEM and the SLA factions of both Abdel Wahid and Minni Minawi declined to sign. Bassolé left his post as mediator on July 19, 2011, to resume the foreign ministry of Burkina Faso. In August 2012 he was engaged in mediating a crisis in Mali.

KARL A. YAMBERT

 See also: Abdelshafi, Ahmed; Ibrahim, Khalil; Minawi, Minni; Nur, Abdel Wahid, al-


Further Reading

Flint, Julie, and Alex de Waal. Darfur: A Short History of a Long War. London: Zed Books, 2006.

Jolie, Angelina. “Justice for Darfur.” The Washington Post. February 28, 2007.




C

Cheadle, Don 

Don Cheadle is an American actor, producer, author, and humanitarian. Born on November 29, 1964, in Kansas City, Missouri, in 1986 he graduated from the School of Theater at the California Institute of the Arts. Renowned as an actor in high-intensity dramatic roles, one of Cheadle’s most celebrated characters was that of Paul Rusesabagina, the manager of the Hôtel des Mille Collines during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. For his role in the film Hotel Rwanda (directed by Terry George, 2004), Cheadle was nominated for a 2005 Academy Award for Best Actor. He also starred in the movie Crash, which won the 2005 Academy Award for Best Picture and was nominated for a BAFTA and Screen Actors Guild Award for Best Supporting Actor in the same film.

Cheadle’s work for a better world focuses on humanitarian consciousness-raising, particularly with regard to the ongoing disasters in Darfur, Congo, and northern Uganda. He has a strong record of humanitarian and environmental advocacy, including work on clean energy and active campaigning for genocide victims.

At the end of 2005, Cheadle teamed up with writer and activist John Prendergast and went to Darfur on a fact-finding trip. The trip left Cheadle a changed man. He found it difficult, he wrote later, to return to “my comfortable life and take stock in all the privileges . . . and do nothing.” The relationship he forged at this time with Prendergast was to be both lasting and fruitful, leading to the appearance in 2007 of their first book together, a work entitled Not on Our Watch: The Mission to End Genocide in Darfur and Beyond. This became a New York Times bestseller and was named nonfiction book of the year by the NAACP. It chronicled the Darfur crisis and urged readers to take action to stop genocide, both there and across the globe. The book also considered tragedies beyond Darfur itself—for example, in northern Uganda and eastern Congo. Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel wrote the book’s foreword, and then-senator Barack Obama and Senator Sam Brownback wrote the introduction. Prendergast and Cheadle sought to inspire people to find ways to undertake concrete action to help stop the crises under examination.

In 2006, Cheadle was a cofounder of a new organization, Not on Our Watch, with fellow actors George Clooney, Matt Damon, and Brad Pitt; Jerry Weintraub, an American film producer and former chairman and CEO of United Artists; and David Pressman, an American human rights lawyer and former aide to U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright. The mission of Not on Our Watch is to focus global attention and resources toward putting an end to mass atrocities around the world. Drawing upon the powerful voices of artists, activists, and cultural leaders, Not on Our Watch generates lifesaving humanitarian assistance and protection for the vulnerable, marginalized, and displaced. The organization encourages governments to take meaningful, immediate action to protect those in harm’s way. Where governments remain complacent, Not on Our Watch is committed to stopping mass atrocities and giving voice to their victims. The organization’s charity activities have raised millions of dollars to help those suffering, with much of the money collected being channelled through the United Nations (UN) World Food Programme.

In late October 2007, Cheadle and Clooney led an unofficial delegation to China and Egypt to meet with government officials, hopeful that they could convince two of Sudan’s biggest trading partners to step in and place pressure on that country’s government to stop the genocide in Darfur.

Then, on December 13, 2007, Cheadle and Clooney were presented with the Summit Peace Award by the Nobel Peace Prize Laureates in Rome for their efforts to relieve the suffering of the people of Darfur.

The year 2007 also saw the production of a documentary entitled Darfur Now (directed by Ted Braun), filmed between January and May that year. The film was coproduced by Cheadle and the producer of his award-winning movie Crash, Cathy Schulman. It followed the efforts of six people from around the world who were trying to help end the civil war and genocide in Darfur, with Cheadle one of those being examined.

For his pains on behalf of Africa’s oppressed, in 2007 Cheadle was honored with the BET Humanitarian of the Year Award for the numerous activities he undertook for the people of Darfur and Rwanda. The BET Awards were established in 2001 by the Black Entertainment Television network to celebrate African Americans and other minorities in music, acting, sports, and other fields of entertainment over the previous year.

In June 2010, Cheadle was named as a United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) Goodwill Ambassador. The ceremony, which took place in Rwanda to mark World Environment Day, saw a new role for Cheadle. In his capacity as UNEP Goodwill Ambassador, his task is to utilize the influential voice of the entertainment industry to mobilize the public to embrace more sustainable lifestyles, promote the greening of the entertainment industry and other sectors, and take part in UNEP public outreach initiatives.

While this is a new area of responsibility for Cheadle, his primary concern still relates to the saving of lives—in particular, from genocide, mass murder, and massive human rights violations. In The Enough Moment: Fighting to End Africa’s Worst Human Rights Crimes (2010), which he coauthored with Prendergast, Cheadle worked to enhance the realization that steps can be taken by engaged citizens to force governments to take appropriate action to save people from the most heinous of crimes. Referring to such people as “Upstanders”—as a contrast to bystanders—Cheadle and Prendergast provided a number of case studies from the known and unknown, from within the United States and the affected societies, and showed how even small actions can have a snowball effect that can make every concerned citizen part of a broader movement for good.

Cheadle’s ultimate ambition is that advocacy of the kind he seeks speaks the language to which political leaders respond. Raising awareness must be for a purpose, and in his view, that purpose is to let the political leadership know that action to stop genocide is what people want.
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Clooney, George 

George Clooney is a leading American movie actor, film director, producer, and screenwriter. Born in Lexington, Kentucky, on May 6, 1961, he is the son of television personality Nick Clooney. As an actor, he has been awarded two Golden Globes, an Academy Award, and several nominations, and is considered one of the premier actors of Hollywood in the early 21st century.

Politically, Clooney describes himself as a liberal, and he has long been an activist for many social and humanitarian causes around the world. On January 18, 2008, the United Nations (UN) announced his appointment as a UN messenger of peace, effective from January 31. Within the United States, much of his energy has been directed toward helping to alleviate the distress of those suffering from poverty. He is a supporter of the Irish rock singer Bono’s poverty-fighting ONE Campaign and is also on the Board of Trustees for the United Way charity. He has raised funds to assist victims of the 2010 Haiti earthquake, the Pacific tsunami of 2004, and the families of victims of the 2001 9/11 terrorist attacks on the United States. It is in his advocacy work with regard to genocide, however, for which he is best known outside of movies.
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His most important mission has been to stop the human rights atrocities and genocide being carried out in the Darfur region of Sudan since 2003. In April 2006, he spent 10 days in the Chad-Sudan border area with his father, and while there he made a documentary film, A Journey to Darfur, examining the situation of Darfur’s refugees. The Clooneys had hoped to enter Darfur from Chad, but were—perhaps not unsurprisingly—prevented from crossing the border by threat of violence. The documentary was initially broadcast on January 15, 2007, on the American Life television network in the United States, and was later broadcast on American cable stations as well as in Britain and France. In 2008, it was released on DVD. The intention of the Clooneys was to try to move Darfur back onto the front-page and higher onto the political agenda through reaching an audience that would not otherwise focus on Darfur. Clooney was to say later that he was pessimistic about any improvement in the plight of the refugees in the short term, although he hoped that an increase in political pressure for international action could make a difference eventually.

The film advocated the U.S. intervention in Darfur, and accompanying its release both George and Nick Clooney campaigned energetically for further international action. Upon his return from Darfur, Clooney spoke to the massive Save Darfur rally in Washington, D.C., on April 30, 2006, and later appeared on the Oprah talk show. On March 25, 2007, he sent an open letter to German chancellor Angela Merkel, calling on the European Union (EU) to take “decisive action” in the Darfur region. Then, in September 2007, he addressed the UN Security Council alongside of Elie Wiesel to demand action from the UN in finding a solution to the Darfur conflict. In December 2007 he led an unofficial delegation to China and Egypt with fellow actor Don Cheadle, seeking pressure from those countries to be applied to the government of Sudan to stop the genocide. Upon his return, he briefed UN secretary-general Kofi Annan about the trip. On December 13, 2007, Clooney and Cheadle were presented with the Summit Peace Award by the Nobel Peace Prize Laureates in Rome, although Clooney was forced to acknowledge at this time that when it comes to the atrocities in Darfur the people of the region were in fact no better off than they had been several years earlier.

Again using the medium of film, Clooney also appeared in the documentary Darfur Now (directed by Theodore Braun), a film released on November 2, 2007. It was a call to action for people all over the world to help stop the crisis. Clooney also narrated and was coexecutive producer of another documentary, Sand and Sorrow (directed by Paul Freedman), an intense examination of the Darfur crisis, that also appeared in 2007, to much critical acclaim. In February 2009, Clooney visited Chad with New York Times columnist Nicholas Kristof, again working to raise awareness through the prestige of the Times and his own media presence.

Perhaps most tellingly, Clooney has been in the forefront of mobilizing other Hollywood actors in the cause of employing their celebrity status to raise consciousness about Darfur. In pursuit of this, in 2006 he founded Not on Our Watch alongside of Cheadle, Matt Damon, Brad Pitt, David Pressman (an American human rights lawyer and former aide to U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright), and Jerry Weintraub (an American film producer and former chairman and CEO of United Artists). The mission of Not on Our Watch is to focus global attention and resources toward putting an end to mass atrocities around the world. Drawing upon the powerful voices of artists, activists, and cultural leaders, Not on Our Watch generates lifesaving humanitarian assistance and protection for the vulnerable, marginalized, and displaced. The organization encourages governments to take meaningful, immediate action to protect those in harm’s way. Where governments remain complacent, Not on Our Watch is committed to stopping mass atrocities and giving voice to their victims. The organization’s charity activities have raised millions of dollars to help those suffering, with much of the money raised being channelled through the UN World Food Program.

Perhaps as befits the efforts of an actor, at the 2010 Emmy Awards Clooney was presented with the Bob Hope Humanitarian Award, the fourth recipient of the award since it was created in 2002. This award is presented to an “individual in the telecommunications industry whose humanitarian works have brought credit to the industry and whose deeds and actions have a lasting impact on society.”
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Damon, Matt

Matt Damon is an internationally known film star, screenwriter, producer, and philanthropist who has expended much time and effort on ending the genocide in Darfur.

Damon was born Matthew Paige Damon on October 8, 1970, in Cambridge, Massachusetts. He grew up in the Boston area and studied English at Harvard University from 1988 until 1992. After becoming involved in theater there, he left school but did not receive a degree. Damon had his first film part in Mystic Pizza (1988), which featured just one line of dialogue. He thereafter appeared in a number of plays and had small parts in subsequent movies. His breakout performance came in 1997, when he starred in Good Will Hunting. Damon had cowritten the screenplay with childhood friend and fellow actor Ben Affleck. For the film, Damon and Affleck were awarded an Academy Award for “Best Original Screenplay,” which cemented Damon as a major Hollywood player.

Damon has since starred in a wide variety of movies, including: Saving Private Ryan (1998); The Talented Mr. Ripley (1999); the Ocean’s Trilogy (2001, 2004, 2007); the Bourne series (2002, 2004, 2007), Syriana (2005); The Good Shepherd (2006); The Departed (2006); and Invictus (2009), among others. Damon, along with Affleck and two others, also established LivePlanet, a film production company dedicated to helping find and fund newcomers and novices who seek careers as filmmakers. The company also produced an award-winning documentary series that focused on the efforts of young filmmakers.

Damon has been very active in a number of philanthropic and charitable causes. He founded the H20 Africa Foundation, which is dedicated to providing clean and plentiful water to Africans, and he also supports the ONE Campaign, which is focused on fighting poverty and AIDS in the developing world. Damon has frequently appeared in ad campaigns for the ONE Campaign and has also been a spokesperson for Feeding America, a hunger relief organization dedicated to stamping out hunger in the United States.

Damon has become closely associated with the Darfur Genocide and activities designed to bring world attention to the crisis and relieve the suffering of its survivors. He has supported virtually every protest against the Darfur wars since 2005 and has raised millions of dollars in relief aid with fellow actors George Clooney, Don Cheadle, and others. A poker fan, Damon has also taken part in celebrity poker tournaments, the proceeds of which are donated to the victims and survivors of the genocide in Darfur.

In 2007, Damon, along with Cheadle, Clooney, Brad Pitt, and Jerry Weintraub, founded the nonprofit organization known as Not On Our Watch, which is dedicated to preventing mass killings in Darfur and other areas of the world. The organization was an offshoot of the 2007 book by the same name, coauthored by Cheadle and John Prendergast, which focused attention on the Darfur Genocide. In 2008, Damon appeared in a series of print ads designed to draw attention to the cataclysm in Darfur. In one ad, he is shown destroying a dollhouse with a baseball bat, signifying how the genocide has destroyed children’s lives. The ad was released in conjunction with an international day of protest against the conflict in Darfur.
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Darfur

Darfur, located in western Sudan, is an ethnically diverse region approximately the size of France. It contains three provinces—North, South, and West Darfur—which have their provincial capitals in the cities of al-Fasher, Nyala, and Geneina, respectively. More than 30 distinct ethnic groups live in the region, although these groups are unified by their common religion, Islam, and have a long history of intermarriage. Pastoralist Arabic-speaking groups live throughout Darfur but form a substantial majority in the arid north, while the Fur (dar Fur means “Land of the Fur” in Arabic) dominate the more fertile south. Other major groups include the Zaghawa, Masalit, and Daju.

Known today as the site of the world’s deadliest ongoing ethnic conflict, the region was an independent state for centuries until it was conquered in 1874. During its peak in the 18th century, Darfur was the most powerful state in north-central Africa, and its sultan governed an area of some 350,000 square miles and had an estimated 4 to 6 million subjects.

The earliest known rulers of Darfur were the agriculturalist Daju, whose chieftains were overpowered in the late 14th century by the Tunjur, a nomadic, camel-driving people who emigrated from the deserts of Egypt. Arab pastoralists began migrating into the Darfur region at approximately the same time, bringing Islam with them. The Fur Dynasty began in approximately 1640, when Suleiman Solongdungu (Suleiman the Arab—so known among the Fur because his mother was an Arab) ousted the Tunjur rulers and then expanded his empire through conquest and marriage, seizing outlying lands populated by Arab nomads and consolidating power through an ethnic Zaghawa wife. The Fur Dynasty’s greatest rivals were the state of Wadai to the west and the Funj sultans to the east.
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Darfur remained independent for several more decades than the rest of the states encompassed by modern Sudan, resisting Ottoman Egyptian forces until 1874, when the Fur Dynasty’s capital of al-Fasher fell and Sultan Ibrim wad Huseyn was killed. Members of the royal family attempted to lead several uprisings against the occupying forces for the next few years but with little success. During the decline of the Ottoman Empire, Darfur, along with the rest of Sudan, came under joint British-Egyptian rule, and Sudan later gained independence on January 1, 1956.

The recent ethnic conflicts in Darfur began in the 1980s due to competition between groups over limited resources, although the violence was intermittent until recent years and the nature of the conflict shifted dramatically in 2003. The critical turning point in the conflict was the formation of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA)—composed largely of ethnic Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa—and a series of attacks it staged against government installations in 2003. The SLA advocated for the autonomy of Darfur within Sudan and demanded that the government provide greater economic opportunity for Darfurians.

Following the SLA attacks, national security interests intersected with nomadic groups’ desire to expand their territory and resources, and consequently the government recruited, sponsored, and armed Arabic-speaking Darfurian militias—the so-called Janjaweed—to lead an ethnic cleansing campaign against the agriculturalist Fur, Masalit, Zaghawa, and other groups associated with the SLA. The Janjaweed’s attacks have not typically targeted SLA positions but have rather been aimed against villages of unarmed civilians. The attacks have been characterized by such atrocities as rape, torture, and the burning of entire settlements to the ground. These events have led to rapid polarization in what was once an ethnically fluid state, although only a few of Darfur’s Arab tribes have actually participated in the cleansing campaign. Some Arab groups have, in fact, allied themselves with the SLA, while certain black African groups have fought alongside the Janjaweed forces.

The ethnic warfare in Darfur has killed at least 200,000 people since escalating in 2003. This has created an enormous displacement crisis, forcing some 2.5 million Darfurians from their homes into refugee camps, many of them to neighboring Chad and the Central African Republic. This refugee crisis has strained the resources of the entire region, and similar patterns of ethnic violence have recently emerged in these borderlands. A 7,000-member African Union (AU) peacekeeping force began arriving in Darfur in 2004 but proved incapable of preventing the conflict’s continued escalation, partly due to lack of funds. In June 2007, the Sudanese government agreed to allow the United Nations (UN) to form a 26,000-member hybrid UN-AU peacekeeping force. Full deployment was a slow process—hindered by the Sudanese government as well as a lack of troops and supplies from UN countries. Despite a stronger international peacekeeping presence, violence in Darfur persisted. When charges by the ICC were placed against Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir in May 2009, a number of foreign aid organizations working in refugee camps were expelled from the country. Though further attempts at peace, including the 2011 Doha Documents for Peace in Darfur signed by government officials and the Liberty and Justice Movement, have been made, violence continues in Darfur.
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Darfur Atrocities Documentation Project

A U.S. State Department project to conduct systematic interviews among Sudanese refugees in Chad. The survey revealed a widespread pattern of atrocities committed against non-Arab villagers in Darfur, a pattern that U.S. secretary of state Colin Powell publicly called genocide.

In light of an evident humanitarian and human rights crisis in Sudan, the U.S. State Department commissioned an Atrocities Documentation Team (ADT) to conduct interviews in Chad in July and August 2004. Using its data from 1,136 interviews, as well as information from various United Nations (UN) offices, the ADT reported that more than 405 villages had been destroyed in Darfur, approximately 200,000 persons had sought refuge in Chad, and another 1.2 million people had been displaced in western Sudan. Furthermore, the displaced populations were acutely threatened by hunger and infectious diseases.

The interviews also exposed a close collaboration between government forces and mounted Arab militias known as the Janjaweed in carrying out systematic attacks against non-Arab villages in Darfur. Attacks on the villages followed a typical pattern of air strikes by government planes or helicopters, followed by coordinated ground assaults by government troops and the Janjaweed. Civilians were variously killed, raped, abducted, or driven off, and their villages were looted and burned. Numerous respondents reported the use of racial and ethnic epithets aimed at the black villagers by the attacking military and militia personnel.

The ADT report was cited by Powell in his testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on September 9, 2004, when he addressed the specific issue of whether events in Darfur constituted genocide. In 1948, shortly after the Holocaust of World War II, the UN had adopted the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (the Genocide Convention), which defined genocide as acts intended to destroy in whole or in part a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Based on the evidence of the ADT, Powell concluded that genocide had been committed in Darfur, it was perhaps still occurring, and that the government of Sudan and the Janjaweed bore responsibility. Powell then called upon the UN to investigate violations of international humanitarian and human-rights laws in Darfur, as provided for under the Genocide Convention.

Six weeks earlier, Congress had resolved that atrocities in Darfur constituted genocide, but Powell was the first member of the executive branch to use the term publicly. He did so when many had declined to use the term out of concern that the Genocide Convention would then require forceful action from its signatories, perhaps involving them in an African war. However, Powell read the convention differently. He called for further investigation into the Sudan crisis and for greater numbers of African Union (AUN) monitors, but not necessarily for military intervention. Referring to the many attempts to avoid the term genocide, Powell asserted that whether the situation in Darfur were called a civil war, ethnic cleansing, or genocide did not change the reality that the people of Darfur needed the help of the international community.
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Denial of the Darfur Genocide

There is continuing disagreement as to whether the ongoing conflict in Darfur, Sudan, characterized by targeted attacks against non-Arab ethnic groups and spanning nearly many years, constitutes “genocide.” With prior instances of genocide, delayed global recognition has been attributable to a lack of awareness of circumstances or unfamiliarity with the warning signs and elements of genocide. In the case of Darfur, the denial of genocide is attributable to different motivations, among them the fear of overusing or avoidance of obligations resulting from official recognition of genocide under the 1948 United Nations Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (the UN Convention) and a desire to maintain the government of Sudan’s willingness to participate in the region’s ongoing peace processes.

Background

In early 2003, members of two rebel groups, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) and the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), took up arms in Darfur and revolted against the Sudanese government for perceived systemic neglect of Darfur residents. The government responded forcefully to eliminate the rebellion, deploying a two-pronged strategy of aerial bombardment and sustained ground assault. The Janjaweed militia, an Arab militia recruited and armed by the Sudanese government, carried out the ground assaults, while the government itself carried out the aerial bombardments. Between 2003 and 2005 and again in 2007 and 2008, the armed attacks were specifically targeted at non-Arab tribal ethnicities, including the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa ethnic groups. The violence has resulted in hundreds of thousands of deaths and over 2 million people displaced.

Genocide Under the 1948 UN Convention

Several international criminal tribunals, including the International Military Tribunals for Nuremberg and Tokyo, the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia, and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, have produced jurisprudence on the crime of genocide and the resulting obligations under the UN Convention. As elaborated upon by these entities, the convention requires that three elements be present for a finding of genocide. First, the victims must constitute a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Second, the members of that group must be the target of harm or willful neglect. Third, the intent to destroy or partially destroy the group must be the purpose of those harmful acts. The specificity of these elements in practice sets a high standard for officially labeling a conflict as “genocide.”

The Genocide Debate

While consensus exists that the violence in Darfur amounts to war crimes and crimes against humanity, there is disagreement as to whether it constitutes genocide under the increasingly specific articulated standards of the UN Convention.

The debate commenced in March 2004, when New York Times columnist Nicholas Kristof published a series of articles describing the conflict as genocide. Following these articles, several loosely defined American associations and organizations, including the Jewish American, African American, liberal, and conservative constituencies, and the Holocaust Museum, called on the U.S. government to label the conflict as “genocide” and take appropriate action to stop further violence. Despite this growing movement, several notable human rights and humanitarian organizations, including Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch, refrained from labeling the conflict.

In early September 2004, the U.S. government officially determined that the violence in Darfur constituted genocide based on “a consistent and widespread pattern of atrocities committed by the Janjaweed militia and government forces against non-Arab villagers.” Shortly thereafter, the International Association of Genocide Scholars likewise found that genocide was occurring.

The rest of the international community, however, was more reluctant. In late September 2004, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1564, calling for the establishment of a UN Commission of Inquiry to determine whether acts of genocide had occurred. On February 1, 2005, the commission reported that, despite other serious violations of international humanitarian and human rights law, Sudanese government forces and the allied Janjaweed militia had not pursued a policy of genocide in Darfur. The commission explained that, although the Darfur violence satisfied the first two requirements for a finding of genocide, there was a lack of the requisite genocidal intent. Shortly after the report was released, the UN Security Council referred the situation to the International Criminal Court (ICC). While initially omitting the crime of genocide from the arrest warrant for Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, the ICC amended the indictment in July 2010 to include the crime of genocide.

Since the conclusion of the Commission of Inquiry, the joint African Union (AU) and UN Observer Mission in Sudan has continued to deny the occurrence of genocide in Sudan. Former UN secretary-general Kofi Annan has also resisted calling the conflict “genocide,” instead referring to “massive human rights violations.” In addition, former U.S. president Jimmy Carter stated in late 2007 that, while the atrocities in Darfur were deplorable, they did not meet the legal standard for genocide. Other notable figures, including Samantha Power, have also hesitated to term the conflict “genocide,” pointing to the inability to determine whether all elements of genocide are satisfied in the midst of an ongoing conflict.

The AU and the League of Arab States have also consistently refused to characterize the conflict as genocide. The AU acknowledges that abuses are occurring, but denies that they may be classified as genocide. Similarly, the European Union (EU) and British and Canadian officials have also hesitated to call the conflict “genocide,” instead labeling it as “tantamount to genocide” or “ethnic cleansing.”

Throughout the debate, several individual states have also either consistently denied that genocide is occurring in Darfur or have refused to take action pursuant to a threat of genocide. China and Russia threatened to veto any Security Council resolution to impose sanctions on Sudan. Pakistan and Algeria also expressed hesitance to impose any sanctions. Throughout, members of the Sudanese government, including President Bashir and, most vocally, John Ukec Lueth Ukec, Sudan’s ambassador to the United States, have consistently denied that the armed attacks in Darfur constitute acts of genocide, insisting that the exaggerated reporting on the conflict is only hampering efforts at peace.

Reasons for Denial

There are two primary reasons for the denial that the violence in Darfur amounts to genocide. First, many are hesitant to directly invoke the obligations and responsibilities that such a label demands under the UN Convention. Second, many avoid labeling the conflict at all, for fear of alienating the Sudanese government and upsetting the ongoing peace processes in the region.

In the first category, states may seek to avoid the serious diplomatic, political, and legal obligations that result from labeling a conflict as “genocide” pursuant to the UN Convention. In particular, parties to the UN Convention are under a positive obligation to undertake necessary measures to prevent and punish genocide, and may likewise call upon the UN to take actions to prevent and suppress genocide. State parties are also positively obligated to punish or prosecute acts of genocide and must take measures to establish jurisdiction in those circumstances. Related to this, states may fear that overusing the designation “genocide” will detract from the serious response and international criminal responsibility that it is intended to invoke.

The second category of denial relates to the desire of the UN and regional organizations, such as the AU and the League of Arab States, to facilitate the ongoing peace negotiations between the Sudanese government and the Darfur rebels as well as between the Sudanese government and the government of South Sudan. Indeed, the AU, in response to the decision of the ICC to include the crime of genocide in the indictment against President Bashir, issued a communiqué expressing deep concern that the decision would negatively impact the peace process in Darfur. Likewise, the UN has avoided calling the conflict genocide, emphasizing that labeling it will not facilitate its resolution.

Conclusion

The debate over whether the Darfur conflict constitutes genocide and the resulting inability of the international community to effectively resolve the conflict indicate that the existing framework, as set forth solely in the UN Convention, is ineffective at galvanizing concerted international efforts to fulfill the framework’s purpose of preventing and suppressing genocide. Remembering the consequences of having failed to timely intervene in Rwanda’s 1994 genocide, many scholars and international commentators lament that the debate over the violence in Darfur has detracted from genuine efforts to resolve the conflict and have called for the formulation of a different, more effective approach.
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Egeland, Jan

Jan Egeland is a former United Nations (UN) undersecretary general for Humanitarian Affairs and emergency relief coordinator, having served in this role between June 2003 and December 2006. He was born on September 12, 1957, in the small Norwegian city of Stavanger and educated at the University of Oslo. He has been a Fulbright Scholar at the University of California, Berkeley, and a fellow at both the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, and the Truman Institute for the Advancement of Peace, Jerusalem.

In 1980, Egeland became chairman of Amnesty International in Norway. During his tenure in that office, he was elected as vice-chairman of the International Executive Committee of Amnesty International. He remained in both positions until 1986. Then, between 1990 and 1997, Egeland was state secretary in the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, engaged in humanitarian relief work. He joined the UN as the secretary general’s special adviser on Colombia from 1999 to 2002. In August 2003, he was appointed by Secretary General Kofi Annan as undersecretary general for Humanitarian Affairs and emergency relief coordinator, making him also head of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). He served in that post until December 2006, after which, in September 2008, he became Secretary General Ban Ki-moon’s special adviser for conflict prevention and resolution. During the period 2001–2003 he also served as secretary general of the Norwegian Red Cross.

As a young diplomat in 1992, Egeland helped establish the back-channel diplomacy that started negotiations between representatives of Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). These initiatives would lead eventually to the Oslo Agreement between Israel and the PLO (the so-called Declaration of Principles) in September 1993. Later, in 1996, he helped facilitate the UN-led peace talks leading up to a cease-fire agreement between the government of Guatemala and the Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca (Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity, or URNG) guerrillas—an agreement signed at Oslo City Hall. A further success saw the Ottawa Treaty to ban landmines negotiated and adopted in Oslo in 1997, with Egeland as the Norwegian delegation leader.

In December 2003, soon after becoming UN undersecretary general for Humanitarian Affairs, Egeland was forced to address the new humanitarian crisis in Darfur, Sudan. He relentlessly tried to bring the situation in Darfur to the world’s attention, just as Mukesh Kapila, in Khartoum, was attempting closer to the scene. In 2004, Egeland went to Darfur, where already there were a million people in need. Within three years, this had risen to 4 million. In short time, Egeland was warning of a possible collapse of humanitarian assistance programs in Darfur and neighboring areas, due to what he referred to as a “meltdown in security.” He was desperate for urgent action to be taken, although he was all too aware that the response of the international community was haphazard, uneven, and, all too often, feeble.

By 2006, Egeland’s criticisms of the regime in Khartoum and the international community’s response had led to an unlikely outcome: the most senior humanitarian officer of the UN, appointed directly by the secretary general, was forbidden entry by the Sudanese government. His accusations against Sudan of deliberately hindering relief aid in Darfur, attacking villages, and arming the Janjaweed militias were made at a terrible cost to the local population in Darfur, as the killing continued and there was still little in the way of effective action forthcoming from the international community.

As well as addressing the crisis in Darfur, Egeland also coordinated relief efforts in what would have been otherwise neglected emergency situations, such as in northern Uganda (where the Lord’s Resistance Army, under Joseph Kony, had been murdering tens of thousands for decades), in Somalia, and in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. He traveled to the frontlines of conflicts, meeting with Kony and his deputy, Vincent Otti, in November 2006, as well as other sites of human catastrophe such as Colombia, Lebanon, and the Palestinian Territories. And while he sought to draw international attention at all times to the need to alleviate distress, he was often just as critical of local conditions and leaders and their part in the crisis situations he was attempting to ease.

Apart from man-made disasters such as these, during his period with OCHA Egeland was also confronted by natural calamities and the need to provide desperately needed relief in these situations. These included earthquakes, droughts, the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, and the 2005 Atlantic hurricane that devastated large parts of the southern United States and the Caribbean, Hurricane Katrina.

In July 2006, Egeland launched a huge U.S. appeal to aid the reconstruction of Lebanon following the destruction of parts of the country by Israeli forces and the displacement of many thousands of refugees. Although critical of Israel, referring to its invasion of Lebanon as a violation of humanitarian law, he drew the intense ire of Hezbollah, lashing out at the movement for its use of women and children as human shields, and effectively blaming it for much of the loss of life through this tactic.

During Egeland’s tenure at the UN, he oversaw the creation of the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), a humanitarian funding mechanism established to enable more timely and reliable assistance to victims of natural disasters and armed conflicts. It was approved by the General Assembly on December 15, 2005, when the former Central Emergency Revolving Fund (a loan facility of $50 million established by the General Assembly in 1991) was upgraded by adding a grant element for the disbursement of further emergency assistance. The CERF, which allocates one-third of its resources to core, life-saving activities in chronically underfunded crises, was launched in March 2006.

On September 1, 2007, Egeland returned to Norway to take up the position of director of the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs. He also became a professor at the University of Stavanger, established in 2005, while remaining an adviser to the UN secretary general. In 2008, Egeland published a memoir, A Billion Lives: An Eyewitness Report from the Frontlines of Humanity, dealing with his time at the UN between 2003 and 2006.
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Enough Project

A Washington, D.C.–based advocacy group focused on atrocity crimes in Africa. At its inception, the Enough Project aimed to end crimes against humanity in Darfur, northern Uganda, and eastern Democratic Republic of the Congo. It has since addressed issues in Somalia and Zimbabwe, as well as conflicts between Sudan and newly independent South Sudan.

The Enough Project was cofounded in March 2007 by Africa experts John Prendergast and Gayle Smith as a joint initiative of their respective employers at the time, the International Crisis Group (ICG) and the Center for American Progress (CAP). Six months later, the Enough Project began to operate wholly in association with the CAP.

The Answer to Darfur: How to Resolve the World’s Hottest War, a strategy paper released by Prendergast at the launch of the Enough Project, presented the project’s “3P” strategy of combating mass atrocities and genocide by promoting peace, protecting people, and punishing perpetrators.

With specific regard to Darfur, Prendergast urged that outside actors—including most prominently the United States, the United Nations (UN), the European Union (EU), and the African Union (AU)—pursue six policy initiatives aggressively and simultaneously: (1) promote rebel unity, not least for presenting a common negotiating position in any peace talks; (2) build an effective peace process by imposing multilateral pressure on the Sudan government to adhere to clearly stated peace objectives; (3) appoint a full-time U.S. special envoy to communicate with both the government and rebels; (4) deploy credible UN and AU military forces to protect civilians from atrocities; and (5) impose punitive sanctions, such as freezing government assets and providing information to the International Criminal Court (ICC) for the possible prosecution of senior regime officials for their roles in orchestrating mass atrocities. With the success of the antiapartheid movement of the early 1990s as a model, the Enough Project also seeks to (6) promote citizen activism, such as pressuring managers of investment funds to divest their holdings in companies doing business with the Khartoum government.

Bringing public visibility to its efforts, the Enough Project has received support from numerous Hollywood and sports celebrities, including Mia Farrow, Charles Barkley, Brad Pitt, Ben Affleck, and Matt Damon. In partnership with the Enough Project, professional basketball player Tracy McGrady founded the Darfur Dream Team, an initiative that links American schools with sister schools in Darfuri refugee camps in eastern Chad. Actor George Clooney was instrumental in launching the Satellite Sentinel Project (SSP) in December 2010, by which the Enough Project analyzes satellite imagery to report on possible threats to civilians on both sides of the border between Sudan and South Sudan. Prendergast has also written two books with actor Don Cheadle on promoting citizen activism on Darfur and other regions of Africa.

In July 2012, reporter Alan Boswell criticized the Enough Project for its role in shaping a U.S. policy toward South Sudan that ignores the new regime’s rampant corruption and poor human rights record. Jonathan Hutson of the Enough Project responded by citing instances in which the organization, using SSP, has reported on possible war crimes by both Sudan and South Sudan.
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Farrow, Mia

Mia Farrow is an award-winning American actress who has undertaken extensive humanitarian work as a UNICEF Goodwill Ambassador involved in a range of activities in Darfur, Chad, and the Central African Republic, among others. She was born in Los Angeles on February 9, 1945, as Maria de Lourdes Villiers Farrow, the daughter of Australian film director John Farrow and Irish actress Maureen O’Sullivan. Across a movie career that began when she was still a child, Farrow has appeared in over 40 films, for which she has received a number of awards and nominations. She also appeared in leading television and theater roles, and was the first American actress to be accepted as a member of London’s Royal Shakespeare Company.

Farrow was appointed a UNICEF Goodwill Ambassador in September 2000. Among her many activities on behalf of human rights in Africa, she has worked to raise awareness for the plight of children in conflict-affected regions. One of the areas in which she has worked has been in the battle to eradicate polio—a disease that she herself contracted as a child. Her concern for Darfur has seen her travel to the region on a number of occasions, in 2004, 2006, and 2007. On the latter visit, she expressed the depth of her concern by offering to trade her freedom for that of a captured Darfurian rebel leader then being treated in a local UN hospital. Her offer was that she be taken captive in exchange for him being allowed to leave Sudan without conditions.

In 2007, a new organization, Olympic Dream for Darfur, was founded by Farrow, Darfur genocide activist Eric Reeves, and the director of public programs at Human Rights First Jill Savitt. Dream for Darfur campaigned to pressure the Chinese government to intervene on behalf of the population of Darfur, in view of China’s close relationship with the government of Sudan. The campaign intended to force China’s hand by focusing world attention on its support for the Sudanese government, embarrassing China in the lead-up to the 2008 Beijing Olympics. It organized “alternative” torch relays, boycotts of Chinese products and visits, and an intensive publicity campaign to draw attention to what it termed the “Genocide Olympics.” By April 2007, it seemed as though Farrow’s work was beginning to yield results, as the Beijing government reversed its stance on Darfur and urged Sudan to accept United Nations (UN) peacekeepers for the region.

Another of Farrow’s signal achievements was in persuading Spielberg—who had been appointed as artistic adviser for the Olympic opening ceremony—to withdraw from his position on February 12, 2008. In doing so, he wrote a letter to the Chinese government in which he also urged its leaders to take action over Darfur.

Farrow’s approach drew criticism from some quarters. Her detractors argued that she was wrong in singling out China as she had, as the Chinese government was neither committing genocide in Darfur nor bankrolling the Sudanese government. All the Chinese were guilty of, in this assessment, was seeking to make money out of commercial deals to buy Sudanese oil. In condemning China, Farrow’s critics contended, she was, in reality, barking up the wrong tree; China was being targeted only for having commercial relations with Sudan—for which many other Western countries, the United States included, were not being demonized.

Farrow has been prepared to put her physical well-being on the line in order to publicize her cause on more than one occasion. After the International Criminal Court (ICC) issued a warrant for the arrest of Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir on March 4, 2009, Farrow sought to raise international awareness of the crimes alleged against him by starting a water-only fast on April 27. On May 8 she was persuaded to cease fasting after medical advisers alerted her to the real prospect of lasting physical damage if she were to continue.

Mia Farrow’s humanitarian work has extended beyond Darfur. In May 2010, she returned to Africa, where she visited Guinea in an attempt to generate international funding sources for maternal and children’s health care in the aftermath of political and economic turmoil in that country. She also met with youth groups and launched a UN Peacebuilding Fund project encouraging young people to find peaceful ways to resolve conflicts and lessen their risk of being caught up in violence.

In early August 2010, Farrow testified for the prosecution at the UN’s Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL) in the trial of former Liberian president Charles Taylor at The Hague. Taylor was facing 11 counts of war crimes, crimes against humanity, and other serious violations of international humanitarian law, including the trafficking of so-called “blood diamonds” through Sierra Leone and Liberia.

The appearance at The Hague of international celebrities such as Farrow gave significant publicity to the Taylor trial and to the work of tribunals such as the SCSL and the ICC. This also furthered the aims of Farrow and her campaign for humanitarian justice, for which she has set up a dedicated website, www.miafarrow.org.

In 2009, Farrow agreed to act as narrator for what became a multi–award winning documentary, As We Forgive (directed by Laura Waters Hinson). The film tells the story of two Rwandan women who come face-to-face with the neighbors who slaughtered their families during the 1994 genocide and their personal journeys toward forgiveness. As We Forgive provides an intimate, firsthand view of the encounters between genocide perpetrators and their victims’ families.

As a powerful advocate for children, Farrow has campaigned tirelessly for their rights around the world, particularly for those whose lives have been impacted by armed conflict. She has worked extensively to raise funds and awareness for children in countries such as Angola, Chad, the Central African Republic, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Haiti, and Nigeria. Farrow has also been honored for her humanitarian work. In February 2007, on a visit to the Central African Republic, President François Bozizé awarded Farrow his country’s Presidential Medal of Honor in recognition of her services to his nation. Then, in 2008, she was selected by Time magazine as one of the most influential people in the world. On May 11, 2011, Farrow received the Lyndon Baines Johnson Moral Courage Award from the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., in recognition of her efforts to raise international awareness on behalf of the victims of Darfur.
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Fur

The Fur are the most numerous of the non-Arab peoples inhabiting Darfur, a western region of Sudan over which they once ruled and to which they gave their name. (Dar Fur means “Land of the Fur” in Arabic.) The Fur today are estimated to constitute nearly one-quarter of Darfur’s total population, dominating the fertile Jebel Marra massif at the region’s heart, as well as areas to its south. Their language, also called Fur, belongs to a small subbranch of the Nilo-Saharan language family and is related, although only distantly, to those spoken by their neighbors, the Zagahawa and the Dinka.

According to Fur oral tradition, the group’s ancient homeland lies in the north of Jebel Marra near the town of Turrah. The Fur associate nearby stone ruins with Daali, a traditional figure believed to be the founder of the Fur state and the giver of law, and with other prehistoric Fur rulers. These ruins remain unexcavated and may someday shed light on early Fur history. Oral tradition holds that the Fur expanded their homeland to the southwest by force, driving out their neighbors.
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The first ruler of the Fur known to written history was Suleiman Solongdungu, who came to power in approximately 1640 and transformed the Fur state into a vast multiethnic kingdom. His rise coincided with the decline of the empire of the Tunjur—a nomadic, camel-driving people—of which the early Fur state may have been a vassal. At its dynastic peak in the 18th century, the Fur state encompassed an area of some 350,000 square miles, with an estimated 4 to 6 million subjects. Under Suleiman’s reign, the Fur and their subjects slowly began converting to Islam and adopting Arab names and styles of dress, although they largely retained their native languages. After a long period of decline, the Fur Dynasty finally fell to Ottoman Egyptian forces in 1874. During the period of Muhammad Ahmad al-Mahdi’s rule in Sudan, a brief popular revolt against his control of Darfur began in September 1888 but was quashed by a Mahdist army of more than 36,000 the following February.

The Fur today are a sedentary and predominantly agricultural people with urban population centers in such cities as al-Fasher and Zalingei. Fur farmers are noted for their skill at terrace farming in their mountainous homeland, where they have mastered gravity-fed irrigation techniques. Peanuts, numerous vegetables, and even such fruits as strawberries and apples are grown by the Fur in addition to cereal crops. Their societies are stratified, with certain occupations—for example, leather tanning—being considered low caste. Many Fur live in multiethnic towns with other sedentary groups.

Fur people’s tensions with many of their pastoralist, Arabic-speaking neighbors have escalated for decades, erupting into the Fur-Arab War of 1987–1989, when drought, famine, and desertification created fierce competition for limited resources. In this conflict, the Fur faced a 27-tribe alliance. More recently, the Fur have been among the primary targets of the Sudanese government’s campaign of ethnic cleansing in Darfur. This campaign followed the rise of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), led by ethnic Fur rebel Abdal-Wahid Muhammad Ahmad al-Nur. The SLA—a multiethnic force dominated by Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa—has fought a rebellion demanding greater autonomy and economic opportunity for the people of Darfur since 2003. While the government has led its violent campaign in the name of counterinsurgency, Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa civilians have been the primary targets of attacks by the government and government-sponsored Arabic-speaking militias. Ethnic Fur account for a large percentage of the millions displaced by this conflict.
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Gambari, Ibrahim

Nigerian academic and diplomat Ibrahim Agboola Gambari was the joint African Union-United Nations special representative for Darfur assigned to work for peace in that troubled region.

Ibrahim Agboola Gambari was born on November 24, 1944 in Ilorin, Kwara State, Nigeria, and graduated from the London School of Economics in 1968 with a BSc degree. He then earned an MA in 1970 and a PhD in 1974 from Columbia University. Gambari began teaching at City University of New York in 1969 and later taught at the University of Albany. From 1986 until 1999, he taught at Johns Hopkins, Georgetown, and Howard universities. Gambari has also been a research fellow at the Brookings Institution in Washington, D.C.

For a brief time in the mid-1980s, Gambari was Nigeria’s minister for external affairs, and in 1990 he was appointed Nigeria’s ambassador to the United Nations (UN). He held that post until 1999, when he went to work full-time for the UN Secretariat. Since then, he has been assigned to a number of trouble spots around the world as a roving UN emissary and commissioner. He has also been recognized as one of the few UN leaders who have been able to negotiate with some success with dictators, having been assigned to deal with leaders in places like Myanmar, Zimbabwe, and Sudan. In 2005, Gambari was named undersecretary general of the UN for the Department of Political Affairs.

On January 1, 2010, UN secretary-general Ban Ki-moon appointed Gambari as the joint African Union-United Nations special representative for Darfur amid the continuing strife and genocide in western Sudan’s Darfur region. A month later, a shaky cease-fire was brokered between the Sudanese government and rebels of the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), but since then efforts to achieve a lasting peace have proven illusory. The JEM has also continued to boycott further negotiations, despite Gambari’s attempts to bring the group back to the negotiating table. At the same time, Gambari has been engaged in very delicate talks with Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir in an effort to nudge him toward a comprehensive peace settlement, a job that has been greatly complicated by al-Bashir’s indictment for war crimes by the International Criminal Court (ICC).

More recently, Gambari has served as special UN adviser on the International Compact with Iraq. In March 2013, Gambari was appointed chancellor of Kwara State University, a largely ceremonial position designed chiefly to improve the university’s prestige, visibility, and fund-raising efforts.
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Garang, John

John Garang was a rebel guerrilla leader in southern Sudan prior to becoming first vice president of Sudan in 2005. An ethnic Dinka, he was born on June 23, 1945, the sixth child of seven in a poor Christian family in Wanglei village in the upper Nile region of Sudan. Owing to the destruction and dislocation caused through the first phase of the Sudanese Civil War (1955–1972), Garang’s education took place in Tanzania. A bright and hardworking student, he won a scholarship to attend university in the United States, and by 1969 had earned a bachelor’s degree in economics from Grinnell College, Iowa.

In 1972 Garang was drafted into the army, where he decided to become a member of the regular forces. Sent to Fort Benning, Georgia, for entry to the Infantry Officers Advanced Course, he was soon promoted to colonel. While serving in the Sudanese armed forces, he also took a period of leave in order to return to Grinnell College to study for a master’s degree in agricultural economics, after which he undertook a PhD at Iowa State University on the agricultural development of southern Sudan.

In May 1983, Garang was sent to Bor, the capital of Jonglei in southern Sudan, to quell a mutiny of 500 southern troops resisting orders to be shipped north. Instead of putting down their mutiny, he joined his brother officers Samuel Gai Tut, William Nyuon, and Keribino Kuanyin Bol and from this nucleus formed the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM)—“Political Wing”—and Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA)—“Military Wing.” Garang became the chairman of the SPLM and commander in chief of SPLA. By the end of July he had persuaded over 3,000 soldiers to defect to the SPLA, as other army garrisons were also at that time engaging in acts of mutiny against the imposition of Islamic sharia law by the Muslim-dominated government in Khartoum.

The appearance of the SPLM initiated civil war in Sudan. From 1983 onward, as the government in the north sought to rein in the southern separatists, the country experienced armed conflict, famine, disease, massive destruction, and genocide in its southern regions. The civil war had a religious dimension as well, with the Christian and animist peoples of the south suffering at the hands of the Muslim north. The war led to the death of upward of 2.5 million people, placing Sudan near the top of the list of post-1945 death statistics for single-country conflicts.

The roots of the conflict are deep, but the antagonism of the north toward the south was reinforced in 1983 when President Ja’afar el-Nimeiry rescinded the autonomy that had previously been granted to the south in 1972. Henceforth, the north would rule by direct control, with the south’s legislative chamber stripped of even its most basic powers. Resource management became a wholly northern concern, and Islamic sharia law was introduced throughout the Christian south.

By 1986, the SPLA was estimated to have 12,500 armed men, organized into 12 battalions and equipped with small arms and mortars—much of it from Garang’s backers in Libya, Uganda, and Ethiopia. Support grew even further by 1989, when the SPLA’s strength had reached anywhere from 20,000 to 30,000. By 1991, it was estimated that this had risen even further, to between 50,000 and 60,000.

In 1989, following a coup d’état, a new government was installed in Khartoum under a northern radical Islamizer, Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir. He shared power with the civilian leader of the National Islamic Front, Dr. Hasan al-Turabi. Together, they transformed Sudan into an even more fundamentalist Islamic society and intensified the war against the south. Garang refused to enter into negotiations as long as this forced attempt to “Islamize” southern Sudan remained Khartoum’s goal, and he chose to remain a rebel. While some explanations for the massive number of deaths focus on the destructive nature of the civil war—and it was, certainly, a conflict in which little quarter was given—there is nonetheless enough circumstantial evidence to be able to lay a charge of genocide at the feet of the Bashir government. For a variety of reasons, however, there was little in the way of international attention directed toward the crisis. Throughout the entire period, Bashir’s government went out of its way to destroy unarmed southern civilian populations through killing, displacement, expulsion, starvation, and other means.

Initially, the SPLA relied on support from the regime of Haile Mariam Mengistu in Ethiopia, but Mengistu’s fall in 1991 led to the loss of this base. Fortune was to favor Garang, however. The fact that the United States regarded Bashir’s government as a leading sponsor of international terrorism, in which the master terrorist Osama bin Laden was alleged to have been given refuge, only served to throw U.S. support behind anyone willing to oppose Khartoum. Accordingly, it has been reported that in 1996 the United States sent nearly $20 million worth of military equipment through Ethiopia, Eritrea, and Uganda to help the Sudanese opposition overthrow Bashir.
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Despite this, the Sudanese government was also known to have made half-hearted attempts to lure Garang toward a peace settlement—even though he always declined on the basis that to do so would be to leave the people of the south vulnerable to northern economic exploitation and religious and ethnic persecution. A painfully slow negotiating process did, however, take place, as both sides accepted that they were deadlocked in a war that neither could win. In July 2002, Garang and Bashir met for the first time, in Uganda, and a breakthrough came when the south was granted the right to hold a referendum on its future after a six-year transition period. The SPLA agreed to put its demand for secession on hold, and in return the Sudanese government agreed to a limited separation between the state and religion and to withdraw most of its troops from the south.

The peace process dragged on for another 18 months, during which haggling took place over how the south’s oil revenues would be split in the future. In May 2004, a provisional agreement was signed, and, as a reward, the Arab League pledged $2 billion to help rebuild the south. The Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) that followed, also known as the Naivasha Agreement, was signed on January 9, 2005, between the SPLA and the Sudanese government, providing for Garang’s appointment as vice president of Sudan in a power-sharing arrangement that allowed limited autonomy for southern Sudan and a scheduled referendum of possible secession within six years. On July 9, 2005, after 21 years of struggle, Garang reentered Khartoum to a rapturous welcome and was sworn in as vice president.

Less than three weeks later, in late July 2005, Garang was returning by helicopter from a visit to Rwakitura, the country home of his long-time ally, Ugandan president Yoweri Museveni. In circumstances the full details of which are still yet to be fully determined, the helicopter crashed, and Garang and all on board were killed. At first, there was uncertainty as to what the effect of Garang’s death might be on the Naivasha Agreement, but the peace held sufficiently to enable a referendum to take place from January 9 to 15, 2011. to determine whether the region should remain part of Sudan or become independent. On February 7, 2011, the referendum commission published the final results, with 98.83 percent voting in favor of independence. Accordingly, on July 9, 2011, the Republic of South Sudan became Africa’s newest independent country, and the 193rd member state of the United Nations (UN).
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Gosh, Salah Abdallah

Salah Abdallah Gosh was a major general in the Sudanese army, and until 2009 he was the head of Sudan’s national security and intelligence apparatus. He was also a supporter of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir’s regime, which was established in Sudan in 1989, and has been implicated for his involvement in the Darfur Genocide.

Salah Abdallah Gosh was born and raised in Nuri in northern Sudan. Because of his involvement in espionage and counterintelligence, the details of Gosh’s life remain sketchy and fragmentary. He apparently studied engineering at the University of Khartoum, graduating in the early 1980s. There he became involved in Sudan’s Islamic Movement, and he soon created an intelligence bureau to keep the movement’s leaders informed of political happenings within the university. After graduation, he became involved in intelligence work for the National Islamic Front; at the same time, he worked as a civil engineer.

After Omar al-Bashir took power in Sudan via a coup in 1989, Gosh became a full-time intelligence officer and operative. As such, he made important contacts with militant Islamists throughout the Middle East. In fact, he played a key role in helping to establish Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda headquarters in Sudan between 1990 and 1996. In 1995, however, Gosh was removed from his intelligence position when Sudan was accused of having hatched a plot to kill Egypt’s president, Hosni Mubarak. Gosh took a position as director of a military arsenal in Yarmouk, but by the late 1990s, he had been made chief of internal security for Sudan; later, in the early 2000s, he was named director of National Intelligence and Security Services.

In 1999, when the Islamic Movement split, Gosh remained loyal to al-Bashir and the National Congress Party (NCP). However, he also came to be seen as a loose cannon and clashed with some of the party’s leadership. When the Darfur rebellion began in 2003, Gosh played a central role in creating and equipping government militias, which in turn perpetrated many atrocities against unarmed civilians. In 2006, the United Nations (UN) listed Gosh as one of at least 17 Sudanese officials who were involved in perpetrating the Darfur Genocide.

About the same time, Gosh appeared to be playing both ends against the middle, and allegedly had significant contacts with American and British intelligence agencies, providing information on radical Islamists in the region. Although American officials have not commented on these developments, it is believed that the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) flew Gosh to Washington, D.C. in 2005 on a counterterrorism mission. Gosh himself claimed to have helped U.S. intelligence efforts in Somalia and Iraq, although that cannot be proven.

Beginning as early as 2008, after the International Criminal Court (ICC) had handed down an indictment for war crimes against al-Bashir, Gosh is thought to have begun plotting a change in regime that would bring Ali Osman Taha to power. In 2009, al-Bashir, now suspicious of Gosh’s loyalty, sacked Gosh as intelligence chief, making him a presidential adviser for national security in a bid to keep him in line. Gosh apparently continued to plot behind the scenes, however, and in November 2012, amid growing unrest, al-Bashir ordered that Gosh be arrested and jailed. He remains in jail as of this writing.
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Harun, Ahmad

Ahmad Harun is Sudan’s minister of humanitarian affairs and one of two individuals charged by the International Criminal Court (ICC) with war crimes and crimes against humanity committed in Darfur. Harun served as Sudan’s minister of the interior during the first years of the ongoing conflict.

Ahmad Mohammed Harun was born in 1964 in Sudan’s North Kordofan state, which borders North Darfur to the west and Khartoum state to the east. He belongs to a Sudanese tribe of West African descent known as the Bargo. Before beginning his political career, Harun attended Egypt’s Cairo University, where he trained to become a judge. However, Harun eschewed his legal career in 1990 to join the National Intelligence and Security Service of Sudan, where he served until 2005.

While Harun earned a reputation within the ruling National Congress Party as a rising political star during the 1990s, in the public eye, he earned a less-flattering reputation as “the butcher of Nuba.” Before Harun entered Sudanese politics in 1995, becoming chief of staff for the governor of his home state of North Kordofan, he orchestrated the massacre of the people of Kordofan’s Nuba Mountains. This campaign of violence bears a striking resemblance to the later campaign in Darfur, characterized by the targeting of Nuba civilians, forced displacement, rape, and the use of famine as a weapon. Harun was involved in the recruitment of local people into militias that staged such attacks against the Nuba, experience he would make use of again as Sudan’s minister of the interior.

Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir appointed Harun to his cabinet as interior minister in May 2003, soon after the rebel Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) began staging attacks on government installations in Darfur. For the next two years, Harun recruited, funded, and armed the notorious Janjaweed militias of Darfur and encouraged them to commit widespread atrocities against civilian populations—those belonging to the same ethnic groups from which the SLA drew its membership, including the Fur, Massalit, and Zaghawa peoples. The ensuing conflict in Darfur has so far claimed at least 200,000 lives and displaced more than 2 million people.

While Harun has not denied that atrocities have taken place in Darfur, he has also so far refused to bear personal responsibility for them. In February 2007, the ICC issued an international warrant for his arrest, which has been ignored by the Sudanese government. The ICC presented convincing evidence pointing to his extensive knowledge of and involvement in the atrocities, including eyewitness accounts of Harun delivering arms and funds to Janjaweed fighters in his personal helicopter. According to the ICC, Harun traveled extensively through Darfur with large, well-guarded boxes of cash drawn from a limitless budget that was not publicly audited.

Other incriminating evidence against Harun includes his own public comments and speeches. In August 2003, Harun gave a speech in the town of Mukjar before a large gathering of Janjaweed calling for indiscriminate attacks against civilians, saying “since the children of the Fur have become rebels, all the Fur and what they had had become booty for the Mujahidin.” This speech was followed almost immediately by a massive attack on the town. Earlier public speeches referred his “power and authority to kill or forgive whoever in Darfur,” to “cleaning” operations, and to being prepared “to kill 3/4 of Darfur.” In 2004, Harun told the United Nations (UN) Commission of Inquiry on Darfur that “the villages are like water to fish” and explained that his objective was to remove the water in order to kill the fish.

In a 2006 cabinet shuffle, President Bashir appointed Harun to the position of minister of humanitarian affairs, making Harun responsible for the well-being of the more than 2 million refugees that his campaign of violence created. His controversial appointment has been generally viewed as an intentional snub of the government’s international critics. In a similar maneuver in September 2007, Bashir named Harun—already a wanted war criminal—to lead the investigation into human rights abuses committed in Darfur.
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Hilal, Musa

Musa Hilal, an Arab tribal leader from northern Darfur, Sudan, is a key member of the Janjaweed militia and has been an adviser to the Sudanese minister of Internal Affairs. Born in 1961, his family is a major actor within the Arab Mahameed clan. Allegations have been made that Hilal’s father relocated the clan to the Amu region of Darfur in 1976 after he acquired land originally owned by black Africans through forgery and bribing a local official.

In 1997, Hilal was arrested, allegedly for killing 17 black Africans, but the charge did not stick and no conviction was recorded against his name. He was, however, convicted in 1998 for leading an armed robbery against the Central Bank of Nyala, during which a policeman was killed. Hilal served his sentence in a number of prisons around Sudan, always under tight security.

Hilal was again detained during 2002–2003 on orders of the then-governor of North Darfur who was concerned over increased ethnic tension in the region. In early 2003, Hilal was imprisoned in Port Sudan, but in April 2003, with the outbreak of the Darfur conflict, the government of Sudan freed him to help recruit and command militia forces and thereby crush the armed rebellion of the Sudan Liberation Movement. It is believed that Sudan’s first vice president, Ali Osman Taha, and the chief of the air force, Major General Abdullah Safi Al-Nur, helped to secure his release.

Between 2003 and 2010, Sudanese government troops and Janjaweed carried out widespread ethnic cleansing and genocide against black Africans in Darfur. Initially, the Sudanese government and Janjaweed retaliated against rebel groups of Sudanese blacks who had attacked government installations and the provincial capital of al-Fasher as a result of their frustration over the discrimination and marginalization they were experiencing at the hands of the government. Instead of merely attacking the rebel groups, however, government forces and Janjaweed carried out wholesale attacks on the villages and farms of Sudanese blacks in Darfur, indiscriminately killing men, women, and children, raping young girls and women, and, prior to burning down hundreds of entire villages, plundered what they could. By 2011, estimates of the dead ranged from 250,000 to over 400,000, with over 2 million internally displaced and another 250,000 subsisting in refugee camps in Chad.

From an early date in the conflict, Hilal’s name has been closely associated with the killing. In 2004, the U.S. State Department identified him as one of the top Janjaweed leaders running a terror campaign in Darfur against the black African population, and in a purported meeting that took place in Khartoum with the U.S. charge d’affaires, Hilal allegedly provided detailed information on Khartoum’s support of the Janjaweed militias in Darfur. It has been reported that in 2005 Hilal told the international humanitarian organization Human Rights Watch that on behalf of the Sudanese government he recruited people from Arab tribes to fight the Darfurian rebels. At this time, however, he denied having performed any acts that could be considered crimes against humanity or war crimes.

In April 2006, the United Nations (UN) Security Council imposed financial and travel bans against Hilal, having identified him as one who was obstructing peace in Darfur, and pursuant to this U.S. president George W. Bush issued an executive order enforcing U.S. sanctions against him. In response, Hilal threatened that he would fight anyone who tried to hand him over to an international court should he be indicted and an arrest warrant issued against him. Such international action was not long in coming. In February 2007, the prosecutor of the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague named Hilal for having made a racist and inflammatory speech back in July 2003, although he was not yet identified as a war crimes suspect. It was shown that Hilal was enthusiastic about the Arabs of Darfur and Sudan unifying to fight the common enemy, and that he characterized the conflict as a jihad, or holy war.

On January 18, 2008 (in a decision announced publicly two days later), Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir appointed Hilal as the new chief adviser to the Ministry of Federal Affairs in Sudan. This position would allow him to coordinate with regional leaders surrounding Darfur, as well as with Arab tribal groups, on relations with the government in Khartoum. It also gave him some measure of authority over decisions made in Khartoum relating to the recruitment of Janjaweed for Sudanese government purposes.

Hilal has not shied away from acknowledging his role in the recruitment of Janjaweed militias, although the acts he has allegedly been responsible for committing are many and heinous. It has been reported that over the years he met on numerous occasions with militia leaders to coordinate attacks on Fur and Zaghawa villages. He has been accused of kidnapping women. On February 27, 2008, American chronicler of the Darfur genocide Eric Reeves reported the destruction of 30 villages, the assassination of 200 people, the rape of over 200 girls and women, and the kidnapping of 150 women and 200 children. These actions, Reeves argued, were executed by Janjaweed militias acting on Hilal’s orders.

There is much about Hilal that is internally contradictory. In an interview with Human Rights Watch on September 27, 2004, he stated clearly that he was “not a criminal.” Yet while Hilal refuses to accept that he is a military leader or part of the Sudanese armed forces, he has repeatedly said his fighters are engaged in a jihad and would not disarm even if the government were to demand it. At the same time, he has upheld claims that Janjaweed actions are not spontaneous or directed by him, but are, rather, organized and directed from Khartoum under President Bashir. A former Janjaweed recruit, called up to join the Janjaweed in 2003 with the inducement of £60 a month and a gun, stated in a press interview that Hilal commanded the Janjaweed in Island Mustariha, northern Sudan. Witnesses have related accounts of militia members who committed atrocities in Hilal’s name, and Hilal was seen at the site of various attacks in North Darfur in February and March 2004. It was common knowledge that he was often transported around the country by Sudanese government helicopters, while eyewitnesses have confirmed that Hilal was both uniformed and armed by the Sudanese military.

In a report published in The New York Times on June 12, 2006, Hilal was quoted as having said in 2004 that his militias should aim to “change the demography of Darfur and empty it of African tribes.” Recently, Hilal has been known to blame the ruling regime in Khartoum for the atrocities that took place in Darfur in the earlier years of the 21st century and to have expressed regret for the acts committed since 2003.

From 2006 onward, international pressure has been building on the Sudanese government to give Hilal over to the ICC, but in view of the fact that Bashir has already been indicted but does not seem to care, it is unlikely that anything will be done about (or to) Hilal in the foreseeable future. To the contrary, President Omar al-Bashir appointed Hilal advisor to Federal Affairs Minister Abdel Basit Sabderat in 2008.
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Hussein, Abdelrahim Mohamed

Abdelrahim Mohamed Hussein is Sudan’s defense minister, charged by the International Criminal Court (ICC) with war crimes and crimes against humanity in Darfur. Hussein was born in Northern State, Sudan, near Dongola, though the exact date of his birth is indeterminate. The ICC arrest warrant for Hussein estimates his age in 2012 as over 60 years old.

It was in secondary school in 1964 that Hussein first met the future president of Sudan, Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir. Hussein went on to a career in the Sudanese Air Force, during which time he was involved with the Islamist organization the Muslim Brotherhood. He played an important role in the 1989 Islamist coup that elevated Bashir to power and he subsequently served as secretary general of the Revolutionary Command Council that ruled Sudan until its powers devolved to President Bashir in 1993. Hussein served as minister of the interior (1993–2005) and simultaneously was Bashir’s special representative in Darfur (2003–2004). He is alleged to have worked directly with Osama bin Laden and Al Qaeda during bin Laden’s tenure in Sudan (1992–1996). Since 2005, Hussein has served as minister of defense.

Atrocities committed during Hussein’s term as presidential representative in Darfur drew international attention and condemnation, especially after the ICC issued arrest warrants for President Bashir himself, charging him with war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide in Darfur. On March 1, 2012, the ICC issued a warrant for Hussein’s arrest on 21 counts of war crimes (including murder, attacks on civilians, and rape) and 20 counts of crimes against humanity (including murder, forcible transfers of civilians, rape, imprisonment or severe deprivation of liberty, and torture).

The ICC warrant charged Hussein with formulating and implementing a counterinsurgency plan with a core component of unlawful, coordinated attacks by Sudanese armed forces and Janjaweed militias against civilian populations presumed to be associated with rebel groups. The charges against Hussein completed ICC indictments of an unbroken chain of command from Janjaweed leader Ali Kushayb, who led the attacks on the ground, to former interior minister Ahmed Muhammad Harun, who coordinated militia attacks and reported to Hussein, who in turn reported to President Bashir. For its part, the Sudanese government dismissed the charges, declaring that it had not been a party to the statutes establishing the ICC and that it therefore did not recognize the ICC’s authority.

ICC prosecutor Luis Moreno-Ocampo is considering additional charges against Hussein based on possible war crimes committed in the conflict-ridden, oil-rich border region between Sudan and newly independent South Sudan. For evidence, the ICC relies greatly on data collected by the Satellite Sentinel Project, a network of spy satellites and satellite-imagery analysts supported by actor George Clooney and the Enough Project.
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Ibrahim, Khalil

The founder and, until his death, the leader of the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM). Khalil Ibrahim was born in Darfur as a member of the Zaghawa tribe in 1957. He was trained as a physician and supported the National Islamic Front (NIF) that seized power in Sudan in 1989 under the direction of Hassan al-Turabi. Ibrahim served the NIF in a number of regional posts, including the ministries of health, finance, and education in North Darfur.

As early as the mid-1990s, however, Ibrahim became disaffected with the Islamist regime for its withdrawal of economic and educational support from Darfur and for its arming of Arab militias. He quit his government position in August 1998 to found Fighting Poverty, an NGO.

After Turabi was stripped of power by General Omar Hassan Ahmad Al-Bashir in December 1999, Ibrahim turned to other varieties of activism. He was an anonymous coauthor of the Black Book, an exposé of the grip that three northern Arab tribes held on Sudan’s political power and resources to the detriment of the country’s marginalized districts and peoples. In August 2001, Ibrahim announced the formation of JEM, whose program favored a unified Sudan but called for radical constitutional reform and equitable redistributions of power and wealth. Its embrace of Islamic law for Muslims distinguished JEM from the secular Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), with which JEM cooperated in loosely allied military operations. Chad and Libya provided JEM with political and financial support.

In May 2006, the Sudan government and the SLA faction led by Minni Minawi signed the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) in Abuja, Nigeria. Ibrahim rejected the DPA as merely a partial and divisive solution to the Darfur conflict. The next month, he helped found the National Redemption Front, advocating a federal system of regional self-rule and a just system for sharing wealth and power among Sudan’s regions.

JEM forces attacked Omdurman, across the White Nile from the national capital of Khartoum, in May 2008. They were eventually repulsed but the assault showed the ability of the rebels to strike at the heart of the regime. JEM and the government signed a preliminary agreement in February 2010 by which JEM would attain seats in the Khartoum government and become a political party. However, within two months, the agreement disintegrated amid mutual accusations of violating the cease-fire and stalling the peace process.

Ibrahim lost the security offered by a friendly neighboring regime when Chad normalized relations with Sudan in 2010. He moved to Libya, where he was suspected of lending mercenary support to the embattled Libyan leader, Muammar Qaddafi. With Qaddafi’s fall in 2011, Ibrahim returned to Sudan. In November 2011, JEM joined the newly formed Sudanese Revolutionary Front (SRF), whose stated objective was not simply constitutional reform but the overthrow of the Bashir regime. JEM joined the SRF belatedly, only after negotiating with the front’s secular members the contentious issue of the proper role of Islam in a postrevolutionary Sudan. Ibrahim died on December 24, 2011, from wounds suffered while fighting government forces.
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Janjaweed

Janjaweed is an informal name for the armed militia that since 2003 has been the principal agent of mass murder, rape, and property destruction in the Darfur region of Sudan. The militia’s members hail primarily from a few traditionally nomadic, Arabic-speaking Abbala and Baggara tribes—camel and cattle herders, respectively—and are lighter-skinned than most of Darfur’s sedentary population. Despite the Janjaweed’s Arab-supremacist ideology, “Arab” is a misleading term in Darfur, where nearly the entire population is black as well as Muslim, including those defining themselves as Arab. While popular media have dramatized the conflict in Darfur as a showdown between Arabs and Africans, many Darfurians defining themselves as Arab do so primarily on the basis of their communities’ use of Arabic and on their pastoralist way of life. Many of the tribes in Darfur defining themselves as ethnically Arab are not associated with the Janjaweed.

Known by a colloquial Arabic expression that roughly means “horseman,” Janjaweed militia have become known for riding into African farming settlements after bombing raids by the Sudanese Air Force, massacring the men, raping the women, and stealing anything they can find. This mass slaughter, characterized by some international observers as genocide and by others merely as war crimes, has forced millions of Darfurians to flee to refugee camps since 2003.

A modern incarnation of the age-old nomadic Arab militia known as Murahilin (nomads), the origins of today’s Janjaweed reach back to 1988, after former Chadian president Hissein Habré, aided by French- and U.S.-backed forces, drove Libyan president Colonel Muammar Qaddafi’s invading militia out of Chad into Darfur. There they stayed through the 1990s, continuing to espouse their Arab-supremacist ideology and gathering weapons, and their small-scale territorial incursions at the expense of Darfurian farmers were largely ignored by the Sudanese government in Khartoum.

Conflict between Arab and non-Arab Darfurian groups escalated during 1999–2000, when rebels in western and northern Darfur began to demand more rights from Khartoum. In February 2003, rebels stepped up their attacks against government installations, and Khartoum responded with a counterinsurgency campaign that involved recruiting, organizing, and providing weapons to the Janjaweed militia. While the campaign aimed to destroy the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) and the Justice and Equality Movement, as part of its strategy, the government also orchestrated the Janjaweed’s scorched-earth campaign against unarmed, non-Arab civilian populations, particularly those of the Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit ethnic groups, which are those most associated with the rebel movements. The Sudanese government has largely denied its role in this campaign; however, the evidence contradicting these denials, beginning with thousands of eyewitness accounts, is overwhelming.
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Following intense international criticism that included the 2004 naming of Musa Hilal, a Darfurian Arab tribal leader, as a prime suspect for genocide by the U.S. State Department, in 2006, much of the Janjaweed was hired on by Khartoum’s Sudan Armed Forces. Those remaining continued to be active in Darfur and in neighboring Chad, and smaller-scale attacks continued even as the United Nations (UN) threatened to send a new peacekeeping force to the region in late 2006. In February 2007, the International Criminal Court (ICC) issued an arrest warrant for another suspected militia leader, Ali Kushayb, on 51 charges of war crimes and crimes against humanity, but the Sudanese government has unsurprisingly refused to cooperate with arranging for his extradition.
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Justice and Equality Movement

The Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) is one of the principal groups rebelling against the national government in Sudan’s western region of Darfur. Operating primarily in northern West Darfur State, the JEM is second in size and influence only to the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), whose activities are centered in South Darfur. While sharing many of the same basic founding principles as the SLA, particularly in its demands for greater regional autonomy and economic opportunity, the JEM is distinct from the SLA in having firm roots in Islamist political ideologies. The organization is also notable for having a strong tribal affiliation with the Zaghawa people, whereas the SLA is not dominated by any one tribe but instead draws its ranks from a broad tribal base that includes Fur, Masalit, Zaghawa, and other peoples.

The JEM emerged as a distinct political entity in 2001 under the leadership of medical doctor and former Darfur government minister Khalil Ibrahim. Its formation was intricately tied to a 1999–2000 power struggle between Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir and his former mentor Hassan Turabi, then speaker of the National Assembly. During the peak of this dispute, a mysterious diatribe outlining the imbalance of power in Sudan known as The Black Book appeared in print in Khartoum, and soon thereafter Turabi broke from the ruling National Congress (NC) Party to form the opposition Popular Congress Party (PCP). Ibrahim and other non-Arab Darfurian politicians joined Turabi in founding the PCP during this period and then went on to create the JEM, adopting The Black Book as their political manifesto. While Turabi denies government claims that he is the puppet master behind the JEM’s rebellion, the organization’s leadership is intricately linked with him and his PCP.

During early fighting in 2003, when the crisis in Darfur was only beginning to escalate, Ibrahim told reporters that the goal of his movement was not secession but to secure a role in government. The group had strongholds in several large towns in West Darfur, including Tina and Karnoi. In April, the group launched a major joint operation with the SLA against government installations in Darfur’s principal cities of Nyala and al-Fasher. In a major symbolic victory during the attacks, JEM forces captured Major General Ibrahim Bashra, head of Sudan’s air force.

In October, some 1,000 JEM fighters launched another major assault, this time against Kulbus, killing dozens. They followed this in December with a second operation against the town in coordination with the SLA. The government of Sudan responded to the rapid expansion of rebel-held territory in January 2004, when it launched aerial bombardments against the JEM’s urban strongholds, including Tina and Karnoi, then followed these strikes with ground campaigns. As the government captured these towns, the JEM was driven back into rural areas of West Darfur.

In April, the JEM and SLA both agreed to a cease-fire, which was violated within days by the government. During this period of tense negotiations, the JEM showed its first signs of fracturing, and by May, the first major rift in JEM ranks had occurred, leading to the creation of the rival National Movement for Reform and Development led by Colonel Gibril Abdel-Karim Bari. The Ibrahim-led faction of the JEM, meanwhile, signed an alliance with the Free Lions, a Rashaida Arab rebel movement in eastern Sudan, vowing to continue fighting until the current government was toppled. Soon thereafter, the JEM was implicated in an alleged coup attempt led by Turabi.

The JEM refused to sign a May 2006 peace deal brokered by the African Union (AU) between the government and one of the two major factions of the SLA. The JEM has refused to back down from its conditions for peace: a Darfurian regional government, a vice presidential post, greater representation at the national level, a share of national oil revenue, and compensation for victims of government abuse. The JEM’s unwillingness to compromise on these points has earned them a reputation as one of the chief barriers to reconciliation, and the United States has placed sanctions against Ibrahim in an effort to curb the group’s ongoing violent activities.

Another splinter group, the JEM–Eastern Command, formed around Abdalla Banda Abbaker in July 2007 after he was dismissed by Ibrahim from his position as JEM commander general on the grounds that he discriminated against non-Zaghawa JEM members. The continued disintegration of the JEM into rival factions has earned its leaders a reputation for being unable to control its own forces—an unsurprising condition considering that the vast majority of the JEM’s leadership operates from exile in Europe. (Ibrahim himself commanded the JEM from France until 2007.) Renegade JEM factions have been among the prime culprits in attacks against aid workers and AU peacekeepers in Darfur.

In July 2011, JEM leaders refused to sign the Doha Documents for Peace, which have since proven ineffectual.

DAVID PAIGE

 See also: Darfur; Ibrahim, Khalil; Sudan Liberation Army; Zaghawa


Further Reading

Burr, J. Millard, and Robert O. Collins. Darfur: The Long Road to Disaster. Princeton, NJ: Markus Weiner, 2006.

Burr, J. Millard, and Robert O. Collins. Revolutionary Sudan: Hasan al-Turabi and the Islamist State, 1989 – 2000. Boston: Brill Academic Publishers, 2003.

Flint, Julie, and Alex de Waal. Darfur: A Short History of a Long War. London: Zed Books, 2006.




K

Kapila, Mukesh

Mukesh Kapila is a British medical doctor. Born in India on April 4, 1955, he holds degrees in medicine, surgery, and public health from the Universities of Oxford and London. His earlier career focus was in public health, although he is best known for his later work in international development and humanitarian affairs. Between 1987 and 1990, he served as deputy director of the first UK National AIDS Programme (which he helped create), and in the years 1990 to 2002 he worked at Britain’s Department for International Development, where he became the first head of a new Department of Conflict and Humanitarian Affairs, which expanded greatly under his direction.

In 1994, he was in Kigali, Rwanda, within hours of the city’s liberation by troops of the Rwandan Patriotic Front as part of the first British team into the city after its takeover. He then went to Goma, Zaire, to assist with providing aid after the mass exodus of Hutu refugees took place in the aftermath of the genocide. Other humanitarian assignments saw him at Srebrenica, Bosnia. In 2002, Kapila was appointed as a special adviser to the United Nations’ (UN) special representative of the secretary general in Afghanistan, and then special adviser to UN high commissioner for human rights Sergio Vieira de Mello. After this, between 2003 and 2004, Kapila was the UN resident humanitarian coordinator and the UN Development Program resident representative in Sudan.

As such, Kapila became the UN’s top official in Sudan. He took up his new post just a few months after Darfurian rebels attacked military outposts of the government of Sudan; the government’s retaliation was so harsh that early UN human rights monitors began to fear the prospect of an escalation in the conflict, in which the Sudanese government might engage in ethnic cleansing aimed at eliminating black Africans from Darfur.

Kapila’s UN apparatus did not possess any international observers in Darfur, so it took some time to fully appreciate that what was happening was not an anomaly, but instead something that was new and catastrophic. From the middle of 2003, firsthand stories began to trickle out with the first displaced people arriving in Khartoum. Local UN personnel were also passing on reports to Kapila’s office. As reports of atrocities mounted from late 2003 onward, Kapila began to see a pattern. Reports from UN workers and independent foreign aid organizations showed that Sudanese government forces and government-armed Arab militia members known as Janjaweed were using scorched-earth tactics against black African civilians. Villages were being burned, wells were being poisoned, and women and girls were being raped in large numbers. He was forced to conclude that what was taking place in Darfur was indeed ethnic cleansing. After this, he took his conclusions up a notch and toward late 2003 arrived at the view that he was in fact witnessing the first genocide of the 21st century.

Kapila’s immediate reaction was that he should attempt to develop a deeper understanding of what was going on in Darfur, having promised himself in his earlier assignments that if ever he was in a position of responsibility he would do all he could to avoid genocide or massive human rights violations on his watch. He soon developed a more determined approach and began to actively work to stop the carnage.

In early 2004, Kapila informed his superiors at UN headquarters in New York of the conclusions he had reached about Darfur. The response he received was that the UN had a humanitarian role in Sudan and that as resident humanitarian coordinator he should not get involved in political concerns outside his remit. A second response was that the peace process was in the hands of powers other than the UN (although with that body’s approval) and that little would be achieved by the Department of Political Affairs in New York getting involved.

Kapila was disgusted, but not discouraged. He attempted to make the international community aware of the situation, beginning with the government of Sudan itself. He also spoke with other members of the international community, starting with the foreign diplomatic corps stationed in Khartoum. From there, he began to make personal visits to governments in their own capital cities. He first went to his own government in London, then to Washington, D.C. (where he had meetings with the National Security Council in the White House), Paris, Oslo, Brussels, Rome, and many other cities. In some countries, his discussions were at ministerial level; in others, with senior bureaucrats. Wherever he went, he was told that the governments in question knew what was happening but that, because of the delicate negotiations then taking place to try to bring to an end the civil war between northern and southern Sudan, now was not the time to rock the boat by making a fuss over Darfur. Only in Washington did he obtain anything like a full hearing, but, even then, no concrete action was taken. The general attitude seemed to be that a greater provision of humanitarian aid was needed, rather than resolving what were, in reality, political problems requiring immediate resolution.

In frustration, Kapila abandoned the route of normal international diplomacy. He went public, divulging to the media what he knew about Darfur and the treatment his overtures in the capitals of the world had received. From Nairobi, Kenya, he conducted an interview with BBC Radio in March 2004, comparing the situation in Darfur to the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. His comments succeeded in bringing Darfur to the attention of the world’s media for the first time. Newspapers around the world picked up the story, which was immediately met by a denunciation from the government of Sudan as a “heap of lies.” His outspokenness landed him in trouble with his employer, the UN. Kapila so angered the host government in Khartoum that he was withdrawn by the UN, and in April 2004 he was transferred out of Sudan, just 13 months into a 24-month assignment.

Although it only took a few weeks after this for the first presidential statement from the Security Council, and a few months before the first Security Council resolution on Darfur, Kapila’s action effectively brought his international career in the mainstream of the UN to an abrupt end. His ongoing regret, as a result, is that he left with his job only half done, his mission a failure in that it did not prevent the worst of what happened in Darfur.

After this, Kapila was taken on by the World Health Organization (WHO) as director in the Department of Health Action in Crises and adviser to the director general, and he remained in this capacity between 2004 and 2006. Since September 2006, he has been at the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies in Geneva in different positions as a director and as special representative of the secretary general. Among his many other activities in international development and humanitarian affairs, Kapila has been part of the World Bank Global Facility for Disaster Risk Reduction and Recovery and the UN International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (UN/ISDR), as well as serving on many other boards and executive committees. In 2006, he founded the Alliance for Direct Action against Rape in Conflicts and Crises. In 2003, he was honored by his own government for his work in international humanitarian relief through the award of Commander of the Order of the British Empire (CBE) by Queen Elizabeth II, and in 2007 he received the Dr. Jean Mayer Global Citizenship Award of the Institute for Global Leadership.
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Kiir, Salva

Salva Kiir became the vice president of Sudan, president of southern Sudan, and deputy leader of the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) after the untimely death of former leader John Garang in a helicopter crash on July 30, 2005. Kiir then became the first president of an independent South Sudan on July 9, 2011, following a referendum in which southerners voted to secede. Kiir is a prominent Dinka tribesman and a founding member, with Garang, of the SPLM and its military arm, the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA). The two were friends and close allies against the Sudanese government throughout the bloody 21-year Sudanese Civil War, which claimed some 1.5 million lives. A highly respected negotiator and military strategist, Kiir’s pragmatism and willingness to compromise in the interest of peace were instrumental in negotiating the long-sought-after January 9, 2005, Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) with Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir.

Born around 1951 in the Gogrial district of the small Bahr el-Ghazal Province, Salva Kiir Mayardit never received more than an elementary school education at a Christian mission. At age 19, he joined the southern rebel movement and fought in the First Sudanese Civil War, becoming a low-level officer. The first peace accord was signed in 1972, and Kiir and Garang joined the regular Sudanese Army. In 1983, President Gaafar Muhammad al-Nimeiry nullified the peace agreement and imposed traditional Islamic law (sharia) across the nation, including in the mainly Christian and animist south, sparking a new rebellion. When Kiir and Garang were sent by Nimeiry to put down a mutiny among government troops in the south, rather than fight, they instead joined the rebels, bringing together a number of resistance organizations to form the socialist-leaning SPLM shortly thereafter.

Known as a firm, direct, intelligent man who dislikes long speeches and ceremonial pomp, after assuming the vice presidency of Sudan in 2005 Kiir pledged to maintain Garang’s commitment to achieving peace and security in the south and working toward a united Sudan. Despite speculation that Kiir would not be able to maintain the support of southerners, he was initially received warmly, especially due to rumors that he was a secessionist and would vote to secede from the Muslim north in the 2011 referendum—a popular stance in the south. Initially, however, Kiir insisted that he wanted to keep the country united and pledged to focus on improving security and enacting development initiatives in the south. Kiir also discussed with Khartoum a plan to end the massive conflict that has plagued the western Darfur region since 2003.

Although initial fears that the country would descend into sectarian violence following Garang’s death were well-founded, the transfer of power to Kiir was remarkably smooth. Despite his charisma and the support of the SPLM, Garang was not popular with the southern public, and the SPLA’s repeated violence toward civilians, intraorganizational feuds, notorious corruption and graft, and suffocating control of local governments left traditional and community leaders with little or no power to effect change in their regions. Additionally, Garang himself was known for making nearly all important decisions on his own and provoked repeated criticism from within the party for his irresponsible management style. In fact, Kiir was often his most forceful critic, arguing endlessly for accountability.

Kiir was not only a harsh judge of the party leader, but also of the party itself, which is known for its strong-arm politics and resistance to peace initiatives. In 1999, he oversaw the signing of a covenant between the Nuer and Dinka tribes, despite strong opposition within the SPLA and indifference from Garang. To show his seriousness about creating peace between the groups, Kiir used a display of military force at the meeting and vowed to strike down anyone who challenged the proceedings. The alliance proved invaluable when government forces from the north attacked the oil-rich eastern banks of the Nile River just one year later, displacing tens of thousands of Nuer, who were then taken in by the Dinka people of Bahr al-Ghazal Province.

One of Kiir’s main priorities as leader of South Sudan was overseeing the implementation of the referendum for independence. Although many southerners initially doubted whether he favored independence, he eventually made his support clear by refusing to run for the national presidency in April 2010 elections. Instead, he sought reelection to the presidency of the south, which he won with an overwhelming majority. After the formal announcement on February 7, 2011, of the referendum’s success—98 percent of southerners voted for independence—Kiir said a priority as president of the independent nation would be a “war” against corruption in his own government in order to help attract foreign investment. He also pledged cooperation with the north and said there would be freedom of movement between the two countries.
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Kristof, Nicholas

Nicholas D. Kristof is a dual Pulitzer Prize–winning journalist, author, and columnist for The New York Times, renowned for his in-depth reports focusing attention on the genocide in Darfur. Born on April 27, 1959, in Chicago, he was raised in Oregon and educated at Harvard University and Magdalen College, Oxford.

In 1984, Kristof joined The New York Times as an economics reporter, serving as a correspondent in Los Angeles, Hong Kong, Beijing, and Tokyo, until he was promoted to the position of New York Times associate managing editor. In November 2001, he began writing New York Times op-ed columns, often tackling issues relating to human rights abuse and genocide. As a journalist, Kristof has lived on four continents, reported on six, and travelled to over 140 countries.

Kristof won his first Pulitzer Prize for international reporting in 1990 after he and his wife, Sheryl WuDunn, reported on China’s prodemocracy student movement and the related Tiananmen Square protests of 1989. WuDunn was the first Asian American to win a Pulitzer Prize for journalism, and together they were the first married couple to do so. Kristof considers this period to have been the most formative period in his journalistic development. He realized that at this time the idea of journalistic neutrality in the face of oppression was wrong, and that he would have to take sides. In his view, he could not stand by as the students facing down government troops were being murdered simply for expressing their opinions.

Since then, Kristof has become especially well known for his advocacy of human rights issues around the world, particularly in Asia and Africa. His concerns have embraced such matters as human trafficking, global health, poverty, and gender issues. One of the major areas in which he has built on his interests has involved the genocide since 2003 in Darfur, Sudan, and the lack of an effective response from the global community to this crisis. He first learned about Darfur in early 2004 from reports by Doctors without Borders and the International Rescue Committee. Initially, his awareness was of a terrible situation brewing along the Sudan-Chad border. As it happened, there was another story he had wanted to do in Chad, so he decided to look into Darfur as well. When he arrived, he was told over and over again, at first hand, of how villages were being destroyed by the Janjaweed militias and the army of the government of Sudan, and of how men and boys were being killed and women and girls were being raped. From this point on, Kristof wrote dozens of columns exposing the atrocities taking place in Darfur and alerting his readers to the inaction of the world powers to get their hands dirty when dealing with the Sudanese government. After publishing his first articles on Darfur, Kristof became concerned over the inaction that followed. Determined to continue exposing what was happening, he decided to return to Darfur two months after his first trip to see what had happened in the meantime. It was the start of what became a one-man campaign to raise awareness of the Darfur situation through the pages of The New York Times.

After having covered the genocide for several years, Kristof has detected some measure of change, at least with regard to public awareness in the outside world. On the ground in Darfur, however, he considers that the situation is just as hopeless for the victims now as it was in 2004 or 2005. On a personal level, Kristof has experienced considerable frustration at seeing how slowly things change, mostly when viewing how difficult it is to translate concern into positive action. Over many years of observing and reporting on international affairs, he has come to the conclusion that intervention can take place more easily in the early stages of a conflict than later on.

Indeed, Kristof is most concerned about the reluctance of governments to get involved in stopping genocide when it is obviously occurring. Genocide, he has concluded, rarely rises to the top of governments’ priorities, whether it concerns the Armenians during World War I, the Holocaust during World War II, Rwanda, Bosnia, or any other location. In this regard, he has been critical of the mass media for not focusing sufficiently on genocidal governments and calling them for what they are, when it is appropriate to do so.

Throughout the decade of the 2000s and beyond, Kristof showed himself to be a distinctive voice in the mainstream media, a journalist-as-activist who employed his column as a vehicle for social justice. For his powerful series of articles on Darfur, in 2006 Kristof won his second Pulitzer Prize. (He had earlier been a finalist for a second Pulitzer in 2004 and 2005, and had won a George Polk Award for his reporting on human rights issues.) Then, in 2009, Brooklyn-based filmmaker Eric Daniel Metzgar produced and directed a documentary on Kristof and his work, Reporter, which showed Kristof and two young colleagues working in the Democratic Republic of Congo. Kristof’s reporting style was revealed as a model of where international broadcast journalism might head in the future. Kristof shows in this film how witnessing and reporting on the world’s atrocities can lead people to act, as it was when reports on Darfur motivated actor George Clooney to take action. Reporter was nominated for the Grand Jury Prize at the Sundance Film Festival in 2009. The same year, Kristof and WuDunn were awarded the Dayton Literary Peace Prize’s Lifetime Achievement Award, and in 2010 Kristof was notable in his calls for immediate action to stave off the prospect of a new genocide taking place in southern Sudan.
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Kushayb, Ali

Ali Kushayb was a senior commander of Janjaweed militias in the Darfur region of western Sudan. In April 2007, the International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague, Netherlands, issued a warrant for his arrest pursuant to charges of war crimes and crimes against humanity stemming from his involvement and leadership in attacks against civilians during village raids throughout Darfur from August 2003 to March 2004.

While details of his early life remain unclear, Ali Muhammad Ali Abd-al-Rahman (“Ali Kushayb”) is thought to have been born in the mid-1950s. Of mixed tribal origins, Kushayb’s father was a member of the cattle-herding Taisha tribe of southwestern Darfur while his mother was part of the Dangaoui tribe of South Sudan. Kushayb’s first known work was as a soldier in the Sudanese Army. Although it is unclear how Kushayb was able to gain local power, it is known that he became an important tribal leader in the Wadi Salih Province of the Sudanese state of West Darfur. He is also known to have been involved with the Popular Defense Force (PDF) in Darfur. From August 2003 to March 2004, he was considered the aqid al-ogada (colonel of colonels) for the PDF in the Wadi Salih region and a top commander of the Janjaweed forces. He was also called an “emir of the mujahideen”—a leader of Muslim religious militants—and is thought to have personally recruited and commanded thousands of militia members.

Kushayb became an important intermediary between Janjaweed forces in Darfur and the government of Sudan and is thought to have been in direct contact with the government regarding operations targeting civilian populations in the region. According to local sources, he coordinated efforts with local police and government officials, including Garsila town commissioner Ja’afar Abdul el Hakh (the current governor of West Darfur), and he was given a satellite phone and a vehicle to make himself available. He allegedly orchestrated attacks on numerous villages between August 2003 and March 2004, targeting local populations of ethnic Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa. Troops under his command raped, killed, tortured, imprisoned, and forcibly expelled civilians from many villages and destroyed large amounts of property and livestock during the attacks. Eyewitnesses said Kushayb was personally present at many of the attacks and took an active role in the atrocities. During February–March 2004, forces under his command carried out a series of executions and mass burials intended as a form of ethnic cleansing.

In response to early charges against Kushayb stemming from these attacks and executions, the Sudanese government issued a warrant for his arrest in April 2005. In November 2006, the government arrested Kushayb and kept him in custody until October 2007. At that time, government officials issued a statement claiming that he had been released, although no other details were offered. The arrest warrant from the ICC is outstanding, although Sudanese officials have refused to comply with it.
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Lost Boys of Sudan

The lost boys of the Sudan refers to a group of young boys displaced during the Sudanese Civil War. The media images of the young boys walking barefoot across rough African terrain, hopeful for a peaceful existence, have become an indelible manifestation of the human spirit.

The combination of war, famine, and disease has killed more than 2 million and displaced more than 4 million Sudanese since 1983. Some fled into southern cities like Juba; others trekked as far north as Khartoum and even into Ethiopia, Kenya, Uganda, Egypt, and other neighboring countries. Those refugees were unable to grow food or earn money to feed themselves, and malnutrition and starvation became widespread. The government’s de facto “scorched-earth” policies, which aimed to divide and conquer the already deeply internally divided militia groups, extended the fighting throughout the south with devastating results. Male children were subjected to the horror of witnessing their families being slaughtered before them while militia or rebel groups forced boys into conscription. Females of all ages were put into slavery or killed, and entire villages, including cattle and crops, were burned to the ground.

Beginning in the late 1980s, roughly 26,000 Sudanese boys, mostly from the Dinka and Nuer tribes and predominately Christian, were forced from their villages. Snaking their way through Sudan, hordes of boys aged 5 through approximately 13 gathered in a massive confluence in the hope of finding safety. The lost boys (so dubbed by aid workers after Peter Pan’s cadre of orphans) fled their homeland by foot across 1,000 miles of rugged and dangerous terrain to a refugee camp in Ethiopia. The trek through the sub-Saharan heat and wilderness took two months.

Many of the boys perished along the way, having succumbed to heat exhaustion, dehydration, starvation, and attacks from lions and other wild animals. The boys ate whatever they could, and when there was no water, they would suck liquid from mud. As a result, some of the boys died from eating poisonous leaves or drinking dirty water. Occasionally, aid from the International Committee of the Red Cross and other humanitarian groups would be flown in for the boys, but the civil war would most always interfere.

Once in Ethiopia, the boys spent three years in camps until civil strife in the region forced them to flee once again. Chased by the Ethiopian military in tanks and by other militia groups, the boys frantically tried to cross the River Gilo. Thousands of the lost boys drowned, were eaten by crocodiles, or were shot. Those who survived the river crossing began the arduous journey back through Sudan to Kenya, which was a destination for thousands of African refugees forced from their homes by war or natural disaster.
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A group of Sudanese boys pray at a refugee camp in Kenya on April 12, 1993. Displaced by years of bitter civil war, and fearful of mandatory conscription in government or rebel forces, thousands of Sudanese children fled their villages in the 1980s. (AFP/ Getty Images)



Walking for more than a year, only 10,000 of the original 26,000 boys arrived at the Kakuma refugee camp in 1992. The majority of the survivors were now between the ages of 8 and 18 (most did not know their age and were given approximate ages). Many still live at the camp in Kenya, while others have been placed around the world in programs to help them acclimate to new surroundings and survive on their own.
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Masalit

The Masalit (also spelled Masaliet) are an ethnic group of approximately 330,000 people who are concentrated in the Dar Masalit District of Northern Darfur Province in Sudan and across the border in the Adre District of Chad. Another 25,000 Masalit live farther west in the Oum Hadjer-Am Dam region of Chad. Tens of thousands of other Masalit have migrated in recent years to points in eastern Sudan, such as Khartoum and Gedaref-Kassala.

Most Masalit live as nuclear families in villages composed of conical wood and thatch houses. They speak a language that is part of the Maba division of the Nilo-Saharan linguistic family. Most Masalit are bilingual in Masalit and Arabic. Tribal tradition places their origins in Tunisia in North Africa, from where they migrated through Chad to Sudan. Most Masalit are small farmers, raising millet and peanuts. In the southern reaches of Masalit territory, the farmers also raise sorghum, okra, sesame, mangoes, and coriander. In recent years, increasingly large numbers of Masalit young men have taken to seasonal migration to towns and cities in eastern Sudan where they labor for cash. Although there are still elements of pre-Islamic religious rituals in Masalit culture, the people are becoming increasingly orthodox in their religious devotions. Their conversion to Islam began in the 17th century when traveling holy men reached the Masalit communities.

In the early 1990s, the Masalit were in a state of warfare with the neighboring Fur peoples of Sudan. During the Darfur genocide in the early years of the 21st century, they were one of the three main groups of “black Africans,” along with the Fur and Zaghawa, targeted by the Sudanese government and Janjaweed militias.
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Minawi, Minni

Minni Minawi is the leader of a principal faction of the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA).

In 2001, leaders of the Fur and Zaghawa tribes agreed to work together to oppose Arab supremacist policies in Darfur. Abdel Wahid al-Nur of the Fur was chosen as chairman of what would become the SLA, while Abadallah Abakir of the Zaghawa became deputy chairman. Minni Minawi was named Abakir’s secretary, chiefly because he could read and write. SLA rebels soon scored successes against government garrisons, at which time Minawi issued a declaration opposing the Khartoum government’s policies of Arabization, political and economic marginalization of non-Arabs, and genocide in Darfur.

When Abakir was killed in January 2004, Minawi began to style himself secretary general of the SLA. He promoted other Zaghawa and especially members of his own clan to key offices within the SLA. His ambition alienated not only the Fur and other tribes but even members of the Zaghawa, including civilians, who wished for greater cooperation and less ethnic divisiveness within the resistance movement. Furthermore, forces loyal to Minawi soon committed atrocities against Zayadiya Arab farmers, establishing a reputation for brutality that distressed Arabs and non-Arabs alike.

With Abdel Wahid in self-exile in Paris, Minawi pressed his advantage against his rivals within the SLA. In June 2004, Minawi troops attacked a number of Fur civilians. Other, smaller tribes of Darfur were also subject to Zaghawa extortion and duress.

In October 2005, Minawi convened an SLA conference in southern Darfur that his rivals in the organization, notably Abdel Wahid, declined to attend. Amid his supporters, Minawi was elected chairman, formalizing the rift between the SLA factions loyal to Abdel Wahid (SLA-AW) and to himself (SLA-MM). The Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), led by Khalil Ibrahim, constituted yet a third major rebel group.

On May 5, 2006, the SLA-MM became the only rebel faction to approve the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) with the government of Sudan. The DPA had been brokered with the assistance of the United States, and Minawi was flown to the White House for a meeting and photograph with President George W. Bush to publicize the peace agreement. As a result of the DPA, Minawi was sworn in on August 5, 2006, as senior assistant to President Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, becoming Sudan’s fourth-ranking official after the country’s president and two vice presidents. He also became the head of the Transitional Darfur Regional Authority, charged with administering the DPA in Darfur.

Minawi’s position as senior assistant was not renewed after the April 2010 general election. In December, he moved from Khartoum to Juba in the south, denouncing the government for its slow implementation of the DPA and its lack of progress on issues of sharing power and wealth. He proclaimed himself in rebellion again. In November 2011, the SLA-AW, SLA-MM, JEM, and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement–North announced a new rebel alliance, the Sudan Revolutionary Front, and pledged to topple the Khartoum regime through political action and armed struggle.
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Nuba

The Nuba people inhabit chiefly the South Kordofan region of Sudan in the Nuba Mountains. They are not one ethnic or cultural group, but rather are composed of multiple distinct groups, many of whom speak their own language or dialect. What binds them together are their geographic location and their socioeconomic status. Most of the Nuba are small farmers, cattlemen, and herders. They are not Arab, and so are looked down upon by the Sudanese government and Sudanese Arabs, who tend to view them more like Black Africans, a term usually used to describe the non-Arab population of Darfur. Some Nuba are Muslims, while others are Christian. Still others believe in traditional shamanism. The Nuba tend to be religiously tolerant, which rankles the Sudanese government, which seeks to homogenize Sudanese society by forcing all citizens to observe Islam. The current Nuba population is slightly over 1 million.

Historically, the Nuba have been relegated to third-class citizenship within Sudan and have been repeatedly marginalized and disenfranchised. In 1986, the Popular Defense Force (PDF), a militia group with direct ties to the Sudanese government, began a campaign of terror and intimidation against the Nuba people. This escalated into a broader, more destructive war against the Nuba and became part of the larger Second Sudanese Civil War (1983–2005). Atrocities against the Nuba increased dramatically, as villages were destroyed and civilians killed in large numbers. Some human rights groups classified these actions as a de facto genocide. The war also badly fractured the Nuba economy and led to widespread starvation because many could no longer engage in agricultural pursuits.

The Sudanese government justified its actions against the Nuba by asserting that they were not Arab and that many were not Muslims or practicing Muslims. Also at work in this incipient genocide was the fact that many Nuba inhabited areas that held high economic value. By exterminating the Nuba or driving them out of the country, Sudanese leaders hoped to profit from former Nuba farmlands. Most of the atrocities against the Nuba subsided with the end of the civil war in 2005, although the remaining Nuba continue to fight for basic rights while at the same time holding on to their unique culture and social institutions. Although the precise number of Nuba who died in the conflict is difficult to determine with any accuracy, estimates range from 500,000 dead to as many as 1 million dead.
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Nur, Abdel Wahid, al-

Abdel Wahid al-Nur was a founder of the Sudan Liberation Army/Movement (SLA/M) and the current leader of a principal faction of the SLA/M.

Abdel Wahid al Nur was born in 1968 and graduated in law from the University of Khartoum. In 1996, he and other Fur activists, including Ahmed Abdelshafi, began to organize against the government. In 2001, Fur and Zaghawa leaders agreed to cooperate against Arab supremacist policies in Darfur, and the following year, Abdel Wahid was named chairman of what would become the SLA. That same year, he was arrested by the Sudanese government. A letter of his, smuggled from prison and published, brought international attention to the Darfur conflict by pleading for the protection of the people of Darfur from the aggression of the national government. On his release, the SLA issued a manifesto that called for a secular state and self-determination for Darfur but also promoted concerns beyond Darfur by denouncing the oppression of all of Sudan’s marginalized peoples and urging Arabs to join the movement to redefine the Sudan nation.

Abdel Wahid’s leadership style created organizational difficulties for the SLA. He failed to delegate authority or to create administrative structures, yet was indecisive when faced with decisions he insisted on making. Dissatisfaction with his exercise of authority was exacerbated by the ethnic tensions within the SLA. In November 2005, Minni Minawi headed a Zaghawa faction of the SLA (SLA-MM) that broke from Abdel Wahid loyalists (SLA-AW).

The international community, including notably the United States and the United Kingdom, pressed the SLA-AW, SLA-MM, and Khalil Ibrahim’s Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) to sign the Darfur Peace Agreement (DPA) with the government of Sudan. Only the SLA-MM did so, on May 5, 2006. Abdel Wahid refused to sign without first having a strong North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) presence on the ground to provide security and ensure the disarming of Janjaweed militias. Other nonsignatories to the DPA then formed the National Redemption Front (NRF), which Abdel Wahid also refused to join. The SLA’s uncertain political direction following Abdel Wahid’s rejection of both the DPA and the NRF induced a number of commanders to switch their loyalty from Abdel Wahid to Ahmed Abdelshafi in July 2006, further fracturing the SLA.

Abdel Wahid moved to Paris in 2007 and has not returned to Sudan since. His refusal to join in the Doha, Qatar, peace talks exasperated French officialdom, and he avoided likely expulsion by leaving Paris at the end of 2010 to shuttle between Nairobi, Kenya, and Kampala, Uganda. His absence from Sudan is cause for criticism from rebel commanders and for attrition in his political constituency.

Nonetheless, the SLA-AW joined the SLA-MM, JEM, and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement–North to form the Sudan Revolutionary Front (SRF) in 2011. The SRF, which calls for toppling the Sudanese government by all political and military means, elected Abdel Wahid as vice chair of its leadership council and the head of its political wing.
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Prendergast, John

John Prendergast is an American author and human rights activist who has made a major contribution to raising awareness about genocide in Africa, particularly (though not exclusively) in relation to Darfur. He was born on March 21, 1963, in Indianapolis, Indiana. After drifting through his education and early adult years—during which time he attended five different universities before finishing his degree at Temple University, Philadelphia—it was a chance encounter with a breaking news story about Africa that was to change the direction of his life forever.

In 1983, Prendergast became sensitized to humanitarian disasters when he first encountered news of the Ethiopian famine, a disaster that lasted from 1983 to 1985. In 1984, he decided to go to Africa to investigate for himself the accounts of what was happening there. Unable to get to Ethiopia, he landed in Mali. Working his way across the Sahara, his developing love for Africa and his keenness to do something to alleviate the distress he saw became something that would dominate his life. In subsequent years, and after further trips to Africa, Prendergast decided that he would dedicate himself to raising awareness in the United States of what could be done to help the people of Africa at the grassroots level—not through government policies alone, but through concerted action from citizens on behalf of a shared humanity.

In the mid-1990s, under President Bill Clinton, Prendergast served as director of African affairs at the National Security Council and special adviser to Ambassador Susan Rice at the Department of State. In this capacity, he was involved in a number of U.S. peace initiatives in Africa. In 2003, when news of the genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan began to break, Prendergast had already established himself as an advocate of some note for African rights and a voice to be listened to in the U.S. bureaucracy. By that stage, he had worked for two members of Congress, UNICEF, Human Rights Watch, the International Crisis Group, and the U.S. Institute of Peace. Part of his work involved a trip to Congo in the fall of 2003 with activist-actress Angelina Jolie, the results of which were publicized through the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum.

In mid-2004, Prendergast went to Darfur on a fact-finding trip with The New Yorker columnist Samantha Power. This was his first direct exposure to the genocide that by now was in full swing in that region. Eighteen months later, he went again, this time with Academy Award–nominated actor Don Cheadle. The relationship forged between the two men was to be both lasting and fruitful, leading to the appearance in 2007 of their first book together, a work entitled Not on Our Watch: The Mission to End Genocide in Darfur and Beyond. This became a New York Times bestseller and was named nonfiction book of the year by the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP).

While outlining the Darfur tragedy, the book’s major focus was on finding strategies both to raise consciousness and to develop practical approaches in which ordinary citizens could take action to improve the situation and assist the victims. It also considered tragedies beyond Darfur itself, such as northern Uganda and eastern Congo. Holocaust survivor Elie Wiesel wrote the book’s foreword and then-senator Barack Obama and Senator Sam Brownback cowrote the introduction. Not on Our Watch offered six strategies readers could employ to shape change: Raise Awareness, Raise Funds, Write a Letter, Call for Divestment, Start an Organization, and Lobby the Government. Each of these small actions, the authors argued, can make a huge difference in the fate of a nation and a people.
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Much of Prendergast’s work went to support his Enough Project initiative, an organization he cofounded with another Africa expert, Gayle Smith, in 2006. Conceived as a project of the Center for American Progress, an organization committed to stopping and preventing genocide and crimes against humanity, Enough was launched in early 2007. Dedicated to creating “noise and action both to stop ongoing atrocities and to prevent their recurrence,” the project’s mission is to help people from every walk of life understand the practical actions they can take to make a difference. In framing its policy prescriptions, Enough utilizes what it refers to as a “3P” approach: promoting peace, protecting civilians, and punishing perpetrators. A fourth and all-encompassing “P,” prevention, is also important, and Enough works to develop the policies, tools, and investments that can best be brought to bear to prevent crimes against humanity and genocide, both now and in the future.

In view of the nature of his activism, Prendergast is a featured expert on television and in print media. He has himself authored 10 books on Africa and has written op-eds in a variety of national publications. In the visual media, he has appeared on or contributed to a number of television shows to raise awareness about human rights issues in Africa. In addition, he was a consultant on two episodes of Law and Order: Special Victims Unit, one focusing on the recruitment of child soldiers and the other on rape as a war strategy.

Among his movie and documentary credits are included Sand and Sorrow (directed by Paul Freedman, 2007), Darfur Now (directed by Ted Braun, 2007), 3 Points (directed by Josh Rothstein, 2009), and War Child (directed by Christian Karim Chrobog, 2008). He also coproduced Journey into Sunset (directed by Rick Wilkinson, 2006), a documentary examining the children known as the “Night Commuters” of northern Uganda, children who migrate into the towns each night so as not to be kidnapped by the soldiers of Joseph Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army. In the music industry, he partnered with Downtown Records and Mercer Street Records to create a compilation album, Raise Hope for Congo, which shines a spotlight on sexual violence against women and girls there.

With Tracy McGrady and other NBA stars, Prendergast cofounded the Darfur Dream Team Sister Schools Program to fund schools in Darfurian refugee camps and create partnerships with schools in the United States. He also helped create the Raise Hope for Congo Campaign, highlighting the issue of so-called “conflict minerals” that fuel the war in Congo. These minerals have in the past usually found their way into mainstream life in the Western world, a development that Prendergast and others say must be stopped so that the warlords in Congo can no longer fund their nefarious activities.

Prendergast was an early board member of the organization Not on Our Watch, a human rights and antigenocide body founded by George Clooney, Matt Damon, Cheadle, and Brad Pitt, among others. The mission of Not on Our Watch is to focus global attention and resources toward putting an end to mass atrocities. Drawing on the powerful voices of artists, activists, and cultural leaders, Not on Our Watch generates lifesaving humanitarian assistance and protection for the vulnerable, marginalized, and displaced. The organization encourages governments to take meaningful, immediate action to protect those in harm’s way. Where governments remain complacent, Not on Our Watch is committed to stopping mass atrocities and giving voice to their victims.

In 2010, Prendergast wrote another book with Cheadle, The Enough Moment: Fighting to End Africa’s Worst Human Rights Crimes, which focuses on building a popular movement against genocide and other human rights crimes. The book was intended to help empower engaged citizens from all societies and walks of life to combat genocide, rape, and the enforced servitude of child soldiers in Africa and showed how all individuals can become part of the movement to stop these things. It was an important follow-up to Not on Our Watch for those seeking to understand the region, in particular Sudan, Congo, and northern Uganda.

Prendergast remains a highly visible activist in human rights and antigenocide initiatives and a much-sought-after speaker in the United States and around the world.
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Reeves, Eric

Eric Reeves is a professor of English at Smith College, Massachusetts. He was born in Los Angeles in 1950 and educated at Williams College, Massachusetts, and the University of Pennsylvania, from where he obtained his PhD in 1981.

Reeves’s work to alleviate suffering in Darfur, Sudan, has served as a key source of information since the catastrophe emerged in 2003, although in this he built on his earlier research and activist work relating to the long civil war in southern Sudan that resulted in some 2 million deaths between 1983 and 2005. Since 2003, he has effectively worked full-time as an independent Sudan researcher and analyst. He has testified several times before the U.S. Congress, has lectured widely, and has served as a consultant to a number of human rights and humanitarian organizations operating in Sudan. He has written extensively on Sudan’s recent history, and published the results of his research both in the United States and internationally.

Since 2003, government of Sudan troops and Janjaweed militias have been carrying out widespread ethnic cleansing and genocide against the black Africans in the Darfur region of Sudan. Initially, the Sudanese military and Janjaweed retaliated against rebel groups who had attacked government installations and the provincial capital of al-Fasher. These groups, in particular the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), were frustrated over the fact that Sudanese blacks had been and were being discriminated against and marginalized and the victims of injustice at the hands of the Sudanese government. By way of response, the Sudanese military and Janjaweed carried out wholesale attacks on the villages and farms of Darfur, indiscriminately killing men, women, and children, raping young girls and women, and, prior to burning down hundreds of entire villages, plundering settlements for all they could carry away.

By collecting information from numerous sources via telephone, email correspondence, Internet searches, and interviews with relief workers, diplomats, reporters, and others who have returned from Darfur and the refugee camps in Chad, Reeves has managed to keep the world knowledgeable about the genocide in Darfur as it has been taking place. In this capacity, he is effectively a one-man nongovernmental organization, although he has been fortunate in receiving support for his research and travel from the Humanity First Initiative of the Omidyar Network, a philanthropic investment firm established in 2004 by eBay founder Pierre Omidyar.

International observers have considered that it has been the work of Reeves that has kept the Darfur crisis on the agenda of political leaders and the general public since 2003. His reports on southern Sudan and Darfur have generated hundreds of lengthy essays. On Darfur alone, he produces a 5,000-word analysis each week (www.sudanreeves.org) and disseminates his analysis on a weekly blog which is, reportedly, read by hundreds of scholars and policymakers involved with Sudan. As early as December 2003, he began declaring on his blog, as well in opinion pieces in various newspapers, that what was taking place in Darfur was genocide.

In May 2007, a collection of the most important of Reeves’s writings on Darfur between 2003 and 2006 was published as A Long Day’s Dying: Critical Moments in the Darfur Genocide. The book’s main theme was that the Sudanese government is committing genocide in Darfur while the international community looks on passively. The book provides an in-depth critical assessment of the situation and a stinging indictment of the international community’s diplomatic efforts in responding to the crisis. It also provides a record of Reeves’ relentless advocacy for Darfur across the period, becoming an indispensable archival reference for any serious student of the Darfur conflict.

Reeves has studied the genocide more thoroughly and knowledgeably than most other commentators or scholars and has stimulated responses from politicians, journalists, and academics for at least the last decade. In recognition of his work on Sudan, Reeves received an honorary degree from Smith College on March 6, 2008, the first time a current member of the faculty at Smith has ever been accorded such an honor. Further to his own work, he is also a consultant to several human rights and humanitarian organizations within Sudan itself.
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Save Darfur Coalition

Largely through grassroots efforts, the Save Darfur Coalition has raised awareness of atrocities committed in Sudan’s western region of Darfur and has mobilized a unified response to end the conflict. The nonprofit advocacy coalition includes 180 organizations and a network of 130 million people.

On July 14, 2004, the Save Darfur Coalition was created at the Darfur Emergency Summit, which was held in New York City and sponsored by the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum and the American Jewish World Service. Keynote speaker Elie Wiesel, a Holocaust survivor, encouraged participants to join together and act on behalf of civilians in Darfur, who have been targeted by the Sudanese government since 2003. Dozens of organizations have signed the coalition’s Unity Statement, which describes the killing, displacement, rape, and ongoing attacks against civilians by government-sponsored militia known as the Janjaweed as genocide.

Save Darfur has held various campaigns in order to draw attention to the humanitarian crisis and to motivate people to work for peace and security in the region. In January 2006, the organization called on individuals to send 1 million postcards to the White House, urging U.S. president George W. Bush to support plans for a multinational force to protect the people of Darfur. In April 2006, Save Darfur organized a rally in Washington, D.C., with 50,000 people in attendance. Coalition leaders have met with and petitioned President Bush and officials at the Sudanese Embassy to intercede.

In January 2007, the Save Darfur Coalition dispatched New Mexico governor and former United Nations (UN) ambassador Bill Richardson to meet with Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir. Negotiations led to a peace agreement that included a 60-day cease-fire between the Sudanese government and a rebel group. As part of the Voices from Darfur tour, Sudanese refugees traveled across the United States and shared their experiences in the fall of 2007. Anticipating the 2008 Olympics in Beijing, China, the coalition started its own Olympic torch relay to protest China’s strong business relationship with the Sudanese government.

Along with its international and national events, the Save Darfur Coalition encourages local efforts. To generate publicity, the group has paid for newspaper, television, and billboard ads. Lawn signs and green wristbands with the motto “Not on Our Watch” have been made available for individuals to display their support. Other campaigns have encouraged community gatherings, student fund-raisers, prayer weekends for people of faith, and investment firms to avoid contributing to companies that are involved in the crisis.

In spite of the wide publicity the Save Darfur Coalition has brought to the conflict in Darfur, the organization has drawn criticism for its aggressive advertising campaigns, including ads in the United States and the United Kingdom that reported a death toll at 400,000 people since 2003. Although the complexity of such crises complicates accurate casualty counts, conservative estimates place the number of deaths closer to 200,000. The aims of the coalition have also been characterized as out of touch with the nature of the conflict. Initially, campaigns called on the international community to establish a no-fly zone and to send a multilateral force to the region. However, relief organizations opposed such initiatives, claiming that such actions would impede their work and potentially cause further conflict if imposed without the consent of the Sudanese government. Additionally, aid groups operating in Darfur contend that Save Darfur’s budget is not directly applied to humanitarian services for refugees.

The organization is overseen by a board of directors who are selected from its member organizations. An executive director coordinates the coalition’s strategy and budget, advises the board on policies, and promotes cooperation between international, national, and local efforts. The Save Darfur Coalition operates on an annual budget of about $14 million, which it receives mostly through foundation grants and donations. Its 180 current organizational members include Amnesty International, the Anti-Defamation League, the Council on American-Islamic Relations, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, and the National Association of Evangelicals.
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South Sudan

The history of the area that now comprises the Republic of South Sudan is tied into the history of Sudan in general, even though northern and southern Sudan have always been very different geographically and in the ethnic and religious makeup of their peoples—circumstances that led in 2011 to the establishment of separate countries.

The rich land along the Nile River has long been considered one of the cradles of civilization, and from about 7000 BC in the region that now makes up modern-day Sudan and South Sudan was home to communities of farmers and herders. In ancient times, the northern part of Sudan was known as Nubia. The southern part was called the Nilotic region, and its history prior to the 19th century is somewhat unclear. According to the oral traditions of South Sudanese groups, such Nilotic groups as the Dinka, Nuer, and Shilluk arrived in the area sometime before 900 CE.

Egyptians entered Nubia by 2000 BC, and Nubian civilization peaked during the two centuries before about 1570 BC, when it was reduced to little more than an Egyptian protectorate. Ruins and ancient artifacts indicate that there was a strong Egyptian presence through the eighth century BC, when a Nubian revolt put an end to Egyptian domination. From then until the fourth century ad, a succession of independent kingdoms managed to repel attempted invasions from neighboring northern states.

In the sixth century, Christians invaded the region and succeeded in converting Nubian rulers; during the next few centuries, strong Christian Nubian states flourished. They successfully fought off raids by the Muslim Arabs who conquered Egypt in the seventh century. Meanwhile, the southern region of Sudan was being settled by black Africans. In about 1500, the black Muslim Funj peoples moved up from the south, overwhelmed the Nubians, and instituted a sultanate to rule their new territory. In the 16th century, the Funj converted the Nubians to Islam and established a powerful Muslim state. However, fighting among Funj tribes weakened the kingdom toward the end of the 18th century, making Nubia vulnerable.

In 1820 the Egyptians (under the Ottoman Empire) invaded Nubia and emerged completely victorious just two years later. Egypt annexed its former holding as the province of Egyptian Sudan and founded Khartoum in 1823 as the center of its rule—and of the slave and ivory trade. Turkish-Egyptian administrative mismanagement—and the slave trade—lasted for nearly 60 years, fueling internal unrest. As the Ottoman Empire declined, the British occupied Egypt and influenced the country’s affairs. British Gen. Charles George Gordon was appointed governor of Egyptian Sudan in 1877. He worked to rid the area of the slave trade and ruled more competently than previous administrations; when he resigned in 1880, anarchy filled the vacuum. That same year Muhammad Ahmad declared himself the Mahdi—the person in Muslim tradition who would wipe out evil from the world. Ahmad’s forces beat the Egyptian troops and captured Khartoum in 1885 after a long siege that saw the death of Gordon. The Mahdists gained total control of the province—only to have it deteriorate in their hands. Under a succession of caliphs, the Mahdists led military campaigns against the Nilotes in the south, annexing territory as they won battles. Social and economic chaos reigned until Egypt and the United Kingdom jointly dispatched a military offensive in 1896. The Anglo-Egyptian forces crushed the caliph’s defenses and the Mahdist state was overthrown within two years.

The British and Egyptian governments agreed in 1899 and 1936 treaties that they would share sovereignty over Sudan, but in practice the United Kingdom had most of the control. After World War II, Egyptian hostility toward British occupation deepened. In 1946 Egypt made it clear that it wanted the United Kingdom out of Sudan. There was a growing movement within Sudan, led by Ismail al-Azhari, favoring ties with Egypt over continued British rule. The United Kingdom sought only to modify the existing agreement, but as a concession it began to institute reforms designed to introduce self-government to Sudan. In 1950 the four-year-old Legislative Assembly asked both Egypt and the United Kingdom to grant Sudan full self-determination. In 1953, Egypt and the United Kingdom signed an agreement that stipulated that Sudan would have self-government after a three-year transition and that British and Egyptian troops would be removed.

Parliamentary elections were held, with Azhari’s National Unionist Party winning the overwhelming majority of seats, and Azhari became Sudan’s first prime minister. Just before the elections, a program of Sudanization—the replacement of all foreigners in government and military positions by Sudanese—began in earnest. Meanwhile, a revolt began in the south as the Christian and animist Sudanese there, who had a radically different society than the northern Islamic Sudanese, reacted to the northern monopoly on political power. The southern mutiny was put down in 1955, but the civil war it launched continued to flare for decades and is still going on.

The British Parliament declared Sudan an independent state on January 1, 1956, and both the United Kingdom and Egypt at once recognized the new country. The newly elected government was short-lived, as Azhari was overthrown later that year in a military coup led by Lt. Gen. Ibrahim Abboud. Abboud dissolved parliament, suspended the constitution, proclaimed martial law, and installed himself as prime minister. He resigned in 1964 to make way for a civilian government, which ruled for five years amid continuing civil war in the south. In a 1969 coup, Col. Gaafar Muhammad al-Nimeiry took power and set up a revolutionary council to oversee the government. Nimeiry consolidated his power over Sudan, surviving several allegedly communist-supported coup attempts. He was elected president in 1972 and a year later a new Constitution was passed declaring Sudan a single-party state.

The civil war in the south was temporarily halted when Nimeiry allowed some autonomy in the region. By this time, more than 1.5 million people had died from battles, starvation, and disease brought about by the civil war. Meanwhile, an influx of refugees from Eritrea, Uganda, and Chad was straining Sudan’s resources. After Nimeiry was reelected for a third term in 1983, he announced that the penal code of Sudan would follow Islamic law (sharia). The southern opposition movement was outraged. Rebel leader Col. John Garang organized a number of resistance groups into the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA), and the civil war resumed. Amid intense war in the south and nationwide protests against rising food prices and erratic government policies, Nimeiry declared martial law in 1984. A year later his regime was overthrown by Sadiq al-Mahdi, the great-grandson of 19th-century self-declared Mahdi Muhammad Ahmad.

Mahdi presided by military rule for a year and then allowed Sudan to hold its first free legislative elections in 18 years. Mahdi was elected prime minister, but his civilian government had little success in solving Sudan’s problems. The continued war with the SPLA, along with food shortages and growing debt, undermined the government. In 1989 Gen. Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir led a bloodless military coup and set up a 15-member Revolutionary Command Council (RCC) to rule, backed by the power of the armed forces. All parties but his National Islamic Front (NIF) were declared illegal (the NIF was renamed the National Congress party following the renewal of multiparty politics in 1999). In 1993 Bashir instituted several reforms, but they were only cosmetic: The fundamentalist RCC was replaced with a civilian administration, but the army still remained firmly in control. In January 1994, the government began a large-scale offensive against the SPLA, during which hundreds of thousands of people were displaced. International negotiators tried to help the Sudanese factions find an acceptable peace agreement, and a Supreme Council for Peace was established in September 1994 with representatives from the south as well as the north. A cease-fire lasted only until 1995, however.

Sudan—once an ancient center of early civilization—has been consistently criticized internationally for supporting decidedly uncivil behavior in the 20th century. The 1993 plot to bomb the United Nations (UN) building and several other New York landmarks put Sudan on the U.S. list of terrorism-supporting nations. The Egyptian president accused the Sudanese regime of complacency in connection with a 1995 attempt on his life in Ethiopia. Sudan has been slammed by both the UN and Amnesty International for such human rights abuses as torture, slavery, and killing. Amid these accusations and continuing civil war, presidential and legislative elections, widely boycotted and denounced as fraudulent, were held in March 1996. The NIF retained power, and Bashir was reelected to continue the government’s Islamic fundamentalist policies. In 1999, following a 10-year hiatus, political parties were legalized, and numerous groups flocked to register.

The UN lifted its sanctions against Sudan in September 2001 as the government began cooperating with the United States and international agencies in fighting terrorism. However, two months later, the U.S. government extended its sanctions on Sudan, saying Bashir’s policies continued to create conditions dangerous to international security. Sudan’s civil war with the SPLA also flared in 2001, but a 2002 cease-fire between the government and rebel group led to more peace talks over the next two years. Despite several setbacks, in May 2004, the two sides signed a comprehensive peace agreement, followed by a permanent cease-fire in December. In January 2005, Garang and Vice President Ali Osman Taha signed a final accord called the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in a landmark ceremony. Among the CPA’s provisions were wealth- and power-sharing between the north and three provinces of the south established as the Southern Sudan semi-autonomous region. The accord also granted exemption for the south from sharia. The provisions were implemented in July 2005, when Sudan adopted a new constitution and Garang was made first vice president in a new unity government and president of the south. However, Sudan was again thrown into turmoil on August 1, following an official announcement that Garang had died in a helicopter crash. The news sparked mass riots resulting in the death of more than 100 people. Garang was replaced in office by his deputy, Salva Kiir.

The CPA also called for a referendum to be held in 2011 for residents of South Sudan to decide whether they wished to secede and establish a separate country or remain with the north. To the surprise of many observers who felt that Bashir would not allow the referendum to occur, it was carried out as scheduled in January 2011. The referendum for South Sudanese independence succeeded with more than 98 percent of southern voters—including many refugees voting abroad—opted to establish an independent republic. The Republic of South Sudan was declared on July 9, 2011.
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Steidle, Brian

Brian Steidle is a former U.S. Marine Corps officer, best known internationally for his work documenting the humanitarian disaster and genocide taking place in the Darfur region of Sudan since 2003. Born into a military family in 1976, as the son of a naval officer he spent his childhood moving from location to location. He received his university education at Virginia Tech (from which he obtained a science degree), and in the Marine Corps. By the time he left the service at the end of 2003, he had reached the rank of captain.

In January 2004, after having served in Kosovo and elsewhere, Steidle saw a job opening for a U.S. monitor working in the Nuba Mountains of Sudan with a group called the Joint Military Commission, assisting with the creation and implementation of a north-south cease-fire in the Sudanese Civil War, and within seven months he had become senior operations officer. In September 2004, he moved into a different role as an unarmed military observer and U.S. representative to the African Union (AU) in another part of Sudan, Darfur. He was one of only three Americans serving with a coalition of African countries monitoring the cease-fire between the government of Sudan and black African rebel groups such as the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA).

Steidle served for six months in Darfur as an unarmed military observer. While there, he documented every day of his experience with his pen, his computer, and his camera. He emailed reports home almost every day, documenting systematic attacks against civilians as he watched the situation worsen. In a classic case of deliberate destruction, he witnessed the following set-pattern formula: a fighter plane would arrive and circle around a village to conduct reconnaissance, followed by helicopter gunships that would hover above the village and shoot at anything that moved. Then, on the ground, private militias known as the Janjaweed, together with Sudanese forces, would close in on trucks or a combination of horses, camels, and motor vehicles. The village would then be burned and looted, but not before the Janjaweed had taken goods for themselves as part payment for their efforts. All too often, Steidle would see the remains of people who were locked inside their home as it was burned to ashes. Some of these “villages” were in reality small towns of up to 20,000 inhabitants. Steidle saw them burned to the ground, resulting in hundreds of thousands of displaced civilians. He also saw the result of violent atrocities including the rape of women, the torture of men, and the murder of children.

The impotence Steidle felt by being unable to physically help the people he was observing played on his conscience to such an extent that after six months—and having taken nearly 1,000 photographs and a large number of witness statements—he resigned his position. In February 2005, he returned to the United States. He concluded that he had become a silent witness to genocide, a situation he could not abide. Convinced that he could be more effective by bringing the story of what he witnessed in Darfur to the world, he decided to publicize his observations.

Hoping to alert the public, Steidle found that he could not stay quiet about the horrors he had witnessed. He began talking to people and groups about what he had seen and sought appointments with influential leaders and policymakers. Within a short period, he had addressed more than 500 public awareness functions across the United States, including university events at Harvard, Princeton, Stanford, UCLA, West Point, and the U.S. Naval Academy. He met with members of Congress and such eminent leaders as former U.S. secretary of state Condoleezza Rice and former deputy secretary of state Robert Zoellick. He testified in the Congress and the British Parliament. He took his material to The New York Times and any other media outlet that would give him a vehicle and worked hard to raise awareness of the human rights violations and atrocities that were taking place in Darfur. Overall, his outrage and frustration brought Darfur to America’s attention and helped pave the way for renewed efforts on the part of the United Nations.

Steidle is perhaps best known to the general public as a result of an important memoir he wrote of his time in Darfur. With his sister, Gretchen Steidle Wallace, in 2007 he coauthored The Devil Came on Horseback: Bearing Witness to the Genocide in Darfur. The book addressed the atrocities Steidle had seen in Darfur and showed how international inaction had cost the lives of hundreds of thousands of people. Steidle and Wallace drew heavily on the many emails that had passed between them during the crisis, as well as extensive notes taken in the field and the large number of photographs Steidle took, many of which have since become iconic images of the Darfur genocide. An at times impassioned memoir, The Devil Came on Horseback took its name from the feared nickname given to the Arab militas that did so much to terrorize the black African population of Darfur, the Janjaweed, or “devils on horseback.”

At the same time as the book’s appearance came a documentary film of the same name, featuring Steidle’s photographs and his own narration. Directed by Ricki Stern and Anne Sundberg, and produced by Wallace and Jane Wells, it premiered at film festivals in early and mid-2007 and won numerous awards. The film alternates between contemporary footage shot by the filmmakers and Steidle’s own images from his time in Darfur. The viewer sees civilians who have been murdered and whole villages that have been burned and devastated. A confrontational movie, it charges its viewers to become educated about the ongoing genocide in Darfur and find ways to direct political leaders to take action to stop the killing. On this note, it also laments the failure of the United States and other countries to end the crisis. The film is an up-close and uncompromising look at the Darfur catastrophe and does not hold back in its attempt to raise public awareness about the atrocities in Sudan.

Today, Steidle remains an activist against genocide. His campaigning ignited American public awareness of the Darfur genocide and continues to do so today. He is an adviser to a variety of nongovernmental organizations on their current operations in Sudan and Chad on such subjects as intelligence gathering, Sudanese military operations, and war crimes. He has also assisted the International Criminal Court (ICC) in its investigation of war crimes in Sudan, in particular with regard to Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir, indicted in July 2008 by prosecutor Luis Moreno Ocampo for genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes in Darfur.
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Sudan

Sudan is the largest country in Africa, with a land area about four times the size of Texas. Located in North Africa, its northern half is a desert through which the Nile River flows on its way to Egypt. The southern half contains vast regions in which there are great swamps from the meanderings of the White Nile. The population in the south is African and Christian or animist. The northern desert area is generally Arab and Muslim.

Throughout most of its history the Sudan, especially the northern half, has been dominated by Egypt. In the late 19th century, the British colonized both Egypt and the Sudan. The decision to have the northern area administered by the Egyptians and the southern area administered by the British eventually led to the Christianization of the south and the Islamization of the north. Following independence (January 1, 1956), the First Sudanese Civil War, which had already begun in 1955, flared into a full revolt. The cause of the war was rooted in the goal of the Islamic leaders in the north to destroy Christian and animist control of the south so that the whole country could be turned into an Islamic state.

The fighting was mainly in the south. Occasionally, there was fighting between groups of rebels as well as against the Sudanese army. In 1958 a military coup brought General Ibrahim Abboud to power in Khartoum. The fighting in the south became a resistance movement against genocide when Khartoum tried to force abandonment of the use of English or native languages, the imposition of Arabic, and conversion to Islam.
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The rebels operating with captured weapons conducted a guerrilla-style war. The exile community, meanwhile, organized around the Sudan African Nationalist Movement. The Anyanya movement of southern blacks led by Joseph Lagu conducted the war against the Islamic government. The war ended with the Addis Ababa Agreement in 1972. It has been estimated that 500,000 people were killed. Thousands more were driven from their homes. Crimes against humanity during the first civil war included the sacking and burning of villages, rape, the execution of prisoners or civilians deemed not useful as slaves, and cultural extermination through the prohibition of the use of English or native languages. The enslavement of young women and children was often accompanied by their forced conversion to Islam.
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The Second Sudanese Civil War began in 1983 when Jaffar Nimeiri, Sudanese leader of the Free Officers Movement, sought to take control of the south by abrogating the Addis Ababa agreement. The conflict raged until 2005. The south formed the Sudanese People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) to resist Nimeiri. In 1989, Omar al-Bashir led a coup that took control of the north. As the leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, he called for a jihad against the south. The country was opened to Islamic radicals and international terrorists such as Osama bin Laden. Driving the Second Civil War was the quest for stability by oil companies seeking to produce oil in disputed areas. By 1999, oil began to flow, providing revenue for arms for the government. The burning of villages, expulsions of civilians, and the killing of civilians have been less than a systematic campaign, but long lasting enough to have killed or displaced thousands, including some who came to be known as “the lost boys.” Amnesty International and other nongovernmental organizations have alleged that war crimes and crimes against humanity were committed by all sides in southern Sudan.

Since 2002, global attention has focused on Darfur, which is Arabic for “the home of the Fur people.” It is an arid area in western Sudan about a 1,000 miles due south of the Mediterranean Sea. It borders the Sahara Desert in the north and the Sahel in the south and is about the size of France. The mass killing of black Africans of Darfur, Sudan, by the troops of the government of Sudan beginning in 2003 constituted the first acknowledged genocide of the 21st century. Although the process of killing (bombings from airplanes, automatic weapons fire, stabbings, burning people alive, the poisoning of wells, and chasing victims into forbidding deserts without water and food) has remained constant over the years, the amount of killing has ebbed and flowed as the government of Sudan has turned the spigot of violence on and off according to its wiles in its game of brinkmanship with the international community. To date, it is estimated that at least 480,000 people have been killed as a result of genocide and/or perished due to “genocide by attrition” (via starvation, dehydration, and unattended injuries). Some 3 million persons have been forced from their villages, and more than 225,000 have fled their country by entering Chad, a neighboring state. The killings, rapes, ethnic cleansing, and expulsions have been inflicted largely by Janjaweed Muslim Arabs, the seminomadic and nomadic Arab herders from the northern Sudan. They have been accused of genocide by killing, raping, and expelling great numbers with the connivance of the Sudanese government.

The causes of any case of genocide are extremely complex, and the Darfur genocide is no exception. The issues/events that combined to make genocide possible include extreme drought that resulted in a dramatic decline in the yield of produce, loss of pastureland, and loss of livestock. Along with resulting famine, the impact of the drought increased tensions over land use and access to water and ultimately resulted in ever-increasing conflict and violence between the nomadic/seminomadic Arab groups and the sedentary/farming group of non-Arabs. Arab supremacism, an ideology that promotes the notion that Arab beliefs and way of life are superior to all others, is also a contributing factor. Authoritarianism has also taken its toll: For more than 20 years, Sudan has been under the authoritarian rule of Omar al-Bashir, whose regime controls virtually every aspect of Sudanese life. The non-Arab population was (and still is) perceived and treated as second-class citizens, and the government ruthlessly suppressed any signs of opposition and dissent. As well, the black Africans are largely disenfranchised, with just a single region of Sudan, the North (where Khartoum, the capital, is located and accounts for just over five percent of the country’s population) controlling virtually all of the country. This naturally feeds long-standing hostilities among Sudan’s various regions.

In April 2007, the United Nations (UN) sent materials to the International Criminal Court (ICC) accusing 51 individuals of war crimes in Darfur. On May 3, 2007, the ICC, meeting in The Hague, issued warrants for Ahmad Muhammad Harun (humanitarian affairs minister for Sudan) and Ali Muhammad Ali Abd al-Rahman (aka Ali Kushayb) for crimes against humanity as leaders of the Janjaweed. Harun was interior minister at the height of the Darfur genocide. In August 2007, the UN Human Rights Office charged the Sudanese army and its allied militias with war crimes. Specifically, it alleged that the Sudanese army had made sex slaves of women and young girls abducted from Darfur villages. The enslavements came after raids on the east Jabel Marra region in southern Darfur in December 2006.

In March 2009, the ICC issued an arrest warrant for President Bashir, after months of bureaucratic wrangling. In July 2010, the court specifically charged him with three counts of having helped orchestrate the genocide in Darfur. Bashir has remained at large, however, in Sudan, and has not been detained or brought to justice. ICC and other international officials have warned him, however, that he faces apprehension and detention should he leave. He may also be apprehended if he enters international air space in an airplane. Sudan’s government has since asserted that Bashir’s plane would be accompanied by jet fighters to deter any attempt to force the plane down. Bashir has received support from numerous nations, including Egypt and Qatar, who refused to arrest him even when he visited those counties. The African Union has likewise refused to abide by the ICC’s arrest warrant.

Meanwhile, in May 2006 the Darfur Peace Agreement was finalized between the SPLA and the Sudanese government. This accord lasted until December 2010, when the SPLA abrogated it. That same month, more peace talks commenced in Doha, Qatar. The so-called Doha Agreement talks, however, broke down; since then, some parties have agreed to a comprehensive peace accord, but several key groups have yet to endorse it. In the meantime, the region has seen a general slackening of fighting, but tensions remain high and the possibility of renewed bloodshed seems ever present.

In January 2012, President Bashir formally announced the creation of two new states in Darfur: Central Darfur and East Darfur, each to be administered by a government-appointed governor. Oil revenues have rejuvenated the Sudanese army in recent years, particularly since oil prices spiked beginning in 2011. The army in turn has supplied the Janjaweed with arms. The Sudanese army has also conducted ethnic cleansing in southern Sudan in order to prepare the way for oil companies to explore and exploit the area.
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Sudan Liberation Army

The Sudan Liberation Army (SLA) is a rebel group operating in Sudan’s strife-torn western Darfur region. Following a series of internal power struggles that broke out in late 2005, the group is now divided into numerous factions. Unlike the similarly named Sudan People’s Liberation Army, which operates in southern Sudan, the SLA states that its goal is a unified Sudan in which Darfur’s people are given political autonomy and economic opportunity. Fighting between the SLA and the Sudanese government–sponsored Janjaweed militias has been ongoing since 2003. The SLA draws the core of its membership from three Darfurian ethnic groups: the Fur, Zaghawa, and Masalit.

The SLA’s origins reach back to the 1980s, when young Fur first banded together to protest the Arab domination of the central government in Sudan’s capital, Khartoum, and the harassment of their people by local Arabic-speaking nomads. This group of Fur would evolve into what became known as the Darfur Liberation Front (DLF). Largely preoccupied with a decades-long civil war in southern Sudan, Khartoum paid little attention to what was happening in Darfur until 2003. In February of that year, the DLF took control of Gulu, the main town in Darfur’s central province of Jebel Marrah. Led by Abd al-Wahid Muhammad Ahmad al-Nur, the DLF set up camps in Gulu and began staging attacks against the Sudanese military.

In March 2003, the DLF announced it had changed its name to the SLA. The same day, it released a “political declaration” stating the SLA’s goal: to “create a united democratic Sudan.” The declaration went on to say: “Armed struggle is one of our means to achieve our legitimate objective,” and called for the replacement of Sudan’s autocratic government with a “united democratic” regime. A few days after the declaration was released, the SLA entered into a short-lived cease-fire with Khartoum.

The SLA took control of the village of Tine on the border with Chad on March 26, 2003. The conflict between the SLA and government forces intensified, and by the beginning of August, the government had recruited Defurian Arab militias to help with the fighting. These so-called Janjaweed entered into very few direct battles with the SLA during the next three years, but they carried out a scorched-earth campaign against the mostly unarmed people of Darfur, raping, pillaging, and murdering in village at er village. The guerrilla SLA, with far fewer troops than the Janjaweed, had strong popular support. Headquartered in the mountains of central Darfur, the SLA has been supported by villagers who have provided its fighters with food, shelter, and intelligence on its adversaries. As of 2006, the SLA was estimated to have 16,00 fighters.

Unsuccessful peace talks were held in Chad in December 2003, thus the conflict continued. In January 2004, Sudan’s government filed a complaint with neighboring Eritrea, which it claimed had been helping the SLA. Neither the SLA nor Eritrea has confirmed these claims.

Along with Darfur’s other major rebel group, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM), the SLA signed a cease-fire in Chad in April 2004. The agreement included safe passage for humanitarian aid teams and the disarmament of the Janjaweed, and Sudan’s government made plans to return many refugees to the country. In July, the SLA, the JEM, and the government began peace talks. Talks fell apart in December, however, because of alleged cease-fire violations. The African Union, which sent 7,000 peacekeeping troops to Darfur, said the cease-fire was frequently violated by all groups involved.

November 2005 marked the beginning of the splintering of the SLA into numerous factions that have competed for territory and fought against one another, a phenomenon that has had drastic consequences for the peace process and increased the complexity of the conflict. The first split within the SLA occurred following the election of Minni Minawi as SLA leader during a conference boycotted by Nur, the heroic leader who had led the DLF during the siege of Gulu. Nur loyalists, primarily of his own Fur ethnicity, did not recognize the election of Minawi, an ethnic Zaghawa, and the two emerging factions soon engaged in bloody fighting in North Darfur.

While the predominantly Fur SLA-Nur and the predominantly Zaghawa SLA-Minawi remain the two largest factions, as of September 2007, the extent of these internal power struggles was reflected in the existence of an estimated dozen rival factions. On May 5, 2006, the SLA-Minawi faction signed a peace agreement with the government. For his cooperation, Minawi was made senior assistant to the president. Both the SLA-Nur and the JEM continued to hold out for the government to agree to such demands as greater compensation for Darfur war victims, an SLA role in disarming the Janjaweed and aiding refugees in their return. It is alleged that Minawi, and his branch of the SLA, began raids on Northern Darfur to punish those nonsigning rebels.

Shifting alliances and splintering within the SLA has created complexity in regard to further peacemaking attempts in Darfur. In 2010, Abdelshafi allied the Juba faction of the SLA with other rebel groups to create the Liberation and Justice Movement (LJM). The LJM signed, in July 2011, the Doha Documents for Peace, though Abdelshafi has since distanced himself from the LJM believing the government is not truly invested in peace. Later in 2011, two major factions of the SLA joined with JEM and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement–North to continue resistance.
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Sudan People's Liberation Movement/Army 

The Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM) was a rebel movement that opposed the imposition of Islamic law (sharia) in the southern, non-Muslim part of Sudan, and through its military wing, the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA), was the south’s main combantant in the second phase of the Sudanese Civil War from 1983 to 2005. With the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) finalized in 2005, the SPLM became a Sudanese political party, and the dominant party in what the CPA established as the Southern Sudan semiautonomous region. Since the declaration of an independent South Sudan on July 9, 2011, the SPLM is the dominant political party in the new country, and the SPLA is the national army. The two together are often referred to as the SPLA/M. For 21 years of civil war until 2005, the groups sought to protect the south’s natural resources—including massive oil fields—from the northern Arab government, which the SPLM claimed was “stealing” the resources and revenues. The SPLM drew much of its support from the Dinka tribe, with decision-making authority vested in a military commission. The SPLM controlled about three-quarters of Sudan’s southern provinces.

The SPLM was founded in 1983 by John Garang, then an officer in the Sudanese Army. He had been sent by President Gaafar Muhammad al-Nimeiry in February of that year to negotiate with a group of mutineers at the Bor garrison but instead joined them. The SPLA, the SPLM’s armed wing, soon became the dominant rebel force in the south of the country, although its growth was undermined by infighting. The establishment of a new regime in 1985 did not help the SPLM’s cause, but with a force of about 25,000 troops, the rebel army gained control of most of the south’s nonurban areas.

Early in its existence, the SPLM sought to establish a “people’s democratic and socialist government,” but in 1987, it began to downplay its emphasis on Marxism-Leninism and press for the south to be given a greater role in national affairs and an increased share in economic development projects. In 1992, the group began to call for the creation of a confederation that would enable the south to be an autonomous, secular state. Among its major complaints was that the government had uprooted thousands of southern Sudanese to open land for oil drilling.

In April 1993, after several years of severe internal dissension, several factions opposed to Garang split off from the SPLM and formed a new group called SPLA-United. Again, however, internal fighting disintegrated the rival group. The main branch continued to hold sporadic peace talks with representatives of the northern government. After several cease-fire attempts in the late 1990s and early 2001, the SPLM and the Sudanese government agreed on January 19, 2002 to a cease-fire brokered by the United States and Switzerland. Additional negotiations began in May 2002, and talks held over the next two years, resulting in the signing of the Machakos Protocol in July 2002, an additional cease-fire in 2003, the Security Protocol in September 2003, and the Wealth-Sharing Protocol in January 2004.

In May 2004, Garang and the government signed an additional three protocols as part of the Comprehensive Peace Agreement. The deal gave the southern Sudanese increased religious freedom, a greater share of national oil revenues and governmental power, and the right to decide on secession from the north after a six-year interim period, among other items. Additionally, Garang was named president of the south and first vice president in the federal government of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir. Soon after the May 2004 signing, Garang sent out a “return-to-base” call to SPLM members worldwide, urging them to return to their units.
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In December 2004, under a United Nations (UN) Security Council mandate, a permanent cease-fire was signed, followed by the signing of the final landmark CPA in January 2005. Under the accord, which cemented the May 2004 provisions, southerners were no longer subject to sharia. Former SPLM members have been faced with a long road ahead as they attempt to rebuild the war-torn and impoverished region. Garang became the first vice president in a new central government of “National Unity” and president of the south until his death in a helicopter crash on July 30, 2005. Amid the ensuing widespread civil unrest, Garang’s deputy, Salva Kiir, assumed Garang’s governmental capacities as well as his role as head of the SPLM. The south became a semiautonomous region with its own government, with Garang and then Kiir as president and the SPLM as the dominant political party. In Sudanese legislative elections held in April 2010, the SPLM dominated in the south, winning all but 10 of the 170 seats for the southern semiautonomous region’s legislature. SPLM leader Kiir was elected president of the south, a position he had held since Garang’s death, with 93 percent of the vote. Election monitors said the conduct of the election did not measure up to international standards, but the results were widely accepted internationally.

In January 2011, residents of South Sudan, including many thousands of exiles voting from abroad, overwhelmingly approved the referendum promised by the terms of the CPA to become an independent country. The Republic of South Sudan was formally declared on July 9, 2011.

The SPLM’s leadership overwhelmingly comprises members of the Dinka group, the largest of South Sudan’s ethnic groups, comprising about a quarter of the population. Critics within South Sudan believe the party favors Dinka interests in a region that has long suffered from tribal rivalries for resources. In recent years, rebel militias have formed, sometimes from ex-SPLA members, and during the preparations for statehood in 2011, clashes between the SPLA and rebel militias within South Sudan increased, causing an estimated death toll of more than 2,000 in the first six months of the year. SPLA/M officials believe the rebel militias are funded by the Sudanese government in Khartoum in an effort to destablize the new country, an assertion denied by both the rebel militias and Sudanese government officials.
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Sudanese Civil War

A long internal and ideological conflict over control of the Sudanese government, the Sudanese Civil War of 1955–1972 and 1983–2005 failed to resolve underlying religious tensions in the nation. However, the 2005 Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) that ended the two-decade second phase of the conflict set in motion the process leading to secession of the Republic of South Sudan.

Since 1955, Sudan has experienced a series of civil wars between the largely Muslim peoples of the north and traditional African tribes and Christian elites to the south. During the early phase of the war (1955–1972), the south attempted to secede from the country. The Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM), however, soon sought a truce giving the south regional autonomy in exchange for a cessation of hostilities. The signing of the Addis Ababa Accords in 1972 brought 10 years of relative peace to the nation.

The discovery of oil by U.S.-based Chevron Corporation in 1976 in Bentiu in southern Sudan fueled lingering discord between the Sudanese government and southern rebel leaders. By the time fighting broke out again in 1983, the SPLM called for the overthrow of all Islamic leaders from national power. Influenced by communist theories of social and economic reform, the movement’s leaders emphasized a Sudan based on equality rather than factors of race, ethnicity, religious persuasion, gender, or cultural beliefs. In response, an Islamic fundamentalist movement grew in northern Sudan. Islamic clerics took over control of the government on June 30, 1989, and began to rule the country through the military and sharia (Islamic law).

Hostilities ebbed considerably in the early 1990s as international leaders and the United Nations (UN) attempted to broker a peace settlement. Fighting had severely affected the entire nation and had even led to starvation and bloodshed in neighboring nations, a development that threatened to widen the war beyond Sudan. In 1992 and 1993, a peace agreement was reached through the auspices of the Inter-Governmental Authority on Drought and Desertification. The organization offered a secularization plan to separate religion from the state in order to reduce the ethnic and religious tensions fueling the conflict.

Although the Islamic government rejected the plan for religious reasons in late 1993, they reached a peace agreement with rebel groups four years later. The government, however, still adamantly refused to remove Islamic values from the functions of the state, which has prompted rebel factions to reject the government’s recent call for “peace and unity.” A cease-fire agreement was never established, and fighting resumed.

On January 19, 2002, a cease-fire agreement was brokered by the United States and Switzerland in the hope of ending the civil war. The agreement called for a cessation of fighting in the Nuba Mountain region, a key stronghold for southern forces; a halt to the aerial bombardment of civilians; and the establishment of “tranquility zones” to allow humanitarian aid to resume unfettered. Further negotiations on power- and revenue-sharing between the north and south eventually led to the signing of the CPA in January 2005, formally ending the two-decade second phase of the war, which is estimated to have killed more than 2 million people and internally displaced more than 4.5 million others from their homes due to fighting or war-related famine.

The CPA established a semiautonomous region for 10 states in the south of Sudan and called for a referendum in 2011 in which southerners could elect to secede and form an independent country. In the South Sudanese referendum, held in January 2011, more than 98 percent of southern voters opted to secede. The Republic of South Sudan was formally declared on July 9, 2011; however, hostilities along border areas and in the disputed region of Abyei have continued.
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Talisman Energy Corporation

A Canadian oil company that divested itself of its operations in Sudan in the wake of criticism that revenues from those operations enabled the Khartoum government to prolong the country’s ongoing war and continue its abuses of human rights.

In October 1998, Talisman Energy Corporation acquired a 25 percent share in the Greater Nile Petroleum Operating Company (GNPOC), a consortium in which Chinese, Malaysian, and Sudanese companies held 40, 30, and 5 percent, respectively. Within months, advocacy groups such as Amnesty International and the American Anti-Slavery Group (AASG) launched campaigns protesting Talisman’s alleged complicity in human rights violations occurring during the war in Sudan.

The United States had already placed Sudan on its list of states sponsoring terrorism in 1993, and President Bill Clinton had signed the Anti-Terrorism Act in 1997, prohibiting Americans from engaging in business with governments on the list. In a letter to Canadian foreign affairs minister Lloyd Axworthy in 1999, U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright urged Canada to press Talisman to withdraw from Sudan. Axworthy commissioned diplomat John Harker to investigate Talisman’s affairs in Sudan. Harker’s January 2000 report confirmed some complaints of critics by concluding that oil was exacerbating the conflict in Sudan, although it did not charge Talisman with actively aiding atrocities. The government of Sudan had used oil company airstrips and roads for military actions against rebels, while oil revenues financed the government’s war effort and lessened the incentive for the government to seek a negotiated peace. Furthermore, the government’s imperative to secure access to oil had led to forced mass displacements of civilians.

The advocacy groups lobbied Canadian and American politicians to act against Sudan and Talisman. They appealed to Talisman shareholders to compel the company to withdraw from the GNPOC. The AASG led a campaign to induce major institutional investors to divest themselves of Talisman stock—U.S. pension funds sold millions of Talisman shares in 1999 and 2000 as a result of activist pressure. In 2001, an attorney on the board of the AASG filed a $1 billion class-action suit against Talisman, charging the company with collaborating with the Sudanese government in committing genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity in order to clear access to oil fields. However, the case was eventually dismissed in district court in 2006.

Facing continued negative publicity and shareholder discontent, Talisman sold its share of GNPOC in March 2003, despite the fact that its Sudan oil production was exceeding expectations. Talisman’s chief executive attributed the sale to the depressing effect that the political fallout exerted on company stock prices, and to U.S. pressures that threatened to exclude Talisman from U.S. financial markets.

Talisman had been criticized for helping the Sudanese government finance its war. In response, defenders of the company have pointed to its dedication to building health and educational infrastructure in Sudan and its potentially moderating influence on government policies. However, with Talisman’s departure, Sudan’s oil industry was managed by those who, like the Chinese, were relatively impervious to human rights pressures.
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United Nations Commission of Inquiry on Darfur

The United Nations Commission of Inquiry on Darfur was a United Nations (UN)–sponsored mission intended to examine the growing human rights abuses taking place in the Darfur region of Sudan. It was operational between October 2004 and January 2005. By 2004, it was clear to much of the international community that a potential genocide was unfolding—or was about to unfold—in Darfur. The situation had resulted from brutal attacks on the black Africans of Darfur by Sudanese government forces and the Arab militia force known as the Janjaweed. On September 4, 2004, the U.S. government alleged that these forces were in the process of committing genocide against the Darfuri people. The allegation was referred to the UN Security Council, which agreed to assess the situation. On September 18, the Security Council passed UN Security Council Resolution 1564, which formally empowered the UN secretary general to form a commission of inquiry to investigate the situation then unfolding in Darfur.

On October 25, 2004, the Commission was formally organized in Geneva, Switzerland, and commenced its work. The Commission was composed of five commissioners: Antonio Cassese (chairperson), Mohamed Fayek, Hina Jilani, Dumisa Ntsebeza, and Therese Striggner-Scott. They were aided in their work by a Secretariat headed by an executive director, Mona Rishmawi, in addition to a legal research team and an investigative team composed of criminal investigators, forensic experts, military analysts, and investigators specializing in gender violence. They were all appointed by the Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights.

The Commission concluded its work and submitted its final report on January 25, 2005. The report detailed the many human rights violations, including atrocities, that had occurred in Darfur prior to 2005. These included attacks on villages, murders of civilians, mass rape, and the pillaging and destruction of property. Although the Commission deplored these acts, it concluded that they did not rise to the level of genocide because the parties responsible for the human rights abuses had not, as a whole, intended to undertake these acts as a way to annihilate or exterminate a group of people on racial, ethnic, religious, or national grounds. This conclusion was greeted with skepticism among some in the international community.

In the end, the Commission concluded that while serious and deadly human rights abuses were occurring in Darfur, it was not equipped to determine, with any certainty, that they rose to the level of genocide. But it also stated in its report that the crimes against humanity and war crimes that were unfolding in Darfur were, in fact, as serious as genocide itself, and that the differences among them were more semantic than practical. The Commission also identified specific perpetrators of the crimes in Darfur and suggested that they should be pursued by an international criminal court.

Ultimately, the allegations of genocide were sent to the International Criminal Court (ICC) at The Hague, Netherlands, which opened an investigation on June 6, 2005. That investigation continues, and as of 2012 the court has indicted seven suspects involved in war crimes or crimes against humanity in Darfur. They include: Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir along with Ahmed Haroun, Ali Kushayb, Bahar Abu Garda, Abdallah Banda, Saleh Jerbo, and Abdel Rahim Mohammed Hussein. No trials have yet taken place, however, and none of these individuals have been taken into custody.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Wallace, Gretchen Steidle

Gretchen Steidle Wallace is an American humanitarian campaigner dedicated to advancing women’s rights and well-being in Rwanda and other countries affected by genocide. Born in 1974 as the daughter of a U.S. Navy admiral, she grew up in a variety of settings around the world. Living in the Philippines for a time as a child, she saw the effect that desperate poverty can have on a community, and she has since worked hard to address the injustices and disparities that poverty can bring. She attended the University of Virginia (from which she graduated with a BA in foreign affairs in 1996) and Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth College, where she obtained an MBA in 2001. Between 1996 and 1999, she worked in international project finance for PMD International, Inc., a boutique investment banking firm specializing in infrastructure development in poor countries.

In 2004, Wallace went to South Africa to help with the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Studying the AIDS initiatives of major multinational corporations, she learned of the financial consequences of AIDS with regard to health care costs and lost production. She also began to study the extent to which various companies developed and applied efficient solutions to these problems. She learned that many solutions were in fact flawed, due largely to a poor understanding of health care and the stigma attached to HIV/AIDS. It became apparent that many employees were reluctant to undergo AIDS testing or to seek assistance if they knew they were infected. Culturally, women faced the problem of not being empowered to insist on their partners using condoms. Wallace came to the realization that some form of social initiative was needed to promote the rights of women regarding sexual freedom and HIV/AIDS prevention. She knew that some women in South Africa were already employing enterprising techniques at the grassroots level and realized that they were determined to address critical issues facing women and girls, although struggling without the training and resources necessary to ensure their success. Wallace decided to dedicate her work to supporting these emerging agents of change and their ideas.

As a result, later the same year Wallace established Global Grassroots, a nonprofit organization supporting conscious social change for women in postconflict and developing countries, particularly in Africa. Through personal transformation work and social entrepreneurship training, Global Grassroots helps marginalized women and genocide survivors reclaim their lives and discover their value to society through the development of their own ideas for social change. Global Grassroots offers seed funding grants and 12 months of advisory support to launch those projects that advance the well-being and rights of women. Global Grassroots also engages in creative campaigns to raise awareness of critical women’s issues globally.

With Global Grassroots established, Wallace saw an enormous amount of work awaiting her. Her first initiative, in 2005, connected her interests with those of her brother, Brian Steidle, who had already been doing significant work in raising awareness around the world about the ongoing genocide in Darfur, Sudan. Steidle and Wallace took their respective campaigns to the refugee camps of eastern Chad, where they worked on issues overlooked by aid organizations, such as establishing a human rights library and providing education about refugee rights, domestic and sexual violence, and female genital mutilation. Wallace also provided on-site training to try to ensure her projects would be sustained in the long-term.

Returning to the United States, Wallace began to develop her new social entrepreneurship program but saw a great need to return to Africa in order to work with genocide survivors in Rwanda, where mass rape during the 1994 genocide had led to a huge spread of victims of HIV/AIDS. In 2006, she trained 180 Rwandan women, many of them widows raising several children, and many of them rape victims, in the development of social projects in Kigali.

Dealing with the aftermath of rape is one of the issues for which Global Grassroots soon became best known. In Africa, as elsewhere, mass rape is a common problem, especially in situations of war and civil strife. The promotion of dialogue about rape is an important, although difficult, first step in raising awareness and addressing the issue. Again, knowledge of mass rape was brought home to Wallace through the observations of her brother Brian in Darfur, where the Janjaweed militias engaged in the practice of raping female genocide survivors, often en masse.

Since 2006, Global Grassroots has trained 250 “change leaders,” managing to fund several important locally designed projects serving thousands of vulnerable women and girls. These initiatives deal with issues relating to domestic violence, water access, child rape, prostitution, property rights, HIV/AIDS, discrimination, and illiteracy. Most of these are in postgenocide Rwanda, which has become the main field of operations for Global Grassroots, but projects among Darfur refugees in eastern Chad are also now underway. Global Grassroots is one of the major providers of assistance to female genocide survivors and focuses almost exclusively on the promotion of what Wallace calls “conscious social change” driven by and on behalf of marginalized women in postconflict Africa.

In early 2007, Global Grassroots and Wallace were also heavily involved in producing an Emmy-nominated documentary film about the Darfur genocide, The Devil Came on Horseback (directed by Ricki Stern and Anne Sundberg). Based on Brian Steidle’s memoir of the same title (which Wallace coauthored), The Devil Came on Horseback tells the story of Steidle’s direct encounter with genocide in Darfur.

As a social entrepreneur, Wallace has always believed in inner-driven change, holding that decisions made with the greatest level of awareness will ensure the wisest response and most potent, effective results. This was one of the key motivators behind the establishment of Global Grassroots in 2004. Wallace’s interests lay in looking for gaps in existing systems and fostering ideas of what to do about them, but the greatest measure of success at Global Grassroots is the impact that locally chosen projects can have in transforming communities for the better. There is a focus on training and project design, and each project has built into it social impact goals and evaluation metrics. Monitoring of a project’s progress, and the provision of high-engagement advisory support, takes place for a minimum of 12 months after it begins. Global Grassroots assists local project teams in developing their baseline study and working with their target population to assess the issue and their progress over time, the real measure of success at the end of the day being that of how many lives are touched.

In recognition of her contribution to the betterment of the human condition through management and entrepreneurship strategies, in 2007 Wallace was honored by World Business magazine and Shell as one of the top International 35 Women under 35. By the end of the 21st century’s first decade, the antigenocide enterprise created by one woman’s vision had become an inspiration to communities throughout many parts of Africa, and a model for others to follow.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Weintraub, Jerry

Jerry Weintraub is a highly successful talent agent and manager, Hollywood film producer, and studio executive who has become a fixture for charitable causes aimed at mitigating the Darfur Genocide.

Jerry Weintraub was born on September 26, 1937, in Brooklyn, New York. He was raised in the Bronx and eventually found employment with MCA Records (now Universal Music Group). In the early 1960s he founded an entertainment management company, through which he eventually handled such groups and individuals as the Four Seasons, Joey Bishop, and John Denver. He also promoted or managed a wide variety of concerts and musical events that included Elvis Presley, Led Zeppelin, The Carpenters, Neil Diamond, Frank Sinatra, and the Moody Blues, among others.

In the mid-1970s, Weintraub became a movie producer; his first film, Nashville (1975), was critically acclaimed. His next movie starred George Burns in Oh God! (1977). The film proved to be a popular box-office draw. Other films that Weintraub has produced include Diner (1982), The Karate Kid (1984), and the Ocean’s trilogy (2001, 2004, 2007). Weintraub also served as chair and chief executive officer of United Artists, a top-flight movie and entertainment company.

Weintraub has become widely known for his philanthropic endeavors. He has been a major patron of the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, the Children’s Museum of Los Angeles, and the Museum of Contemporary Art. Weintraub became involved in charitable work involving Darfur in 2007, when he and Matt Damon, George Clooney, Don Cheadle, and Brad Pitt cofounded the nonprofit organization known as Not On Our Watch, which is dedicated to preventing mass killings in Darfur and other areas of the world. The organization was an offshoot of the 2007 book by the same name, coauthored by Cheadle and John Prendergast, which focused attention on the Darfur Genocide. That same year, Weintraub, Clooney, Pitt, Damon, and Cheadle launched a major initiative to raise $9.3 million for various relief efforts at work in Darfur. That sum was quickly raised, and since then Weintraub has remained committed to helping the victims and survivors in Darfur as well preventing mass killings in other regions of the world.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Zaghawa

The Zaghawa are an African people whose homeland extends from eastern Chad into the northwest of Sudan’s Darfur region. In this harsh desert and savanna environment, the Zaghawa have traditionally lived a seminomadic lifestyle, thriving through the herding of camels, sheep, and goats; trade; and some agriculture, particularly the cultivation of millet. Their language, also called Zaghawa, belongs to the Nilo-Saharan language family and is closely related to Kanuri, the language spoken by the descendants of the people of the great medieval empire of Kanem-Bornu in Chad, Niger, and Nigeria. It is more distantly related to the languages spoken by the Fur of Sudan and the Luo of Kenya.

The Zaghawa are the earliest people of the Sahara Desert whose existence is documented in writing, with Arabic records mentioning them as early as 700 CE. Today, the Zaghawa are almost exclusively Muslim, but the date of their conversion to Islam is a subject of debate. According to Zaghawa oral history, Abdullay Boru—founder of a Kobé clan dynasty—introduced Islam in the early 1600s. The 13th-century Arab geographer Ibn Said, however, places their conversion several centuries earlier in the 1200s, following the Zaghawa submission to the rulers of Kanem-Bornu, who embraced Islam in 1085.

Regardless of the exact date of conversion, earlier rituals have survived in local Islamic practice into the present day. Of particular importance is the ritual sacrifice of animals directed at ha manda (sacred mountains) and other holy sites. Certain Zaghawa clans also venerate animals associated with their founder, including the Imogu clan, for whom the meat and eggs of the ostrich are traditionally forbidden to eat. While adherence to such practices has declined significantly in the last century, many Zaghawa still follow these traditions, seeing them as integral to—rather than exclusive from—their practice of Islam.

In modern politics, the Zaghawa have often found their allegiance split between their neighbors, between their Arabic-speaking fellow pastoralists and such sedentary agriculturalist groups as the Fur, who, like the Zaghawa, are dark-skinned and speak an indigenous African language. In Chad, the Zaghawa have enjoyed a privileged status since the rise to power of its Zaghawa president Idriss Déby in 1991. In Darfur, Zaghawa allegiances have shifted rapidly with the balance of power.

As recently as the 1980s, Darfur’s Zaghawa largely aligned themselves with Arabic-speaking tribes against aggressive regional governments dominated by the Fur. Today, the Zaghawa are mostly allied with other groups persecuted in the government-sponsored ethnic cleansing campaign carried out by Arabic-speaking militias, or Janjaweed. Ethnic Zaghawa form the backbone of one of Darfur’s two major rebel groups, the Justice and Equality Movement, and are also well represented in the other, the Sudan Liberation Army (SLA), particularly in a faction led by Zaghawa SLA leader Minni Minawi that broke ranks in signing a peace deal with the government in May 2006. Sudan’s government accuses Chad’s Déby of supporting the Zaghawa rebellion in Sudan.

DAVID PAIGE
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

What Was the Primary Cause of the Darfur Genocide?

Introduction

The 2004 genocide in Darfur was shaped primarily by the violent targeting of the black non-Arab population by the Sudanese government. Through the use of government troops and Arab militias, Sudanese president Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir sought to displace the black African population from the region through military force. Using the pretext of rebellion and the cover of war, the Bashir regime attacked non-Arab civilians in Darfur, who were either killed or fled to internally displaced persons (IDP) camps within Sudan or neighboring Chad. Amid the poor living conditions of these IDP camps, many of those who fled the violence succumbed to disease.

While much of the blame for the events in Darfur in 2004 can be placed on the Bashir regime, Arab militias, known collectively as Janjaweed, also participated in the killing and displacement of the black population of Darfur. The violence was fueled by fervent racism and animus on the part of the Sudanese Arabs against the black population of Darfur. Moreover, the inability of the international community to come to any sort of coordinated preventative measures, outside of sanctions, allowed the violence to continue unabated. As such, this raises the question: What was the primary cause of the Darfur Genocide?

In his Perspective Essay, John Hubbel Weiss states that the role of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir and racist notions of Arab supremacy, contributed to the actions undertaken by the Sudanese regime against the black population of Darfur. The rebellion in the province gave Bashir the ideal pretext to ruthlessly act against the black population of Darfur, with the cooperation of Arab elites, government forces, and Janjaweed militias.

In his Perspective Essay, while Hannibal Travis also places responsibility on the Bashir regime and the prevalence of Arab supremacy in the region, he considers other factors that shaped the violence in Darfur. Among these were Janjaweed cooperation with the regime and the economic context shaped by competition over scarce water resources by Arab and non-Arab populations in Darfur.

Perspective 1: Omar al-Bashir, Arabism, and the International Community

The thickest thread woven into the narrative of the Darfur Genocide is the determination of the regime of General Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir to concentrate the political power, economic wealth, and cultural institutions of the country in the hands of the Arab ruling elite of the riverine valley of the Nile where the capital, Khartoum, is located. Accompanying this extreme centralization of resources and control was the marginalization of the periphery of the country whose residents became the oppressed colonial populations of a predatory internal empire.

An Islamist political agenda became the ideological underpinning of the National Islamic Front regime that seized power in 1989. But the Islamist theme encountered difficulties as a rallying cry in Darfur because the population was almost entirely Muslim. A more effective mobilizing option was the ideology of Arab supremacy, promoted by the semisecret Arab Gathering. Arab racism provided the controlling elite in Khartoum with its targeted group, an essential element in distinguishing genocide from mass murder: the non-Arab Africans.

The Khartoum regime’s use of an Arab supremacist ideology, however, should not be allowed to obscure the fact that ethnic identities in Darfur were considerably more fluid than in other regions. It is incorrect to view the Darfur Genocide as a war of all Arabs against all non-Arabs. Nevertheless, in recruiting the groups who constituted the Janjaweed militias, the ideology of Arab supremacy combined well with cash payments, remission of jail sentences, and promises of land and booty.

In 2003, faced with an armed insurgency, the Government of Sudan (GOS) launched a scorched-earth campaign against the non-Arab population in which the violence reached a scope and intensity far beyond that of previous encounters. In the most common pattern, bombs dropped by Government planes would set houses on fire. Militias trained and supplied with weapons by Khartoum would then attack the village, killing either its males or as many of its population as a whole who remained, raping many of its female population, looting, and rustling most of its livestock, the repository of much of a rural village’s wealth. By the end of 2005 more than 2000 villages had been destroyed; at the end of 2009 the total was 3,300. Estimates of the number who have died as a result of the attacks range between 200,000 and 500,000; estimates for the number expelled to become displaced persons inside or outside Darfur range between 1.7 million and 2.5 million.

The report of a commission of inquiry contracted by the U.S. State Department in the summer of 2004 formed the basis of the conclusion of the George W. Bush administration that genocide was being committed in Darfur. The responses of international actors to the atrocities in Darfur, however, have proved to be hesitant, slow, uncertain, confused, and ineffective. Part of the explanation for the international failure lies with the varying ways international actors dealt with the matter of labeling the mass atrocity being perpetrated in Sudan’s westernmost region as a genocide. The United Nations’ (UN) own investigating commission reported in early 2005 that since it did not find evidence of intent as described in international law, it was constrained to limit its findings to crimes against humanity. President Bashir’s attendance at a May 2004 Janjaweed victory parade in Nyala convinced most observers, however, that he was aware of, could have stopped, but instead approved of the ongoing genocidal destruction.

Despite its initial finding that genocide was occurring, the U.S. government took no action that had a serious chance of stopping the genocide. Some of the considerations that guided policy were:

	A harsher line toward the GOS might prompt it to pull back from the Naivasha, Kenya, peace treaty negotiations with the Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA) that were thought to be in their final stages. After South Sudan became independent, the same argument was employed to avoid putting teeth in any GOS policy for fear this might rekindle the war with the South.
 	Since 2001, the Sudanese government had been providing the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) with intelligence concerning terrorist activities.
 	As the wisdom of the American unilateralist policy that drove the invasion of Iraq in spite of UN Security Council opposition became increasingly under challenge, the possibility of anymore U.S. actions lacking UNSC approval became increasingly remote.


Faced with accusations of genocide and crimes against humanity, Bashir’s regime responded with flexibility, skill, and brutality. Favored by the remote location of Darfur and the primitive state of its transportation network, the GOS did everything it could to block access to the region by investigators and journalists. The bureaucratic techniques that had already served as critically important methods for controlling its internal colonies were ramped up into a deadly arsenal of permits, fees, blocking regulations, arrests, harassments, and delays. The GOS combined its policies of “divide and conquer” with a solid knowledge of how to sign and make best use of proposals that it knew would never be accepted by all its adversaries, contracts that it never intended to enforce, and agreements that it never intended to keep.

The UN encountered great difficulty in stopping the genocide in Darfur or even in bringing a significant measure of justice, peace, or stabilization to the region. Russia, who found in the GOS a customer for its military aircraft and its other weapons in Sudan, and China, who became a major importer of Sudan’s oil, both opposed measures such as economic sanctions or mandates that empowered intervening troops to use force to protect civilians.

In the fall of 2004 the observers and their African Union (AU) military escort began their work in Darfur, encountering a level of obstruction and deception from the GOS that would only increase as observation missions were replaced by peacekeeping missions. The AU’s replacement by a UN mission being successfully opposed by Sudan, a hybrid force combined personnel under AU command with those tasked directly by the United Nations. This latter, UNAMID, was authorized to reach a level of some 23,000 troops, police, and civilian personnel. In 2009, Mandate Darfur, an important initiative that would have brought together 300 representatives from the different regions of the civil society, was blocked by the GOS, who refused safe passage to the Darfurian delegates. A second attempt at an overall peace agreement for Darfur, held in Doha (Qatar) between 2010 and 2013, also failed to bring any kind of agreement between the opposition groups and the GOS, who refused to concede points concerning major issues affecting its monopoly of power at the center.

Darfur thus remains the 21st century’s best example of a successfully executed genocide. The GOS has constructed a political atmosphere of near-total impunity, enabling it to calibrate with some care its bombing, attacking, starving, and harassing attacks on people in refugee camps and in villages in regions considered to be possible strongholds of the resistance. The indictment of President Bashir for genocide brought support to him from the African Union and from influential Arab League countries. UNAMID reports upticks in violence at times, but “Forgotten Darfur” remains a low priority for international actors who could influence the situation, and, especially, provide opportunities for victims to restore their capability to seek justice. Hope for change rests pretty much entirely with the beginnings of a unification of opposition groups behind a plan for a transition to democracy and redress of human rights abuses.

JOHN H. WEISS

Perspective 2: Role of Government of Sudan

In light of the allegations of the International Criminal Court (ICC) and the findings of the African Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights (ACHPR), it seems clear that the Sudanese government is primarily responsible for the Darfur Genocide. Other explanations do not tell us why the genocide occurred in Darfur as opposed to in other parts of the world.

According to the Pre-Trial Chamber I of the International Criminal Court (ICC), there were reasonable grounds to believe in 2009 that the government of Sudan mobilized the Janjaweed militia in response to rebel activity in Darfur, and that thousands of civilians belonging to Darfur’s Far, Masalit, and Zaghawa groups were exterminated by the Janjaweed and government forces. The Office of the Prosecutor at the ICC theorized that one aspect of the Darfur Genocide was the decision by the government “to destroy the very means of survival of the groups as such,” including “food, wells and water pumping machines, shelter, crops and livestock, as well as any physical structures capable of sustaining life or commerce . . . [ such as] farms . . . [,] grain stores” and medical facilities. This decision was probably the main cause of the genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan. However, there may be other causes, such as: climate change’s contribution to conflicts over land and water resources in an environment of worsening scarcity, the international arms trade including massive flows of weaponry into Sudan, and the policy of the United Nations to adopt a double standard on Sudan versus Bosnia, Rwanda, or Libya.

Moreover, the Prosecutor wrote that the government planned discriminatory violence including murder and rape against “other, smaller ethnic groups, such as the Tunjur, Erenga, Birgid, Misseriya Jebel, Meidob, Dajo and Birgo.” Similarly, the African Union (AU) concluded that the “Janjawid was commonly identified as the Arab militia which has been fighting on the side of government against the rebels, and is associated with massive human rights violation[s],” including “the looting of property and cattle, burning of villages, rape, abduction of women, and wanton killing of defenseless civilian population in the Darfur region.” National and international humanitarian aid agencies’ workers told the AU mission that “men who are commonly identified as Janjawid militia can be seen roaming streets of the three Darfur states, with impunity, wearing military uniforms, with guns on their backs riding donkeys, horses or camels, suggesting that they were known, and tolerated by the government.”

Similarly, the ICC prosecutor said that President Omar al Bashir’s genocidal plan for Darfur featured impunity for the Janjaweed and other pro-government militia (and their incorporation into state security structures). The policy of impunity for Janjaweed crimes included: the termination of government employees who were opposed to crimes against non-Arabs, the failure to hand over Minister of State for the Interior Ahmed Harun after an ICC warrant for genocide had been issued against him, a propaganda campaign to conceal the crimes in Darfur, and purposeful interference with humanitarian aid efforts. The blockade of international humanitarian aid exacerbated the plight of more than 2.4 million displaced persons, many of whom lacked access to sufficient food and medicine to survive. The ICC prosecutor quoted Harun, speaking in reference to powers delegated to him by President al Bashir, stating that, “for the sake of Darfur, they were ready to kill three quarters of the people in Darfur, so that one quarter could live.”

Both the ICC prosecutor and the AU believed that a political conflict existed in Sudan between tribes aligned with the government and known as Arab tribes, and economically and socially marginalized tribes known as black (Nuba or Zurga). According to Sudan expert Robert O. Collins, President al Bashir’s government made an “Arab supremacist” the governor of North Darfur State in 2000, a governor who disarmed non-Arabs and armed the Janjaweed forces.

The UN secretary general and the ACPHR have suggested that a cause of the Darfur conflict may have been the scarcity of water resources in western Sudan, exacerbated by climate change. But as Al Gore pointed out in his “Inconvenient Truth” lectures, climate change has caused desertification and the drying up of freshwater lakes and rivers around the world, including in the United States, the Russian Federation and other countries in Asia, and various countries in Latin America and Africa. Based on average temperature increases from 1950 through 2008, which are used to project warming through 2050, many countries experienced temperature rises worse than those in Sudan’s region, including Brazil, China, Colombia, India, Indonesia, and Venezuela. In high-income countries, climate change is not even linked with a breakout of civil war, let alone genocide, due in part to rich countries’ relative independence of climactic conditions.

Another cause of the genocide was the rebellion of the Sudan Liberation Movement/Army and the Justice and Equality Movement. Had the tribes of Darfur remained peaceful, they would still have experienced structural violence bringing about tens or hundreds of thousands of excess deaths from hunger and disease, but they may have been spared the massacres, destruction of villages, and mass rapes that occurred from 2004 through 2006 and beyond. The ICC prosecutor alleged that the intent to destroy the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa groups arose after some members of these groups rose in rebellion against the government in 2003, and that President al Bashir’s “orders giving ‘carte blanche’ to his subordinates to quell the rebellion and take no prisoners triggered a series of brutal attacks against the Fur, Masalit and Zaghawa groups.” Without these orders, the rebellion would not have caused a genocide, although it would have caused a civil war, and no doubt a number of war crimes, as we have seen in other countries.

The international arms trade and the policy of the United Nations on Sudan represent other causes that were not sufficient to bring about a genocide, but may have contributed to causing its scale to be larger than it would have been had the government of Sudan been cut off from arms, or had the Darfur region been declared eligible for a United Nations safe area or a large peacekeeping force. The ACHPR identified a flood of arms into the Darfur region from other conflict zones in the region as a factor in causing the conflict, but not the genocide. As the U.S. Government Accountability Office concluded (in a report endorsed by the State Department and prepared by studying United Nations, AU, U.S. military observers, and nongovernmental organization reports), the money and troops given to the United Nations and the AU peacekeepers in Darfur were insufficient to protect the population from its widespread destruction. Had the peacekeepers been backed by air power or Western armies, as in Bosnia, Rwanda, and Libya, the Sudanese government could have been removed from the Darfur region.

HANNIBAL TRAVIS


Documents

1. "Suleiman's" Account

Buried deep in the notebook of independent filmmakers Jen Marlow, Aisha Bain, and Adam Shapiro can be found a note about Suleiman (b. 1947). He was listed as a key humanitarian affairs contact for the Sudanese Liberation Army (SLA), a rebel group founded (as the Darfur Liberation Front) by members of three indigenous ethnic groups in Darfur, the Fur, the Zaghawa, and the Masalit. Interviewing him in English, they found Suleiman to be articulate, intelligent, and an astute commentator on the affairs of the region and the objectives of the SLA. In this account, he provides an account of this own experience at the hands of the Sudanese government forces. Although the worst killing of the Darfur Genocide has now hopefully come to an end, in many respects there remains a legacy of silence among the survivors. This is not helped by the fact that Sudanese president Omar Hassan al-Bashir (b. 1944), who was indicted for genocide by the International Criminal Court in July 2010, remains at large. The account that follows, therefore, is intended to be illustrative of the situation that prevailed in Darfur: it is unequivocally far from being the last word on the matter.

I was born here in North Darfur, in a place called Anka, in the year 1947. I went to Khartoum for technical secondary school in 1964. I spent fourteen years working for the government, in the Ministry of Industry. I worked in a factory specialized in making paper bags, and cartons . . .

I was about eight years old when the British left. I don’t remember the faces and the activities, but so many of our elder people say that the British period was better than the national period. At least the colonials oppressed us all equally and no Sudanese had power to dominate the others. The people who have been governing Sudan since 1956 until now are only from a few tribes. Since independence, the government of Khartoum has been trying to marginalize the bigger tribes of African origin in Darfur. Until now, we are missing power and participation in the government in ruling Sudan. We are missing education. We are missing health. We are missing any kind of development for the area. Since you crossed the border until you came here, what kind of civil life have you found? Nothing, except what was created by nature.

In the south of Sudan, they were fighting since 1955 to claim their rights, the same exact rights as we are fighting for. From 1972 until 1983 they stopped the war, and then they started again. For thirty-eight years, they struggled for their rights and they did not find them. And the international community we deceived by our government of Sudan who prolonged the period of talk. We started this fight in Darfur in 2000 to claim our rights. The marginalization that created the war in the south is the same cause as the war in the west. If the government continues on the same track, there will be wars in other areas, as has already started in the Nuba Mountains. The Darfur war will not be the last for this government, if they remain in power. I have known some of the political leaders since they were students . . . if this government does not change, Sudan will not be settled. . . .

Previously, we and the Arabs exchanged marriage. Some of the Zaghawa are married from the Arabs. Some of the Arabs are married from Zaghawa, from the Fur, from the Masalit. It was a complete community life. In the past, in peacetime, the Arab nomads moved from south Darfur to the north of Darfur after the rainy season. They would spend the whole winter in the north with us, with Fur, Masalit, with any tribe. We would help each other. When someone lost some of his livestock, everyone came and helped seek the lost animals. We built good relations between us. Definitely, some conflicts happened between individuals, and then the tribal leaders and the elders sat together and solved the problem. Someone gave some money, cattle, or camels from someone to the other, and the thing was resolved. After the livestock grew bigger and the number of citizens themselves grew larger, the farmers needed a wider area of land to plant for their food, and the herders also needed a wider area for their livestock. The needs of the life for the herders and farmers came into conflict, and the government found the chance to wedge between the two, keep them separate, and push them to war. The war is taking place on behalf of the government.

For the Arab tribes, the idea of this war is to get land. Not all the Arabs. I’m only speaking about the Janjaweed. Janjaweed is the combination of jeen, which is evil, jawad, horse, jeed, a kind of weapon. The Arab nomads tried to frighten the farmers off their land in order to feed their cows. The government joined their efforts. The government called for other nomadic Arabs from neighboring countries, mainly from Chad, Mali, Central Africa Republic, Cameroon, and sometimes from Niger, a collection of nomads moving from the west to the east. The government told them there is a good life and easy to find unowned livestock. Please, come and take. They came in heaps and big numbers, and they found themselves in the middle of some kind of war. So they participated in it.

The government itself, why is she coming to our area and what is she seeking? If she left us with the Janjaweed, either of two options would happen. Either we would defeat them and they would flee back to their countries, or we would come to negotiations and agree to live with each other. But the government is trying to prolong the war. We don’t deserve for this conflict to be extended. But what can we do? If the government wants to cleanse the area and replace us with the Arabs, we have two options: Either fight to survive, or grab our hands and sit until we are killed. So, we are fighting for survival, to defend our lives. We have nothing else to do. They cannot defeat us. They cannot clean us.

We and the Arabs are compelled to this war on behalf of the government. You passed Muzbat yesterday, I think. Have you seen the holes made by the bombs? Do Janjaweed have fighter planes? The government is backing the Janjaweed and the Janjaweed are fighting on behalf of the government. Our true enemy is the government of Sudan. We are not fighting the Arabs. We are fighting against the government who is using the Arabs to clean us out of the area and pressing them to replace us in our lands.

The Arabs are not using their minds because they feel that the government is backing them. If the government stops supporting them or giving them ammunition and guns, I think they would come to their senses and we would seek a way with each other to make peace and to continue to live peacefully, as it was before they started this conflict. We spoke to Arabs and we need to speak more, but they did not come to the realization that they are fighting on behalf of the people in power in Khartoum. . . .

In February 2000, the government started to detain and imprison me. I spent about four months in jail in Port Sudan. Then I was released. I had two months out of jail; then I was arrested again the same year in September. I sat about five months in jail and was released again. In 2001, I was again detained for about six months. When I was released the third time, I tried to come out and join the SLA. But I didn’t find the chance. I was detained for the fourth time in 2003 and spent another six months in jail.

Instead of giving us food three times a day, they fed us once or twice, to make us complain. But we didn’t. Even if we would die of starvation, we refused to complain. They tried to beat me. I called their people and they were afraid to repeat it again. I was left just to sit in prison. The last three times I was not asked anything. No one interrogated me, no one accused me, no one told me why I was in jail. They said they feared I may be killed by some enemies whom I don’t know. They said, “The people of Darfur may harm you, so we are trying to keep you safe.” I know the real reason. They thought that I had relations with the SLA in Darfur, but they hadn’t the evidence.

When the thing became bigger and the government participated as a partner in this war, we elders felt compelled to go back. I spent forty years of my life in Khartoum, living an easy civilian life there, with my house and my family and my children. Nothing to be compared to the harsh life we are living now, these hard rocks. . . .

Nothing could attract me to come here except the feeling that if I stayed there and did nothing while my tribe is being cleaned from the area, I will lose some of . . . I will feel ashamed. Finally, I escaped prison. I came to stand beside my tribe, the Zaghawa, and help. . . .

Any kind of war affects children and women, definitely very badly, but if it is our fate and there is no other choice, what should we do? We just try to minimize the effect of war on our citizens and continue fighting, until we come to our rights or at least to secure our lives. Our choice is to fight so that they may survive. . . .

We do not want to secede from Sudan. If we make a country within the borders of Darfur, we will make a small country, without prospects. Sudan, as its borders are now, can be ruled by small, federal governments with a central base of power. We can make a federation. Sudan cannot be governed by only one central government. . . .

The door to peace is to disarm the Janjaweed. But the government delegation includes the ministers who created and backed the Janjaweed. If those militias are not disarmed, peace will not ever come to Darfur.

Source: Jen Marlowe with Aisha Bain and Adam Shapiro, Darfur Diaries: Stories of Survival, New York: Nation Books, 2006, pp. 106–112. Used by permission.

2. U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, "The Crisis in Darfur: Testimony before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee," Washington, D.C. September 9, 2004

Former U.S. secretary of state and Four-Star U.S. Army General Colin Powell (b. 1938) testified before the U.S. Senate Foreign Relations Committee with a prepared statement. In it, after detailing the history of the area, he informed them that the United States had “exerted strong leadership to focus international attention on this unfolding tragedy,” had, together with UN secretary-general Kofi Annan (b. 1937), gotten commitments from the government of Sudan to cease and desist its murderous activities, had committed itself to supporting the African Union Ceasefire Commission to the tune of $20,500,000 in 2004 (with an additional $11,800,000 and $299,000,000 in 2005). Most significantly, in his comments he affirmed that, indeed, genocide had been committed in Darfur and that “the Government of Sudan and the Jingaweit bear responsibility—and that genocide may still be occurring.” Tragically, though the UN has since backed away from that assessment in its own report (opting instead for “genocide-like activities”), the International Criminal Court has indicted the president of Sudan Omar al-Bashir (b. 1944) and issued an arrest warrant (he remains free at this moment), and the United States continues to resort to diplomatic channels both front and back rather than military commitment; the crisis in Darfur as of this writing (2014) remains unresolved.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, let me thank you for this opportunity to testify on the situation on Darfur, and let me begin by reviewing a little history. The violence in Darfur has complex roots in traditional conflicts between Arab nomadic herders and African farmers. The violence intensified during 2003 when two groups—the Sudan Liberation Movement and the Justice and Equality Movement—declared open rebellion against the Government of Sudan because they feared being on the outside of the power and wealth-sharing agreements that were being arranged in the north-south negotiations, the “Naivasha discussions,” as we call them. Khartoum reacted aggressively, intensifying support for Arab militias to take on these rebels and support for what are known as the Jingaweit. The Government of Sudan supported the Jingaweit, directly and indirectly, as they carried out a scorched-earth policy toward the rebels and the African civilian population in Darfur.

Mr. Chairman, the United States exerted strong leadership to focus international attention on this unfolding tragedy. We first took the issue of Sudan to the United Nations Security Council last fall. President Bush was the first head of state to condemn publicly the Government of Sudan and to urge the international community to intensify efforts to end the violence. In April of this year, the United States brokered a ceasefire between the Government of Sudan and the rebels, and then took the lead to get the African Union to monitor that ceasefire.

As some of you are aware, I traveled to the Sudan in midsummer and made a point of visiting Darfur. It was about the same time that Congressman Wolf and Senator Brownback were there, as well as Secretary General Kofi Annan. In fact, the Secretary General and I were able to meet in Khartoum to exchange our notes and to make sure that we gave a consistent message to the Sudanese Government of what was expected of them.

Senator Brownback can back me up when I say that all of us saw the suffering that the people of Darfur are having to endure. And Senator Corzine was just in Darfur recently. He can vouch for the fact that atrocities are still occurring. All of us met with people who had been driven from their homes by the terrible violence that is occurring in Darfur; indeed, many of them having seen their homes and all their worldly possessions destroyed or confiscated before their eyes.

During my visit, humanitarian workers from my own Agency—USAID—and from other nongovernmental organizations told me how they are struggling to bring food, shelter, and medicines to those so desperately in need—a population, as you noted, Mr. Chairman, of well over a million.

In my midsummer meetings with officials of the Government of Sudan, we presented them with the stark facts of what we knew about what is happening in Darfur from the destruction of villages, to the raping and the killing, to the obstacles that impeded relief efforts. Secretary General Annan and I obtained from the Government of Sudan what they said would be firm commitments to take steps, and to take steps immediately, that would remove these obstacles, help bring the violence to an end, and do it in a way that we could monitor their performance.

There have been some positive developments since my visit, since the visit of Senator Brownback, Congressman Wolf, and the Secretary General.

The Sudanese have met some of our benchmarks such as improving humanitarian access, engaging in political talks with the rebels and supporting the deployment of observers and troops from the Africa Union to monitor the ceasefire between Khartoum and the rebels.

The AU Ceasefire Commission has also been set up and is working to monitor more effectively what is happening in Darfur. The general who is in charge of that mission, a Nigerian general by the name of General Okonkwo, is somebody that we know well. He is the same Nigerian general who went into Liberia last year and helped stabilize the situation there—a very good officer, a good commander who knows his business.

The AU’s mission will help to restore sufficient security so that these dislocated, starving, hounded people can at least avail themselves of the humanitarian assistance that is available. But what is really needed is enough security so that they can go home, not be safe in camps. We need security throughout the countryside. These people need to go home. We are not interested in creating a permanent displaced population that survives in camps on the dole of the international community.

And what is really needed to accomplish that is for the Jingaweit militias to cease and desist their murderous raids against these people—and for the government in Khartoum to stop being complicit in such raids. Khartoum has made no meaningful progress in substantially improving the overall security environment by disarming the Jingaweit militias or arresting its leaders.

So we are continuing to press the Government of Sudan and we continue to monitor them. We continue to make sure that we are not just left with promises instead of actual action and performance on the ground. Because it is absolutely clear that as we approach the end of the rainy season, the situation on the ground must change, and it must change quickly. There are too many tens upon tens of thousands of human beings who are at risk. Some of them have already been consigned to death in the future because of the circumstances they are living in now. They will not make it through the end of the year. Poor security, inadequate capacity, and heavy rains, which will not diminish until later this month, continue to hamper the relief effort.

The United Nations estimates that there are 1,227,000 Internally Displaced Persons in Darfur. In July, almost 950,000 IDPs received food assistance. About 200,000 Sudanese refugees are being assisted by the UNHCR and partner organizations across the border in Chad. The World Food Program expects two million IDPs will need food aid by October.

The United States Government provision of aid to the Darfur crisis in the Sudan and Chad totaled $211 million as of September 2, 2004. This includes $112 million in food assistance, $50 million in non-food assistance, $36 million for refugees in Chad, $5 million for refugee programs in Darfur, and $6.8 million for the African Union mission.

The U.S. also strongly supports the work of the AU monitoring mission in Darfur. In fact, we initiated the mission through base camp set-up and logistics support by a private contractor that we are paying for. The AU mission is currently staffed with 125 AU monitors now deployed in the field, and those monitors have already completed 20 investigations of ceasefire violations and their reports are now being written up and being provided to the AU and to the UN and to the international community.

The AU monitoring staff is supported by a protection force of 305 troops, made up of a Rwandan contingent of 155, who arrived on August 15, and a Nigerian contingent of 150, who arrived on August 30th. Recognizing the security problems in Darfur, the UN and the United States have begun calling for an expanded AU mission in Darfur through the provision of additional observers and additional protection forces so their presence can spread throughout this very, very large area that is about, oh, 80 percent the size of the state of Texas. It is not a simple geographic or monitoring or military mission. It is very complex. Khartoum seems to have expressed a willingness to consider such an expanded mission.

I am pleased to announce, Mr. Chairman, that the State Department has identified $20.5 million in FY04 funds for initial support of this expanded AU mission. We look forward to consulting with the Congress on meeting additional needs that such a mission might have.

As you know, as we watched the month of July, as you watched through the month of July, we felt that more pressure was required. So we went to the United Nations and asked for a resolution. And we got that resolution on July 30th, after a bit of debate, but it was 13–0 with 2 abstentions.

This resolution, 1556, demands that the Government of Sudan take action to disarm the Jingaweit militia and bring Jingaweit leaders to justice. It warns Khartoum that the Security Council will take further actions and measures, which is the UN term for sanctions. “Measures” is not a softer word. It includes sanctions and any other measures that might be contemplated or available to the international community. And it warned Khartoum that the UN, through its Security Council, will take actions and measures if Sudan fails to comply.

That resolution urges the warring parties to conclude a political agreement without delay and it commits all states to target sanctions against the Jingaweit militias and those who aid and abet them as well as others who may share responsibility for this tragic situation. Too many lives have already been lost. We cannot lose any more time. We in the international community must intensify our efforts to help those imperiled by violence, starvation and disease in Darfur.

But the Government of Sudan bears the greatest responsibility to face up to this catastrophe, rein in those who are committing these atrocities, and save the lives of its own citizens. At the same time, however, the rebels have not fully respected the ceasefire and we are disturbed at reports of rebel kidnapping of relief workers. We have emphasized to the rebels that they must allow unrestricted access of humanitarian relief workers and supplies, and that they must cooperate fully, including cooperating with the AU monitoring mission.

We are pleased that the Government of Sudan and the rebels are currently engaged in talks in Abuja, hosted by the AU. These talks are aimed at bringing about a political settlement in Darfur. The two sides have agreed on a protocol to facilitate delivery of much-needed humanitarian assistance to rebel-held areas, and are now engaged in discussions of a protocol on security issues.

These negotiations are difficult. We expect that they may be adjourned for a period of time after these initial agreements and we are some ways away from seeing a political resolution between the two sides. We are urging both sides to intensify negotiations in order to reach a political settlement. And I have personnel from State Department who are on the ground in Abuja on a full-time basis to assist the negotiators in their work.

When I was in Khartoum earlier in the summer, I told President Bashir, Vice President Taha, Foreign Minister Ismail, the Minister of Interior and others, that the United States wants to see a united, unified, prosperous, democratic Sudan. I told them that to that end we are fully prepared to work with them. I reminded them that we had reached an historic agreement on June 5th—an agreement that we had worked on for so long, an agreement between the Government of Sudan and the Sudan People’s Liberation Movement, the so-called north-south agreement. And this north-south agreement covered all of the outstanding issues that had been so difficult for these parties to come to agreement on, they had come to agreement on.

Since then, the parties have been engaged in final negotiations on remaining details. However, the parties now are stuck on the specifics of a formal ceasefire agreement and have not yet begun the final round of implementation modalities. Special Envoy Sumbeiywo met recently with the parties, but could not resolve the remaining ceasefire-related issues. Khartoum appears unwilling to resume talks at the most senior level, claiming that it must focus on Darfur. That would be fine if its focus were the right focus, but it is not. The SPLM is more forward leaning, but still focused on negotiating details. We believe that a comprehensive agreement would bolster efforts to resolve the crisis in Darfur by providing a legal basis for a political solution and by opening up the political process in Khartoum.

President Bashir has repeatedly pledged to work for peace, and he pledged that again when I met with him earlier in the summer. But President Bush, this Congress, Secretary General Annan and the international community want more than promises. We want to see dramatic improvements on the ground right now. Indeed, we wanted to see them yesterday.

In the meantime, while we wait, we are doing all that we can. We are working with the international community to make sure all those nations who have made pledges of financial assistance and other kinds of assistance meet their pledges. We are not yet satisfied with the response from the international community to meeting the pledges that they have made. In fact, the estimated needs have grown and the donor community needs to dig deeper. America has been in the forefront of providing assistance to the suffering people of Darfur and will remain in the forefront. But it is time for the entire international community to increase their assistance.

The U.S. has pledged $299 million in humanitarian aid through FY05, and $11.8 million to the AU mission, and we are well on our way to exceeding these pledges. Clearly, we will need more assistance in the future and we are looking at all of our accounts within the Department to see what we can do. And when we are beyond our ability to do more from within our current appropriations, we will have to come back to the Congress and make our requests known.

Secretary General Annan’s August 30th report called for an expanded AU mission in Darfur to monitor commitments of the parties more effectively, thereby enhancing security and facilitating the delivery of humanitarian assistance. The Secretary General’s report also highlighted Khartoum’s failure to rein in and disarm the Jingaweit militia, and noted that the Sudanese military continued to take part in attacks on civilians, including aerial bombardment and helicopter strikes.

We have begun consultation in New York on a new resolution that calls for Khartoum to fully cooperate with an expanded AU force and for cessation of Sudanese military flights over the Darfur region. It also provides for international overflights to monitor the situation in Darfur and requires the Security Council to review the record of Khartoum’s compliance to determine if sanctions, including on the Sudanese petroleum sector, should be imposed. The resolution also urges the Government of Sudan and the SPLM to conclude negotiations, the Lake Naivasha negotiations, on a comprehensive peace accord.

And, Mr. Chairman, there is, finally, the continuing question of whether what is happening in Darfur should be called genocide.

Since the United States became aware of atrocities occurring in Sudan, we have been reviewing the Genocide Convention and the obligations it places on the Government of Sudan and on the international community and on the state parties to the genocide convention.

In July, we launched a limited investigation by sending a team to visit the refugee camps in Chad to talk to refugees and displaced personnel. The team worked closely with the American Bar Association and the Coalition for International Justice, and were able to interview 1136 of the 2.2 million people the UN estimates have been affected by this horrible situation, this horrible violence.

Those interviews indicated: first, a consistent and widespread pattern of atrocities: Killings, rapes, burning of villages committed by Jingaweit and government forces against non-Arab villagers; three-fourths of those interviewed reported that the Sudanese military forces were involved in the attacks; third, villagers often experienced multiple attacks over a prolonged period before they were destroyed by burning, shelling or bombing, making it impossible for the villagers to return to their villages. This was a coordinated effort, not just random violence.

When we reviewed the evidence compiled by our team, and then put it beside other information available to the State Department and widely known throughout the international community, widely reported upon by the media and by others, we concluded, I concluded, that genocide has been committed in Darfur and that the Government of Sudan and the Jingaweit bear responsibility—and that genocide may still be occurring. Mr. Chairman, we are making copies of the evidence that our team compiled available to you and to the public today. We are putting it up on our website now, as I speak.

We believe in order to confirm the true nature, scope and totality of the crimes our evidence reveals, a full-blown and unfettered investigation needs to occur. Sudan is a contracting party to the Genocide Convention and is obliged under the Convention to prevent and to punish acts of genocide. To us, at this time, it appears that Sudan has failed to do so.

Article VIII of the Genocide Convention provides that Contracting Parties may, I will quote now, “may call upon the competent organs of the United Nations to take action, such action under the Charter of the United Nations as they,” the competent organs of the United Nations, “as they consider appropriate, actions as they consider appropriate for the prevention and suppression of acts of genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in Article III” of the Genocide Convention.

Because of that obligation under Article VIII of the Convention, and since the United States is one of the contracting parties; today we are calling on the United Nations to initiate a full investigation. To this end, the United States will propose that the next UN Security Council Resolution on Sudan request a United Nations investigation into all violations of international humanitarian law and human rights law that have occurred in Darfur, with a view to ensuring accountability.

Mr. Chairman, as I have said, the evidence leads us to the conclusion, the United States to the conclusion; that genocide has occurred and may still be occurring in Darfur. We believe the evidence corroborates the specific intent of the perpetrators to destroy “a group in whole or in part,” the words of the Convention. This intent may be inferred from their deliberate conduct. We believe other elements of the convention have been met as well.

Under the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, to which both the United States and Sudan are parties, genocide occurs when the following three criteria are met:

First, specific acts are committed, and those acts include: Killing; causing serious bodily or mental harm; deliberately inflicting conditions of life calculated to bring about physical destruction of a group in whole or in part; imposing measures to prevent births; or forcibly transferring children to another group. Those are specified acts that, if committed, raise the likelihood that genocide is being committed.

The second criteria: These acts are committed against members of a national, ethnic, racial or religious group; and the third criterion is, they are committed “with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, the group, as such.”

The totality of the evidence from the interviews we conducted in July and August, and from the other sources available to us, shows that the Jingaweit and Sudanese military forces have committed large-scale acts of violence, including murders, rape and physical assaults on non-Arab individuals. Second, the Jingaweit and Sudanese military forces destroyed villages, foodstuffs, and other means of survival. Third, the Sudan Government and its military forces obstructed food, water, medicine, and other humanitarian aid from reaching affected populations, thereby leading to further deaths and suffering. And finally, despite having been put on notice multiple times, Khartoum has failed to stop the violence.

Mr. Chairman, some seem to have been waiting for this determination of genocide to take action. In fact, however, no new action is dictated by this determination. We have been doing everything we can to get the Sudanese Government to act responsibly. So let us not be too preoccupied with this designation. These people are in desperate need and we must help them. Call it civil war; call it ethnic cleansing; call it genocide; call it “none of the above.” The reality is the same. There are people in Darfur who desperately need the help of the international community.

I expect—I more than expect, I know, that the government of Khartoum in Khartoum will reject our conclusion of genocide anyway. Moreover, at this point, genocide is our judgment and not the judgment of the international community. Before the Government of Sudan is taken to the bar of international justice, let me point out that there is a simple way for Khartoum to avoid such wholesale condemnation by the international community, and that way is to take action—to stop holding back, to stop dissembling.

The government in Khartoum should end the attacks and ensure its people—all of its people—are secure, ensure that they are all secure. They should hold to account those who are responsible for past atrocities, and ensure that current negotiations taking place in Abuja, and also the Naivasha accords, are successfully concluded. That is the only way to peace and prosperity for this war-ravaged land.

Specifically, Mr. Chairman, the most practical contribution we can make to the security of Darfur in the short term is to do everything we can to increase the number of African Union monitors. That will require the cooperation of the Government of Sudan.

And I am pleased that the African Union is stepping up to the task. It is playing a leadership role and countries within the African Union have demonstrated a willingness to provide a significant number of troops. And this is the fastest way to help bring security to the countryside through this expanded monitoring presence so we can see what is going on and act to prevent it.

In the intermediate and long term, the security of Darfur can best be advanced by a political settlement at Abuja, and by the successful conclusion of the peace negotiations between the SPLM and the government in Sudan, the Lake Naivasha accords.

Mr. Chairman, I will stop here and take your questions. Thank you.

Source: Secretary Colin L. Powell, Testimony Before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Sept 9, 2004, Washington, D.C. Available online at http://2001–2009.state.gov/secretary/former/powell/remarks/36042.htm.

3. UN Security Council Resolution 1593 Referring the Situation in Darfur to the International Criminal Court (ICC), Adopted March 31, 2006

This resolution, by a vote of eleven for, none against, and four abstentions, affirmed its decision to refer the matter to the International Criminal Court (ICC) for prosecutorial determination, urged the government of Sudan to work closely with the African Union and the ICC, encouraged reconciliation and healing on the part of all those involved, that none of the expenses associated with this referral should be borne by the United Nations, and invited the ICC Prosecutor to address the Security Council on a regular and ongoing basis.

The Security Council,

Taking note of the report of the International Commission of Inquiry on violations of international humanitarian law and human rights law in Darfur (S/2005/60),

Recalling article 16 of the Rome Statute under which no investigation or prosecution may be commenced or proceeded with by the International Criminal Court for a period of 12 months after a Security Council request to that effect,

Also recalling articles 75 and 79 of the Rome Statute and encouraging States to contribute to the ICC Trust Fund for Victims,

Taking note of the existence of agreements referred to in Article 98–2 of the Rome Statute,

Determining that the situation in Sudan continues to constitute a threat to international peace and security,

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,

	Decides to refer the situation in Darfur since 1 July 2002 to the Prosecutor of the International Criminal Court;
 	Decides that the Government of Sudan and all other parties to the conflict in Darfur shall cooperate fully with and provide any necessary assistance to the Court and the Prosecutor pursuant to this resolution and, while recognizing that States not party to the Rome Statute have no obligation under the Statute, urges all States and concerned regional and other international organizations to cooperate fully;
 	Invites the Court and the African Union to discuss practical arrangements that will facilitate the work of the Prosecutor and of the Court, including the possibility of conducting proceedings in the region, which would contribute to regional efforts in the fight against impunity;
 	Also encourages the Court, as appropriate and in accordance with the Rome Statute, to support international cooperation with domestic efforts to promote the rule of law, protect human rights and combat impunity in Darfur;
 	Also emphasizes the need to promote healing and reconciliation and encourages in this respect the creation of institutions, involving all sectors of Sudanese society, such as truth and/or reconciliation commissions, in order to complement judicial processes and thereby reinforce the efforts to restore long-lasting peace, with African Union and international support as necessary;
 	Decides that nationals, current or former officials or personnel from a contributing State outside Sudan which is not a party to the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court shall be subject to the exclusive jurisdiction of that contributing State for all alleged acts or omissions arising out of or related to operations in Sudan established or authorized by the Council or the African Union, unless such exclusive jurisdiction has been expressly waived by that contributing State;
 	Recognizes that none of the expenses incurred in connection with the referral, including expenses related to investigations or prosecutions in connection with that referral, shall be borne by the United Nations and that such costs shall be borne by the parties to the Rome Statute and those States that wish to contribute voluntarily;
 	Invites the Prosecutor to address the Council within three months of the date of adoption of this resolution and every six months thereafter on actions taken pursuant to this resolution;
 	Decides to remain seized of the matter.


Action on Text

The draft resolution was adopted by a vote of 11 in favour with 4 abstentions (Algeria, Brazil, China, United States).

Source: Resolution 1593. S/RES/1593 (2005), March 31, 2005. http://www.un.org/en/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=S/RES/1593(2005). Used by permission of the United Nations.

4. U.S. State Department, Documenting Atrocities in Darfur

Based on the work of its own Atrocities Documentation Team, this summary document looked at humanitarian crises, human rights crises, background, political and military conflicts, international responses, and interviews with 1,136 refugees. Replete with photographic evidence as well, this report affirmed that atrocities were indeed committed and that the world was witnessing an ongoing genocide.

Summary

The conflict between the Government of Sudan (GOS) and two rebel groups that began in 2003 has precipitated the worst humanitarian and human rights crisis in the world today. The primary cleavage is ethnic: Arabs (GOS and militia forces) vs. non-Arab villagers belonging primarily to the Zaghawa, Masslit, and Fur ethnic groups. Both groups are predominantly Muslim.

A U.S. Government project to conduct systematic interviews of Sudanese refugees in Chad reveals a consistent and widespread pattern of atrocities committed against non-Arab villagers in the Darfur region of western Sudan. This assessment is based on semi-structured interviews with 1,136 randomly selected refugees in 19 locations in eastern Chad. Most respondents said government forces, militia fighters, or a combination of both had completely destroyed their villages. Sixty-one percent of the respondents witnessed the killing of a family member; 16 percent said they had been raped or had heard about a rape from a victim. About one-third of the refugees heard racial epithets while under attack. Four-fifths said their livestock was stolen; nearly half asserted their personal property was looted. This assessment highlights incidents and atrocities that have led to the displacement of large portions of Darfur’s non-Arabs.

An Atrocities Documentation Team, assembled at the initiative of the US Department of State’s Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor (DRL), conducted interviews in Chad in July and August. The team was primarily composed of independent experts recruited by the Coalition for International Justice (CIJ), and also included experts from the American Bar Association (ABA), DRL, and the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research (INR) as well as the US Agency for International Development (USAID). INR was responsible for compiling the survey data and producing the final report. USAID met the costs of the CIJ and ABA.

Humanitarian Crisis

As of August 2004, based on available information, more than 405 villages in Darfur had been completely destroyed, with an additional 123 substantially damaged, since February 2003. Approximately 200,000 persons had sought refuge in eastern Chad as of August, according to the UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR); the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs reports another 1.2 million internally displaced persons (IDPs) remain in western Sudan. The total population of Darfur is 6 million. The lack of security in the region continues to threaten displaced persons. Insecurity and heavy rains continue to disrupt humanitarian assistance. The UN World Food Program provided food to nearly 940,000 people in Darfur in July. Nonetheless, since the beginning of the Darfur food program, a total of 82 out of 154 concentrations of IDPs have received food, leaving 72 locations unassisted. Relief and health experts warn that malnutrition and mortality are likely to increase as forcibly displaced and isolated villagers suffer from hunger and infectious diseases that will spread quickly among densely populated and malnourished populations. The health situation for the 200,000 refugees in Chad is ominous. The U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention estimates that one in three children in the refugee settlements in Chad is suffering from acute malnutrition and that crude mortality rates are already well above emergency threshold levels (one per 10,000 per day).

Human Rights Crisis

The non-Arab population of Darfur continues to suffer from crimes against humanity. A review of 1,136 interviews shows a consistent pattern of atrocities, suggesting close coordination between GOS forces and Arab militia elements, commonly known as the Jingaweit (Janjaweed). (“Jingaweit” is an Arabic term meaning “horse and gun.”)

Despite the current cease-fire and UN Security Council Resolution 1556, Jingaweit violence against civilians has continued (cease-fire violations by both the Jingaweit and the rebels have continued as well). Media reports on August 10, 16, and 19 chronicled GOS-Jingaweit attacks in Western Darfur. In addition to their work on the survey, the interviewers had the opportunity to speak with newly arrived refugees who provided accounts that tended to confirm press reports of continuing GOS participation in recent attacks. Refugees who fled the violence on August 6 and 8 spoke with the team, providing accounts consistent with media reports: joint GOS military and Jingaweit attacks; strafing by helicopter gun ships followed by ground attacks by the GOS military in vehicles and Jingaweit on horseback; males being shot or knifed; and women being abducted or raped. Respondents reported these attacks destroyed five villages. Multiple respondents also reported attacks on the IDP camp of Arja.

The UN estimates the violence has affected 2.2 million of Darfur’s 6 million residents. The GOS claims it has been unable to prevent Jingaweit atrocities and that the international community has exaggerated the extent and nature of the crisis. The GOS has improved international relief access to IDPs in Darfur since July, but problems, including lack of security and seasonal rains, have hampered relief programs. Survey results indicate that most Sudanese refugees state that Jingaweit militias and GOS military forces collaborate in carrying out systematic attacks against non-Arab villages in Darfur.

Ethnographic Background

Darfur covers about one-fifth of Sudan’s vast territory and is home to one-seventh of its population. It includes a mixture of Arab and non-Arab ethnic groups, both of which are predominantly Muslim. The Fur ethnic group (Darfur means “homeland of the Fur”) is the largest non-Arab ethnic group in the region. Northern Darfur State is home to the nomadic non-Arab Zaghawa but also includes a significant number of Arabs, such as the Meidab. Sedentary non-Arabs from the Fur, Massalit, Daju, and other ethnic groups live in Western Darfur State. The arid climate and the competition for scarce resources over the years have contributed to recurring conflict between nomadic Arab herders and non-Arab farmers, particularly over land and grazing rights. Various ethnic groups have fought over access to water, grazing rights, and prized agricultural land as desertification has driven herders farther south.

Political and Military Conflict

Ethnic violence affected the Darfur region in the 1980s. In 1986, Prime Minister Sadiq al-Mahdi armed the ethnic-Arab tribes to fight John Garang’s Sudanese People’s Liberation Army (SPLA). After helping the GOS beat back an SPLA attack in Darfur in 1991, one of these Arab tribes sought to resolve ancient disputes over land and water rights by attacking the Zaghawa, Fur, and Massalit peoples. Arab groups launched a campaign in Southern Darfur State that resulted in the destruction of some 600 non-Arab villages and the deaths of about 3,000 people. The GOS itself encouraged the formation of an “Arab Alliance” in Darfur to keep non-Arab ethnic groups in check. Weapons flowed into Darfur and the conflict spread. After President Bashir seized power in 1989, the new government disarmed non-Arab ethnic groups but allowed politically loyal Arab allies to keep their weapons.

In February 2003, rebels calling themselves the Darfur Liberation Front (DLF) attacked GOS military installations and the provincial capital of Al Fashir. The DLF complained of economic marginalization and demanded a power sharing arrangement with the GOS. In March 2003, the DLF changed its name to the Sudan Liberation Movement/Army (SLM/A), intensified its military operations, unveiled a political program for a “united democratic Sudan,” and bolstered its strength to some 4,000 rebels. The Justice and Equality Movement, with fewer than 1,000 rebels, was established in 2002 but has since joined the SLM/A in several campaigns against GOS forces.

The GOS has provided support to Arab militiamen attacking non-Arab civilians, according to press and NGO reports. Refugee accounts corroborated by US and other independent reporting suggest that Khartoum has continued to provide direct support for advancing Jingaweit. Aerial bombardment and attacks on civilians reportedly have occurred widely throughout the region; respondents named more than 100 locations that experienced such bombardment. The extent to which insurgent base camps were co-located with villages and civilians is unknown. The number of casualties caused by aerial bombardment cannot be determined, but large numbers of Darfurians have been forced to flee their villages. According to press and NGO reports, the GOS has given Jingaweit recruits salaries, communication equipment, arms, and identity cards.

Current International Response

On July 30, 2004, the UN Security Council adopted Resolution 1556, which demanded that the GOS fulfill commitments it made to disarm the Jingaweit militias and apprehend and bring to justice Jingaweit leaders and their associates; it also called on the GOS to allow humanitarian access to Darfur, among other things. The UN placed an embargo on the sale or supply of materiel and training to non-governmental entities and individuals in Darfur. The resolution endorsed the African Union deployment of monitors and a protection force to Darfur. It requested the Secretary-General to report on GOS progress in 30 days and held out the possibility of further actions, including sanctions, against the GOS in the event of non-compliance.

The Security Council has expressed its deep concern over reports of large-scale violations of human rights and international humanitarian law in Darfur. The main protection concerns identified by the UN and corroborated by the Atrocities Documentation Team include threats to life and freedom of movement, forced relocation, forced return, sexual violence, and restricted access to humanitarian assistance, social services, sources of livelihood, and basic services. Food security has been precarious and will probably worsen as the rainy season continues. Many displaced households no longer can feed themselves because of the loss of livestock and the razing of food stores.

Relief agencies’ access to areas outside the state capitals of Al Junaynah, Al Fashir, and Nyala was limited until late May. Visits by UN Secretary-General Annan and Secretary of State Powell in June 2004 brought heightened attention to the growing humanitarian crisis. As a result, the GOS lifted travel restrictions and announced measures to facilitate humanitarian access. Nonetheless, serious problems remain, specifically capacity, logistics, and security for relief efforts. USAID’s Disaster Assistance Response Team and other agencies have deployed additional staff to increase emergency response capacity.

Refugee Interviews—Survey Results

The Atrocities Documentation Team conducted a random-sample survey of Darfurian refugees in eastern Chad in July and August 2004. The team interviewed 1,136 refugees, many of whom had endured harsh journeys across the desolate Chad-Sudan border.

A plurality of the respondents were ethnic Zaghawa (46 percent), with smaller numbers belonging to the Fur (8 percent) and Massalit (30 percent) ethnic groups. Slightly more than half the respondents (56 percent) were women.

Analysis of the refugee interviews points to a pattern of abuse against members of Darfur’s non-Arab communities, including murder, rape, beatings, ethnic humiliation, and destruction of property and basic necessities. Many of the reports detailing attacks on villages refer to government and militia forces, preceded by aerial bombardment, acting together to commit atrocities. Respondents said government and militia forces wore khaki or brown military uniforms. Roughly one-half of the respondents noted GOS forces had joined Jingaweit irregulars in attacking their villages. Approximately one-quarter of the respondents said GOS forces had acted alone; another 14 percent said the Jingaweit had acted alone. Two-thirds of the respondents reported aerial bombings against their villages; four-fifths said they had witnessed the complete destruction of their villages. Sixty-one percent reported witnessing the killing of a family member. About one-third of the respondents reported hearing racial epithets while under attack; one-quarter witnessed beatings. Large numbers reported the looting of personal property (47 percent) and the theft of livestock (80 percent).

Most reports followed a similar pattern:

	1) GOS aircraft or helicopters bomb villages.
 	2) GOS soldiers arrive in trucks, followed closely by Jingaweit militia riding horses or camels.
 	3) GOS soldiers and militia surround and then enter villages, under cover of gunfire.
 	4) Fleeing villagers are targets in aerial bombing.
 	5) The Jingaweit and GOS soldiers loot the village after most citizens have fled, often using trucks to remove belongings.
 	6) Villages often experience multiple attacks over a prolonged period before they are destroyed by burning or bombing.


When describing attacks, refugees often referred to GOS soldiers and Jingaweit militias as a unified group; as one refugee stated, “The soldiers and Jingaweit, always they are together.” The primary victims have been non-Arab residents of Darfur. Numerous credible reports corroborate the use of racial and ethnic epithets by both the Jingaweit and GOS military personnel; “Kill the slaves; Kill the slaves!” and “We have orders to kill all the blacks” are common. One refugee reported a militia member stating, “We kill all blacks and even kill our cattle when they have black calves.” Numerous refugee accounts point to mass abductions, including persons driven away in GOS vehicles, but respondents usually do not know the abductees’ fate. A few respondents indicated personal knowledge of mass executions and gravesites.

A subset of 400 respondents were asked about rebel activity in or near their villages. Nearly nine in 10 said there was no rebel activity before the attack. Nine percent noted rebels were in the vicinity; 2 percent said the rebels were present in their villages. The overwhelming majority (91 percent) said their village was not defended at all against the attack. One percent asserted their village had been successfully defended and another 8 percent cited an unsuccessful defense.

Respondents reported ethnic tensions in the region had risen over the past few years. For example, markets in which non-Arabs and Arabs had previously interacted have become segregated, and almost all villages are now said to be ethnically homogenous. According to many of the interviewees, GOS soldiers and Jingaweit attacked villages because of their non-Arab populations; men of fighting age have been abducted, executed, or both; and women and girls have been abducted and raped.

Refugee Interviews—Survey Methodology

This report is based on results from personal interviews conducted by three teams between July 12 and August 18, 2004. DRL, USAID, and the Coalition for International Justice jointly designed the questionnaire in conjunction with other NGOs. INR provided technical assistance on questionnaire design and survey methodology. The teams used a semi-structured interviewing approach that permitted the refugees to give the broadest possible accounts of the events they had experienced. The interviews were conducted in 19 locations in eastern Chad, including UNHCR camps and informal settlements.

Refugees were selected using a systematic, random sampling approach designed to meet the conditions in Chad. Interviewers randomly selected a sector within a refugee camp and then, from a fixed point within the sector, chose every 10th dwelling unit for interviewing. All adults were listed within the dwelling unit, and one adult was randomly selected. This methodology ensures the results are as representative as possible in light of refugee conditions. Interviews took place in private, with only the refugee, a translator, and the interviewer present.

Several characteristics of the survey must be underscored. First, accounts of atrocities may be dated, depending on when the individual refugee fled his or her village. Second, the data may actually undercount the extent of atrocities because mass attacks often leave few survivors. Third, most respondents come from villages within 50 miles of the border in Western Darfur and Northern Darfur States. Fourth, it is very likely that rapes are underreported because of the social stigma attached to acknowledging such violations of female members of one’s family.

The results are broadly representative of Darfurian refugees in Chad but may not be representative of internally displaced persons still in Darfur because they were not included in the sample. A margin of error for this sample cannot be calculated because of the lack of accurate demographic information about the refugee camps and settlements. The methodology was designed to achieve as broadly representative a sample as was feasible under the prevailing conditions. Dates of events reported by refugees frequently utilized the Islamic calendar; these dates were then converted to dates on the Gregorian calendar.

The field data for the 1,136 interviews were compiled using a standardized data entry process that involved the collection and coding of detailed information from each refugee respondent’s set of answers. The researchers then used a statistical program to aggregate the data and analyze the results.

Source: US State Department. Documenting Atrocities in Darfur. Washington, DC: US State Department, 2004. 9 pp. Available online at http://2001–2009.state.gov/g/drl/rls/36028.htm.
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East Timor Genocide


Essays

East Timor Genocide Overview 

During the Indonesian occupation of East Timor from 1975 to 1999, the East Timorese population was subjected to torture, kidnappings, displacement, economic privation, and murders on an enormous scale. As much as one-third of East Timor’s population may have died as a direct or indirect result of the Indonesian government and military’s policies toward East Timor, and the nation—one of the poorest and least developed in the world—continues to feel the effects of almost a quarter-century of genocide.

East Timor is an island nation situated in the Indonesian archipelago, between Indonesia and Australia. For three centuries, the territory had been part of the Portuguese overseas empire, but in 1974 a coup took place in Portugal, leading to that country’s sudden withdrawal from its imperial presence. East Timor’s governor, Mário Lemos Pires, announced immediate plans to grant the colony independence, a move that was premature in view of the fact that little had been done to prepare the territory for decolonization. In a short time, however, a number of hastily formed political parties surfaced. Among these was a local Marxist group, the Frente Revolucionária do Timor-Leste Independente (Revolutionary Front for East Timor’s Independence, or FRETILIN), founded on May 20, 1974.

FRETILIN was established for the purpose of securing independence from Portuguese colonial rule. It grew out of an earlier body, the Associação Social Democratica Timorense (ASDT), which was a broad-based, anticolonial association with nationalist leanings. FRETILIN had a strong radical socialist foundation and was differed from the ASDT in that it sought immediate independence and claimed to speak on behalf of all East Timorese people. By December 1974, it had developed nationwide programs in education, social welfare, health, agriculture, literacy, and the like. FRETILIN ran into opposition from a rival party, the UDT (União Democratica Timorense, the Timorese Democratic Union), which was less radical and called for a more progressive and multistage timeline for independence that would be slanted toward some sort of federal model with Portugal. On August 11, 1975, the UDT staged a coup; for three weeks, civil war raged throughout East Timor, as forces of the UDT battled with a hastily formed armed wing of FRETILIN, called FALINTIL (Forças Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste, National Liberation Forces of an Independent East Timor). Somewhere between 1,500 and 3,000 people died at this time.

As FRETILIN became more influential, Cold War politics began to intervene. East Timor’s huge neighbor Indonesia, which had for a long time coveted the territory, began expressing concern that a socialist movement should attain power so close to home. By September 1975, with FRETILIN’s victory, Indonesia’s policy on East Timor had hardened into direct opposition.

As the Portuguese administrators began to leave, FRETILIN troops seized the bulk of the colonial armory, and on November 28, 1975, it proclaimed the Democratic Republic of East Timor. An official military force, the Forças Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste (Revolutionary Armed Forces for the National Liberation of East Timor, or FALINTIL), was organized as the state army.

[image: ]

Nine days later, on December 7, 1975, Indonesian military forces responded by invading the newly proclaimed republic. In the first few days of the invasion, 2,000 citizens of the capital, Dili, were killed, and a systematic campaign of human rights abuses commenced. It was clear from the outset that this had the singular intention of intimidating the population and crushing the prospect of any resistance before it could get organized. What the Indonesians did not figure on, however, was the extent of difference between the two peoples. The East Timorese had a different ethnic identity than the Indonesians, spoke Tetum or Portuguese (or, more likely, a localized creole dialect) rather than Bahasa Indonesia, were almost exclusively Roman Catholic rather than Muslim, and had historically never been interested in aligning with Indonesia. As the Indonesians saw it, therefore, the only way they could absorb the territory as Indonesia’s 27th state (which eventually took place officially on July 17, 1976) was through terror and military occupation.

The result was a series of campaigns resulting in mass murder, starvation, and death by torture. Within two months of the invasion, 60,000 people, or 10 percent of the pre-invasion population, had been killed. Over the next three years, up to 200,000 people—that is, one-third of East Timor’s preinvasion population—had lost their lives.


[image: ]

A large measure of the destruction was brought about through the Jakarta government’s policy of “Indonesianizing” East Timor. To do so, it would transform the personality of the territory from being a Portuguese colony with aspirations to independence to a fully fledged (and loyal) state of Indonesia. This was to be achieved in several ways: through the complete disruption (and then elimination) of regular East Timorese life and its replacement with Javanese life ways; through the forcible removal of the population from large rural areas and their relocation to newly created “strattegic hamlets” (which some would later equate with de facto internment camps); and through the impact of the hamlets in the breaking up of traditional agriculture, village life, trade, and extended family life. The overall impact of these measures saw the appearance of food shortages and diseases and the creation of a culture of dependence in which the population was henceforth forced to rely on Indonesian handouts for health services and medicine.

“Indonesianization” also involved the repression of East Timorese culture, such that only Indonesian songs, dances, and the like were permitted publicly, while in education a purely Indonesian education system was introduced. Many new schools were established, but the curriculum was Indonesian, the language of instruction was Bahasa Indonesia, history lessons focused on Indonesian history only, and the study of East Timorese language or culture was forbidden.

Finally, the Indonesian authorities imposed a harsh regime of physical repression over the territory. All attempts from the East Timorese people to embrace, encourage, or express their own culture were physically suppressed. People were often killed on the spot, arrested and tortured, or simply “disappeared.”

Over the two decades and more of Indonesian rule, the international response to all this was largely one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the populous nation to its north and was the only country to recognize the de jure incorporation of East Timor into the body of Indonesia. The Australians even went so far as to advocate Indonesia’s case at the United Nations (UN).

For its part, even though the UN passed numerous resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw, these were either ignored by Jakarta or not pushed hard enough by the Security Council. Within the Cold War context, there was never a possibility that the Suharto government would align with the Soviet Union or China in the face of Western opposition, but the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach toward the occupation be seen by the Indonesians as a reason to look elsewhere for friends with which to side—for example, to the nonaligned nations—trod very softly on the whole issue.

In 1998, President Suharto retired, and his successor, B. J. Habibie, made it clear that East Timorese independence was out of the question (though he might consider giving East Timor special autonomy). Then, in January 1999—to everyone’s surprise—he announced that a referendum would be held on East Timor’s future status. This move made him extremely unpopular with ABRI, the Indonesian armed forces, and local pro-Indonesian militia groups were established to stop voter registration through a campaign of intimidation, in the hope that this would see a low turnout on referendum day. The intimidation and violence was unsuccessful: 451,792 voters were registered, from a population that had crept back up to about 680,000. On election day, the turnout was estimated to be 95 percent. Those agreeing to remain within Indonesia numbered 94,388 (21.5 percent); 344,580 (78.5 percent) voted for independence.

In response, the pro-Indonesian militias went on a rampage. Approximately 1,500 East Timorese were killed and at least 300,000 were forcibly pushed into West Timor as refugees; hundreds of women and girls were raped; the majority of the country’s infrastructure, including homes, irrigation systems, water supply systems, schools, and nearly 100 percent of the country’s electrical grid were destroyed. The capital city, Dili, was effectively burned to the ground.

The killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. Ultimately, Indonesia relinquished its claim to the territory and in 2002 the first parliament, elected by universal suffrage and guaranteed by the UN, met in the now-reconstructed capital. Under the name Timor Leste, the country was admitted to membership of the UN on September 27, 2002.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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East Timor Genocide Causes 

What happened in East Timor from 1975 to 1999 cannot be separated from its background. In 1702, East Timor was formally declared a Portuguese colony, even though a Portuguese presence there had dated back to 1515. The western half of the island had been occupied by the Dutch since 1613, incorporated as part of the much larger Dutch East Indies, which would later become Indonesia.

Portuguese colonization saw the introduction of Roman Catholicism, the Western alphabet, and a formal education system in Portuguese. Towns were established from the nucleus of smaller villages, and in 1769 a capital city at Dili was created. The 1859 Treaty of Lisbon divided the island of Timor, settling the border between the Dutch and Portuguese halves (and including the Portuguese enclave of Oecussi, within West Timor). All border issues were confirmed by a decision of the Permanent Court of Arbitration, at The Hague, in 1916.

As a colonizer, Portugal adopted a minimalist approach to the development of its Asian territory. The Portuguese preferred to rule through a traditional system of liurai, or local chiefs, and a Portuguese presence outside of Dili was slight. There was little in the way of economic expansion, and social service infrastructure was negligible. At best, Portuguese rule could be said to have been characterized as benign neglect; at worst, particularly where any signs of opposition were detected, it could be harsh, even abusive.

Given that the island was divided between two powers that were essentially nonbelligerents, there was little exchange between East Timor and the Dutch East Indies. Links were slight, though not nonexistent, as demonstrated during World War II. Portugal remained neutral throughout the war, but on December 17, 1941, East Timor was occupied by Australian and Dutch forces in advance of an expected Japanese invasion. On February 20, 1942, a large Japanese force invaded the whole island, ignoring the difference in colonial administrations. Australian and Dutch forces retreated to the mountains and waged a guerrilla campaign against the Japanese, leading to a terrible revenge by the occupiers against the local population. It has been estimated that by 1945 up to 60,000 Timorese may have been killed as a result of Japanese actions. This sacrifice was to be remembered by the Australian people in future years.

After World War II, the Portuguese returned to East Timor to pick up where they had left off before the invasion, but the colonial model was just as flawed as previously. The shattered economy, in desperate need of reconstruction, was only addressed in a piecemeal fashion. Labor had to be supplied through the conscription of rural laborers, meaning that rebuilding the agrarian sector was delayed. While West Timor, as part of the Dutch East Indies, became part of the new state of Indonesia in 1949 after a bitter anticolonial struggle, East Timor remained a colonial backwater. The development of an education sector was left to the Roman Catholic Church, and government investment in other forms of infrastructure stayed at a low level.

Indonesian independence did not see any claims made for the annexation of East Timor. In 1959, a two-week rebellion against Portuguese rule saw the death of several hundred East Timorese, but no interest was shown on the part of the government in Jakarta—other than encouragement from the Indonesian consul general in Dili and some anticolonial rhetoric in the Indonesian press. As long as Portugal controlled the territory, Jakarta continually made it clear that Indonesia had no territorial ambitions on East Timor.

With Portugal’s imperial retreat from 1974 onward, however, Indonesia became increasingly concerned over the possible power vacuum that could enter the region. Within the Cold War context, the government of Indonesia’s President Suharto became anxious lest a left-wing movement such as FRETILIN should assume power and serve as a Trojan horse that could weaken Indonesia at its periphery.

With East Timor’s colonial status seemingly coming to an end, a number of political groupings began to form throughout the territory. One, the Associação Social Democratica Timorense (Social Democratic Party of East Timor, or ASDT), was a broad-based nationalist grouping that transformed itself in September 1974 into the more radical socialist movement FRETILIN. Another movement, the União Democrática Timorense (Timorese Democratic Union, or UDT), initially favored a continued association with Portugal, but it soon shifted its position and aligned with FRETILIN in a campaign aimed at independence. At the same time, another group, the Popular Democratic Association (Associação Popular Democratica Timorense, or Apodeti), sought integration with Indonesia.

Political wrangling between the UDT and FRETILIN throughout much of 1975 saw a struggle for supremacy over who would rule when independence came. As FRETILIN became more influential, Jakarta’s concern intensified. By September 1975, Indonesia’s policy on East Timor had hardened further, following a meeting between President Suharto and Australian prime minister Gough Whitlam, who expressed his preference for East Timor to join Indonesia should there be a mandate for such at an election.

In the meantime, as the Portuguese administrators began to leave, FRETILIN troops seized the bulk of the colonial armory. The UDT, concerned by the rise of FRETILIN, staged an abortive coup d’état on August 10, 1975, leading to a short but bloody civil war between FRETILIN and an Indonesian-supported anticommunist coalition of UDT and Apodeti. By September, FRETILIN had taken control and occupied most of the province, and on November 28, 1975, FRETILIN proclaimed the Democratic Republic of East Timor. An oficial military force, the Forças Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste (the Revolutionary Armed Forces for the National Liberation of East Timor, or FALINTIL), was organized by FRETILIN as the state army.

In response, the UDT and Apodeti called on Jakarta to intervene, and on December 7, 1975, Indonesia invaded East Timor, landing forces at Dili and Baukau, 100 kilometers to the east. A puppet administration, the “Provisional Government of East Timor,” composed of members of UDT and Apodeti, was set up, and in the bloodletting that followed over the next two months it was later estimated that 60,000 East Timorese, or 10 percent of the preinvasion population, were killed. By April 1976, there were an estimated 30,000 to 35,000 Indonesian troops in East Timor, and on May 31, 1976, the Provisional Government voted for integration with Indonesia. On July 17, 1976, East Timor became the Indonesian province of Timor Timur.
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East Timor Genocide Consequences 

Within weeks of the Indonesian invasion, up to 60,000 East Timorese, or 10 percent of the pre-invasion population, had been killed. Resistance activities commenced immediately, with FALINTIL fighting a desperate guerrilla war against the Indonesians from the mountainous interior of the country.

There is no doubt that Indonesian rule over East Timor was severe, and often brutal. KOPASSUS, the Special Forces unit of the Indonesian Army, was given responsibility for ensuring that East Timorese resistance was minimized at the local level, and it did so through conducting what was effectively a terror campaign against the population.

The Indonesian Army had been of the view that it could crush FALINTIL easily and quickly, but soon found it was fighting a difficult war in harsh terrain. The consequence was a significant increase in combat forces; by late December 1975, it had poured in 25,000 troops. By the end of 1976, this had grown to 40,000. The occupying troops often behaved abominably toward the East Timorese population, who responded by fleeing to the mountains in huge numbers. In September 1977, Indonesian forces began to intern civilians in an attempt to force a decisive confrontation with FALINTIL.

By late 1978, most of the FRETILIN leadership group had been wiped out (including Nicolau Lobato, the prime minister of East Timor between November 28 and December 7, 1975. José Alexandre “Xanana” Gusmão now took sole charge of the resistance, but by now some 80 percent of FALINTIL’s forces and almost all of its equipment had been lost. Gusmão presided over what was for all intents and purposes the defeated remnant of a broken resistance army.

For its part, the Indonesian Army could boast of having interned 372,900 East Timorese citizens, or 60 percent of the population, in 150 camps throughout the island. The camps broke up traditional agriculture, village life, trade, and extended family life, and the resultant agricultural downturn saw a major food crisis spread throughout the land.

A further consequence of the Indonesian occupation was the culture of violence that increasingly characterized daily life. Within the camps, substantial sexual violence against women took place. Depending on the location, they could be raped in the presence of family members, forced to marry Indonesian soldiers, tortured, sexually abused, or forcibly sterilized. A form of covert sterilization and coerced contraception of East Timorese women, the Programa Keluarga Berencana (referred to generally as the KB program), saw so-called Indonesian “health workers” administering hormonal contraceptives under the guise that the women were receiving vaccinations or vitamin injections. The most common contraceptive used was the drug Depo-Provera, and teenage girls would often receive these injections at school in the presence of Indonesian soldiers, with the doors locked to prevent escape. So far as can be ascertained—and until a proven declaration of intent can be located, this must remain speculation—the goal of these procedures was to reduce the population of East Timor through the prevention of births among the East Timorese population.

Population dynamics play an important part when trying to map the consequences of the Indonesian invasion. Indonesia began a program of transmigration of Javanese and other Indonesians on depopulated East Timorese land, and the first settlers started arriving in 1980. Within a few years, they numbered roughly 85,000, or 9 percent of the population, at a time when the East Timorese population was frequently starving and the resistance movement was still active. Any localized expressions of opposition were treated ruthlessly. The main agent of repression was the Indonesian military unit KOLAKOPS (Komando Pelaksanaan Operasi, or Operations Implementation Command), which had jurisdiction over units dealing with local combat operations. Essentially responsible for counterinsurgency activities, the fact that KOLAKOPS commands had been specially created and sat outside of regular military command structures gave them wide discretionary powers not normally found in the Indonesian military’s rules of engagement. Consequently, abuses of civilians, torture of prisoners, and even massacres of local folk could take place under KOLAKOPS administrations with impunity.

The best-known example of this took place on November 12, 1991, when mourners at the Santa Cruz Cemetery in Dili were fired upon by KOPASSUS troops under KOLAKOPS command, with substantial loss of life. The catalyst for the massacre was a funeral procession for an East Timorese student, Sebastião Gomes, who had been shot dead by Indonesian troops a few days earlier. Tensions were already at flashpoint by the time of the funeral. A parliamentary delegation from Portugal had been due to arrive in East Timor to investigate allegations of human rights abuses, but when student groups supporting FRETILIN threatened to turn the group’s arrival into a protest demonstration against Indonesian rule, the authorities grew wary and stepped up the military presence in the capital. As the funeral procession approached the Santa Cruz Cemetery, some of the students took the opportunity to unfurl banners calling for independence. In the incendiary environment, this was the final justification the KOPASSUS forces needed to clamp down on the procession as an unauthorized political demonstration. As the march entered the cemetery, truckloads of troops appeared. Shortly thereafter, they opened fire on the unarmed crowd. While figures regarding the numbers of killed and wounded in the ensuing violence vary depending on the source, the most commonly accepted numbers are 271 killed, 382 wounded, and a further 250 missing (those who ran away when the shooting began or were taken into custody and never seen again). The massacre was witnessed and filmed by Western journalists, and, after being smuggled out of East Timor, broadcast around the world to the universal condemnation of Indonesia. The fact that KOPASSUS forces were at the cemetery on the day of the funeral, were heavily armed, and did not hesitate to open fire indicated the likelihood that the action had been prepared in advance in order to arrest even the slightest expressions of anti-integrationist agitation. The massacre at the Santa Cruz Cemetery was a clear statement of the Indonesian government’s determination to continue its repression of East Timor, and to maintain its ruthless control over the territory.

After a quarter-century of Indonesian oppression under Suharto’s rule, in January 1999 his successor, B. J. Habibie, announced that a referendum on the future status of East Timor would be held on August 30 that year. Although the referendum would be overseen by the United Nations (UN), immediately prior to and following the election the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the country. Up to 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. The killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999. The people of East Timor had voted overwhelmingly for independence and forced Indonesia to relinquish its claim to the territory. There can be little doubt that had the international community not intervened when it did, many more innocent victims would almost certainly have been slaughtered—possibly in the tens of thousands or more.

The Indonesian invasion and occupation of East Timor saw one of the greatest human tragedies since the end of World War II. Its overall consequences could certainly be measured in terms of civilian lives lost, but those killed in combat were also high. We will never know definitively how many fighters from FALINTIL lost their lives, though proportionately it was immense. It has been estimated that at least 17,000 Indonesian soldiers were killed in the fighting.

An additional consequence is the psychological damage caused to the East Timorese population as a result of the invasion and occupation. Successive Indonesian governments have not acknowledged the extent of the destruction caused as a result of the occupation and have shielded those who designed, ordered, and carried out the worst atrocities. Within East Timor, independence and the establishment of an independent republic in 2002 did not bring about a period of immediate social or political calm, as witnessed through an apparent assassination attempt by a band of rebel soldiers against President José Ramos-Horta on February 11, 2008. In a separate attack, Xanana Gusmão was also fired upon by the rebels. As an indication of the precariousness of East Timor’s position, the situation was only brought under control by international peacekeepers stationed in East Timor.
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East Timor Genocide Perpetrators 

Those responsible for the death and destruction of East Timor included Indonesian politicians, members of the Indonesian military, and local East Timorese militias.

While it is not certain that the invasion of December 1975 took place as a result of a decision by President Suharto (like most traditional Javanese, he was only given one name at birth, though he adopted the name Mohammed after a pilgrimage to Mecca in 1991), it was under his administration that the event took place. The second president of Indonesia, Suharto was a senior military officer who held the position of president for a record 31 years between 1967 and 1998.

Already by the mid-1960s, Suharto had established a reputation as an anticommunist opposed to the pluralistic rule of President Sukarno, who had led Indonesia to independence and still ruled the country. Within the Cold War context, the elevation of the 2 million–strong Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI) to center stage was seen as politically very dangerous by elements in the army, including Suharto. Sukarno’s approach permitted the communists to gain influence in many sectors of society, and he alienated the army by enabling the PKI to override its authority in several areas. By late 1965, the army was divided between a left-wing faction allied with the PKI and a right-wing faction that was being courted by the United States.

Within this increasingly explosive situation, and in order to forestall the prospect of greater PKI influence and a communist takeover of the country, any spark would be sufficient to cause the country to fall into a state of crisis. On October 1, 1965, it happened. Six senior Indonesian generals were kidnapped and murdered by junior officers. The PKI was blamed, with the military and Suharto portraying the murders as an attempted coup d’état designed to entrench Sukarno’s power. Suharto led a successful countercoup, resulting in widespread reprisals against the communists—even though the role of the PKI, at the time and since, was unclear. On October 16, 1965, under immense pressure from the army, Sukarno appointed Suharto as minister for the army and army commander in chief, after which Suharto ordered his forces to destroy the PKI and the threat it allegedly represented.

In the months that followed, the army led an anticommunist purge that saw an unprecedented explosion of violence sweep the country. PKI members (many of whom were, coincidentally, ethnically Chinese) were rounded up, tortured, and executed. Families of suspected communists were also targeted by the military, military-endorsed militias, and even civilian mobs. The number of killed varies widely; most accounts put the figure at about half a million, though 2 million has been speculated. Hundreds of thousands more were imprisoned without trial, often for periods of 20 years or longer. Under Suharto, the military forces were purged of what were viewed as pro-Sukarno elements, and Sukarno’s power base effectively collapsed. On March 11, 1966, Suharto assumed supreme authority throughout the country, displacing Sukarno, and introduced what became known soon afterward as the New Order (Orde Baru). The next day, the PKI was officially banned, PKI members of parliament were purged, the press was gagged, and trade unions were forbidden. Suharto was appointed acting president in 1967 and president the following year.

The upshot of what became known as “The Year of Living Dangerously” was that, between 1966 and 1998, Indonesia was basically ruled as an authoritarian quasi-democracy, with one president, one ruling party, and relatively few elections. The country became increasingly bureaucratized and militarized, and the military forces received a permanent place in running the country. The electoral system was modified to allow only “safe” political parties to run for office, and as a result, Suharto was elected unopposed as president in 1973, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1993, and 1998. Speculation has been rife that Suharto’s rule possibly saved Indonesia from going communist (the certainty of this will never be truly known); but, by doing so, the Indonesian people suffered over 30 years of repression, censorship, and state-sanctioned violence.

In addition to his authoritarian approach to ruling his vast country, Suharto was also an expansionist and Javanese supremacist. Mention in this regard must be made of his attempts to “Javanize” the rest of the archipelago, by force if necessary, though the 1980s and 1990s. These included military campaigns designed to stamp out the possibility of secession in Sulawesi, Ambon, and, in particular, Aceh, in a 25-year-long conflict that began in 1976 and continued into the 21st century. Prolonged fighting between Free Aceh separatists and Indonesian military and police units led Suharto to suspend civilian rule in the province, declare martial law, name Aceh a “military operational area,” and, over time, send in tens of thousands of troops to effectively reconquer the region for Jakarta.

The invasion and brutal occupation of East Timor, therefore, needs to be viewed from within the framework of an authoritarian regime dominated by an anticommunist leader with a history of expansionist foreign policy behind him. Suharto’s chief means of achieving his ambitions, moreover, lay in the Tentara Nasional Indonesia (the Indonesian National Armed Forces, or TNI, formerly known as the Angkatan Bersenjata Republik Indonesia, or ABRI). Much of the TNI’s work in East Timor was carried out by KOPASSUS, the Special Forces unit of the Indonesian Army.

KOPASSUS was a unit that conducted such operations as counterinsurgency, counterterrorism, and intelligence gathering, but it was also an active agent of military repression. Not only was it active in East Timor from 1975 onward but it had also cut its teeth in suppressing earlier rebellions in rural Indonesia in the late 1950s, Operation TRIKORA, the campaign to seize and annex Dutch New Guinea during 1961–1962, the military conflict with Malaysia from 1962–1966 known as Konfrontasi, as well as the anticommunist campaign in 1965.

By the time the events in East Timor were coming to a head in 1998 and 1999, one TNI leader, General Wiranto had risen to the position of armed forces commander and defense minister. After President Suharto retired in May 1998, Wiranto took a key role in trying to ensure that an atmosphere of calm prevailed throughout Indonesia. Some considered his moderation to have saved Indonesia from a military coup, thereby enabling a democratic transition to take place after decades of authoritarian rule.

Wiranto’s actions in East Timor in 1999, however, led to him becoming known throughout the world. As the people of East Timor prepared for a referendum on the future status of the territory in August 1999, an East Timor–wide militia movement dedicated to resisting any possibility of East Timorese independence began to flex its muscles, and immediately prior to and following the election the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the territory. Up to 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. As commanding officer of the TNI, Wiranto was ultimately responsible for everything the troops in his command did, and his name appears in numerous reports of human rights abuses in East Timor throughout 1999.

Later, the Indonesian Commission on Human Rights Abuses in East Timor, or KPP HAM, summoned Wiranto, five other generals, and several top pro-Indonesia militia leaders to answer questions on the extent of their knowledge and involvement in the East Timor massacres. Wiranto stated without hesitation that there had been no plan or policy for the commission either of genocide or crimes against humanity. He said the Indonesian armed forces had never issued any orders for the burning of cities or the killing of people, nor had it ordered or carried out any forced evacuations. The KPP HAM investigation was not convinced, and in its report in 2003 it recommended that Wiranto be charged with crimes against humanity—advice that was never carried through.

Since then, there has been debate over how actively Wiranto supported the militia strategy in East Timor, or whether he stood by while others did the damage. His own argument has always been that the violence was to be blamed on loyal East Timorese groups expressing their dissatisfaction with the outcome of the referendum and that the TNI, over which he was in control, played no part in the bloodshed. He has at every turn denied that his army commanders instigated the destruction of East Timor after it had voted for independence, and has worked hard to resist prosecutions for any of the TNI officers under his command.

Despite this, many adhere to the view that there is more than enough evidence to suggest that Wiranto has a case to answer. It is clear, for instance, that while Wiranto visited Dili on numerous occasions in 1999, he nonetheless did nothing to alter the destructive course of events. Moreover, Wiranto himself later acknowledged that the military had helped to arm and fund the pro-independence militias and that he knew about this.

A leading actor in one of these militia groups was an East Timorese advocate of continued integration with Indonesia, Eurico Gutteres. Born on July 17, 1974, in the village of Uatulari, he was orphaned when his parents were killed in 1976 by the Indonesian Army owing to their support for FRETILIN. He was raised by an Indonesian civil servant in nearby Viqueque and then moved to Dili, where he attended junior high school at the Sacred Heart of Jesus Catholic School. He did not complete his senior high school education, having become involved in petty criminal activity. It is thought that he might also have been an activist in the clandestine pro-independence movement Santo Antonio.

In 1988 Indonesian military intelligence detained him for his alleged involvement in a plot to assassinate President Suharto, who made a visit to Dili in October of that year. After that, Guterres switched his allegiance, from advocating East Timorese independence to that of pro-Indonesian integration, becoming an informer for KOPASSUS. He was to remain a double agent and army informant for some time. An Indonesian counterinsurgency officer, Prabowo Subianto, had taken a special interest in Guterres, and in 1994 recruited him into Gardapaksi (Garda Pemuda Penegak Integrasi, or Youth Guard for Upholding Integration), a pro-integrationist East Timorese militia force supported by East Timorese governor Abilio Soares that developed a record of human rights abuse throughout the territory.

In early August 1998, Guterres and other leading pro-Indonesian militants had a meeting with key members of the Indonesian military stationed in East Timor. The militants were told that they must organize the forces for the purpose of “protecting integration,” and from this came an East Timor–wide militia movement dedicated to resisting any possibility of East Timor leaving Indonesian rule.

When the people of East Timor were granted the right to vote on the future of the territory in the referendum of August 30, 1999, Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the territory. An estimated 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. Gutteres took part in this violence.

Accusations of criminal responsibility against Guterres actually dated to before the referendum. In January 1999, he was appointed to head the Gardapaksi, which was renamed Aitarak (“Thorn”). Some of the members of the organization were active members of KOPASSUS, and there is evidence to suggest that Aitarak was in fact a de facto unit of the TNI. Aitarak would later become heavily involved in the crimes committed in Dili. In this role, Guterres is said to have planned, in collaboration with the Indonesian Army and police, a campaign of physically destabilizing the referendum process.

He is the primary militia suspect in a massacre that took place in a church at Liquiçá in April 1999, and was said to have taken part in an attack on the home of the independence leader Manuel Carrascalão in the same month. Also in April 1999, he appeared on television addressing a large crowd of pro-integrationist militia, urging them to kill pro-independence supporters. The rally was called to launch an anti-independence “cleansing” campaign in Dili and was well patronized by leading members of the East Timorese administration. Guterres was made deputy commander of the combined pro-integration PPI (Pasukan Pro-Integrasi), an umbrella grouping of all militias nominally led by João Tavares. He then led a group of militia and TNI members on a rampage around Dili, resulting in 13 deaths. Guterres is known to have been involved in several massacres in East Timor throughout 1999, and he continued his violent activities during the postreferendum destruction of Dili.

In the critical days of the referendum itself, Guterres and his men ruled Dili’s streets. They controlled the harbor and airport, forcibly ensuring that no pro-integration voters could leave. On August 26, 1999, just four days before the ballot, Guterres told a rally of 15,000 in Dili that the city would become a “sea of fire” if independence was declared. Further, he was allegedly directly involved in several murders and acts of torture. In a program of mass evacuation, his Aitarak unit forced anyone suspected of pro-independence sympathies across the border into West Timor. Guterres became the public face of Indonesian-inspired terror within East Timor and overseas. Within Indonesia, he became a national hero for Indonesian nationalists.

On February 18, 2002, Guterres was indicted in absentia by the Serious Crimes Unit of the Dili district court for crimes against humanity. This court was set up by the United Nations Transitional Administration of East Timor through Resolution 1272 (1999) of the Security Council for the purpose of assisting the East Timorese authorities in prosecuting such crimes as genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes committed between January 1 and October 25, 1999. He was sentenced by the trial chamber of the Special Human Rights Court for Timor Leste to 10 years in prison on November 27, 2002, but appealed the decision and remained free while awaiting a decision. The appeal was successful, and on August 6, 2004, his sentence was reduced to 5 years’ imprisonment. (This was itself overturned and the original sentence of 10 years was reinstated on March 13, 2006, when the Indonesian Supreme Court reexamined the verdict of the Appeals Court and concluded that the reduction in sentence handed down by the court of appeal did not correspond to a fair and just conviction.) A second indictment on February 27, 2003, saw further charges of crimes against humanity, including persecution (forced deportation and destruction of property), inhumane acts, murder, disappearance, and forcible transfer of population. However, on March 13, 2008, the Indonesian Supreme Court reversed its decision and cleared Guterres of all charges. He was released on April 8, 2008, and was last seen in Jakarta.
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East Timor Genocide Victims 

The suffering of the East Timorese people as a result of the Indonesian invasion and occupation included more than just death through murder and starvation. Those who took up arms and retreated to the mountains, where they settled down to conduct a guerrilla war that lasted a quarter-century, lost all semblance of a family life forever. In turn, those they left behind lost husbands, fathers, and children, and were in turn often raped or brutalized. In fact, one of the features of East Timorese life under Indonesian rule saw massive displacement, sexual violence, torture, and other abuses.

Depending on the period under discussion, survivors today describe shootings on the streets, Dili in flames, police corruption, military excesses, and state-sanctioned militia terror. Allegations abound of localized massacres in which not only civilians were murdered but also Catholic priests and nuns—a particularly damning charge in view of the fact that the TNI was the army of the largest Muslim country in the world.

Sexual violence was particularly widespread, though often not discussed. In a largely peasant society, the families and neighbors of raped women would often reject the victim after the fact; not only that, but the perpetrators were almost always immune from any sort of sanction. With their men recruited by the militias, often forcibly, women were left alone to look after the family. The invaders sometimes viewed them as representing the FALINTIL enemy in the mountains, and physical and sexual violence was an “easy” way of exercising control over that enemy. As a result, East Timorese women suffered pregnancies caused by rape, and sexual slavery was not uncommon. Sometimes, children were raped. At other times, children were forced to watch as their mothers were raped. The perpetrators were both TNI soldiers and members of the various militias, particularly toward the end of the occupation.

The many problems facing the victims of the Indonesian occupation included that of leadership and direction. While the people were in the process of being militarily occupied by a violent army that had imposed a harsh authoritarian rule throughout the country, from where was authority and direction to come? How were the people of East Timor able to face this challenge to their very existence as a people? The answer lay in the Roman Catholic Church, and, in particular, their bishop, Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo. Bishop Belo proved to be a fierce opponent of Indonesian rule, who would lose no opportunity to appeal to the public and the international community to voice his disapproval. He became the only strongly audible East Timorese voice consistently pleading for peace and freedom and publicly condemned the Indonesian armed forces’ cruelty and constant abuse of human rights.

In February 1989, when East Timor was almost wholly sealed off from the outside world, Bishop Belo wrote a letter to the president of Portugal, the Pope, and the secretary general of the United Nations (UN). He called for a UN referendum to settle the question of East Timor’s future and sought international help for the East Timorese who, he wrote, were “dying as a people and as a nation.” When the UN letter became public in April, he became a declared enemy of the Indonesians, and his position was not helped in the aftermath of the Santa Cruz Massacre on November 12, 1991. Belo gave sanctuary in his own home to youths escaping the massacre, and later campaigned for reforms to the Indonesian military that would not see a repetition. He also advocated the dismissal of the two generals most closely connected to the incident, and endeavored to expose to the outside world the number of victims killed, giving further credibility to the story that had been witnessed and filmed by Western journalists.

After the Santa Cruz Massacre, Bishop Belo became all too aware of his status as the head of the only remaining organization in East Timor independent of government control. His position became a focal point for the expression of national aspirations among the victims, and he continually enraged the Indonesian authorities. He endured daily surveillance from the secret police, his phones were tapped, his fax machine was monitored, and all visitors were closely watched.

However, Belo persisted in his efforts to defend justice, peace, and the preservation of the dignity of his people. He set up a Church Commission to monitor human rights abuses and established a radio station to disseminate information and news. In 1994, he outlined his concern for the people of East Timor in an open letter, calling on Indonesia to reduce its military presence, expand the civil rights of citizens, and allow East Timor to either hold a democratic referendum on self-determination or be granted special territorial status.

These efforts did not go unnoticed, and in October 1996 Bishop Belo and another East Timorese fighter for freedom, José Ramos-Horta, were jointly awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for “their work towards a just and peaceful solution to the conflict in East Timor.” The Indonesian government, upon learning of the Nobel Committee’s decision, announced that it was “astounded and surprised at the reason given for the award.”

During the violence leading toward East Timor’s future status referendum in 1999, pro-Indonesian integrationist militias began a campaign of violence and intimidation against those seeking independence. At least 22 civilians were killed during an attack on the house of a Catholic priest in Liquiçá on April 6, and 12 more were killed in Dili on April 17 when a gang from the Aitarak militia attacked the home of independence figure Manuel Carrascalão. Belo responded to these atrocities by supporting a call for a popular insurrection. In response, he was himself targeted on September 6, when the Dili diocese office came under attack and 25 people were killed and 10 injured. Belo’s Dili residence was burned by militia gangs, and he came under direct fire. Evacuated by the Indonesian military, he was smuggled onto a Royal Australian Air Force flight to Darwin the next day.

A further victim of the Indonesian invasion and occupation relates to the postindependence environment they left behind. After 24 years of occupation, a whole generation grew up knowing no other reality than that of Indonesia—speaking Bahasa Indonesia, having learned only according to an Indonesian school curriculum, and so on. Young East Timorese align themselves more readily with Indonesian culture than with that of their homeland, and there are still many Indonesian transmigrants who have been raised there.

One final victim of the Indonesian occupation might be said to be the future stability of East Timor itself. In its desire to have a strong relationship with its powerful neighbor, Indonesia, East Timor’s priorities have been to ensure that the people enjoy peace and security in a strong, prosperous, and democratic country. As a result, postindependence governments have worked toward the normalization of relations with Indonesia, attempting to forgive past wrongs and enter into meaningful dialogue. The country has established a Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation, and has sought the creation of an international war crimes tribunal to prosecute Indonesian military officers and militia leaders involved in the atrocities of 1999. While this is a demonstration of East Timor’s commitment to peaceful measures to resolve tangible issues that could bring some measure of tranquillity to the region, the vagaries of the international system militate against it happening—thus painting the very notion of justice as one of the greatest victims of the whole period.
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East Timor Genocide Bystanders 

In view of the fact that Indonesia transformed East Timor into a closed territory during the occupation, those who stood by and watched were relatively few in number. The most active form of witnessing took place through the presence of foreign journalists when the invasion seemed imminent, and then immediately afterward—although most had left by the time the invasion took place.

In October 1975, five Australia-based journalists—the Australians Greg Shackleton and Tony Stewart; New Zealander Gary Cunningham; and two British-born journalists, Malcolm Rennie and Brian Peters—were sent to East Timor by the Australian television networks Channel 7 and Channel 9 to report on what was at that time the biggest emerging story in the region: the threat of invasion of the former Portuguese colony by Indonesia. It was believed that KOPASSUS forces were at that time infiltrating the territory’s border with West Timor, though no definite evidence had by that stage as yet come to light.

In October 1975, with the support of José Ramos-Horta—at that time one of the East Timorese independence leaders and soon to be the foreign minister of the nascent Democratic Republic of East Timor—the five journalists set themselves up in the town of Balibo, about six miles from the West Timor border. Ramos-Horta was keen to show the world East Timor’s vulnerability and had driven the group to Balibo in order to film and report on the alleged Indonesian border incursions. They spoke to locals, filed news reports, and set up a number of stories for future days. Provided with a house to use as a base (which they jokingly referred to as “the Australian embassy,” or the “Commonwealth secretariat”), Shackleton painted an Australian flag and the word “Australia,” both in red, on the front of the house as a way to emphasize their neutrality. The reporters anticipated that they would not be considered military targets and that their declared status as neutrals would give them some measure of protection in the event of attack from the Indonesian troops who were expected any day to mount an attack on Balibo.

On October 16, 1975, they filmed and reported on a large buildup of Indonesian warships offshore. Later that day, Ramos-Horta returned to Dili, taking with him film and stories from both news teams for dispatch to Australia. As it turned out, these were the last reports from the five newsmen. Just hours later, the Indonesian forces attacked Balibo, and all five were killed, believed to be in horrible circumstances of torture and mutilation.

With the fate of the “Balibo Five” unknown, and investigation into their fate was undertaken by another Australian journalist, Roger East, who went to East Timor in October 1975, at Ramos-Horta’s invitation, to help establish the East Timor New Agency (ETNA).

Working with Ramos-Horta, who helped him around the country and provided leads to chase down, East sent articles back to Australia on November 28, the day East Timor declared its independence. These articles were written in the border region, where he observed fighting between East Timorese troops and Indonesian irregulars. Even though a full-scale invasion by Indonesia seemed imminent, East decided to remain with the East Timorese, proposing to retreat with FALINTIL forces into the mountains in the interior, remain through the occupation, and report as an independent eyewitness on events as they developed.

By the time the Indonesians invaded on December 7, 1975, East was the last foreign journalist left in East Timor. Captured on that first day, he was taken forcibly to Dili, though what happened next is unclear. What is certain is that he was dragged through the streets to the wharf area in Dili’s port district late the next morning and was summarily executed by an Indonesian firing squad, his body dumped into the ocean. A radio message monitored in Darwin by the Campaign for Independent East Timor on January 4, 1976, broadcast news by Alarico Fernandes, minister for internal affairs in the FRETILIN government, of East’s death. Two eyewitnesses were later to provide corroborating evidence of East’s murder.

East has been referred to as the forgotten sixth member of the Balibo Five, though his body was not accorded the same degree of respect as those murdered earlier. On December 5, 1975, three days before his death, what were said to be the remains of the five journalists were buried in a cemetery in Jakarta, Indonesia, in a single coffin. The ceremony was attended by several members of the Australian embassy staff and their families, Australian journalists resident in Indonesia, and the secretary of the Indonesian Journalists’ Association.

A number of official Australian inquiries have since taken place into the fate of the Balibo Five, and in 2007 a New South Wales coronial inquiry found that two senior Indonesian soldiers from KOPASSUS were responsible for the journalists’ deaths. The coroner concluded that the Balibo Five were murdered deliberately, and not in the heat of battle, in order to silence them from exposing the Indonesian invasion. He recommended that prosecutions should be commenced by the Australian federal attorney general under the War Crimes Act. On September 9, 2009, it was announced by the Australian federal police that a war crimes investigation into the deaths of the Balibo Five would take place.

Following the inquest into the death of the Balibo Five, a number of calls came for a similar inquest into East’s death, though little interest was shown at an official level. He became, for many who knew of the case, the forgotten man in the Balibo saga.

The official Indonesian version, from which there has been no departure over the decades, is that the men were killed in cross fire as troops advanced during the battle for Balibo. Were journalists such as East and the Bailbo Five bystanders? Victims? Witnesses? In one sense they were all these, yet the usually accepted definition of a bystander as one who is present at an event but does not, for any of a variety of reasons, participate in it, is difficult to reach in this instance. In the absence of any others from outside who were present, however, we can point only to these and a precious few others who we can definitively fit into the category of being neither Indonesians nor East Timorese.
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East Timor Genocide International Reaction 

Most states with an interest in the peace and stability of Southeast Asia during the Cold War showed little concern with East Timor’s plight. While many Australians knew of the East Timorese as “mates” who at great cost had looked after Australian soldiers during World War II, most Americans have never even heard of East Timor. The geopolitical and economic importance of Indonesia had led to it being considered central enough to be left alone, its policies not the subject of criticism. In fact, the United States helped to facilitate the Indonesian invasion.

On December 6, 1975, the day before the invasion, U.S. president Gerald Ford and secretary of state Henry Kissinger met with Indonesian president Suharto in Jakarta, during which time they gave their assent to an Indonesian invasion provided they were not in the country when it happened. As their plane left, Indonesian troops were beginning their assault on Dili. The United States also played a central role in supplying weapons to Indonesia. Indeed, most of the military equipment used in the invasion was supplied by the United States.

Falling in lockstep behind the policies coming out of Washington, U.S. media reporting was practically nonexistent, both at the time of the invasion and in the years following. While media coverage of East Timor grew in some areas in response to certain events (for example, the Santa Cruz Massacre in Dili on November 12, 1991—and that only because of the presence of Western journalists), coverage was slight throughout the entire period of the Indonesian occupation.

The Australian position was different insofar as it was not characterized by silence, though still there was little in the way of action to save the people of East Timor from the brutality of the Indonesian occupation. Rather, the Australian position was one of collusion with the Suharto regime. Australian governments had always viewed good relations with and stability in Indonesia as vital for Australian security, and it was well recognized that the bureaucracy in the Department of Foreign Affairs (later, tellingly, renamed the Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade), was staffed by a strong Indonesian lobby.

Prior to the invasion, Prime Minister Gough Whitlam had said that the position of Australia would not be averse to an Indonesian takeover, provided it was in line with the wishes of the East Timorese people. Such comments clearly encouraged Suharto in his invasion plans, and then, after the invasion, successive Australian governments under Malcolm Fraser, Bob Hawke, and Paul Keating continued to lend their support to Suharto. The government’s line was generally out of step with the views of the Australian public, both in view of the treatment of the Balibo Five, and also on account of the shared history between the two peoples during World War II. Throughout the Indonesian occupation there were continued protests in Australia against both the occupation and the Australian stance in relation to it.

At the United Nations (UN), the General Assembly adopted a resolution within days of the invasion deploring the Indonesian action. It demanded that the troops be withdrawn immediately, and that the East Timorese people be allowed to exercise their right to self-determination. This was followed up by other resolutions (including from within the Security Council), but not only were these continually ignored by Jakarta, the UN also failed to follow up its own resolve with any sort of definite action.

In 1999, after East Timor was given the opportunity to vote on its future and violence broke out at the hands of pro-integrationist militias backed by the TNI, the UN sent a monitoring force, UNAMET (United Nations Mission in East Timor), to organize and conduct a thorough consultation with the people of the territory on the basis of a direct, secret, and universal ballot. Under this supervision, on August 30, 1999, the people of East Timor were able to cast their votes.

UNAMET was established on June 11, 1999, and ended on October 25, 1999. Its complement was truly international: it comprised 242 international staff; 271 civilian police from 28 countries; 50 military liaison officers from 15 countries; 425 UN volunteers filling a variety of roles, including district electoral officers, support staff and a medical unit, with contributions from 67 countries; and a local East Timorese staff of 668.

UNAMET was not a peacekeeping force and did not have a mandate to intervene in the violence accompanying the voting. After some initial hesitation, Australian prime minister John Howard realized that UNAMET had failed to curb militia and other violence and that, as a result, Australia had an obligation to try to ensure that peace and stability should prevail in the region. As a result, Australia and the United States pushed the UN to intervene militarily to stop the killing and restore order in the territory. Pursuant to this, a 9,000-strong multinational force, INTERFET (International Force in East Timor), equipped with a Chapter VII mandate, was assembled and sent to the island.

The largest one-off deployment of Australian combat troops since World War II (Australia had a vastly greater number of troops in Vietnam, but by contrast these were continually reinforced and built up over time), INTERFET was a multilateral force involving 22 countries in all. The deployment was successful in establishing peace and security through a credible and deterrent presence in all parts of East Timor, including the West Timor enclave of Oecussi. INTERFET’s tasks included reconstruction activities following the widespread militia-generated destruction accompanying the referendum; assistance with administration; policing and law and order functions; and detection and investigation into allegations of human rights violations.

INTERFET remained active in East Timor until February 2000, when its operations gave way to the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor, or UNTAET. The purpose of this latter body was to administer the territory and exercise legislative and executive authority during the transition period leading up to East Timor’s independence on May 20, 2002.
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Timeline

April 25, 1974

The Carnation Revolution restores Portuguese democracy.

May 11, 1974

UDT (Timorese Democratic Union) is formed.

 May 20, 1974

ASDT (Timorese Social Democratic Association) is formed.

 May 27, 1974

APODETI (People’s Democratic Association of Timor) is formed.

September 11, 1974

ASDT becomes FRETILIN (Revolutionary Front of Independent East Timor).

November 18, 1974

Mário Lemos Pires is appointed governor of Portuguese Timor.

January 1975

FRETILIN and UDT create an alliance.

May 1975

UDT withdraws from the alliance created with FRETILIN.

August 11, 1975

Lemos Pires abandons Dili following a UDT coup.

October 16, 1975

The Balibo Five—five Australian-based journalists—are murdered by undercover Indonesian troops.

November 28, 1975

East Timor declares its independence from Portugal.

December 7, 1975

Indonesian troops invade East Timor. Approximately 150 civilians are shot following the invasion of Dili.

December 8, 1975

Indonesian troops execute Roger East.

May 1976

Some 67 boys are shot by paramilitary troops in Suai.

July 17, 1976

East Timor becomes the 27th province of Indonesia.

December 31, 1978

Nicolau Lobato is killed. He is succeeded within FRETILIN by Xanana Gusmão.

March 1981

Operasi Keamanan begins. Men from 15 to 50 are required to join the Indonesian Army.

September 1981

Indonesian soldiers kill 400 people, mostly women and children, in Lacluta.

August 1983

Villagers of Malim Luro are tied up and run over by a bulldozer.

October 28, 1991

Sebastiao Gomes is killed.

November 3, 1991

Portugal cancels its United Nations (UN)–sponsored visit to East Timor.

November 12, 1991

Some 270 civilians are killed at the Santa Cruz Cemetery in Dili. The event becomes known as the Dili Massacre.

November 20, 1991

Soldiers participating in the Dili Massacre are charged with disobeying orders.

March 1992

The Netherlands freezes the assets of the Inter-Governmental Group on Indonesia on the grounds of human rights abuses. The Indonesian government refuses further Dutch assistance.

July 11, 1992

East Timorese students studying in Bali and Java are forced to provide their personal information and complete written questionnaires focusing on the Santa Cruz Massacre and the deaths of Australian journalists in Balibo. The questionnaire is designed by Indonesia’s security agency.

July 13, 1992

Indonesian troops shoot and kill three rebels in Migasa.

July 16, 1992

Demonstrations are held in Paris to halt Western aid to Indonesia because of its treatment of East Timor.

July 25, 1992

People in support of East Timor demonstrate in front of the Indonesian pavilion at the Universal Exposition in Seville.

November 1992

Xanana Gusmão is captured and sentenced to imprisonment in West Timor.

December 7, 1995

Protesters march on the Russian and Dutch embassies in Jakarta on the 20th anniversary of the Indonesian invasion.

1996

José Ramos-Horta and Carlos Belo are awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.

February 6, 1997

Some 30 individuals are arrested in Uai-Tame and Nae-Dala.

March 23, 1997

More than 30 are arrested at a demonstration in Dili. A number of those arrested are tortured while in custody.

April 1997

Guerrilla forces ambush and kill Eugenio da Costa Soares for his role in the arrests in Uai-Tame and Nae-Dala.

May 29, 1997

Polling stations in a number of villages are burned by guerrillas.

May 31, 1997

Guerrilla forces attack Quelicai with grenades.

June 3, 1997

Guerrilla forces burn the old market in Dili.

June 25, 1997

Guerrilla leader David Alex is captured.

May 12, 1998

Four students are shot during a university protest.

May 21, 1998

General Suharto resigns.

October 1998

Pro-independence groups abandon the All-Inclusive Intra-East Timorese Dialogue.

January 1999

Operasi Sapu Jagad (Operation GLOBAL CLEAN-SWEEP) begins.

January 27, 1999

President Habibie announces plans for an East Timorese autonomy vote.

March 17, 1999

Five men are killed in Uaibeana following a TNI soldier’s death.

April 5, 1999

Five are killed in Dato following a confrontation over the arrest of a suspected guerrilla.

April 6, 1999

Around 1,200 in Liquica are attacked by the Beshi Mera Puti militia. Sixty people are killed.

April 17, 1999

A militia attack kills 15 people attending a pro-independence rally in Dili.

April 21, 1999

The Indonesian and Portuguese governments meet to discuss the independence of East Timor.

April 29, 1999

Yayasan Hak publishes a report claiming that 18,091 East Timorese have been internally displaced between November 1998 and March 1999.

June 11, 1999

The UN Mission in East Timor is established to organize and conduct the vote on independence.

June 22, 1999

The UN delays voter registration by three weeks.

June 29, 1999

The UN office in Maliana is attacked by militia members, causing severe damage to the property.

August 15, 1999

A formal campaign period begins following voter registration.

August 25, 1999

Colonel Nur Muis meets Commander Taur Matan Ruak in a meeting organized by the UN in an attempt to limit violence in response to the vote outcome.

August 26, 1999

Eurico Barros Gomes Guterres speaks out against East Timorese independence before a rally of 15,000 in Dili. Two men supporting the vote for independence are killed.

August 31, 1999

East Timor votes for independence from Indonesia.

September 4, 1999

An announcement is made as to the outcome of the vote. A clear majority have voted for independence from Indonesia. The TNI becomes responsible for all military operations in East Timor.

September 5, 1999

Villagers from Oecussi are placed in refugee camps.

September 5, 1999

Militia members attack the Catholic diocesan chambers in Dili. Twenty-five people are killed, while five are injured.

September 5, 1999

Lakasur, a local militia, attacks Suai and burns many of the town’s buildings.

September 6, 1999

Those taking refuge in a Suai church are attacked and massacred.

September 7, 1999

President Habibie declares martial law in the territory.

September 8, 1999

Militiamen kill 50–100 civilians in Dili looking for independence supporters. Dili is burned.

September 8–10, 1999

Nearly 40 are executed by various militias in Passabe.

September 9, 1999

People from Laga are forced to board boats headed for West Timor by TNI soldiers.

September 10, 1999

Following registration in West Timor, approximately 50 men are executed.

September 12, 1999

The Indonesian government formally allows international forces into East Timor.

September 13, 1999

Pro-independence supporter Ana Lemos is kidnapped and found dead two days later.

September 14, 1999

The United Kingdom pledges to send £3.2 million in humanitarian aid to East Timor.

September 14, 1999

A UN compound in Dili is evacuated. A majority of staff and approximately 1,000 refugees are airlifted to Australia.

September 20, 1999

INTERFET forces deploy in East Timor.

September 21, 1999

Battalion 745 of the Indonesian Army kills Dutch reporter Sander Thoenes.

September 21, 1999

Jon Swain, a British reporter, and his photographer are ambushed but manages to survive in hiding until the Australian Army rescues them.

September 25, 1999

Team Alpha militiamen detain and kill nine civilians in Lospalos.

September 28, 1999

The UN votes to establish an inquiry into atrocities committed in East Timor.

October 6, 1999

Only the church and police station remain intact in Aileu. The population, estimated at 17,000, is gone.

October 25,1999

The UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET) is established.

November 1999

Twenty-five bodies are found in mass graves in West Timor.

November 10, 1999

UN representatives attempting to return refugees to East Timor are stopped by militiamen.

November 22, 1999

INTERFET and the Indonesian Army sign an agreement facilitating the return of refugees to East Timor.

November 25, 1999

The Indonesia Committee of Inquiry finds 26 bodies on Oeluli Beach.

December 8, 1999

Refugees in a camp at Labur are forced to remain by members of the Besi Merah Putih militia.

December 10, 1999

Gusmão is awarded the Sakharov Prize.

August 18, 2000

The People’s Consultative Assembly in Jakarta issues amnesty for human rights abuses committed by senior military officers.

September 1, 2000

Under UN pressure, the Indonesian government announces that 19 military generals will be tried for human rights violations.

September 5, 2000

Anti-independence militia leader Olivio Mendosa Murok is killed.

September 6, 2000

Following an attack on the Office of the UN High Commissioner for Refugees in Atambua, the UN evacuates all foreign aid workers helping East Timorese refugees in West Timor.

September 13, 2000

The stock exchange is bombed in connection with Suharto's trial.

October 2000

An arrest warrant is issued for Guterres, who is suspected of committing crimes against humanity

March 2001

Guterres refuses to be interviewed by UNTAET members in Jakarta.

April 30, 2001

Guterres is sentenced to six months in prison for a weapons charge.

July 26, 2001

Judge Syafiuddin Kartasamita is assassinated.

May 20, 2002

East Timor becomes independent. Gusmão becomes East Timor’s first president.

July 1, 2002

General Major Adam Damiri’s trial begins. The prosecution attempts to drop the case, claiming that there is a lack of evidence.

November 22, 2002

Guterres is sentenced to 10 years’ imprisonment.

February 23, 2003

Seven senior military officers are charged by a UN special panel with forcibly relocating 200,000 East Timorese and of having effective control over the military attack in East Timor in 1999. The indictments, however, are ignored by Indonesia.

August 5, 2003

Damiri is sentenced to three years’ imprisonment for human rights abuses.

June 2005

Australian peacekeeping units leave East Timor.

May 30, 2006

Twenty-seven people are killed following unrest in Dili. Peacekeeping forces from Australia, New Zealand, Portugal, and Malaysia are brought into East Timor.

June 26, 2006

Mari Alkatiri resigns from his post as East Timor’s prime minister.

October 2006

A UN report finds East Timorese food and water supplies were poisoned, and provides numerous counts of torture and assault. It estimates that one-third of the population died during the fighting.

January 27, 2008

Suharto dies.

February 11, 2008

President José Ramos-Horta is wounded by rebel soldiers.

April 8, 2008

Eurico Guterres is released from prison.

June 133, 2008

Joni Marques, sentenced to 33 years in prison, is released after only 8 years.

July 15, 2008

Indonesian president Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono acknowledges Indonesian human rights abuses against the East Timorese and expresses regret over their occurrence.

September 10, 2009

President Yudhoyono refuses to reopen the case of the Balibo Five, stating it would not be beneficial to the relationship between Australia and Indonesia.

December 2, 2009

The film Balibo is banned by the Indonesian Film Censorship Agency.

March 4, 2011

East Timor applies to be a part of ASEAN.
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Aditjondro, George

George Junus Aditjondro was born in Pekalongan, Central Java, Indonesia, in 1946. He worked as a journalist in Semarang, Central Java, and Jakarta. In 1979, he joined a Jakarta-based rural development institute, where he worked for two years. After a year at Cornell University’s Rural Sociology Department, he returned to Indonesia and engaged in community development work in Irian Jaya (now often referred to as West Papua) for five years. The organization concerned, Yayasan Pengembangan Masyarakat Desa Irian Jaya (Irian Jaya Rural Community Development Foundation), became the subject of his doctoral dissertation when he returned to Cornell University.

Aditjondro was a vital figure in East Timor’s independence campaign. An outspoken critic of the Suharto dictatorship, Aditjondro repeatedly aligned himself with oppressed groups and individuals throughout the Indonesian archipelago. His scholarly research at Satya Wacana University in Salatiga, Java, demonstrated that the government-sponsored transmigration program in East Timor was an attempt to change the territory’s demographic balance. He also drew international attention to the government’s family planning program in East Timor. Given the extensive range of techniques to control women’s fertility as opposed to men’s, he suggested that it be renamed a “female fertility control program.” Indeed, East Timor led all the other provinces of Indonesia in using permanent fertility control medications such as the Depo Provera drug. He openly contradicted the government’s claims about the number of East Timorese who had died under Indonesian rule, as well as the official narrative of the 1991 Dili Massacre. Along with his friend and university colleague Dr. Arief Budiman, he provided vital support to East Timorese students when they climbed over the fence of the U.S. embassy during an Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit in November 1994.

The Suharto regime targeted Aditjondro after he spoke in August 1994 at the Islamic University of Indonesia on the subject of Indonesia’s presidential succession. Aditjondro joked that the power structure in Indonesia could be summed up as “Ha Ha Ha Ha” (Harto [Suharto], Habibie [B. J. Habibie, former president], Harmoko [minister of information] and Hasan [Bob Hasan, the timber tycoon]). “Ha Ha Ha Ha” became a popular slogan among students in Yogyakarta. The authorities summoned him in for questioning, citing an alleged breach of Article 207 of the Criminal Code (insulting the authorities of the state of Indonesia). He dodged the summons, received on December 28, 1994, by invoking a creative legal objection: he claimed that the “Twelve Days of Christmas” from December 25 until January 6 were sacred to him, and that he could not “recognize” the summons. He received a new summons in 1995 while teaching in Australia. He responded by applying for permanent residence in Australia, and took up a post at Murdoch University’s Asia Research Centre. He was later employed at the University of Newcastle, lecturing on the sociology of corruption. He became an expert on the Suharto family’s wealth, drawing international attention to the kleptocratic nature of the regime.

Aditjondro was always critical of Australian scholars of Indonesia who stayed silent about the regime’s repression in order to protect their careers. He described their research as “visa-driven scholarship.” He returned to Indonesia after the fall of Suharto. When he stepped off the plane in Jakarta, a group of East Timorese surrounded him and lifted him into the air. Years later, he was honored for his contributions by the government of East Timor.
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Alatas, Ali

Ali Alatas was the foreign minister of Indonesia from 1988 to 1999. A career diplomat who was born in Jakarta on November 4, 1932, Alatas joined the Indonesian Foreign Ministry after graduating from university. He was press spokesperson and director of information and culture during the last years of the Sukarno era. After the rise of Suharto, he was posted to the Indonesian Embassy in Washington, D.C., as political counselor to Ambassador Sudjatmoko. He represented Indonesia at the United Nations (UN) twice.

As foreign minister, Alatas helped negotiate a peace settlement for Cambodia at the Paris International Conference in 1991. He was spoken of as a possible secretary general of the UN, but Indonesian dictator Suharto was reported to have quashed the idea, worried about the negative publicity such an appointment would bring to his own human rights record in East Timor and Indonesia.

Alatas signed the Timor Gap Treaty with Australia’s foreign minister, Gareth Evans, on December 11, 1989, aboard a Royal Australian Air Force plane. This treaty ensured that Australia and Indonesia would rob East Timor’s oil, while the Indonesian Army continued to occupy East Timor. The images of Evans and Alatas clinking champagne glasses as the aircraft flew over the Timor Sea became an iconic one, used widely in subsequent years to criticize Australian and Indonesian foreign policy. For his part, Alatas dismissed East Timor as “a pebble in Indonesia’s shoe,” one that “hurts sometimes, but it is not going to give us a temperature or make us very sick. We can carry on walking.”

When Alatas objected to the presence of Portuguese journalists Rui Araujo and Mario Robalo and Australian journalist Jill Jolliffe on a parliamentary delegation from Portugal that was to visit East Timor in October 1991, the visit was aborted. However, young members of the clandestine resistance in East Timor had spent months preparing for the visit, possibly exposing themselves to capture by the Indonesian intelligence services. A youth activist, Sebastiao Gomes, was shot dead on October 28 in the vicinity of the Motael church in Dili.

On November 12, 1991, 14 days after the shooting, mourners gathered in his memory at Motael church. After an hour-long mass, a procession left the church and headed toward the Santa Cruz Cemetery on a winding, four-kilometer route. What has come to be known as the Dili Massacre occurred next. Indonesian soldiers fired at the mourners, killing hundreds. Alatas described it as “a turning point in our diplomacy over the East Timor issue.” He then bungled his attempt to defend his government’s actions; when speaking to members of the U.S. Congress, he tried to draw a comparison with the U.S. response to the My Lai Massacre during the Vietnam War. He was forced to retain the public relations firms of Smith McCabe and Burson-Marsteller to help rescue Indonesia’s plummeting reputation in the United States.

After he retired from the Indonesian Foreign Ministry, Alatas served as a UN special envoy, a member of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Eminent Persons Group, and as chair of President Yudhoyono’s Presidential Advisory Council. He died in Singapore following a heart attack at the age of 76 on December 11, 2008.
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Alkatiri, Mari

Mari Alkatiri served as prime minister of East Timor from the nation’s independence in May 2002 until June 2006. Although he had previously kept a lower profile than freedom fighter–president Jose Xanana Gusmão, during Alkatiri’s tenure he in fact held most of the power in the new nation. According to East Timor’s constitution (2002), the prime minister is the head of government, while the president is head of state. Alkatiri’s political influence was all the more surprising when placed in the context of his life: he lived in exile for almost the entire duration of East Timor’s independence struggle against Indonesia, and he is a practicing Muslim in a country that is overwhelmingly Roman Catholic. It wasn’t until Alkatiri fired half of the country’s soldiers in 2006—sparking violence and destabilizing East Timor—that his policies triggered angry opposition.

Mari Bim Amude Alkatiri was born in East Timor’s capital, Dili, on November 26, 1949, and is a descendant of Yemeni settlers. Trained as a land surveyor, he was only 20 when he entered politics in January 1970, contributing to the creation of the Movement for the Liberation of East Timor when the territory was entering its final years of Portugal’s 400-year rule. Alkatiri went on to become one of the founding members of the Revolutionary Front for the Independence of East Timor (Frente Revolucionaria do Timor-Leste Independente, FRETILIN), which led the territory’s fight for freedom after Indonesia invaded East Timor in 1975. Widely known as a FRETILIN leader, Alkatiri’s life was put in jeopardy by Indonesia’s brutal opposition to East Timorese independence. He fled the country and settled in Mozambique, where he earned a doctorate and began a teaching career.

Alkatiri lived in exile for more than 20 years while an all-out guerrilla war against Indonesia was waged by FRETILIN and its military wing, the Armed Forces for National Liberation of East Timor (FALINTIL). Although rebel leader and future president Gusmão was captured and jailed by the Indonesians in 1993, Alkatiri did not return to East Timor until just before the August 1999 independence referendum sponsored by the United Nations (UN). The landslide vote in favor of independence was widely celebrated by most East Timorese, but the results enraged pro-Indonesian militias, triggering a violent rampage in which hundreds were killed and most of East Timor’s infrastructure was destroyed.

Following the vote and its violent aftermath, the UN sent in peacekeeping troops followed by the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET), which worked with the East Timorese to rebuild the nation and organize elections. Soon after, UNTAET—in consultation with Alkatiri and other political leaders—established the National Consultative Council (NCC), consisting of 11 East Timorese and 4 UNTAET members, to oversee the decision-making process during the transition to independence. Alkatiri joined the NCC and served as economics minister in the first interim government, forging a reputation as a tough negotiator with Australia in talks concerning the rights to rich oil deposits in the Timor Sea between Australia and East Timor.

In June 2000, an agreement was reached between UNTAET and East Timorese leaders on the formation of a transitional government in which the two sides would share political responsibility. As part of that agreement, Alkatiri was appointed chief minister of what was officially called the Second Transitional Government of the Democratic Republic of East Timor, and also became the leader of FRETILIN (the official first transitional government was established in 1974, before Indonesia’s invasion).

In September 2001, East Timor held its first democratic vote, electing members to the country’s new 88-member Constituent Assembly. The Constituent Assembly was responsible for drafting East Timor’s first constitution, and upon independence in May 2002 became the National Parliament. FRETILIN became the legislature’s majority party by winning 55 seats, and as interim chief minister and the party’s leader, Alkatiri was positioned to become the new nation’s first prime minister upon independence.

Before the election, a rift opened between FRETILIN and its popular figurehead, Gusmão, involving Gusmão’s calls for reconciliation with those responsible for the 1999 wave of violence. Alkatiri and other FRETILIN leaders wanted those militia members to be put on trial within East Timor, while Gusmão wanted the new country to have a fresh start with no lingering recriminations. Gusmão subsequently quit the party and announced that he would run for president as an independent. Alkatiri countered by saying he would not vote for Gusmão nor any other candidate. Gusmão complained that Alkatiri and other party leaders had orchestrated a whispering campaign against him, and he refused to talk to them for almost a year. Nevertheless, Gusmão’s popularity propelled him to a landslide victory in April 2002 presidential elections, after which Alkatiri and Gusmão put aside their disagreements to present a united front in the month leading up to independence.

East Timor officially gained its independence on May 20, 2002, although Alkatiri headed a government heavily dependent on outside aid. At his swearing-in as East Timor’s first prime minister, Alkatiri pledged to build a “solid, transparent government” that would not tolerate corruption, collusion, or nepotism. Among the government’s priorities, he said, would be education and health care, two areas viewed as crucial for improvement if East Timor is to build a healthy, dynamic workforce. However, Alkatiri’s government had little success at economic development, as most foreign investors abandoned the country after independence. He failed to rebuild the country’s infrastructure or create much-needed jobs for a population that is 70 percent unemployed.

The optimism of independence completely disintegrated in 2006, when Alkatiri sacked almost half of East Timor’s entire army, troops who proceeded to stage violent riots and attacks while enlisting the aid of pro-Indonesian groups. Opponents accused the prime minister of causing the attacks through his actions and even paying groups to incite more violence. The rift between Gusmão and Alkatiri resurfaced at this point, with both Gusmão and Foreign Minister José Ramos-Horta demanding Alkatiri’s resignation, saying they would quit if he didn’t. This caused the East Timorese people to stage large demonstrations against Alkatiri, and after initially resisting he finally resigned from office on June 26, 2006.
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Australian/Indonesian Foreign Relations

Australia supported Indonesia’s independence after World War II despite the objections of the Dutch and the displeasure of the British and U.S. governments. When the Dutch used force against the independence movement, the Australian government eventually referred the matter to the United Nations (UN) Security Council as a “breach of the peace” under Article 39 of the UN Charter. So deeply did the Indonesian nationalists appreciate this support that they nominated Australia as their representative on the UN Good Offices Committee. Indonesia’s foreign minister, Subandrio, described Australia as the “midwife” of the Indonesian Republic.

Australian governments consistently supported the Indonesian occupation of East Timor. Foreign policy operated within a bipartisan consensus; all Australian governments enjoyed the tacit support of their parliamentary opponents. Regardless of which political party happened to be in power, governments could rest secure in the knowledge that no parliamentary opposition would argue seriously for self-determination for the East Timorese. Although the Australian public was never comfortable with the Indonesian occupation, there was little it could do at the ballot box to change Australian policy toward it, since both parties had almost identical policies. The bipartisan consensus therefore gave successive governments a margin of comfort necessary to neutralize public opinion.

The Australian Labor Party (ALP) under Prime Minister Gough Whitlam was in power at the time of Portugal’s 1974 Carnation Revolution. Whitlam supported Indonesian claims to sovereignty over East Timor. He argued that an independent East Timor would be an unviable state and a potential threat to the area. The Liberal-Country Party coalition led by Malcolm Fraser succeeded the Whitlam government in 1975. As the death toll mounted, the Fraser government legitimized the Indonesian invasion by extending de facto recognition of Indonesia’s sovereignty in January 1978, followed by de jure recognition with the opening of negotiations on the seabed boundary in the Timor Gap in February 1979.

When the ALP was reelected in 1983 and Bob Hawke became prime minister of Australia, he continued the Fraser government’s negotiations with Indonesia on the seabed boundary in the Timor Gap, eventually signing the Timor Gap Treaty in December 1989. Hawke’s successor, Paul Keating (prime minister from 1991 to 1996), continued in this vein, pursuing closer ties with the Indonesian military. Keating and his foreign minister, Gareth Evans, accelerated Australia’s links with the Suharto regime on the basis of maintaining “order” and “stability.” Under their stewardship, Australia carried out more military exercises with Indonesia than with any other country. They awarded Indonesian foreign minister Ali Alatas the Order of Australia in 1995 and negotiated the Australia-Indonesia Agreement on Maintaining Security in secret. Keating stated that the agreement might have been unachievable had its negotiation been preceded by public scrutiny.

The John Howard government, which came to power in March 1996, maintained the bipartisan consensus. Deputy Prime Minister Tim Fischer said that Suharto was perhaps the world’s greatest figure in the latter half of the 20th century. The bipartisan consensus was fractured by the ALP’s spokesperson on foreign affairs, Laurie Brereton. His change of policy while in opposition was one of the most important elements in the final years of East Timor’s independence struggle. The Howard government was forced to deploy a peacekeeping mission to East Timor under the pressure of a tidal wave of public outrage in September 1999.
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Australia's Response to East Timor Invasion by Indonesia

The Australian Labor Party (ALP) under Prime Minister Gough Whitlam was in power at the time of Portugal’s 1974 Carnation Revolution. The ALP had come to power in the 1972 elections, and Australia-Indonesia relations were running smoothly at the official level by this time. Whitlam, an erudite and cosmopolitan figure who spoke of the need for Australia to be “at home in Asia,” nevertheless regarded a stable Indonesia under the Suharto regime as vital to the Australian national interest. He therefore supported Indonesian claims to sovereignty over East Timor. He argued that an independent East Timor would be “an unviable state and a potential threat to the area.”

Whitlam had plenty of alternatives: he could have lobbied internationally for a United Nations (UN)–supervised referendum at any time after the 1974 Carnation Revolution in Portugal. Furthermore, a decolonization process under the auspices of the UN would have obstructed the Indonesian invasion by internationalizing the issue. Australia could have recognized FRETILIN and UDT, and insisted on their legitimacy as representatives of the East Timorese in any decolonization process. Australia could also have informed the United States that its preference was for an independent East Timor, even if under heavy Australian influence. None of these steps was taken.

Whitlam had to contend with the hostility of the Australian population to Indonesia’s plans. Since public opinion was at odds with policy, Australian policymakers issued perfunctory statements supporting the East Timorese right to self-determination. Indonesian and Australian officials understood that these statements were merely for public consumption; no meaningful action would be taken to prevent an Indonesian invasion or to support the right of self-determination for East Timor. Whitlam’s thinking was encapsulated in a diplomatic cable as follows: “I am in favour of incorporation but obeisance has to be made to self-determination. I want it incorporated but I do not want this done in a way which will create argument in Australia which would make people more critical of Indonesia.”

The Australian government blocked avenues through which the East Timorese might advance their cause. In 1974, for example, Don Willessee, the minister for foreign affairs, wrote to Whitlam arguing against the ALP’s own proposal to organize a parliamentary delegation to visit East Timor. The problem, as he saw it, was that any parliamentary delegation that went to East Timor would see immediately that the population supported independence under the leadership of FRETILIN. Privately, Australian officials acknowledged that “FRETILIN’s claims have to be taken very seriously. Its credentials as the legitimate representative of the people of Portuguese Timor are potentially strong in an international debate; as indeed they are within Portuguese Timor.”

The Liberal-Country Party coalition led by Malcolm Fraser succeeded the Whitlam government in 1975. The overwhelming majority of the deaths in East Timor occurred due to starvation in a military-induced famine between 1977 and 1979. As the death toll mounted, Fraser ordered the interdiction of supply boats carrying humanitarian aid from Darwin to East Timor, the surveillance and arrest of activists who tried to communicate by radio from the Northern Territory, and the denial of a visitor’s visa to José Ramos-Horta and other East Timorese independence campaigners. Australian ambassador Tom Critchley visited East Timor along with 10 other foreign ambassadors during September 6–8, 1978. The ambassadors were briefed that approximately 125,000 people had come down from the mountains, and that as many as a quarter of them were suffering from cholera, malaria, tuberculosis, and advanced malnutrition. The ambassador reported in confidence that the visit had been carefully controlled by the Indonesian authorities, who were clearly anxious that the tragic plight of many of the refugees seen should not be blamed on their administration. Many ambassadors came away shocked by the condition of the refugees, and one ambassador said that the children in one camp reminded him of victims of an African famine.

Fraser was so worried about the Australian public’s hostility to any recognition of Indonesia’s takeover that the Department of Foreign Affairs avoided getting formal legal advice on the question. It feared getting an embarrassing answer. By 1978, however, policymakers assessed that the political conditions would permit de facto recognition; the volume of letters the government received about Timor had dropped substantially, and newspaper and television interest was declining. Consequently, on January 20, 1978, Foreign Minister Andrew Peacock announced Australia’s de facto recognition of Indonesia’s sovereignty. This was followed by de jure recognition with the opening of negotiations on the seabed boundary in the Timor Gap in February 1979. Australia became the only Western country to officially recognize Indonesia’s annexation of East Timor.
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Belo, Carlos Filipe Ximenes

Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo was the Roman Catholic bishop of East Timor between 1988 and 2002. He was born on February 3, 1948, in Wailakama, a village in Vemasse, Baucau, East Timor. His father, a school teacher, died when he was two years old, and Carlos, the fifth child in the family, grew up on a farm tending water buffalo in Kekeli, the village of his ancestors.

Belo was sent to missionary schools in Baucau and Ossu, graduating from the seminary in Dare, outside Dili, in 1973. He then left for Portugal, studying at the Salesian Novitiate in Lisbon. During this time, he formally became a member of the Salesian Order. Making a brief return visit to East Timor, where he taught for a short time at the Salesian College at Fatumaca near Baucau, he returned to Portugal for philosophical studies over the next two years, followed by three further years at the Portuguese Catholic University. In 1975, East Timor saw the withdrawal of Portuguese colonialism and a brief period of independence, followed by a brutal invasion from neighboring Indonesia that was ultimately to take the lives of up to one-third of the population. Belo’s studies continued throughout this period.

After studying at the Pontifical Salesian University in Rome, he was ordained a priest in Portugal in 1980. In March 1981, he returned to East Timor, where he again taught at Fatumaca’s Salesian College and, for a short period, was appointed college director. In 1983, the Vatican appointed Belo as apostolic administrator of the Dili diocese, the larger of East Timor’s two Catholic dioceses. This made him the virtual leader of the Catholic Church in his homeland, directly responsible to the pope. On June 19, 1988, he was ordained bishop (of Lorium, Italy), while still holding the position of apostolic administrator at Dili. He now became one of the principal spokesmen for the East Timorese people.

Belo was confronted by many problems, the most important of which was that East Timor was militarily occupied by a violent army that had imposed a harsh authoritarian rule throughout the country. Whereas he had at first been thought of as a pliant and submissive churchman, his new authority showed him instead to be a fierce opponent of Indonesian rule who would lose no opportunity to appeal to the public and the international community to voice his disapproval. He became the only strongly audible East Timorese voice consistently pleading for peace and freedom and publicly condemned the Indonesian armed forces’ cruelty and constant abuse of human rights.

In February 1989, when East Timor was almost wholly sealed off from the outside world, Bishop Belo wrote a letter to the president of Portugal, the pope, and the secretary general of the United Nations (UN). He called for a UN referendum to settle the question of East Timor’s future and sought international help for the East Timorese who, he wrote, were “dying as a people and as a nation.” When the UN letter became public in April, he became a declared enemy of the Indonesians, and his position was not helped in the aftermath of the Dili Massacre on November 12, 1991. The perpetrators of the massacre were members of the much feared KOPASSUS, the Special Forces of the Indonesian military (the Tentara Nasional Indonesia, or TNI), and while figures regarding the numbers of killed and wounded vary depending on the source, the most commonly accepted numbers are 271 killed, 382 wounded, and a further 250 missing (those who ran away when the shooting began or were taken into custody and never seen again). Belo gave sanctuary in his own home to youths escaping the massacre and campaigned for reforms to the Indonesian military and the dismissal of the two generals most closely connected to the incident. He also endeavored to expose to the outside world the number of victims killed, giving further credibility to the story that had been witnessed and filmed by Western journalists.

After the massacre, Bishop Belo became all too aware of his status as the head of the only remaining organization in East Timor independent of government control. His position became a focal point for the expression of national aspirations, and he continually produced rage from the Indonesian authorities. He endured daily surveillance from the secret police, his phones were tapped, his fax machine was monitored, and all visitors were closely watched.

However, Belo persisted in his efforts to defend justice, peace, and the preservation of the dignity of his people. He set up a Church Commission to monitor human rights abuses and established a radio station to disseminate information and news. In 1994, he outlined his concern for the people of East Timor in an open letter, calling on Indonesia to reduce its military presence, expand the civil rights of citizens, and allow East Timor to either hold a democratic referendum on self-determination or be granted special territorial status.

These efforts did not go unnoticed, and in October 1996 Bishop Belo and another East Timorese fighter for freedom, José Ramos-Horta, were jointly awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for “their work towards a just and peaceful solution to the conflict in East Timor.” The Indonesian government, upon learning of the Nobel Committee’s decision, announced that it was “astounded and surprised at the reason given for the award.”

During the violence leading toward East Timor’s future status referendum in 1999, pro-Indonesian integrationist militias began a campaign of violence and intimidation against those seeking independence. At least 22 civilians were killed during an attack on the house of a Catholic priest in Liquiça on April 6, and 12 more were killed in Dili on April 17 when a gang from the Aitarak militia attacked the home of independence figure Manuel Carrascalão. Belo responded to these atrocities by supporting a call for a popular insurrection. In response, he was himself targeted on September 6, when the Dili diocese office came under attack and 25 people were killed and 10 injured. Belo’s Dili residence was burned by militia gangs, and he came under direct fire. Evacuated by the Indonesian military, he was smuggled onto a Royal Australian Air Force flight to Darwin the next day.

Soon after this, Belo traveled to Portugal for undisclosed medical treatment. When he returned to East Timor on November 26, 2002, he announced his resignation as apostolic administrator of Dili, and in July 2004, after a lengthy period of self-reflection regarding his personal future, he took up missionary work in Maputo, the capital of Mozambique.

During the period of the Indonesian occupation of East Timor, Bishop Belo was the target of at least three attempts on his life by Indonesian police and intelligence agents—in 1989, 1991, and 1996. Despite this, he always maintained his belief in nonviolent resistance. Since East Timor’s independence in 2002, he has been at the forefront of calls for international support for the country’s Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation and has sought the establishment of an international war crimes tribunal to prosecute Indonesian military officers and militia leaders involved in the atrocities that occurred in East Timor following the 1999 independence referendum. While this is not likely to occur, it is a further example of Bishop Belo’s commitment to peaceful measures to resolve tangible issues that, if settled, could bring some measure of tranquility to a troubled region.
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Chomsky, Noam

Noam Chomsky has been a leading dissident intellectual of the United States who has applied a critical mind to problems of language and intelligence and to questions of national policy and international peace. Avram Noam Chomsky was born on December 7, 1928, in Philadelphia. In childhood, he displayed unusual linguistic precocity, and in 1945 Chomsky enrolled at the University of Pennsylvania. During his first two years, he studied philosophy and Arabic with some interest, but he was more involved with socialism and Zionism. At that point, Chomsky came in contact with Zellig Harris, a professor of linguistics at the university, whose interests were close to his own. Harris enabled Chomsky to work in an unconventional way, abandoning the normal curriculum and taking graduate courses in linguistics, philosophy, mathematics, and Hebrew. Chomsky earned a BA in 1949, an MA in 1951, and a PhD from the University of Pennsylvania in 1955. That year, he became an assistant professor at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), where he was elevated to the highest teaching status as an institute professor in 1976.

During 1953, Chomsky lived in an Israeli kibbutz for a few months. He found the life hard, but he considered settling there. However, he was troubled by the ideological conformity and the exclusionary attitudes toward Arabs and Oriental Jews (immigrants from North African and Asian countries). The appointment at MIT confirmed his decision not to live in Israel. More recently, he has taken a stand against Israeli settlement in the occupied territories.

As a rule, Chomsky has tended to avoid sectarian limitations. His career has been wide ranging, and his literary output in all areas has been extraordinarily prolific. His highly technical scholarly work, challenging traditional views of how language develops, is considered to have revolutionized the study of linguistics. Language, he has taught, is generated through an inborn ability in the individual. Once generated, language is capable of infinite creative variation. Chomsky’s theorizing draws on mathematics and on classical philosophical thought.

The year 1961 represented a watershed in Chomsky’s life. He had achieved the status of full-time professor and had produced a great outpouring of works in the field of linguistics. Chomsky also began to take an active position against U.S. foreign policy.

Chomsky’s protest against the Vietnam War made him a hero to the New Left and drew him ever deeper into radical politics, although while advocating protest, he also has defended the freedom of the individual will. Chomsky has aimed to expose much of U.S. policy as a mask for irresponsible power and unjustified privilege, and he has insisted that the so-called free press promotes a futile conformity in American intellectual life. He has also spoken out in protest of American policy and action in Southeast Asia, Central America, the Near East, East Timor, and the Middle East. Meanwhile, Chomsky continued to publish in the field of linguistics.

In 1980, Chomsky and coauthor Edward S. Herman brought the ongoing genocide in East Timor to public attention in The Washington Connection and Third World Fascism. That book asserted that the Indonesian assault on and occupation of East Timor, which had begun in 1975 and had killed at least one-third of the East Timorese population, was a genocide on a scale not seen since the Holocaust. The United States and much of the West, Chomsky and Herman argued, had virtually ignored the slaughter, however. Instead, those nations had focused on the Khmer Rouge genocide in Cambodia and the deepening Cold War. The Western press was also excoriated for its failure to cover the developments in East Timor. This began Chomsky’s long-standing interest in the East Timor Genocide. He has frequently delivered speeches and seminars about it and wrote about the carnage in a variety of scholarly and popular publications. Chomsky authored the introduction to a popular and critically acclaimed book on the subject, East Timor: Genocide in Paradise, written by Matthew Jardine, and wrote or cowrote nearly a half dozen books on the subject. Chomsky has consistently chided the West and the international press for its failure to stop the killing in East Timor.

Chomsky has remained an outspoken critic of U.S. foreign and domestic policy throughout the last three decades. In Manufacturing Consent: The Political Economy of the Mass Media (1988), he and Herman delved into the topic of media research and its impact on popular consciousness. Other recent publications include Rogue States: The Rule of Force in World Affairs (2000) and 9–11 (2002), in which Chomsky lamented the bloodshed incurred by the World Trade Center and Pentagon attacks of September 11, 2001, but also argued forcefully that the United States had experienced the consequences of its own oppressive foreign policy. Although Chomsky’s political outlooks have changed over time, today they may best be described as anarcho-syndicalist. He has urged that central governments and corporate capitalism be supplanted by laborers who would control the means of production. Chomsky continues to write, teach, and speak on disparate subjects.
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Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation in East Timor

The Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation, known by its Portuguese initials CAVR (A Comissão de Acolhimento, Verdade e Reconciliação) was established as an independent statutory authority in July 2001 by the United Nations Transitional Authority in East Timor (UNTAET). Article 162 of the Constitution of East Timor recognizes the establishment of the CAVR, which had a mandate to seek the truth, promote reconciliation, and restore the dignity of victims.

The CAVR’s truth-seeking mandate required it to inquire into human rights abuses committed by all sides in the political conflicts between April 25, 1974, and October 25, 1999. Its official report, Chega! (Portuguese for “enough”), was written by national and international staff working under the direction and supervision of the CAVR’s seven East Timorese commissioners. Chega! benefited from scientifically defensible estimates of the number of East Timorese killed during the occupation. The CAVR received the assistance of Benetech, a California-based nonprofit organization devoted to using technology in the service of humanity. Its Human Rights Data Analysis Group (HRDAG) developed a database of three independent sources: narrative statements, a retrospective mortality survey, and a census of public graveyards. It found that, at the very least, 84,200 people died as a result of the conflict, and that the figure may be as high as 183,000. Most of these deaths occurred in the years 1977–1979. The CAVR concluded that there was widespread evidence of war crimes and crimes against humanity. It found that the specific crimes committed by Indonesian forces included sexual violence, torture, enslavement, deportation or forcible transfer, arbitrary imprisonment, murder, and extermination. Among other things, it recommended the formation of an international tribunal.

The CAVR promoted reconciliation by initiating a Community Reconciliation Process (CRP)—a new mechanism at the community level that sought to reintegrate people who had committed politically related crimes that were less serious than murder, rape, and torture. These “serious crimes” would be subject to the conventional process of prosecution and sentencing. By contrast, the CRP involved public hearings conducted in affected communities by panels of local leaders. Perpetrators were required to admit their actions, and victims and members of the public were able to ask questions and make comments. An agreement would be reached whereby perpetrators agreed to undertake community service or pay reparations to victims. Perpetrators were then accepted back into the community.

The CAVR also attempted to heal social divisions and restore the dignity of victims after a 24-year conflict. Indeed, the UNTAET regulation establishing the CAVR specifically required it to “help restore the dignity of victims of human rights violations.” Its Urgent Reparations Programme was an emergency measure to help some of the most disadvantaged victims of human rights violations. It was unable to attract financial support from national and international sources for a general reparations scheme. After the CAVR was dissolved in December 2005, a Post-CAVR Technical Secretariat was established to complete unfinished CAVR projects. Based in the same heritage site as the CAVR (a prison where many East Timorese had been detained), the secretariat was charged with disseminating Chega! and related products, completing the CAVR’s publishing program, safeguarding its archives, and caring for the prison site.
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Cosgrove, Peter

Peter Cosgrove is a retired Australian Army general, chief of the Australian Defence Force, and commanding officer of a major United Nations (UN)–approved peace enforcement mission in East Timor in 1999. Born in Sydney on July 28, 1947, he was educated at Waverley College and the Royal Military College, Duntroon (later called the Australian Defence Force Academy), from where he graduated in 1968. He was sent to Malaysia as a lieutenant in the 1st Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment (RAR) and was then deployed to Vietnam with the 9th Battalion, Royal Australian Regiment. In Vietnam, the young lieutenant was stationed at Nui Dat. He commanded an infantry platoon and served with distinction, winning the Military Cross for his work during an assault on enemy positions.

After his service in Vietnam, Cosgrove remained in the army, and by the mid-1980s he was commander of the RAR’s 1st Battalion. He was a military instructor, undertook staff work, and traveled overseas on liaison and training missions. In 1990, he was the director of infantry and commandant of the Infantry Centre, and in 1997 became commandant at Duntroon.

In 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression occasioning genocide under the rule of President Suharto, Australia’s tiny northern neighbor, East Timor, was given the opportunity to vote on its future—independence or permanent integration into Indonesia. An outbreak of genocidal violence in advance of the referendum found the people of the territory suffering and the major towns burning. Immediately prior to and following the election, the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed, and saw massive physical destruction throughout the territory. An estimated 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. The killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. Ultimately, Indonesia relinquished its claim to the territory. There can be little doubt that had the international community not intervened when it did, many more innocent victims would almost certainly have been slaughtered—possibly in the tens of thousands or more.

While the violence was taking place, Australia and the United States pushed the UN to intervene militarily to stop the killing and restore order in the territory. The 9,000-strong multinational International Force in East Timor (INTERFET) was equipped with a Chapter VII mandate, signalling the determination of the UN on this occasion to prevent the large-scale abuses that had characterized other situations requiring UN intervention in the 1990s.

INTERFET was an initiative by the Australian government of Prime Minister John Howard to reestablish a peaceful regime in East Timor after the failure of the UN Security Council’s own mandated peacekeeping operation, UNAMET (United Nations Mission in East Timor), to curb militia and other violence prior to and during the territory’s referendum on independence. Cosgrove became a household name in Australia after he was appointed INTERFET commander. Through his straightforward approach to an extremely tense situation, Cosgrove instilled confidence. INTERFET, the largest one-off deployment of Australian combat troops since World War II, was a multilateral force involving 22 countries in all. The deployment was successful in establishing peace and security through a credible and deterrent presence in all parts of East Timor, including the West Timor enclave of Oecussi. INTERFET’s tasks included reconstruction activities following the widespread militia-generated destruction accompanying the referendum; assistance with administration; policing and law and order functions; and detection and investigation into allegations of human rights violations.

Given the large deployment of Australian troops, Cosgrove had to demonstrate considerable leadership from the front, which he did with aplomb. He was required simultaneously to be both a soldier and a diplomat, mixed with no small amount of political savvy. The mission’s success made Cosgrove one of Australia’s most respected and popular military leaders; moreover, his leadership ensured that the destructive militia violence, that had earlier taken so many lives, was quelled.

INTERFET remained active in East Timor until February 2000, when its operations gave way to the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor, or UNTAET. The purpose of this latter body was to administer the territory and exercise legislative and executive authority during the transition period leading up to East Timor’s independence on May 20, 2002. Cosgrove led INTERFET during its most active period between 1999 and 2000 but left the mission in 2000 when he was promoted to lieutenant general and appointed chief of the army. Then, in 2002, he was further promoted to the position of head of the Australian Defence Force and served in this role between July 3, 2002, and July 3, 2005, at which point he retired from active service. He was succeeded by the head of the Royal Australian Air Force, Air Chief Marshal Angus Houston.

In East Timor, Cosgrove won the respect of his fellow Australians, East Timorese, and the international community. He served as a soldier in the Australian Army for 40 years between 1965 and his retirement in 2005. In 2001, he was named Australian of the Year and before his retirement was named a Companion of the Order of Australia (Australia’s equivalent of a knighthood). He also holds awards as a Companion of the New Zealand Order of Merit and Commander of the United States Legion of Merit.
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Death of a Nation: The Timor Conspiracy

John Pilger and David Munro entered occupied East Timor in 1993 to film covertly. Their efforts resulted in a documentary called Death of a Nation: The Timor Conspiracy, a powerful film that contributed to the world’s knowledge of the Indonesian occupation. Other filmmakers and journalists had produced films about East Timor before, beginning with Boubaker Adjali, who made the first documentary film on East Timor in the United States in 1976 (Timor: Island of Fear, Island of Hope). Death of a Nation was significant in that it featured covert footage and depicted the history of the occupation in a feature-length documentary. The film crew masqueraded as travel consultants from “Adventure Tours,” a fictitious travel agency that purported to be interested in “third world tourism” that would bring to East Timor “hard currency of the kind only tourism brings.”

Death of a Nation showed the grim conditions prevailing inside the territory. It also showed how Britain was selling Hawk fighter aircraft to Indonesia. The film helped inspire British peace activists to campaign against Indonesia’s occupation of East Timor. On January 29, 1996, three of them—borough councilor Joanna Wilson, gardener Lotta Kronlid, and nurse Andrea Needham—entered the British aerospace military base at Warton, Lancashire, armed with household hammers. They smashed the radar nose and control panel of a Hawk ground-attack aircraft, which was part of an order of 24 aircraft destined for Indonesia. They were arrested. The fourth member of their group, environmental campaigner Angie Zelter, had supported them and publicly announced her intention to carry out another such action. Zelter was arrested the next year while on her way to a public meeting.

At their trial on charges of illegal entry and criminal damage, solidarity activists organized blockades, sit-ins, teach-ins, and other vigils in England, all of which combined to generate negative publicity for Indonesia and for Britain’s sales of military equipment to it. Sensationally, all four women were acquitted after the jury accepted their defense; they claimed they had acted lawfully because they were using “reasonable force” to prevent the much greater crime of genocide. By inspiring activists such as the British peace campaigners and numerous others, Death of a Nation made an important contribution to the cause of East Timor’s independence.
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Denial of the East Timor Genocide

One may deny that genocide occurred in East Timor on straight-forward legal grounds; the Indonesian military’s actions were motivated by a desire to crush the independence movement in East Timor, and not to destroy, either in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group as such. Killings and mass violence committed for the political purpose of defeating an independence movement are not covered under the United Nations (UN) Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (1948). However, in the case of the deaths in East Timor, there have been attempts to deny their scale and causes.

The scale of the death toll in East Timor is perhaps the largest relative to total population since the Holocaust. East Timor’s Truth Commission received the assistance of Benetech, a California-based nonprofit organization devoted to using technology in the service of humanity. Its Human Rights Data Analysis Group (HRDAG) developed a database of three independent sources: narrative statements, a retrospective mortality survey, and a census of public graveyards. It found that, at the very least, 84,200 people died as a result of the conflict, and that the figure may be as high as 183,000. To improve on the accuracy of this figure, Sarah Staveteig, a demographer at the University of California–Berkeley, applied standard demographic methods of indirect estimation and found that “a reasonable upper bound on excess deaths during the period [was] 204,000 (± 51,000).” Staveteig considered it “likely that 204,000 is a conservative upper-bound estimate on excess mortality.”

This death toll was denied by way of numerically illiterate objections. One such objection was that the death toll was much lower because the official population count of 1970 was an underestimate. The reason the 1970 population estimate was unreliable, so the argument goes, is that the Portuguese collected a poll tax during each census and people therefore might have evaded the census-takers. What this objection misses, of course, is that an undercount of the population prior to the invasion actually makes excess mortality counts more conservative if later censuses are more accurate.

A different objection was that Indonesia had built hospitals, schools, and other forms of infrastructure—unlike the Portuguese—and that its presence was more benign than claimed by supporters of East Timorese self-determination. This objection misses the consequence that any decreases in the natural mortality rate as a result of hospitals, doctors, schools, and so on would mean that the number of excess deaths to account for would be much higher. This is because, as Staveteig has argued, if East Timorese mortality due to “normal” circumstances was decreasing during the occupation as a result of better infrastructure, then the projected population totals would have been much higher, as would the number of missing persons.

The causes of the mass deaths during the famine in the 1970s were falsely attributed to “poverty, hunger, disease” by Peter Rodgers, a journalist and former diplomat who visited East Timor with the approval of the Indonesian military at the end of the famine, in time for the relief effort. According to Rodgers, “deprivation was well-established as a way of life long before the war.” Rodgers took photos of sick and starving people in Laga, 15 kilometers east of Baucau. While his photos vividly showed the condition of the people of Laga, his written narrative did not attribute the famine to the Indonesian military’s population-control centers or its prevention, restriction, and diversion of aid. Instead, he wrote that the East Timorese “had been the tragic victims of violence and neglect” which “should not be confused with deliberate intent on Indonesia’s part.” His narrative resembled some of the arguments then being advanced by the U.S. State Department, which in turn resembled those advanced by the Indonesian regime. A month after Rodgers’ reports, State Department officials and U.S. ambassador to Indonesia Edward Masters testified to the U.S. Congress on December 4, 1979. The officials showed an aversion to the words “famine” and “starvation,” referring instead to “acute malnutrition.” For his part, Masters blamed the dire condition of the East Timorese people on “slash and burn agriculture,” “extreme backwardness,” “prevailing poverty,” “lack of infrastructure,” “erosion,” and “drought.”

The true cause was that the Indonesian military targeted agricultural areas and other food sources such as livestock. Illnesses and food shortages forced large numbers of East Timorese civilians to come down the mountains and surrender. Indonesian forces detained the surrendering population in transit camps, which were established close to the local military bases. The transit camps were often little more than huts made from palm thatch with no toilets. They were not intended to care for the welfare of the surrendering population. Often, the only shelter in the camps was under trees. There was no medical care available. Many detainees, who were in a weakened state as a result of the destruction of their food sources, died in the transit camps from diseases such as cholera, diarrhea, and tuberculosis. Detainees were moved from transit camps to resettlement camps after a period of approximately three months. Sometimes the transit camps were redesignated as resettlement camps. By late 1979, there were approximately 300,000 to 370,000 people in the camps. Just as in the transit camps, the resettlement camps often did not have adequate food, medicine, sanitation, or shelter. The famine that occurred under these conditions resulted in mass deaths. For Indonesia, the military objective of destroying the resistance overrode all other considerations.

East Timor’s Truth Commission inquired into whether El Niño may have been partly responsible for the famine. It received expert evidence from John McBride of the Australian Bureau of Meteorology. McBride’s analysis of the potential impact of El Niño on East Timor showed that there was no El Niño event in 1979, and that the El Niño event of February 1977 to April 1978 was one of the mildest to occur in East Timor. Rainfall during the wet season was only 7 percent less than normal. There was normal average rainfall along the north coast of East Timor and an absence of consistent drought in towns around the region. The commission therefore concluded that “only the actions of the Indonesian armed forces” could explain the famine.
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Dili Massacre

The Dili Massacre, known in East Timor as the Santa Cruz Massacre, occurred on November 12, 1991.

A parliamentary delegation from Portugal was supposed to visit Indonesian-occupied East Timor in late 1991. The delegation was to be accompanied by 12 international journalists. The visit was suspended after Indonesia objected to the presence of certain journalists on the delegation. However, young members of the clandestine resistance in East Timorese youth had spent months preparing for the visit, possibly exposing themselves to capture by the Indonesian intelligence services. One group of youth activists painted banners on the grounds of the Motael church in Dili, monitored continuously by the authorities. Late at night on October 27, 1991, a group of provocateurs working for Indonesian intelligence began taunting them in an attempt to draw them into a fight. More provocateurs joined them as tensions rose. A fight broke out between the provocateurs and pro-independence youth, resulting in a fatal blow to the head of a provocateur, Afonso Hendrique, and the fatal shooting of a youth activist, Sebastiao Gomes. The two bodies were found near the church early in the morning of October 28.

On November 12, 1991, 14 days after the death of Gomes, mourners gathered in his memory at Motael church. After an hour-long Mass that ended at 7:00 a.m., a procession left the church and headed toward the Santa Cruz cemetery on a winding, four-kilometer route. Some 1,500 people began the procession, but they were joined en route by many hundreds more, including schoolchildren on their way to classes. Some activists displayed pro-independence banners and flags. When the procession arrived at the Santa Cruz cemetery, another 500 mourners were already waiting for them there.

Also arriving at the Santa Cruz cemetery from Taibessi (at the base of the southern foothills of Dili) were troops from Brimob 5486; troops from A Company, Battalion 303; D Company, Battalion 303; and a combined company—formed in an ad hoc fashion the night before—of Brimob 5486 and C Company, Battalion 303. A detachment from the Dili-based Battalion 744 and personnel from Kodim 1627 were also present. What has come to be known as the Santa Cruz Massacre occurred next. According to eyewitnesses, there were rapid gunshots followed by an explosive volley of automatic rifle fire that persisted for several minutes. Soldiers fired directly into the crowd. Civilians were shot in the back as they tried to escape the shooting. Soldiers kicked and stabbed the wounded and other survivors inside the cemetery. More wounded civilians were killed in neighboring villages, on the way to the hospital and in the hospital itself.

Unknown to the Indonesian authorities, British journalist Max Stahl had captured the massacre on film, which he buried in the cemetery. He was searched on his way out of Dili but some of the key tapes were smuggled out to Jakarta and then to the Netherlands by a Dutch reporter, Saskia Kouwenberg. Only nine months before the massacre, Australian foreign minister Gareth Evans had stated that East Timor’s human rights situation had conspicuously improved. When Stahl’s film was broadcast to the world, Evans described the massacre as an aberration, not an act of state policy. But the massacre was a major setback for Indonesian diplomacy. Almost a decade after the Santa Cruz Massacre, Indonesia’s foreign minister Ali Alatas said that it was a turning point for Indonesia’s control over East Timor. International support for the Indonesian occupation began to decrease after the massacre.

Clinton Fernandes

See also: East Timor Guerrilla War; FRETILIN; KOLAKOPS; KOPASSUS; Operation ENCIRCLEMENT AND ANNIHILATION


Further Reading

Carey, Peter. East Timor at the Crossroads: The Forging of a Nation. New York: Continuum, 1995.

Taylor, John G. Indonesia’s Forgotten War: The Hidden History of East Timor. London: Zed, 1991.




E

East Timor

East Timor, a Southeast Asian nation located in the Indonesian archipelago, gained its independence from Indonesia in 2002 after the decades-long East Timor guerrilla war. During Indonesia’s 24-year occupation, an estimated 200,000 East Timorese were killed.

From the 7th to the 13th century, the island of Timor was part of Sumatra’s Buddhist Srivijaya kingdom and Java’s Hindu Majapahit Empire. Timor was originally inhabited by Malay and Melanesian peoples who used iron but had no written language, and who established the island’s earliest agriculture. Before the 16th century, the island was part of the maritime trading network linked to China and India. In documents published during China’s Ming dynasty in 1436, Timor was described as a place where “the mountains are covered by trees of sandalwood,” the fragrant heartwood coveted throughout Asia.

Portuguese warships first arrived in the Indonesian archipelago in 1509 and began to occupy Java. Timor was first colonized by Portugal in 1520, although the island had been visited by Portuguese mariners as early as 1515. Even in the 16th century, Timor’s abundant sandalwood was sought by the Dutch and Portuguese traders who dominated Southeast Asia’s waterways at that time. In 1556, a small group of Dominican friars established the island’s first Portuguese settlement in the enclave of Oecussi (also known as Ambeno), which is today part of East Timor, although it is located on the northern coast of West Timor.

The island changed hands several times between Portugal and the Netherlands, both of which had established extensive colonies in the region. The Dutch-Portuguese rivalry caused continued skirmishes until 1859, when the two countries signed the Treaty of Lisbon, which established a formal boundary that divided the island into Dutch-controlled West Timor and Portuguese-controlled East Timor. The eastern half of Timor was governed as part of the Portuguese territory of Macau until 1896, when it became a separate colony with its own governor. Like most colonial rulers, Portugal did not allow any dissent regarding its exploitation of the East Timorese, and at the beginning of the 20th century, social unrest began to stir, leading to an armed rebellion in 1910 that took a year and a half for the Portuguese to suppress.

Thirty years later, despite the island’s remoteness, East Timor could not escape the global conflagration of World War II. At the beginning of the war, Portugal declared its neutrality and extended that declaration to its overseas territories. Hence, Portugal refused to sign a mutual defense pact with the United Kingdom, Australia, and the Netherlands—after being pressured by Japan—and thus left both halves of Timor vulnerable to attack. On December 17, 1941, 10 days after the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, a few hundred Dutch and Australian troops landed on Timor in an attempt to defend the island. It was not enough. On February 19, 1942, Japan launched an assault on Timor with more than 4,000 troops, causing the Allied forces to flee the island or escape into the mountains. A small contingent of Australians remained on Timor for about a year to harass the enemy, but they were evacuated by the end of February 1943. Thus, the island remained under Japanese control until Japan’s surrender on August 15, 1945. East Timor’s experience was one shared by many other Asian nations at that time: at least 40,000 East Timorese died during the brutal Japanese occupation.

After the war, the neighboring Dutch East Indies successfully fought the Netherlands for independence, which was granted on December 27, 1949. At the same time, the East Timorese waged a similar battle for independence, which Portuguese forces harshly put down. Because it had long been a Dutch protectorate, West Timor became part of the new nation, now called Indonesia, while East Timor remained in the hands of the Portuguese. Under the 1952 Portuguese Constitution, East Timor was declared an “overseas province.” In 1960, the United Nations (UN) placed the colony on the international agenda, listing it as one of the world’s “non-self-governing territories” and condemning Portugal for refusing to allow East Timor the right to self-determination. In April 1974, Portuguese dictator Marcello Caetanao was overthrown; that same year, the Indonesian military launched Operation KOMODO—an attempt to undermine East Timor independence efforts.

East Timor’s modern history began in 1975, when Portugal started the process of democratization by allowing the formation of political parties. Five parties immediately sprang up, the three largest being the Uniao Democratica Timorese (UDT), which favored gradual independence while maintaining a privileged relationship with Portugal; the Revolutionary Front for the Independence of East Timor (Frente Revolucionaria do Timor-Leste Independente, FRETILIN), which called for immediate independence and the overhaul of the entire social and economic structure of East Timor; and the Associacao Popular Democratica de Timor (Apodeti), which favored integration with Indonesia on the grounds that the separation of the two Timors was merely an accident of colonial politics. A March 1975 referendum offered voters precisely those three choices. FRETILIN won 55 percent of the vote, followed closely by the UDT. Apodeti, despite strong financial support from Indonesia, came in a distant third.

Then-president Suharto’s Indonesian government began eyeing those political developments warily, as it wanted the territory integrated into Indonesia, although it publicly disavowed any such desires. Suharto feared that East Timor’s actions might motivate Indonesia’s own territories to demand independence, and he also coveted East Timor’s oil reserves. Portugal abruptly pulled out of East Timor in August 1975, offering no official handover to any government and leaving the East Timorese to fight it out among themselves. That action sparked a brief civil war between FRETILIN and a UDT-Apodeti coalition. FRETILIN declared itself the country’s legitimate government on November 29, 1975, and also declared independence for East Timor. Barely one week later, with the help of UDT-Apodeti operatives, Indonesia transformed Operation KOMODO into a direct military solution.

Early on the morning of December 7, 1975, Indonesia launched its invasion of East Timor. Under a heavy naval bombardment and the landing of paratroopers and marines, the capital, Dili, quickly fell to the Indonesians. Three days later, Indonesian troops captured East Timor’s second-largest city, Baucau, and by the end of the month all the country’s major towns had fallen. Indonesia formally absorbed the territory on July 16, 1976, although the international community refused to recognize Indonesia’s authority and remained committed to returning control of East Timor to its citizens. East Timorese resistance was led by a guerrilla army spearheaded by FRETILIN, which today is the country’s ruling party.

In 1976, FRETILIN began its all-out battle against the Indonesian military, a struggle that lasted for decades and was led by national hero Xanana Gusmão. Gusmão was captured and jailed in 1993 and was not released until after East Timor’s independence vote in 1999. Until Indonesia’s Suharto was toppled in 1998, his brutal treatment of East Timor received universal condemnation. Throughout the 1970s and 1980s, reports of mass killings and the imprisonment of hundreds of thousands of East Timorese in Indonesian “indoctrination” camps were confirmed by human rights organizations. The world’s outrage reached its peak on November 12, 1991, with what became known as the Dili Massacre, during which 271 unarmed East Timorese were killed by Indonesian soldiers at a memorial service at Dili’s Santa Cruz cemetery. Some attendees were holding proindependence banners while marching in the funeral procession for a slain East Timorese teenager, causing Indonesian troops to open fire on the crowd. The region again gained the world’s attention in 1996 when Dili’s Roman Catholic bishop Carlos Belo and leading East Timor spokesperson José Ramos-Horta won the Nobel Peace Prize.

In May 1998, Suharto’s successor, Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, indicated the government’s willingness to negotiate the status of East Timor, thereby clearing the way for the territory’s independence. After East Timor overwhelmingly voted for independence in August 1999, pro-Indonesian militias unleashed a violent rampage in which hundreds died and thousands of buildings were destroyed. On September 15, 1999, the UN Security Council authorized the International Force for East Timor (INTERFET), led by Australian troops, to restore peace and security and to aid humanitarian relief efforts. In October 1999, international relief efforts got under way, and displaced people were permitted to return to their communities.

On October 20, 1999, the Indonesian People’s Consultative Assembly formally ratified East Timor’s separation from Indonesia, allowing the UN Security Council to approve the establishment of the UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET), whose principal role was to facilitate the transition of East Timor to independence. Indonesian forces withdrew from East Timor for the last time on October 31, 1999. UNTAET took responsibility for the administration of East Timor, including exercising legislative and executive authority, enforcing justice, and organizing elections. On February 28, 2000, INTERFET formally handed over the administration of East Timor to UNTAET. In June 2000, an agreement was reached between UNTAET and East Timorese leaders on the formation of a new transitional government, in which the two sides would share political responsibility.

In August 2001, East Timor held its first democratic vote and elected representatives to the Constituent Assembly, the country’s new 88-member legislature (later renamed the National Parliament). The assembly wrote the nation’s new constitution, to which it gave final approval on March 22, 2002. Presidential elections were held in April 2002. UNTAET’s mission ended when East Timor received full independence on May 20, 2002.

The country’s social stability began to crumble in April 2006, when the government fired about 600 disgruntled soldiers—almost half of its army. The firings sparked deadly riots between pro-Indonesian and pro-independence factions, and Gusmão imposed emergency rule in May. He clashed with Prime Minister Mari Alkatiri (who was blamed for causing the violence by sacking the troops), which led to Alkatiri’s resignation on June 26, 2006. Nobel laureate and former foreign minister Ramos-Horta took office as prime minister on July 10. After Gusmão and Ramos-Horta quit FRETILIN, Ramos-Horta was elected president in May 2007, taking the oath of office on May 20, the fifth anniversary of East Timor’s independence. Following June parliamentary elections, Ramos-Horta named former president Gusmão as prime minister, a decision that triggered more violent protests by FRETILIN supporters.

Former FREITILIN army commander Taur Matan Ruak was elected president in 2012, having run as an independent candidate. Gusmão remains prime minister.
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East Timor Action Network

The East Timor Action Network (ETAN) was formed in the United States of America after the Santa Cruz massacre of November 12, 1991. Its earliest members had a background in the peace and antinuclear movements. It was formed after a number of individuals held a rally for East Timor on December 10, 1991, outside Indonesia’s permanent mission to the United Nations in New York. The day and location were deliberately selected—December 10 is Human Rights Day. They soon found through their networks that similar protests and expressions of concern were being made in other cities in the United States. These individuals therefore joined forces, with a few of them forming the East Timor Action Network (ETAN). Charles Scheiner and John M. Miller, who were members of the War Resisters’ League, obtained permission from the League to use its mailing list on a one-time-only basis to inform more people about ETAN. The Canadian East Timor Alert Network provided them with a list of U.S. residents who had previously been in contact with it. They wrote to all these people saying that they intended to focus on ending U.S. support for the Indonesian occupation. The first financial contribution they received was from Professor Noam Chomsky of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), who posted them his contribution on the same day he received their letter.

ETAN worked with U.S. journalists Allan Nairn and Amy Goodman, who had been present at the Santa Cruz massacre. Nairn and Goodman became the public faces of the campaign in the United States. ETAN’s pressure point of choice was the U.S. Congress, where they carried out an intensive program of public education and lobbying. ETAN also reached out to Portuguese Americans, many of whom lived in the state of Rhode Island. Ronald Machtley, a Republican congressman from Rhode Island, cosponsered a bill with long-time East Timor supporter, congressman Tony Hall of Ohio. The bill deleted all funding for a program in which the United States trained the Indonesian military. While small in monetary terms, the cessation of the program (known as International Military Education and Training—IMET), was politically significant; it was the first time the United States had ever refused military assistance to Indonesia since Suharto came to power.

Two months after the passage of the bill, Bill Clinton won the U.S. presidential election. The new administration was compelled to work within the newly-established parameters. It therefore banned the sale of small and light arms, riot-control equipment, helicopter-mounted weaponry and armoured personnel carriers to Indonesia. In July 1993, ETAN scored another victory by stopping the sale of F-5 fighter aircraft to the Indonesian Air Force. ETAN activists were also able to get the U.S. Congress to impose a ban on the sale of helicopter-mounted weapons to the Indonesian military. ETAN’s effectiveness was acknowledged by the National Security Council’s Senior Director for Asian Affairs (and Special Assistant to the President) Stanley Roth, who said that he received “more letters on East Timor in [his] job at the White House than any other country in Asia.”

By 1999, ETAN had 15,000 members. As many as 25,000 people had been ETAN members over the course of the independence campaign. Its work continued even after independence, with campaigns for justice, democracy, and human rights. It remains an active organization.
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East Timor Guerrilla War

East Timor, an island between Australia and Indonesia, has been the target of a quarter-century Indonesian campaign of violence and intimidation. In 1998, a parliamentary vote granting the island independence sparked a violent backlash by pro-Indonesian militia units. The backlash led to the occupation of East Timor by United Nations (UN) forces under Australian leadership.

The guerrilla war in East Timor began in 1975 after Portugal lost control of its colonial holdings. Indonesia invaded on December 7 and laid claim to East Timor. Pockets of East Timorese resistance immediately sprang up. Despite systematic torture and suppression of political dissent by the Indonesian military, the independence movement, anchored by a hit-and-run guerrilla campaign, continued.

Until the late 1970s, East Timorese guerrilla fighters outmaneuvered the larger and more heavily armed Indonesian Army 2 by striking from mountain retreats. Although the cities were captured and many civilians massacred, East Timorese society continued. After the Indonesian Air Force bombed East Timorese positions, however, resistance began to decrease as famine drove guerrilla fighters and their families down into the valleys.

By the early 1980s, the death toll had reached 200,000, or one-third of the East Timorese population. Indonesian repression ironically led to further resistance, and guerrilla fighters reorganized in the early 1990s. The capture of resistance leader Xanana Gusmão in 1992 was a major setback for the guerrillas, although the resistance movement continued to be symbolically important for the East Timorese people.

Students had begun to take up the resistance banner in the 1980s and fomented protests against the visits of foreign dignitaries, like Pope John Paul II on October 12, 1989. Another mass protest in the East Timorese capital of Dili on November 12, 1991 led to the deaths of more than 200 students at the hands of the Indonesian military in what became known as the Dili Massacre. Catholic clergy, most notably Bishop Carlos Belo of Dili, joined Jose Ramos-Horta as Nobel Peace Prize winners in 1996.


[image: A student wearing a shirt bearing the outlawed East Timorese flag is evicted by soldiers from the grounds of the foreign ministry in Jakarta on June 12, 1998. East Timor was annexed by Indonesia in 1975 and endured decades of devastating civil war before gaining its independence in 2002. (AP Photo/Firdia Lisnawati)]
A student wearing a shirt bearing the outlawed East Timorese flag is evicted by soldiers from the grounds of the foreign ministry in Jakarta on June 12, 1998. East Timor was annexed by Indonesia in 1975 and endured decades of devastating civil war before gaining its independence in 2002. (AP Photo/Firdia Lisnawati)



East Timor claimed a shaky independence following parliamentary elections confirming Indonesian support in 1998. In response, the pro-Indonesian militia forces, with tacit approval by the Indonesian government and military, erupted in violence and mayhem not witnessed in East Timor since 1975. Hundreds of East Timorese were killed by roaming mobs of militiamen who set fire to Dili, effectively destroying the infrastructure of East Timorese society. Only UN pressure on the Indonesian government and an Australian-led international invasion quelled the vestiges of violence in 1999.
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East Timor Invasion by Indonesia, U.S. Response to

In the 1950s, the United States had encouraged rebellions in Indonesia’s outer islands in order to check the growing power of Indonesia’s populist president, Sukarno. After the Indonesian military demonstrated its strength by crushing these rebellions, the United States realized that it would have to find another solution to the problem of Indonesia’s president. It therefore decided to develop closer links with the Indonesian military, providing it with limited military aid in order to sustain anticommunist elements in the officer corps. When Major General Suharto deposed President Sukarno and crushed the Indonesian Communist Party in 1965–1966, he earned the immediate support of the United States, which was making every effort to create loyal, capitalistically prosperous, authoritarian, and anticommunist regimes around the world. Accordingly, the United States provided generous amounts of military assistance to Indonesia.

The U.S. military aid program provided equipment through three major channels: direct grants, which also included the cost of training programs; credit sales under the Foreign Military Sales Act; and transfers from excess stocks. From 1967 to 1975, U.S. military aid to Indonesia was $104 million, and additional U.S. equipment was purchased through commercial channels outside the aid program.

While President Suharto was contemplating whether to allow his military commanders to invade East Timor, he visited Washington, D.C., in July 1975. It was only after assessing the official U.S. attitude that he publicly ruled out independence for East Timor. In December 1975, the U.S. State Department informed Secretary of State Henry Kissinger that Indonesia was about to invade East Timor. Kissinger and President Gerald Ford were in Beijing at the time, and would fly to Jakarta to meet President Suharto the next day. Just prior to their arrival, the U.S. State Department instructed Douglas Newsom, the U.S. Ambassador to Indonesia, to request that Indonesia take no military action against East Timor until well after the President had left Jakarta.

During their meeting, Suharto signaled Indonesia’s intention to invade: “We want your understanding if we deem it necessary to take rapid or drastic action.” Ford and Kissinger assured Suharto that they would not oppose the invasion: “We will understand and will not press you on the issue. We understand the problems and the intentions you have.” The problem, as Kissinger pointed out to his staff, was that the “use of U.S.-made arms could create problems,” but “it depends on how we construe it; whether it is self-defense or is a foreign operation.” His concern was not that U.S. weapons were being used offensively—and hence illegally—but that the U.S. Congress would find out about this. Kissinger’s principal concern was damage control. He informed Suharto that he would be able to influence the reaction in the United States “if whatever happens happens after we return . . . If you have made plans, we will do our best to keep everyone quiet until after the President returns home.”

Accordingly, damage control began as soon as the news wires began to report that Indonesia had invaded. Kissinger announced that the State Department would conduct an administrative review to determine whether U.S. weapons had been used offensively. Publicly, he put the word out that new weapons sales to Indonesia would be delayed until the administrative review had concluded. Privately, though, U.S. support would continue unhindered. Military equipment already in the pipeline would not be interrupted.

The policy continued after Kissinger had departed the scene. U.S. arms shipments to Indonesia increased significantly under the presidency of Jimmy Carter. In March 1977, Carter administration officials misled the U.S. Congress about conditions in East Timor, falsely describing them as peaceful. At this time, the East Timorese resistance under the leadership of FRETILIN had managed to hold Indonesian forces to a military stalemate. But the course of the war changed in August 1977 after Indonesia deployed OV-10 (Bronco) aircraft, acquired through the U.S. Department of Defense foreign military sales program. The significance of the Bronco was that it could be operated from the most rudimentary airfields, and its slow flying speed meant that it could identify and attack villages more effectively. It had been designed specifically for such operations. FRETILIN came under severe pressure once these aircraft attacked them with conventional munitions and with Soviet-supplied napalm, known as Opalm. The Indonesian military’s offensives targeted agricultural areas and other food sources such as livestock. Tens of thousands of civilians died as a result of these offensives.

The United States, Britain, and France did not support any of the United Nations General Assembly’s resolutions on East Timor between 1975 and 1982. The U.S. ambassador to the UN in 1975, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, subsequently explained the U.S. stance: “The United States wished things to turn out as they did, and worked to bring this about. The Department of State desired that the United Nations prove utterly ineffective in whatever measures it undertook. This task was given to me, and I carried it forward with no inconsiderable success.”
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FALINTIL

FALINTIL was an irregular military organization that for 25 years waged a guerrilla war in East Timor against the occupying Indonesians. The name is an acronym of the force’s formal Portuguese title, Forças Armadas da Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste, or National Liberation Forces of an Independent East Timor. FALINTIL was formed in 1975 as an armed wing of the leftist East Timorese political movement known as FRETILIN (Frente Revolucionaria do Timor-Leste Independente).

FALINTIL’s struggle to free East Timor from Indonesian rule began on the day of the Indonesian invasion, December 7, 1975, with its first commander named as Nicolau Lobato, who was Prime Minister of East Timor from November 28 until the invasion on December 7. In the first few days of the invasion, 2,000 citizens of the capital, Dili, were killed, and, by the end of 1975, 20,000 Indonesian troops had occupied the small country. Within weeks, up to 60,000 East Timorese, or 10 percent of the preinvasion population, had been killed. FALINTIL now began a desperate guerrilla war against the Indonesians, as Lobato and other FRETILIN leaders fled into the mountains. By April 1976, the number of occupying troops had risen to 35,000. Confronting the Indonesian army were up to 20,000 well-armed FALINTIL fighters, who put up a solid guerrilla defense for the next three years, until the last formal outpost of resistance, at Mount Matebian, fell in November 1978. On December 31 of that year, Lobato was ambushed by Indonesian Special Forces, and was killed.

The Indonesian army held the view that it could crush FALINTIL easily and quickly, but soon found it was fighting a difficult war in harsh terrain. The consequence was a significant increase in combat forces. By the end of 1976 the number had risen to 40,000, with the occupying troops often behaving abominably toward the East Timorese population. The victims responded by fleeing to the mountains. In September 1977, Indonesian forces began to intern civilians in an attempt to force a decisive confrontation with FALINTIL.

By late 1978, most of the FRETILIN leadership group had been wiped out. José Alexandre “Xanana” Gusmão now took sole charge of the resistance, but by now some 80 percent of FALINTIL’s forces and almost all of its equipment had been lost. Gusmão presided over what was to all intents and purposes the defeated remnant of a broken resistance army. Taking sole charge of the resistance, in 1986 Gusmão and his comrades in the mountains created the National Council of Maubere Resistance (Conselho Nacional da Resistência Maubere, or CNRM), an umbrella organization opposed to continued Indonesian rule. It was comprised of FRETILIN, FALINTIL, the Catholic Church, and the UDT. Gusmão became the chairman of CNRM and commander in chief of FALINTIL.

In view of Gusmão’s high profile as a leader of the East Timorese resistance movement, the Indonesian military sought his capture as a matter of urgency, but this it was able to do only in November 1992, when he was arrested in Dili.

There is no doubt that Indonesian rule over East Timor was severe, and often brutal. KOPASSUS, the Special Forces unit of the Indonesian Army, was given responsibility for ensuring that East Timorese resistance was minimized at the local level, and it did so through conducting what was effectively a terror campaign against the population.

Between May 23 and 28, 1990, CNRM held an extraordinary meeting for the purposes of restructuring the entire resistance movement. Gusmão resigned from FRETILIN, remaining commander in chief of FALINTIL and the president of CNRM. Realizing that FALINTIL had been significantly weakened by its years of struggle against the Indonesian forces, the meeting agreed to reorganize the resistance in such a way as to take some of the pressure off the remnants of FALINTIL. The strategy adopted was one which sought to organize the population against the Indonesian, leading to a response from the occupying forces that heightened repression. Many resistance leaders fled back to the mountains, and on November 20, 1992, Gusmão was himself arrested. FALINTIL remained in the field, but underwent a number of leadership changes in the years that followed.

As the years progressed, the passage of time and the loss of seasoned troops saw FALINTIL numbers decline. It re-emerged on August 20, 1999, a day designated as FALINTIL Day, when Indonesia was relaxing its hold on East Timor prior to the referendum on independence that took place 10 days later. Eighteen thousand people turned out to honor the fighters who had kept the dream of freedom alive.

On February 1, 2001, FALINTIL was officially dissolved. Within weeks, however, it was reconstituted as the official armed force of the newly independent East Timor to be known as FALINTIL-Força de Defesa de Timor Leste (F-FDTL). Although the nascent state faced numerous problems in transforming what had been a rebel guerrilla force into a national military establishment, after full independence on May 19, 2002, FALINTIL formed the backbone of the new Timor Leste army, its ultimate goal of an independent and secure East Timor realized.
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Fretilin

The Revolutionary Front for the Independence of East Timor (Frente Revolucionaria do Timor-Leste Independente, FRETILIN) began its existence as a guerrilla army that led the fight for East Timorese autonomy from Indonesia during the East Timor guerrilla war. FRETILIN then evolved into the fledgling nation’s ruling political party, winning a majority of seats in East Timor’s new 88-member legislature. The party’s status began to diminish after civil unrest in 2006—which many voters blamed on FRETILIN—and after national leaders Xanana Gusmão and José Ramos-Horta resigned from the party.

The province of East Timor was controlled by Portugal until 1975, when Lisbon pulled out of the area. In August 1975, FRETILIN declared the creation of the Democratic Republic of East Timor, but on December 7 of that year, Indonesian forces invaded the area in violation of an agreement with Portugal and drove FRETILIN supporters out of East Timor. Indonesia formally absorbed the territory on July 16, 1976, although Portugal and the United Nations (UN) refused to recognize Jakarta’s authority there and remained committed to returning control of East Timor to its original inhabitants.

In 1976, FRETILIN began its all-out battle against the Indonesian military. In December 1988, Jakarta granted the area “open territory” status after declaring FRETILIN “no longer a security threat.” In November 1991, in what became known as the Dili Massacre, the Indonesian Army killed 271 FRETILIN supporters at a funeral, and in 1993 FRETILIN leader Gusmão was captured and sentenced to life in prison. In August 1993, Indonesian president Suharto reduced Gusmão’s sentence from life to 20 years.

After the fall of Suharto in May 1998, Suharto’s successor indicated the government’s willingness to negotiate the status of East Timor. In August 1999, a referendum on East Timorese autonomy was successful, and Gusmão was released from prison. In August 2001, Gusmão announced his intention to run for president of East Timor; he was elected to the post in April 2002 balloting. Other FRETILIN members filled posts in the new government and took 55 of 88 seats in the National Parliament (there were no elections). After a fallout with FRETILIN leaders, national political figures Gusmão and Ramos-Horta quit the party. In the May 2007 presidential election, Ramos-Horta defeated FRETILIN’s candidate, Francisco Guterres.
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Golkar

Golkar is another name for Indonesia’s Joint Secretariat of Functional Groups (Sekretariat Bersama Golongan Karya—Golkar). Although it is technically not considered a political party, Golkar dominated the Indonesian government from the mid-1960s to the late 1990s. Golkar’s future was in crisis after the 1998 resignation of President Suharto and the subsequent lifting of restrictions on political parties by Suharto’s successor, Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie. With the 2001 election of President Megawati Sukarnoputri, Golkar was reduced to a mere opposition party. However, Golkar’s influence was resuscitated by its victory in April 2004 parliamentary elections.

Founded in 1964, Golkar represents farmers, women’s interests, veterans, young people, fishermen, and all of the professions, which accounts for its wide popularity and electoral success. In 1993, there were 30 million members of the alliance nationwide.

Beginning in the early 1990s, Golkar was encouraged by the government, which sponsored the organization, to play a more active role as a representative body. Previously, the group has been criticized as somewhat “toothless” in its dealings with the military-based administration.

After Suharto ended his 32-year autocratic rule in May 1998, President Habibie lifted decades-old restrictions on the formation of political parties. Soon thereafter, at least two major Golkar factions announced that they would split from Golkar to form new political parties.

In November 1998, Golkar formally apologized for its past mistakes. The apology was a gesture of reconciliation with the public and an attempt to restore Golkar’s position in society. Although Golkar’s domination of the political landscape was expected to lessen as political reforms progressed, the party’s strong support by Indonesia’s all-powerful military—along with opposition to Megawati—helped Golkar win the most legislative seats in elections held on April 5, 2004. Vice President Jusuf Kalla was elected Golkar’s leader in December 2004.
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Gusmão, Xanana

José Alexandre “Xanana” Gusmão was born on June 20, 1946, in the small village of Laleia, in the Manaututo region of East Timor, then a Portuguese colony. The second son in a family of nine children, he was born to parents who were both teachers. He studied in a Catholic school before attending a Jesuit seminary at Soibade. Later he attended the seminary of Nossa Senhora di Fatima at Dare, a suburb of East Timor’s capital city, Dili. After leaving school, he worked in various jobs in Dili—typist, draftsman, waterside worker, and fisherman—before obtaining a permanent position in the public service and continuing his studies. While working as a journalist he adopted the nickname “Xanana,” which would stay with him permanently from then on. In 1966, he joined the colonial civil service in the Department of Forestry and Agriculture, but his career was held up in 1968 when he was called up for national service in the Portuguese colonial army. He served for three years, rising to the rank of corporal. In 1971, he returned to the civil service and became involved with the Timorese independence movement, where he first met José Ramos-Horta.

In 1974, a coup took place in Portugal, initiating that country’s withdrawal from its overseas empire. East Timor’s colonial governor, Mário Lemos Pires, immediately announced plans to grant the colony independence. With East Timor’s colonial status seemingly coming to an end, Gusmão joined the Associação Social Democratica Timorense (Social Democratic Party of East Timor, or ASDT), a broad-based nationalist grouping. In September 1974, the ASDT transformed itself into a more radical socialist movement, the Frente Revolucionária do Timor-Leste Independente (Revolutionary Front for East Timor’s Independence, or FRETILIN). Gusmão was elevated to the movement’s central committee and deputy head of the information department. Another movement, the Timorese Democratic Union (União Democrática Timorense, or UDT), initially favored a continued association with Portugal, but when the UDT shifted its position the two groups joined in an independence campaign. At the same time, another group, the Popular Democratic Association (Associação Popular Democratica Timorense, or Apodeti), sought integration with Indonesia.

Political wrangling between the UDT and FRETILIN throughout much of 1975 saw a struggle for supremacy over who would rule when independence came. Gusmão, by now a leading member of FRETILIN, was arrested and imprisoned by the UDT in mid-1975. At the same time, FRETILIN, the party of left-wing socialism, became more influential, causing concern in Jakarta. By September 1975, Indonesia’s policy on East Timor had begun to harden, following a meeting between Indonesian president Suharto and Australian prime minister Gough Whitlam, who expressed his preference for East Timor to join Indonesia should there be a mandate for such at an election.

As the Portuguese administrators began to leave, FRETILIN troops seized the bulk of the colonial armory. The UDT, concerned by the rise of FRETILIN, staged an abortive coup d’état on August 10, leading to a short but bloody civil war between FRETILIN and an Indonesian-supported anticommunist coalition of UDT and Apodeti. By September, FRETILIN had taken control and occupied most of the province, and on November 28, 1975, FRETILIN proclaimed the Democratic Republic of East Timor. Gusmão, who had been given the position of FRETILIN press secretary, was now elected to the FRETILIN Central Committee. An official military force, the Forças Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste (the Revolutionary Armed Forces for the National Liberation of East Timor, or FALINTIL), was organized by FRETILIN as the state army.

In response, the UDT and Apodeti called on Jakarta to intervene, and on December 7, 1975, Indonesia invaded East Timor, landing forces at Dili and Baukau, 100 kilometers to the east. A puppet administration, the “Provisional Government of East Timor,” composed of members of UDT and Apodeti, was set up, and in the bloodletting that followed over the next two months, it was later estimated that 60,000 East Timorese, or 10 percent of the preinvasion population, were killed. By April 1976, there were an estimated 30,000 to 35,000 Indonesian troops in East Timor, and on May 31, 1976, the provisional government voted for integration with Indonesia. On July 17, East Timor became the Indonesian province of Timor Timur.

Gusmão now became heavily involved in resistance activities with FALINTIL, fighting a guerrilla war against the Indonesians from the mountainous interior of the country. By 1978, after most of the FRETILIN leadership group had been wiped out (including Nicolau Lobato, the prime minister of East Timor between November 28 and December 7, 1975), Gusmão took sole charge of the resistance. In 1986, he and his comrades in the mountains created the National Council of Maubere Resistance (Conselho Nacional da Resistência Maubere, or CNRM), an umbrella organization opposed to continued Indonesian rule. It was comprised of FRETILIN, FALINTIL, the Catholic Church, and the UDT. Gusmão became the chairman of CNRM and commander in chief of FALINTIL.

In view of Gusmão’s high profile as a leader of the East Timorese resistance movement, the Indonesian military sought his capture as a matter of urgency, but this it was able to do only in November 1992, when he was arrested in Dili. In May 1993, he was tried, convicted, and sentenced to life imprisonment in Semarang Political Prison in Central Java. At the end of 1993, he was sent to Cipinang Prison in Jakarta, from whence escape or rescue would be impossible. His incarceration attracted worldwide attention, and he was visited in jail by many leading dignitaries from around the world. (One of these, former South African president Nelson Mandela, likened Gusmão’s situation with his own when he was a prisoner of the apartheid regime.) In early 1994, after much international pressure, Suharto reduced Gusmão’s sentence from life to 20 years’ imprisonment.

In January 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression under the rule of Suharto, his successor, Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, announced that a referendum on the future status of East Timor would be held on August 30 that year. The referendum would be overseen by the United Nations (UN), but immediately prior to and following the election the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the country. Up to 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor, and the killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. The people of East Timor had voted overwhelmingly for independence and forced Indonesia to relinquish its claim to the territory. There can be little doubt that had the international community not intervened when it did, many more innocent victims would almost certainly have been slaughtered—possibly in the tens of thousands or more.

In advance of the referendum, Gusmão had been released. With the UN overseeing the transition of the territory to independence, a presidential election took place without incident on April 2002. About 86 percent of East Timor’s 439,000 eligible voters cast a ballot, and Gusmão won in a landslide, receiving 83 percent of the vote and taking 12 of the country’s 13 provinces. On April 17, he was declared president of East Timor, and on May 20, 2002, he oversaw the transition of the territory into the sovereign Republic of Timor-Leste. He began a campaign of nation-building and national reconciliation, and sought to create some form of peaceful resolution with Indonesia.

In March 2007, Gusmão announced that he would lead a new party, the National Congress for Timorese Reconstruction (Conselho Nacional de Resistência Timorense, or CNRT), into the parliamentary election planned to be held later in the year. He declined to run for another term as president but offered to serve as prime minister if elected. His former comrade-in-arms, José Ramos-Horta, became the new president on May 20, 2007. When the parliamentary elections took place in June 2007, the CNRT ran second, taking 24.1 percent of the vote and 18 seats. Forming a coalition with other minority parties, however, the CNRT was able to create a government, and Gusmão was sworn in as prime minister by Ramos-Horta on August 8, 2007.

Although he was now prime minister, the perils of political life did not come to an end with high political office. Early on the morning of February 11, 2008, a botched assassination attempt took place when a military convoy guarding Gusmão was ambushed by a band of rebel soldiers. Gusmão escaped unharmed, but the incident almost cost Ramos-Horta his life.
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Guterres, Eurico

Eurico Barros Gomes Guterres is a pro-Indonesian militant best known for his opposition to the granting of independence for East Timor in the lead-up to that country’s referendum on its future status in August and September 1999. Born on July 17, 1974, in the village of Uatulari (in what was then still Portuguese Timor), he was orphaned when his parents were killed in 1976 by the Indonesian Army owing to their support for the East Timorese FRETILIN (Frente Revolucionária do Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor) movement. Guterres was thereafter raised by an Indonesian civil servant in nearby Viqueque, and then moved to East Timor’s capital, Dili, where he attended junior high school at the Sacred Heart of Jesus Catholic School. He did not complete his senior high school education, having become involved in petty criminal activity. It is thought that he might also have been an activist in the clandestine pro-independence movement Santo Antonio.

In 1988, Indonesian military intelligence detained him for his alleged involvement in a plot to assassinate Indonesia’s President Suharto, who made a visit to Dili in October of that year. After that, Guterres switched his allegiance, from one advocating East Timorese independence to pro-Indonesian integration, becoming an informer for KOPASSUS, the Indonesian special security forces. He was to remain a double agent and army informant for some time. An Indonesian counterinsurgency officer, Prabowo Subianto, had taken a special interest in Guterres, and in 1994 recruited him into Gardapaksi (Garda Pemuda Penegak Integrasi, or Youth Guard for Upholding Integration), a pro-integrationist East Timorese militia force supported by East Timorese governor Abilio Soares, which developed a record of human rights abuse throughout the territory.

In early August 1998, Guterres and other leading pro-Indonesian militants had a meeting with key members of the Indonesian military stationed in East Timor. The militants were told that they must organize the forces for the purpose of “protecting integration,” and from this came an East Timor–wide militia movement dedicated to resisting any possibility of East Timor leaving Indonesian rule.

Then, on August 30, 1999, in a United Nations (UN)–sponsored referendum, the people of East Timor were granted the right to vote on the future of the territory. Immediately prior to and following the election, the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the territory. An estimated 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. The killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. Ultimately, Indonesia relinquished its claim to the territory.

Accusations of criminal responsibility against Guterres date to the events prior to the referendum. In January 1999, Guterres was appointed to head the Gardapaksi, which was renamed Aitarak (“Thorn”). Some of the members of the organization were active members of KOPASSUS, and there is evidence to suggest that Aitarak was in fact a de facto unit of the TNI (the Indonesian Army). Aitarak would later become heavily involved in the crimes committed in Dili. In this role, Guterres is said to have planned, in collaboration with the Indonesian Army and police, a campaign of physically destabilizing the referendum process.

Guterres is the primary militia suspect in a massacre that took place in a church at Liquiçá in April 1999 and was said to have taken part in an attack on the home of the independence leader Manuel Carrascalão in the same month. Also in April 1999, he appeared on television addressing a large crowd of pro-integrationist militia, urging them to kill pro-independence supporters. The rally was called to launch an anti-independence “cleansing” campaign in Dili and was well patronized by leading members of the East Timorese administration. Guterres was made deputy commander of the combined pro-integration PPI (Pasukan Pro-Integrasi), an umbrella grouping of all militias, nominally led by João Tavares. He then led a group of militiamen and TNI members on a rampage around Dili, resulting in 13 deaths. Guterres is known to have been involved in several massacres in East Timor throughout 1999, and he continued his violent activities during the postreferendum destruction of Dili.

In the critical days of the referendum itself, Guterres and his men ruled Dili’s streets. They controlled the harbor and airport, forcibly ensuring that no pro-integration voters could leave. On August 26, 1999, just four days before the ballot, Guterres told a rally of 15,000 in Dili that the city would become a “sea of fire” if independence was declared. Further, he was allegedly directly involved in several murders and acts of torture. In a program of mass evacuation, his Aitarak unit forced anyone suspected of pro-independence sympathies across the border into West Timor. In short, Guterres became the public face of Indonesian-inspired terror within East Timor and overseas. In Indonesia, however, he became a national hero for Indonesian nationalists.

On February 18, 2002, Guterres was indicted in absentia by the Serious Crimes Unit of the Dili district court for crimes against humanity. This court was set up by the United Nations Transitional Administration of East Timor (UNTAET) through Resolution 1272 (1999) of the Security Council, for the purpose of assisting the East Timorese authorities in prosecuting such crimes as genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes committed between January 1 and October 25, 1999. He was sentenced by the trial chamber of the Special Human Rights Court for Timor Leste to 10 years in prison on November 27, 2002, but appealed the decision and remained free while awaiting a decision. The appeal was successful, and on August 6, 2004, his sentence was reduced to 5 years’ imprisonment. (This was itself overturned and the original sentence of 10 years was reinstated on March 13, 2006, when the Indonesian Supreme Court reexamined the verdict of the Appeals Court and concluded that the reduction in sentence handed down by the court of appeal did not correspond to a fair and just conviction.) A second indictment on February 27, 2003, saw further charges of crimes against humanity, including persecution (forced deportation and destruction of property), inhumane acts, murder, disappearance, and forcible transfer of population. However, on March 13, 2008, the Indonesian Supreme Court reversed its decision and cleared Guterres of all charges. He was released on April 8, 2008, and was last seen in Jakarta, Indonesia.
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Habibie, Bacharuddin Jusuf

Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie became president of Indonesia in the wake of an uprising that culminated in the resignation of President Suharto. Habibie is seen by many political observers as an undeniably brilliant man, although a political naif and an economic eccentric.

Habibie was born on June 25, 1936, in South Sulawesi. His father died in 1939, and his family moved to Bandung, where Suharto, the future president of Indonesia, was posted as a junior army officer. Suharto virtually adopted Habibie as a young boy, and the two men have remained lifelong friends. Habibie graduated from a local technical institute and won a scholarship to study in Germany, where he earned a doctorate in aeronautical engineering in 1956 from Rheinisch-Westfaelische Technische Hochschule in Aachen. He worked at a German aircraft plant as an aerospace research scientist and high-ranking executive for 18 years until 1974, when Suharto called him back to Indonesia to be his technical consultant.

Habibie’s stint as minister of research and technology began in 1978 and earned him a reputation as a man of grandiose ideas. He often touted expensive, ill-conceived projects, including the purchase of 30 used East German warships for $13 billion, even though they were in need of $1 billion in repairs. He also proposed that earthquake-prone Indonesia build nuclear reactors. Despite the shortage of skilled technical workers among Indonesia’s massive labor force, Habibie pursued a mission to industrialize Indonesia’s economy and established a $2 billion project to develop Southeast Asia’s first national aircraft industry. Unfortunately for Habibie, the planes did not sell well, and the aircraft factory was only one industrial endeavor that failed during the dramatic economic crisis that swept through Asia in the late 1990s. In January 1998, the International Montetary Fund (IMF) insisted on scrapping Habibie’s expensive and money-losing project when it renegotiated a $43 billion economic bailout package with the Indonesian government.

Habibie became Suharto’s vice president in March 1998 and held that office for only two months before being elevated to the presidency. After Suharto announced his resignation on May 21, 1998, he immediately named Habibie as the successor to the remainder of his term. Despite long-standing antagonism and mistrust within the armed forces toward Habibie, who lacks a military background, over his insistence on overseeing arms purchases, the influential military fell into line behind him as Suharto’s successor. Habibie wields great influence among the nation’s Muslims, as he is the director of the influential nationalist Association of Indonesian Muslim Intellectuals.

Upon assuming the presidency, Habibie immediately promised to carry out political reform in stages and pledged to create “a clean government, free from corruption, collusion, and nepotism.” The latter part of Habibie’s pledge was ironic considering that Habibie and his family have amassed a private fortune estimated at $80 million through their close associations with Suharto. Habibie has defended their wealth, saying strong education and work habits contributed to their success.

In the turbulent weeks after Suharto resigned, Habibie moved swiftly to dismantle his mentor’s authoritarian legacy. Many critics were surprised by the speed and scope of Habibie’s reforms, which included freeing political prisoners, the promise to hold free and fair elections by 1999, ending restrictions on the formation of opposition parties, lifting bans on labor unions, and opening a dialogue over the disputed territory of East Timor.

In 1999, the country’s transition to civilian democratic rule advanced considerably, and Habibie decided to run for reelection. However, Habibie’s unexpected decision to allow East Timor, a former Portuguese colony that had been invaded by Indonesia in 1975, to choose between special autonomy and independence, and a financial scandal doomed his reelection bid. On October 20, 1999, Muslim leader Abdurrahman Wahid was voted in as Indonesia’s fourth president.

Habibe authored Detik-Detik Yang Menentukan: Jalan Panjang Indonesia Menuju Demokrasi (Decisive Moments: Indonesia’s Long Road Towards Democracy), published in 2006.

PAUL R. BARTROP

 See also: Indonesia; Suhar to


Further Reading

Cribb, Robert B. Historical Dictionary of Indonesia. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1992.

Makka, A. Makmur. BJH: Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, His Life and Career. Jakarta: Pustaka Cidesindo, 1996.




I

Independence Vote (1999)

When Suharto resigned on May 21, 1998, his vice-president, B. J. Habibie, was sworn in as president. The Habibie cabinet faced three urgent challenges: the financial crisis, the pro-democracy movement, which was calling for more reforms, and the provinces of Aceh, West Papua, and East Timor, which were demanding greater autonomy and even self-determination. Many ministers in the Habibie cabinet were technocrats who had played no part in the decision to invade East Timor. They did not wish to bear the burden of a policy for which they were not responsible, with which they did not agree, and from which they derived no benefit. Habibie himself had been a technocrat in Indonesia’s industrial system. He had never invested much political capital in the politics of the occupation, which was a heavily infantry-based, low-tech affair. Senior military personnel in the Habibie cabinet, by contrast, were opposed to an independent East Timor. However, they believed they could manipulate a ballot in East Timor just as they had done in the fraudulent 1969 Act of Free Choice in West Papua, in which 1,022 West Papuans out of a total population of 700,000 were coerced into joining the Indonesian republic.

On January 27, 1999, Indonesia announced that the people of East Timor would be given the opportunity to vote on whether to accept a “Special Autonomy” offer and remain a part of Indonesia or to separate from Indonesia. On May 5, 1999, Indonesia, Portugal, and the United Nations signed an agreement at UN headquarters in New York. The 5 May Agreement, as it came to be known, provided for a “direct, secret and universal ballot” that asked the East Timorese people to accept or reject Special Autonomy for East Timor within the Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia.

The ballot attracted an unprecedented level of international scrutiny. UN staff began arriving soon after the 5 May Agreement, establishing the United Nations Advance Mission in East Timor (UNAMET). UNAMET electoral staff and police and military liaison officers established a presence in all 13 districts of East Timor. The UN’s presence involved personnel from over 70 countries comprising approximately 500 UN volunteers, 271 administrative and support staff, 275 police, 50 military liaison officers, 28 professional staff, 16 security officers, 15 political officers, and 9 public information officers. There were also approximately 600 journalists and 100 official Portuguese and Indonesian observers. Nearly 2,300 international observers also converged on East Timor, to say nothing of the 1,700 Indonesian and East Timorese nongovernmental observers.

The ballot was held on August 30, 1999. The ballot paper read: “Do you accept the proposed special autonomy for East Timor within the Unitary State of the Republic of Indonesia?” or “Do you reject the proposed special autonomy for East Timor, leading to East Timor’s separation from Indonesia?” Over 98 percent of registered voters turned out to
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vote. Despite the climate of fear, the campaign of intimidation, the presence of dubious voters from West Timor, and the fact that many voters did not believe their votes were secret, 78.5 percent of registered voters opted for independence from Indonesia. The results were announced on Saturday, September 4, 1999.
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Indonesia

An island nation in Southeast Asia, Indonesia forms the world’s largest archipelago. It is located on the equator between Malaysia and Australia. Indonesia was called the Dutch East Indies from the 17th century until it proclaimed independence from Dutch colonialists in 1949.

Indonesia’s early history has been traced to 3000 BCE, when the country’s original Melanesians were displaced by immigrants from southern China. That influx continued until about 500 bce. Perhaps even more important was the gradual arrival of Buddhist and Hindu monks starting in 700 CE. Over the next 750 years, Indonesia witnessed the development of the mighty Buddhist Srivijaya Empire and the Hindu Majahapit Empire in Sumatra and Java, respectively. The magnificent Buddhist temples of Borobudur were built during that period. The Srivijaya kings ruled uncontested until the 1200s, when Majahapit rulers took over supremacy. The Majahapit gave way over time to Islamic elements in the form of Arab traders, who infiltrated in the 14th and 15th century. By the end of the 1500s, Indonesia was entirely Muslim, as Buddhism and Hinduism had been eclipsed by the new faith. However, the new religion’s success in Indonesia also had the effect of breaking up the nation’s once indomitable kingdoms, which rendered the region vulnerable to imperialist efforts by European countries.

In the first part of the 16th century, Portuguese traders set up posts in Indonesia to take advantage of the country’s wealth of spices. In 1511, the traders overran and captured Malacca, which was a key trading city on the Malay Peninsula. Soon, the Dutch and British followed suit, but by 1623, the Dutch had emerged as the most powerful foreign force in the country. The extent of Dutch control continued to expand throughout the 1700s, and all of Indonesia was proclaimed a Dutch colony in 1816. The Netherlands’ steadily increasing control of Indonesia was not unchallenged, however. In 1825, Javanese prince Diponegoro started the long and bloody Java War against the Dutch and had some success using guerrilla tactics. In 1906 and 1908, Balinese rulers led their subjects on suicide missions against the colonists’ forts. Those small-scale attacks were the precursors of the Indonesian independence movement that started in the early 1900s.

Under the procommunist Indonesian Nationalist Party (PNI) led by Achmed Sukarno, Indonesians began a nationalist movement in 1927. The Dutch put down the rebellion, but the PNI had made its mark as an organizational force. It was used by Japan as the basis of an anti-Western puppet government when Japanese troops forced the Dutch out in 1942 during World War II. In 1945, when Japan was forced to surrender to the Allies, Sukarno, who had been made president of the puppet regime, declared Indonesia’s independence. The Dutch at first used military force to take back the islands, but in 1949 they yielded to international pressure to grant Indonesia its sovereignty. Sukarno was soon elected president, and his government quickly drafted a constitution for the new country.

The first years of the new country’s history were difficult since its political life as an independent state had come to be centered on the island of Java. That center of power angered the residents of the rest of Indonesia and incited riots on Sumatra and the Moluccan Islands. Nevertheless, Sukarno was credited with uniting a far-flung nation of many peoples, languages, and cultures, although his government was also marked by chaos, authoritarianism, injustice, and corruption. In addition, the Indonesian economy suffered from the departure of the Dutch in the late 1950s, and the country’s new rulers did not make efficient use of the land’s valuable and abundant natural resources, like oil. Those elements caused great economic hardship for the people and set the stage for popular unrest.

In 1958, residents of Sumatra launched an antigovernment revolt that soon spread to the Celebes and other islands. Sukarno reacted by dissolving the elected legislature in 1960 and reinstating the 1945 constitution, which had reserved greater authority for the office of president. The civilian government gave way to control by the military, which promoted extreme nationalist and pro-Chinese policies. However, by 1965, the Sukarno regime had become so mired in corruption and incompetence that left-wing elements mounted a coup attempt to oust him. That attempt met with no success, and Sukarno ordered his top general, Suharto, to put down the rebellion. Suharto ruthlessly and efficiently coordinated the massacre of between 200,000 and 700,000 people, who were believed to be linked to the outlawed Indonesian Communist Party (PKI). There were also rumors that U.S. intelligence helped lead the general to 5,000 suspected communists and their supporters. Having displayed such military might, Suharto forced Sukarno to hand over power to him in 1967. The following year, the general was elected president.

One of Suharto’s first orders of business was to launch his New Order program, in which actual government power passed from the cabinet to an elite group of officers that he handpicked. Other aspects of the New Order program were vehement anticommunism and the institution of “Pancasila,” a national policy that stressed unity and social justice. Despite rule by the military, the country began to benefit from Suharto’s reversal of his predecessor’s anti-Western stance, as Suharto opened up the isolated country to trade abroad and liberalized its old-fashioned economic policies. Indonesia also rejoined the United Nations (UN). In 1971, Suharto held the country’s first elections since 1955; he won those elections and all subsequent ballots as the candidate of the Golkar Party.

Indonesia incurred the wrath of many countries in the international community in 1975 when it invaded East Timor, a colony that had recently been granted independence by Portugal. Annexed by the government in 1976, East Timor became a symbol of Suharto’s insatiable quest for increased power, although he claimed the takeover was launched to preempt a Soviet invasion of the territory. In 1984, Muslim antigovernment protesters started a separatist movement, and the next year, they declared the province’s independence under the Revolutionary Front for the Independence of East Timor (FRETILIN).

For Indonesia, the 1990s were a decade of conflict and war that revolved around the East Timor separatist movement, in which thousands of people were killed. The army’s November 1991 Dili Massacre, during which more than 200 people were killed while attending a funeral for a student killed in antigovernment demonstrations, renewed international condemnation of the Suharto regime and resulted in the suspension of millions of dollars in foreign aid. After East Timor overwhelmingly voted for independence in 1999, pro-Indonesian militias began a violent rampage that caused vast destruction and deaths throughout the territory. In August 2001, East Timor held its first democratic vote, electing representatives to its new 88-member legislature. East Timor achieved full independence in May 2002.

In Indonesia in the late 1990s, many ordinary citizens who had become increasingly frustrated with the Suharto government began staging protests to demand change. After the Asian economic crisis began in 1997 and escalated in early 1998, frustration erupted into nationwide protests and riots that led to Suharto’s resignation. Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, one of Suharto’s closest friends and longest-serving cabinet members, was chosen as Suharto’s successor. Habibie moved swiftly to dismantle his mentor’s authoritarian legacy; he initiated an awakening of democracy by ending restrictions on the formation of opposition parties, lifting bans on labor unions, and freeing hundreds of political prisoners. Habibie also opened a dialogue on the disputed territory of East Timor that led to the former Portuguese colony’s successful referendum on independence.

After more than four decades of rigid military control over the nation’s political and administrative leadership, freely contested legislative and presidential elections were held in 1999. The historic elections saw Islamic cleric Abdurrahman Wahid elected president in the first democratic transfer of power in the nation’s history. However, Wahid was repeatedly accused of corruption and incompetence, and in May 2001 the Indonesian Parliament voted to begin impeachment proceedings against him. When Wahid attempted to shut down Parliament in July 2001 to prevent his impeachment, he lost his military support, and Parliament voted 591–0 to remove him from office.

Megawati Sukarnoputri, Wahid’s vice president and daughter of Sukarno, was sworn in as Indonesia’s president on July 23, 2001. During her first term, Megawati was constantly criticized by the country’s many opposition parties, which may have influenced April 2004 legislative elections. In that vote, the president’s party, Indonesian Democratic Party–Struggle, came in second to Golkar, which was closely associated with the military and with former president Suharto. The criticism of Megawati as a weak leader who did nothing to improve the economy or to combat homegrown terrorism continued unabated up to the September 2004 direct presidential election. Her fate was sealed on September 20, when Megawati lost her bid for reelection to former general Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, who took office in October 2004.

Indonesia’s idyllic island of Bali became a battlefield in the global war against terrorism in October 2002 and again in October 2005, when the Al Qaeda–affiliated terrorist group Jemaah Islamiah launched deadly bomb attacks on Bali’s tourist areas. The 2002 truck bomb attacks killed more than 200 people, while the 2005 suicide bombings took more than 25 lives.

On December 26, 2004, Banda Aceh on Sumatra suffered a devastating loss of life when an undersea earthquake registering 9.0 on the Richter scale hit the island. Soon after the quake hit, tsunamis ravaged Indonesia, bringing the death toll to more than 100,000. A worldwide relief effort continues in the resort region, and it will take many years for the nation to recover.

On August 15, 2005, the Indonesian government and rebels from the Free Aceh Movement (Gerkam Aceh Merdeka, GAM) signed the Indonesia-Free Aceh Movement Peace Agreement, a landmark memorandum of understanding that ended their violent 30-year conflict. In January 2008, after years of using his poor health and old age to rebuff criminal investigations, former dictator Suharto died at the age of 86.

PAUL R. BARTROP

See also: East Timor; Golkar; Habibie, Bacharuddin Jusuf; KOLAKOPS; KOPASSUS; Suharto; Wiranto


Further Reading

Cribb, Robert B. Historical Dictionary of Indonesia. Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1992.

Ricklefs, Merle Calvin. A History of Modern Indonesia since c. 1200. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 2001.



Indonesian National Armed Forces

The Indonesian National Armed Forces trace their origins back to the People’s Security Army (Tentara Keamanan Rakyat, TKR) in the war of independence against the Dutch in 1945. They were later established as ABRI (Angkatan Bersenjata Republik Indonesia or Armed Forces of the Republic of Indonesia), consisting of four services under HANKAM (Departemen Pertahanan dan Keamanan or Department of Defence and Security): Army, Navy, Air Force, and police. On April 1, 1999, the police were split from the rest of the Armed Forces, which henceforth were known as TNI (Tentara Nasional Indonesia or Indonesian National Military).

The Indonesian military’s doctrine was based on the concept of Sishankamrata (Sistem Pertahanan Keamanan Rakyat Semesta, or Total People’s Defense and Security System). In addition to conventionally trained, full-time military personnel, civilians were selected to undergo basic military training, after which they were known as Ratih (Rakyat Terlatih or Trained Civilians). From Ratih some were further trained as Hansip (Pertahanan Sipil, or Civil Defense Force), in case of natural disaster or war. Others were further trained as Kamra (Keamanan Rakyat or People’s Security Force), to assist the police. Others were trained as Wanra (Perlawanan Rakyat or People’s Resistance Force), to assist the armed forces. In most parts of Indonesia these groups were under the control of Depdagri (Departemen Dalam Negeri or Department of the Interior). In East Timor, however, all these groups were under the command of the Indonesian military.

The Indonesian Armed Forces in East Timor were composed of two commands: a combat command and a territorial command. Indonesian special forces (Kopassus) and the Strategic Reserve Command (Kostrad) operated within the combat command. The territorial command in East Timor was under the control of the combat command. The territorial command extended down to the village level, with military personnel operating alongside the civil administration. Thus, in most villages there was a noncommissioned village guidance officer called a Babinsa (Bintara Pembina Desa) who operated alongside the village head man (kepala desa). Thus, there was an all-pervasive military presence during the occupation of East Timor.

Shortly after the invasion, East Timor was divided into four operational commands. Sector A covered Dili and Oecussi. Sector B covered Bobonaro, Covalima, Ermera, and Liquiça. Sector C covered Aileu, Ainaro, Manufahi, and Manatuto. Sector D covered Baucau, Viqueque, and Lautem. In July 1976, the Indonesian parliament formally integrated East Timor into the Indonesian republic. On August 14, 1976, military operations in East Timor were formally incorporated into Indonesia’s domestic, conventional military structure via the East Timor Regional Defence and Security Command (Kodahankam, short for Komando Daerah Pertahanan Keamanan). On March 26, 1979, after the Indonesian government had declared East Timor “pacified,” it established Sub-regional Military Command 164. Despite the claim that East Timor was “pacified,” foreign visitors were forbidden to visit the territory until December 1988, when President Suharto signed Presidential Decree No. 62. This decree granted East Timor “equal status” with the other 26 provinces of Indonesia, permitting Indonesian citizens to enter East Timor.

Indonesian forces withdrew from East Timor in 1999.
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Indonesia—Timor Leste Commission of Truth and Friendship

The Truth and Friendship Commission (TFC) was formed in December 2004 by the governments of Indonesia and East Timor with a mandate to “establish the conclusive truth” regarding the events of 1999. Behind these high-minded words lay some unpleasant realities. The TFC’s formation reflected the fact that no international tribunal had been established despite recommendations to that effect in 1999 by the UN-appointed International Commission on Inquiry into East Timor and by three United Nations thematic special rapporteurs. Furthermore, the Ad Hoc Human Rights Court in Jakarta was described by a UN Commission of Experts in 2005 as “manifestly inadequate with respect to investigations, prosecution and trials;” “failed to deliver justice;” and was “indicative of the lack of political will in Indonesia to seriously and credibly prosecute the defendants.” Meanwhile, an independent East Timor needed Indonesia’s help to join ASEAN and Indonesia needed East Timor to rehabilitate its international image after its war crimes and crimes against humanity.

East Timor’s Foreign Minister, José Ramos-Horta, had proposed an “International Truth and Reconciliation Panel” that would be composed of eminent persons, preferably from Asia and not limited to Indonesia and East Timor. It would “establish the truth of the 1999 events,” “identify those responsible, naming names, and without demanding a trial.” It would submit its report to the UN secretary general for consideration by the Security Council. Indonesia responded by engineering the Truth and Friendship Commission, which would not be established by a United Nations Resolution, as originally intended, but by bilateral agreement between Indonesia and East Timor. It would have no power to compel testimony (or even the attendance) of witnesses. It would have no power to compel the production of documentary evidence. It would have no institutional independence from the governments of either Indonesia or East Timor. Its composition would be limited to Indonesia and East Timor. It would focus only on 1999, not on the previous 23 years of occupation. It would be unable to determine individual responsibility. It would have the power to recommend amnesties—an obvious way to absolve those who bore greatest responsibility for war crimes and crimes against humanity. It was as though an inquiry had decided to assign responsibility for the Holocaust without mentioning Adolf Hitler, and focused only on the last few months of World War II.

Human rights organizations and other civil society groups in Indonesia and East Timor objected to the TFC, with some calling it “Timor Fried Chicken.” The United Nations boycotted the TFC’s proceedings altogether, saying it did not condone amnesties regarding war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. Officials of the United Nations did not testify at its proceedings or take any steps to support its work. The TFC was also in violation of Indonesia’s and East Timor’s constitutions. The former requires Indonesia’s House of Representatives to approve international agreements such as that establishing the TFC, and the latter requires ratification or approval followed by publication in the official gazette. Neither occurred.

The sustained international criticism had an effect; the TFC did not recommend amnesties. It found that the Indonesian military, the Indonesian civilian government and anti-independence militias bore institutional responsibility for thousands of “gross human rights violations in the form of crimes against humanity” including “murder, rape, and other forms of sexual violence, torture, illegal detention and forcible transfer and deportation” against the East Timorese civilian population. Indonesia’s President, Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, accepted the TFC’s report in 2008 but did not apologize for war crimes or crimes against humanity. Justice for East Timor remains an unfulfilled obligation.
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Interfet

The International Force in East Timor (INTERFET) was a United Nations (UN)–sanctioned multilateral peacekeeping force that operated in East Timor from September 20, 1999 until February 28, 2000. After an earlier UN peacekeeping mission in East Timor (United Nations Mission in East Timor, UNAMET) had failed to curb violence and bring stability to East Timor, the Australian government suggested the formation of a multilateral force that would be sent to East Timor and empowered with greater latitude to keep the peace there. This would mean that INTERFET, unlike UNAMET, would be granted a Chapter II mandate, which was a peace enforcement mandate versus a peacekeeping mandate.

Troubled by the continued violence in East Timor, the UN quickly seized on the Australian proposal, and on September 15 the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1264, which provided for the deployment of a multinational military and civilian force to East Timor, under the overall command of the Australian government. INTERFET, although sanctioned by the UN, would not employ UN peacekeeping troops. INTERFET was under the command of Australian major general Peter Cosgrove, with Australia providing the majority of the forces.
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The first deployments began arriving in East Timor on September 20, 1999. At its peak, INTERFET would include 11,000 troops and advisers on the ground, 5,500 of whom were Australian. The next largest contingent, composed of 1,100 troops, came from New Zealand. Twenty other nations, including the United States, provided some measure of military support, including troops, equipment, or non-military aid. INTERFET had several missions. They included: curbing violence and keeping militias at bay, supervising reconstruction efforts, providing law enforcement, and monitoring and investigating human-rights abuses.

INTERFET did a competent job in carrying out its missions and remained on the ground in East Timor until February 28, 2000. On that day, it began to withdraw and handed over its powers to the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET). That body served as an interim governing authority that endured until East Timor achieved full independence from Indonesia on May 20, 2002.
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Kolakops

KOLAKOPS is an abbreviation of the Indonesian term for special military commando units, Komando Pelaksanaan Operasi (Operation IMPLEMENTATION COMMAND), which are part of the Indonesian military establishment (TNI). KOLAKOPS often act independently of the TNI, however, and thus have broader powers and little if any oversight. Their job is to carry out counterinsurgency missions, particularly in areas like East Timor and Aceh, which sought separation from Indonesia. It is believed that KOLAKOPS first came into existence in the mid to late 1980s, and they were especially active in East Timor between 1989 and 1993.

KOLAKOPS are normally commanded by senior-ranking TNI officers or similar officers from the Special Forces (KOPASSUS). These individuals are given broad discretionary powers to complete their missions, a situation that has frequently led to human rights violations and even atrocities. These include harassment and abduction of civilians, torture, and even mass murders. A particularly troubling massacre committed by KOLAKOPS was the murder of 271 civilians and the wounding of 382 others on November 12, 1991. The victims had been part of a funeral procession in a cemetery in Dili, East Timor.

Although the Indonesian government refuses to confirm or deny the continued existence of these military units, it is believed that they are still employed in parts of Indonesia. The secretive nature of KOLAKOPS has made it difficult to isolate human rights abuses perpetrated by them, but several international human rights organizations have listed them as potential contributors to atrocities and other war crimes.
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Kopassus

An elite, special-forces organization that is part of the Indonesian internal security and military force apparatus. KOPASSUS (an acronym for Komando Pasukan Khusus) was established on April 16, 1952, the brainchild of Colonel Alexander Evert Kawilarang. Since its founding, KOPASSUS has been involved in operations outside Indonesia as well as within Indonesia. Notably, it was also a major player in the 1975–1999 occupation of East Timor, during which the East Timor Genocide unfolded. KOPASSUS has been recognized by the international community as having perpetrated many human rights violations throughout Indonesia and East Timor.

KOPASSUS personnel are trained in both amphibious and airborne operations, as well as intelligence gathering, sabotage, disinformation, and other special-forces techniques. As such, the organization has been involved in various internal operations including kidnappings, assassinations, and even mass killings. KOPASSUS was particularly active during the waning months of the Suharto regime in 1998, during which dozens of high-profile government critics and dissidents were kidnapped and presumably killed.

After Suharto resigned under pressure in May 1998, KOPASSUS also undertook a major campaign in East Timor designed to dissuade the local population there from backing the independence movement. Thousands died in the process, while thousands more were forced to flee their homes for refuge in the surrounding jungle areas. At the time of that activity, there were at least 6,500 soldiers assigned to KOPASSUS. KOPASSUS continues to exist to the present day, although its size and influence have waned somewhat in post-Suharto Indonesia.
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Nobel Peace Prize (1996) 

The 1996 Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to Bishop Carlos Filipe Ximenes Belo and José Ramos-Horta. It was a turning point in the independence campaign because it provided a structure of legitimacy to that which had been a marginal issue in international politics. A crucial figure in this campaign is Yiannis Tavridis, then a student at the University of Bergen in Norway. Tavridis had been in contact with East Timorese exiles in Lisbon since 1989 and with TAPOL (the Indonesian Human Rights Campaign) in London since 1990. Tavridis and two other Oslo-based activists (media researcher, later journalism professor and writer, Elisabeth Eide and linguistics professor Lars Vikoer) were the permanent core of the Norwegian solidarity movement for East Timor. In 1991, Tavridis proposed East Timor as a candidate for a human rights prize awarded by the Rafto Foundation, which memorializes the economist Professor Thorolf Rafto, a champion of spiritual, political, and economic freedoms. Aung San Suu Kyi, the leader of the National League for Democracy in Burma, received the Rafto Prize in 1990, and the Nobel Peace Prize the following year. Tavridis hoped that a nomination for East Timor would raise its profile and attract the attention of the Norwegian Nobel Committee. Tavridis also joined the Norwegian Students’ and Academics’ International Assistance Fund (SAIH), and through it he organized nationwide East Timor information campaigns on Norway’s four university campuses in 1992 and 1995.

In 1993, the Rafto Foundation awarded its Rafto Prize to “The People of East Timor, represented by José Ramos-Horta.” This legitimized the cause of East Timorese independence within conservative Scandinavian circles. In 1996, the Nobel Committee was highly sympathetic to the cause of East Timor. Some wanted to award the prize to Bishop Belo and to Xanana Gusmão, while others did not accept that the commander of an armed resistance group should receive the Peace Prize. The Committee also discussed the fact that Aung San Suu Kyi was trapped inside Burma and a previous laureate, the Dalai Lama, was unable to enter Tibet. They therefore decided on a joint award to Bishop Belo and José Ramos-Horta—one inside the territory to afford the East Timorese some protection, the other acting as a diplomat on the outside. It was a huge victory for the independence campaign. Indonesia’s foreign minister Ali Alatas later said, “It was as if we had been besieged. The 1996 Nobel Peace Prize showed how seriously we had been besieged.”
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Operation ENCIRCLEMENT AND ANNIHILATION (1977–1978)

Operation ENCIRCLEMENT AND ANNIHILATION was part of the Indonesian military’s larger invasion of East Timor, which began in 1975 and touched off nearly three decades of conflict between the people of East Timor and the Indonesian government. The massive Indonesian invasion resulted in thousands of deaths and much devastation of property and infrastructure. By 1976, many East Timorese had fled their villages and towns along the coast, which had been targeted in the first invasion, and sought refuge in the mountainous interior part of East Timor. Later that same year, the Indonesian army secured most of the coastal areas and was preparing to move inland.

In early 1977, more troops had arrived in East Timor with the goal of flushing out refugees in the high country and murdering them en masse. This was to be considered the “final solution” to the East Timor problem. The ENCIRCLEMENT AND ANNIHILATION campaign was largely a massive aerial bombing campaign against remote villages; it also employed the use of defoliants, which served two purposes. First, their use would mean that the East Timorese would have a more difficult time hiding; and second, defoliation would destroy their crops and induce famine. Those East Timorese who did not die in the mountains and who descended toward the coast to surrender would be killed or interned.

The operation essentially ended most resistance in the region and, more importantly from the Indonesian point of view, decimated the FRETILIN militia, which had labored to achieve independence for East Timor. Perhaps as many as 100,000 East Timorese lost their lives between 1975 and 1978. Unfortunately, the atrocities that occurred in East Timor attracted little attention from the international community.
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Operation FLAMBOYAN

Operation FLAMBOYAN was the second of three strategic-level operations conducted by the Indonesian government against East Timor. Named after the flame tree known as Flamboyant (Royal Poinciana), it involved armed, covert action against East Timor. Operation FLAMBOYAN began after the internal armed conflict in East Timor that resulted in a victory for FRETILIN. Indonesia therefore launched a campaign of covert warfare by means of an undeclared overland intervention from West Timor under the leadership of Major General Ali Murtopo.

The Indonesian military intended to intimidate FRETILIN’s leadership by sea, air, and land. The Indonesian Navy sent its destroyer escorts Monginsidi and Nuku to patrol the south and north coasts of Portuguese Timor, respectively. The Indonesian Air Force moved ground parties and aviation fuel into the airfields at Bima, Rembiga, and Maumere in the Lesser Sunda Islands; these airfields were intended to provide emergency landing grounds for any major airlift of troops and equipment into Timor.

Two Indonesian special forces teams of about 100 men each entered East Timor on the evening of September 3–4, 1975. They split into a number of teams and conducted probing attacks in the first half of September in order to test FRETILIN’s response and capabilities. In these attacks, members of Indonesia’s Special Warfare Command (Komando Pasukan Sandhi Yudha, Kopassandha) divided into three teams (Team Susi, Team Tuti, and Team Umi) and worked alongside a group of East Timorese known as partisans, causing the largest number of deaths from preinvasion covert military operations. On September 8, Team Susi entered Ermera and confronted the FRETILIN forces. Each side lost a man in the fighting. Team Susi retreated to Haekesak in Atambua, West Timor, and then reinfiltrated through Asulau and Matarobu-Borro in Ermera. At least 70 civilians were killed in the fighting.

On September 14, Indonesian special forces and East Timorese partisans attacked towns in the western districts of Ermera, Bobonaro, and Covalima. They entered Batugade but were unable to hold it due to fierce resistance by FRETILIN. Finally, on October 7, a force of 100 special forces troops and partisans retook Batugade, triggering an international armed conflict to which the 1949 Geneva Conventions applied. Three days later, President Suharto approved a plan to set up small enclaves just inside East Timor in order to nibble away at FRETILIN. By the first half of October 1975, Indonesian forces had seized territory to the west of the line linking Batugade, Balibo, and Maliana. In late November, Indonesian forces attacked Bobonaro and Atabae in order to increase the pressure on the FRETILIN leadership in Dili. Indonesia attacked Atabae on November 20 with naval and air support. Two days later, FRETILIN launched a large counterattack against the Indonesian position at Maliana in order to disrupt the Indonesian buildup and relieve the pressure on Atabae. FRETILIN forces were very capable and effective but they lacked a significant reserve element as well as naval and air support. Atabae was captured on November 27.

FRETILIN declared independence on November 28, 1975, one day after the fall of Atabae. Indonesia commenced Operation SEROJA (the full-scale invasion of East Timor) nine days later.
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Operation KOMODO

Operation KOMODO was the first of three strategic-level operations conducted by the Indonesian government against East Timor. Named after the giant, slow-moving lizard found in the Indonesian archipelago, it was designed to ensure East Timor’s annexation via a covert process of slow but methodical destabilization. It was followed by Operation FLAMBOYAN (armed, covert action) and Operation SEROJAS (the invasion of East Timor).

Operation KOMODO began in October 1974, immediately after secret meetings with the Portuguese government in Lisbon earlier that month. The operation’s most visible aspects were its hostile radio broadcasts to East Timor from Kupang in West Timor. These broadcasts originated from a Radio Republik Indonesia (RRI) station in Kupang, which provided regional services as well as relays of Jakarta broadcasts. They were usually in Tetum, and drew on Indonesia’s intelligence collection network inside East Timor in order to provide hostile commentary on daily events. Indonesia’s destabilization campaign also relied on the leaders of APODETI, the Timorese Popular Democratic Association, whose goal was to integrate East Timor as an autonomous province of Indonesia. A senior APODETI figure went to Jakarta in October 1974 to meet the chief of the Indonesian armed forces. Indonesia then claimed that hundreds of East Timorese were fleeing to West Timor, that communists had infiltrated and funded FRETILIN, and that communist newspapers and Marxism were spreading in East Timor. Meanwhile, an Indonesian Special Forces team deployed to Atambua in West Timor in order to train APODETI fighters, known as partisans. Australian intelligence, which was monitoring the situation in East Timor on a daily basis, remarked that it had “no evidence that would give any credence to these claims” and that “Apodeti has so far attracted little support.”

On January 21, 1975, FRETILIN and UDT (Timorese Democratic Union), the two East Timorese parties that did have popular support, formed a coalition and agreed that East Timor should become independent. Both parties would form a transitional government. Operation KOMODO then focused on fomenting conflict between these parties. In April 1975, Indonesian major general Ali Murtopo invited FRETILIN and UDT representatives to Jakarta. Although they arrived in Jakarta at the same time, Murtopo met the two delegations separately, thus stoking the flames of mutual distrust. The parties’ mutual suspicion proved to be too strong and their political inexperience meant that they had no mechanisms to deal with their differences. On May 27, 1975, UDT formally withdrew from its coalition with FRETILIN.

The Indonesian destabilization campaign continued. In early August 1975, Murtopo assured UDT’s leaders that Indonesia would respect East Timor’s right of self-determination if UDT moved against the extreme elements in FRETILIN. The UDT members led a preemptive coup against FRETILIN on their return from Jakarta, capturing the police headquarters, the armoury, the port, the airport, and the radio and telephone facilities in Dili. They detained hundreds of FRETILIN activists. FRETILIN fought back, defeating UDT, APODETI and other forces in short order. Between 1,500 and 3,000 people are estimated to have been killed during the internal armed conflict, which, although chaotic and violent, was essentially over by August 30.

Thus, Indonesia had fomented a civil war via Operation KOMODO, but the wrong side (from its perspective) won. Indonesia therefore abandoned slow destabilization and commenced a program of armed, covert action known as Operation FLAMBOYAN.
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Operation SEROJA

Operation SEROJA (“Lotus”) was the name chosen by the Indonesian military to refer to its full-scale invasion of East Timor on December 7, 1975. It followed Operation KOMODO (destabilization) and Operation FLAMBOYAN (armed, covert action).

The commander of Operation SEROJA Joint Task Force Command (Kogasgab Seroja) was Brigadier General Chamid Suweno, previously the commander of the Airborne Special Forces Centre. General Maradean Panggabean, the Chief of the Indonesian Armed Forces and Minister for Defence and Security, had established Kogasgab Seroja on August 31, 1975, in order to centralize command and control of Indonesian military operations in East Timor.

The full-scale invasion began at 2:00 a.m. on December 7, 1975, when several Indonesian warships were seen off the coast of Dili. FRETILIN shut off Dili’s power supply at 3:00 a.m., leaving the city in darkness. Contrary to their orders, some Indonesian warships opened fire immediately, losing the element of surprise. All warships were then ordered to open fire. Indonesian marines landed in the western area of Dili at about 4:30 a.m., securing the area by 7:00 a.m. Naval vessels then fired on and killed many of the marines, assuming that they were FRETILIN defenders. Nine Hercules aircraft began dropping parachutists over Dili at 6:00 a.m. Some landed in the sea and drowned, some came under enemy fire, and some came under fire from confused Indonesian troops when they landed. Nevertheless, Indonesian forces secured the center of Dili by noon on the first day. A marine landing team conducted an amphibious tactical assault on Baucau at 6:00 a.m. on December 10. Indonesian forces then moved to secure other key towns in the territory.

Although Indonesian forces enjoyed overwhelming military superiority and controlled the main towns, FRETILIN had managed to hold them to a military stalemate by the end of 1976. FRETILIN was able to organize a functioning society in the mountains. It could provide enough food crops and basic health care to the many tens of thousands of civilians who had accompanied them there. Indonesia had to withdraw troops from East Timor in early 1977 in order to support operations elsewhere in the archipelago. It had to withdraw even more troops between March and June 1977 in order to provide security for the Indonesian general elections. But once the elections were finished, Indonesia deployed U.S.-supplied Bronco aircraft starting in August 1977. The significance of the Bronco was that it could be operated from the most rudimentary airfields, and its slow flying speed meant that it could identify and attack villages more effectively.

Indonesia used napalm and targeted agricultural areas and other food sources such as livestock, in flagrant disregard of the laws of war. Illness and food shortages forced civilians to leave the hills and make their way to Indonesian detention camps in order to surrender. By late 1979, there were approximately 300,000 to 370,000 people in the camps. Diseases such as cholera, diarrhea, and tuberculosis swept the camps. There was a famine in which approximately 200,000 East Timorese died.

Operation SEROJA ended on March 26, 1979, when the Indonesian military formally dissolved the Seroja Joint Operations Command.

Clinton Fernandes

See also: East Timor; FRETILIN; Operation FLAMBOYAN; Operation KOMODO


Further Reading

Fernandes, Clinton. The Independence of East Timor: Multi-Dimensional Perspectives—Occupation, Resistance, and International Political Activism. Eastbourne, UK: Sussex Academic Press, 2011.

Taylor, John G. Indonesia’s Forgotten War: The Hidden History of East Timor. London: Zed, 1991.




R

Ramos-Horta, José Manuel

José Manuel Ramos-Horta is an East Timorese politician, and one of the principal figures who led the country’s independence struggle against Indonesia between 1975 and 1999. Born to a Timorese mother and a Portuguese father in Dili on December 26, 1949, he was educated at a Catholic mission school. By 1969 he was working as a journalist, but his active involvement in the development of political awareness in Portuguese Timor saw him run afoul of the Portuguese colonial administration. In 1970–1971 he was punished by being exiled for two years to then-Portuguese East Africa (Mozambique).

In 1974, a coup took place in Portugal, leading to that country’s sudden withdrawal from its overseas empire. East Timor’s governor, Mário Lemos Pires, announced immediate plans to grant the colony independence. A local Marxist group, the Frente Revolucionária do Timor-Leste Independente (Revolutionary Front for East Timor’s Independence, or FRETILIN), was founded on May 20, 1974, calling for full independence, and Ramos-Horta joined as one of the group’s earliest members. As FRETILIN became more influential within East Timor, Indonesia expressed concern that a socialist movement should attain power so close to home. By September 1975, Indonesia’s policy on East Timor had begun to harden.

In October 1975, Ramos-Horta, keen to show the world East Timor’s vulnerability, drove a group of five television reporters to the town of Balibo to film Indonesian border incursions. He left the journalists to set up in Balibo just hours before the two Australians, two Britons, and one New Zealander—the so-called “Balibo Five”—were captured and executed by the Indonesian military on the morning of October 16. He was later closely involved with the investigation into the fate of the Balibo Five by Australian journalist Roger East, who was himself murdered during the Indonesian invasion.

As the Portuguese administrators began to leave, FRETILIN troops seized the bulk of the colonial armory. On November 28, 1975, FRETILIN proclaimed the Democratic Republic of East Timor, and an official military force, the Forças Armadas de Libertação Nacional de Timor-Leste (Revolutionary Armed Forces for the National Liberation of East Timor, or FALINTIL), was organized as the state army. Ramos-Horta was appointed as FRETILIN’s minister for communications and external affairs, becoming the main contact for foreign journalists.

In response, on December 7, 1975, Indonesia invaded East Timor, landing forces at Dili and Baukau, 100 kilometers to the east. A puppet administration, the “Provisional Government of East Timor,” was set up at this time. In the bloodletting that followed, it was estimated that 60,000 East Timorese, or 10 percent of the preinvasion population, were killed within the next two months. Ramos-Horta had left East Timor just three days before the Indonesian invasion in order to represent the new country overseas. When appointed as minister for external affairs, he was only 25 years old, and in addressing the United Nations (UN) Security Council in New York he became the youngest person ever to do so. He was successful in calling on the Security Council to pass a resolution demanding that Indonesia withdraw and give his people the right to self-determination, and although Indonesia ignored the resolution, it placed the UN on the path that saw similar demands repeated over the next several years.
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Over the next decade, Ramos-Horta remained FRETILIN’s minister for external affairs and permanent representative to the UN, a period that saw him traveling throughout the world to generate interest and sympathy for East Timor’s international position and speaking out against human rights violations by the Indonesian military. By 1994, Ramos-Horta was universally recognized as the primary East Timorese spokesman in international forums, even meeting with Indonesia’s foreign minister, Ali Alatas in October of that year as part of an ongoing dialogue under UN auspices. His recognition was further enhanced in October 1996, when Ramos-Horta and Bishop Carlos Belo were awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for “their work towards a just and peaceful solution to the conflict in East Timor.” The Indonesian government expressed the view that it was “astounded and surprised” that the award had been given to these two individuals.

In 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression under the rule of President Suharto, his successor, Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie, announced that a referendum on the future status of East Timor would be held on August 30 of that year. The referendum would be overseen by the UN, but immediately prior to and following the election the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the country. Nearly 200,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor, and the killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under UN rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. The people of East Timor had voted overwhelmingly for independence and forced Indonesia to relinquish its claim to the territory. There can be little doubt that had the international community not intervened when it did, many more innocent victims would almost certainly have been slaughtered—possibly in the tens of thousands or more.

In December 1999, Ramos-Horta returned to East Timor for the first time in almost 25 years. He subsequently resigned from FRETILIN and was appointed as minister for foreign affairs and cooperation in a new provisional government. On May 20, 2002, East Timor became the sovereign Republic of Timor-Leste, and soon after became a member of the UN.

On June 3, 2006, Ramos-Horta became interim minister of defense in addition to foreign minister. He served in these capacities until his resignation on June 25, 2006. The next day, in order to resolve a constitutional crisis, Ramos-Horta was appointed acting prime minister by the president, Xanana Gusmão. Two weeks later, on July 10, 2006, he was formally sworn in.

Ramos-Horta was prime minister and minister of defense until May 19, 2007. On May 20, 2007, he won office as president of East Timor with 69 percent of the vote in a runoff election. On February 11, 2008, President Ramos-Horta was shot and seriously wounded outside his home during an apparent assassination attempt by a band of rebel soldiers. He was flown to Darwin for medical treatment the same day. In a separate attack, Gusmão was also fired upon by the rebels, although he was more fortunate than Ramos-Horta and escaped injury. International peacekeepers stationed in East Timor brought the situation under control. Five weeks later, and after multiple operations, Ramos-Horta was discharged from the Royal Darwin Hospital and returned to a heroes’ welcome from a crowd of thousands in Dili on April 17.

As president of East Timor, Ramos-Horta’s priorities have been to ensure that his people enjoy peace and security in a strong, prosperous, and democratic country. He has worked toward the normalization of relations with Indonesia, developing good relationships with East Timor’s other neighbors, and being an active participant within the UN system.

In the 2012 East Timorese presidential election, Ramos-Horta ran and lost—with approximately 17 percent of votes. He was succeeded by Taur Matan Ruak.
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Suharto

Suharto (like most traditional Javanese, he was only given one name at birth, although he adopted the name Mohammed after a pilgrimage to Mecca in 1991) was the second president of Indonesia, in office for a record 31 years between 1967 and 1998. He was born on June 8, 1921, in the small village of Kemusuk, in what were then the Dutch East Indies. Suharto chose a career in military service, first joining the Royal Netherlands East Indies Army (KNIL) in 1940. Although earlier he might not have had much access to officer training, the collapse of the Dutch government at the hands of the Nazis in Europe in 1940 led to an increase in the number of Indonesians able to enter the officer class, and Suharto was able to study at a military school near Yogyakarta.

After Indonesia was invaded by Japan in March 1942, Suharto volunteered as an assistant police inspector in the security forces established by the Japanese occupation authorities. He moved from there into the collaborationist militia forces, in which an anti-Dutch and pro-nationalist sentiment prevailed. It was here that Suharto first became an officer and became imbued with nationalist and militarist ideas.

On August 17, 1945, Indonesian nationalist leaders Sukarno and Mohammed Hatta declared Indonesian independence. Suharto joined the new Indonesian Army and quickly rose through the ranks to become a lieutenant colonel. As Dutch forces returned and attempted to reestablish colonial rule, Suharto engaged them in combat in the general vicinity of Yogyakarta, and his military career in independent Indonesia was established. Eventually, by 1962, he would rise to become a major general in the Indonesian armed forces.

In late 1960, Suharto was promoted to chief of army intelligence and in 1961 to head of the army’s new Strategic Reserve, a rapid-reaction mobile force that could be deployed immediately to any trouble spots in the Indonesian archipelago. By January 1962, Suharto was appointed to lead Operation MANDALA, the military campaign to acquire Dutch New Guinea—a territory that had not been included in the original boundaries of independent Indonesia. Then, in 1965, Suharto was given command of the operation known as Konfrontasi, a military clash (in effect, a small undeclared war) between Indonesia and Malaysia over control of the northern part of the island of Borneo.

The pluralistic rule of Sukarno, who had led Indonesia to independence and still ruled the country in the mid-1960s, saw an elevation of the 2 million–strong Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI) to center stage. Within the Cold War context, this was seen as politically very dangerous by elements in the army, including Suharto. Sukarno’s approach permitted the communists to gain influence in many sectors of society, and he alienated the army by enabling the party to override its authority in several areas. By late 1965, the army was divided between a left-wing faction allied with the PKI and a right-wing faction that was being courted by the United States.

Within this increasingly explosive situation, and in order to forestall the prospect of greater PKI influence and a communist takeover of the country, any spark would be sufficient to cause the country to fall into a state of crisis. On October 1, 1965, it happened. Six senior Indonesian generals were kidnapped and murdered by junior officers. The PKI was blamed for this act, which was portrayed by the military and Suharto as an attempted coup d’état designed to entrench Sukarno’s power. Suharto led a successful countercoup resulting in widespread reprisals against the communists—even though the role of the PKI in the coup attempt, at the time and since, was unclear. On October 16, 1965, under immense pressure from the army, Sukarno appointed Suharto as minister for the army and army commander in chief, after which Suharto ordered his forces to destroy the PKI and the threat it allegedly represented.

In the months that followed, the army led an anticommunist purge that saw an unprecedented explosion of violence sweep the country. PKI members (many of whom were, coincidentally, ethnically Chinese) were rounded up, tortured, and executed. Families of suspected communists were also targeted by the military, military-endorsed militias, and even civilian mobs. The number of killed varies widely; most accounts put the figure at about half a million, although 2 million has been speculated. Hundreds of thousands more were imprisoned without trial, often for periods of 20 years or longer. Under Suharto, the military forces were purged of what were viewed as pro-Sukarno elements and Sukarno’s power base effectively collapsed. On March 11, 1966, Suharto assumed supreme authority throughout the country, displacing Sukarno, and introduced what became known soon afterwards as the New Order (Orde Baru). The next day, the PKI was officially banned, PKI members of parliament were purged, the press was gagged, and trade unions were forbidden. Suharto was appointed acting president in 1967 and president the following year.

The upshot of what became known as “The Year of Living Dangerously” was that, between 1966 and 1998, Indonesia was basically ruled as an authoritarian quasi-democracy, with one president, one ruling party, and relatively few elections. The country became increasingly bureaucratized and militarized, and the military forces received a permanent place in running the country. The electoral system was modified to allow only “safe” political parties to run for office, and as a result Suharto was elected unopposed as president in 1973, 1978, 1983, 1988, 1993, and 1998. Speculation has been rife that Suharto’s rule possibly saved Indonesia from becoming communist (the certainty of this will never be truly known); but, by doing so, the Indonesian people suffered more than 30 years of repression, censorship, and state-sanctioned violence.

Suharto also introduced an authoritarian nationalism, translating, in part, to a suppression of what his party, Golkar, referred to as “the Chinese Problem.” In 1967, a new law was passed according to which almost all Chinese-language newspapers were closed, all forms of public Chinese religious expression were banned, Chinese-language schools were forbidden, Chinese script in public places was banned, and Chinese citizens of Indonesia were encouraged to assume “Indonesian” names.

Although officially Suharto’s New Order government followed a neutralist foreign policy, in reality his regime was at once pro-Western and expansionist. He sought strong relations with the United States and the United Nations (UN), and the closeness Indonesia enjoyed with China during the Sukarno years was now severely muted. The Konfrontasi with Malaysia was brought to an end. Regionally, Suharto proved himself to be a major actor, helping to establish the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) in 1967 and later the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). The image of “good regional citizen” was effectively destroyed, however, when in 1975 Suharto led Indonesia in an invasion of the country’s nearest neighbor, the former Portuguese territory of East Timor.

For three centuries part of the Portuguese overseas empire, in 1975 East Timor was declared independent by one of the East Timorese nationalist movements, FRETILIN (Frente Revolucionária do Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor). Almost immediately, Indonesian military forces invaded, declared East Timor to be that country’s 27th state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights abuses that resulted in the mass murder, starvation, and death by torture of up to 200,000 people, representing one-third of the preinvasion East Timorese population. For the next two decades, the international response to this was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the populous nation to its north and was the only country to recognize the de jure incorporation of East Timor into the body of Indonesia. UN resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw were ignored, and the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach toward the annexation be seen by Suharto as a reason to look elsewhere for friends with which to side—for example, to the non-aligned nations—trod very softly on the whole issue.

Only in 1999, after a 24-year period of Indonesian occupation and oppression and a further outbreak of extreme violence after Suharto’s downfall in 1998 (this time committed by Indonesian-backed militias and units of the Indonesian Army) was East Timor freed as a result of Australian and UN military intervention.

To underscore Suharto’s expansionist tendencies, mention must also be made of his attempts to “Javanize” the rest of the archipelago, by force if necessary, through the 1980s and 1990s. These included military campaigns designed to stamp out the possibility of secession in Sulawesi, Ambon, and, in particular, Aceh, in a 25-year conflict that began in 1976 and continued into the 21st century. Prolonged fighting between Free Aceh separatists and Indonesian military and police units led Suharto to suspend civilian rule in the province, declare martial law, name Aceh a “military operational area,” and, over time, send in tens of thousands of troops to effectively reconquer the region for Jakarta.

Suharto was reelected for another five-year term in March 1998, but by then the combination of corruption, financial mismanagement, ongoing suppression of civil rights, and emergence of a pro-democratic movement known as Reformasi combined to undermine his legitimacy in the eyes of many younger Indonesians. On May 21, 1998, Suharto announced his resignation from the presidency, and went into retirement. He was never prosecuted for any of his civil rights abuses or crimes against humanity, and had his defenders right through to the end of his life. Suharto died on January 27, 2008, aged 86.
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Sutrisno, Try

Try (pronounced “tree”) Sutrisno was commander of Indonesia’s Armed Forces and vice president of Indonesia during the occupation of East Timor.

Born in the East Java port city of Surabaya on November 15, 1935, he joined the Army Technical Academy in Bandung at the age of 21. He studied engineering during his three-year degree, and also participated in military operations to crush rebellions in the Outer Islands. Sutrisno became adjutant to President Suharto from 1974 to 1978, missing the conventional war against East Timor.

Unlike many of his contemporary military officers, Sutrisno did not have much combat experience in East Timor. But he rose to command the Sriwijaya military region in southern Sumatra for three years as a result of his connection to President Suharto. He was given command of the highly influential Jakarta military region in 1982. A massacre in the port area of Tanjung Priok, North Jakarta, in 1984, occurred while he was commander of Jakarta. A report in 2000 by Indonesia’s National Human Rights Commission recommended that Sutrisno be investigated for his involvement. However, he was not among those prosecuted when the case was brought before the Human Rights Court in 2003. After his command of Jakarta, he was promoted to deputy army chief of staff in 1985, chief of staff a year later and appointed commander in chief of ABRI, the Indonesian Armed Forces, in 1988.

When the Santa Cruz Massacre, also known as the Dili Massacre, occurred in 1991, Try Sutrisno defended the actions of his troops, saying, “These crude people had to be shot.” He earned international condemnation for this statement, but won praise from hardliners in the military, who believed he was simply expressing a widespread consensus within the Indonesian Armed Forces.

Sutrisno became vice president of Indonesia in 1993 as a result of a tussle between the Indonesian military and President Suharto. The military derived their power from their role as the ultimate coercive arm of the Suharto regime. Suharto needed his generals but did not want to be under their collective control. He began to appoint more civilians to cabinet: military personnel occupied 13 out of 32 cabinet positions in 1982 but only 10 out of 41 in 1993. He appointed State Secretary Sudharmono as his vice president in 1988 over the objections of the military, and appointed military commander Benny Murdani as defense minister—a demotion. In their attempts to wrest back some of the power they had lost, the military began to openly advocate political openness, reform, and an end to massive inequalities in wealth. The last item was a thinly veiled reference to Suharto’s own links with Chinese business conglomerates and his children’s visible accumulation of wealth. Suharto was therefore forced to accept the military’s choice of Sutrisno as his vice president in 1993.

Sutrisno did not push for a second term as vice president in 1998. He later became chair of the ABRI Veterans’ Union and dabbled in politics with varying degrees of success.
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Timorese Democratic Union

The Timorese Democratic Union or UDT (União Democrática Timorense) was formed on May 11, 1974. It was the first political organization in the province of Portuguese Timor to be launched after the Carnation Revolution of April 25, 1974. Since provincial laws had not been automatically repealed, the bans on political parties remained in force there despite having been repealed in Portugal itself. For this reason, the UDT and other political organizations did not use the word “party”, choosing instead the words “union”, “association” or “front”. The UDT had 23 members, including three members of the regime-sanctioned Acção Nacional Popular (ANP). UDT leaders tended to have close ties to the colonial system due to their relatively senior positions in the civil service or their proximity to the Catholic Church. UDT’s first president was Francisco Lopes da Cruz, its vice president was Cesar Augusto da Costa Mouzinho, and its secretary general was Domingos Oliveira. Its other leaders were the Carrascalao brothers (Manuel, Mario, and Joao).

Since many UDT leaders came from conservative, land-owning families, they were threatened by a FRETILIN initiative called “alphabetizacao” or basic literacy. They were also worried by FRETILIN’s tactic of communicating directly with the villagers rather than relying on traditional chiefs or civil servants, as they themselves did. On January 21, 1975, UDT formed a coalition with FRETILIN. Both parties agreed that East Timor should become independent and that they would form a transitional government. This government would have representatives from the Portuguese government and from UDT and FRETILIN. It would prepare a Constitution that would form the basis of an independent East Timor.

Indonesian intelligence operatives manipulated the political inexperience of the leaders of both parties, stoking the flames of mutual distrust. After village-level elections in Los Palos in May 1975 delivered a clear victory to village chiefs who were FRETILIN supporters, UDT formally withdrew from the coalition. Indonesian intelligence advised UDT leaders that FRETILIN was planning a coup on August 15, 1975. Indonesia, they said, would respect East Timor’s right of self-determination if UDT moved against FRETILIN. Accordingly, key UDT members led a preemptive coup against FRETILIN in the early hours of August 11, 1975. FRETILIN fought back on August 20, defeating most of the UDT forces by August 30. Between 1,500 and 3,000 people are estimated to have been killed during the internal armed conflict. The Portuguese governor and his administration left the mainland for the offshore island of Atauro, and later proceeded to Portugal. The defeated forces of UDT, now located in West Timor, signed a petition calling for the integration of East Timor into Indonesia.

After the Indonesian invasion, Mario Carrascalao became the governor of East Timor in 1982. Joao Carrascalao would later participate in the National Council of Timorese Resistance, a forum in which exiled figures from FRETILIN and UDT campaigned for independence whilst also sniping at one another. Manuel Carrascalao’s son, Manuelito, would be killed in 1999 by militia thugs acting at the behest of Indonesian soldiers and police. The UDT essentially disappeared from the parliamentary process after independence.
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UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET)

The United Nations Transitional Authority in East Timor (UNTAET) was established pursuant to UN Security Council resolution 1272 (1999) of October 25, 1999. It was an integrated peacekeeping operation that was empowered to exercise all legislative and executive authority in order to prepare East Timor for its transition to independence. It succeeded the International Force-East Timor (InterFET), assuming command of military operations in the territory on February 23, 2000. UNTAET was also responsible for coordinating humanitarian assistance and emergency reconstruction. The transitional administrator, Sergio Vieira de Mello, was a career UN officer from Brazil who served as the Special Representative of the UN secretary general.

Composed of personnel from more than 100 countries (with the language and cultural problems this implied), UNTAET was immediately confronted with several major problems. Although East Timor had been promised approximately $500 million in development aid, it had received only $22 million by March 2000. The funding shortage exacerbated the difficulties caused by the Indonesian authorities’ widespread destruction of the territory’s infrastructure, their evacuation of staff who had previously provided essential services, and their forcible deportation of 250,000 East Timorese across the border into West Timor.

UNTAET’s military component was disproportionately large, with nearly 9,000 troops and 200 military observers. Yet there was almost no military threat facing the new state. Only a fraction of the total of 10,000 troops was ever needed. Rather than splitting the mission into an initial peacekeeping and humanitarian operation to be followed by a more important and long-term state-building mission, UNTAET’s emphasis was on peacekeeping and reconstruction, with less emphasis regarding the preparation for independent statehood. One reason for this was that funding for peacekeeping missions came from non voluntary member-assessed contributions, thus opening such missions to member pressure for a speedy end. UNTAET was therefore put together very quickly.

It established the Special Panels for Serious Crimes, the Serious Crimes Unit, and the Defence Lawyers Unit. There were formidable obstacles facing these institutions. Instead of conducting the prosecutions of suspected Indonesian war criminals at an international tribunal in an established venue such as The Hague, the Special Panels for Serious Crimes was established within the impoverished local structure of the Dili District Court. Similarly, the Serious Crimes Unit was established within the Office of the general prosecutor, Longuinhos Monteiro.
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When the Serious Crimes Unit requested the Special Panels for Serious Crimes to issue warrants for Yayat Sudrajat (the military intelligence chief in East Timor) and General Wiranto (the commander of the Indonesian military), the request was declined by a single judge of the Special Panels for lack of supporting evidence. The Serious Crimes Unit responded by filing supporting materials of 13,000 pages and 1,500 witness statements. The general prosecutor publicly criticized the international judges on the Special Panels for failing to act on the arrest warrant against Wiranto, and signaled his intention to submit the warrant to Interpol. An international judge, Philip Rapoza, then issued arrest warrants for both Yayat Sudrajat and Wiranto on May 10, 2004. Monteiro was then summoned to the office of President Xanana Gusmão and summarily informed that such actions would harm East Timor’s relationship with its powerful neighbour, Indonesia.

On May 20, 2002, East Timor gained its independence and UNTAET was terminated. It was replaced by a smaller mission, the UN Mission of Support in East Timor (UNMISET).
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Wenner, Christopher

Christopher Wenner, better known as Max Stahl, is a journalist who came to international attention for his role in filming the Dili Massacre (known in East Timor as the Santa Cruz Massacre) on November 12, 1991. He had the presence of mind to bury some of his tapes in the Santa Cruz cemetery and retrieved them later, after Indonesian soldiers interrogated him for nine hours. The Indonesian authorities were unaware that he had captured the massacre on film. They searched him on his way out of East Timor but some of the key tapes were smuggled out to Jakarta and then to the Netherlands by a Dutch reporter, Saskia Kouwenberg.

Until Max Stahl’s footage was broadcast in a documentary called In Cold Blood: The Massacre of East Timor, the Indonesian military claimed that the protestors (who were unarmed youths) had been firing at them. Lieutenant Colonel Anton Tompodung, a spokesperson for the Bali-based regional military command, had said that “about 100 armed members of the East Timor independence movement, including the movement’s leader Xanana Gusmão, were among the crowd.”

Later, Stahl went to Dili to investigate claims by Joao Dias, a young East Timorese nurse at the Wira Husada hospital, and Aviano Faria, a student at the Santo Josef school, that the people who had been wounded after Santa Cruz had been given a white pill that soon killed them. Max Stahl obtained these pills from Dias, who had kept some hidden away, then went across to Kupang. Dias and Faria were smuggled out of East Timor. They later testified to the 50th session of the United Nations Human Rights Commission in 1994. Dias named the four people who distributed the pills and the Director of the Hospital as being responsible. Indonesia denied the allegations, and specifically denied that Joao Dias had been a nurse in the hospital. Stahl then produced a photograph, obtained previously by a Japanese television crew, of Dias and the Director of the Hospital working in the hospital in their official capacities. These revelations increased international pressure on Indonesia.

In 1995, Stahl began to produce a film about Bishop Carlos Ximenes Belo. Completed after the 1996 Peace Prize was awarded, it was entitled Sometimes I Must Speak Out Strongly. Stahl and Jose Amorim Dias, an East Timorese activist, worked long hours for months in order to complete it. It used film shot by Australian activist Dr. Andrew McNaughtan during his 1994 visit to East Timor. In 2000, Stahl won the Rory Peck Award for his footage of the Indonesian military’s terror campaign during and after the August 1999 independence ballot. Despite being on the Indonesian black list, he slipped into East Timor by using an elaborate, circuitous route, travelling from one small island to another using fishing boats. He entered the territory as the results of the independence ballot were about to be announced on September 4, 1999. As many foreign journalists began to be evacuated out of the territory, he filmed the attack on the Red Cross compound, where some 2,000 refugees were sheltering. He entered the UN compound, which sheltered refugees, UNAMET staff, and a few journalists. When they too were evacuated out of East Timor, Stahl took a small infrared-capable camera and ran to the surrounding hills with his East Timorese friends.

Max Stahl was honored by East Timor after it became independent. The Max Stahl Audio-Visual Centre–East Timor, which is based in Dili, houses his historic footage and trains East Timorese in production, training, and film making.
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West Timor

West Timor, which is part of Indonesia, is the western half of the island of Timor. With an area of just over 15,000 square kilometers, it is approximately the same size as the independent state of East Timor. The enclave of Oecussi on the north coast is part of East Timor. West Timor is administered as part of East Nusa Tenggara province, which also includes the islands of Flores, Sumba, Komodo, Rinca, Sawu, Roti, Semau, and the Solor and Alor Islands.

In the 17th-century competition between Portugal and the Netherlands resulted in frequent conflict in the region. When the Dutch captured the Portuguese fortress at Solor, its population moved to Flores in the 17th century. Portuguese sailors had been intermarrying with the inhabitants of Solor, leading to the creation of a mixed-race group known as the Topasses. More Dutch attacks forced the Portuguese to move to Kupang, in West Timor, in 1636. They later moved inland in force, defeating the kingdom of Wehale with the help of their Topasses allies. Most of western Timor eventually came under the control of the Netherlands, while the Portuguese claimed the eastern part. The two colonial powers signed a treaty demarcating a boundary in 1859, although it was not until a ruling by the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague in 1914 that the boundary between them was finally settled. The Netherlands gained control of Flores, Solor, and Alor as a result of the 1859 settlement. Even today, their populations still have a distinct culture with traces of Portuguese influence. The distinction between Indonesian (West) Timor and Portuguese Timor corresponds to two indigenous principalities, Serviao and Vaikenos in the west and Belos in the east. These principalities did not constitute overarching political kingdoms; rather, they had at best a weak, indirect political influence over the island as a whole. The colonial experience was different in the two halves of the island. The Portuguese used the preexisting systems of organization to consolidate their control through matrimonial and symbolic alliances whereas the Dutch administration was far more interventionist in West Timor.

It was from West Timor that Indonesia’s strategic planners launched Operation KOMODO to destabilize East Timor and integrate it into Indonesia. Operation KOMODO’s most noticeable component was the program of hostile radio broadcasts from a Radio Republik Indonesia (RRI) station in Kupang. Meanwhile, Indonesian special forces deployed to Atambua in West Timor in order to further destabilize the border. At the time of the invasion in 1975, Atambua had an airfield, government offices, military barracks, schools, churches, and a hospital. It was a good location for a command post and training area but not a good base from which to launch an invasion of East Timor. The only motorable road from West Timor to East Timor ran from Kupang through the central regions to the border. This road was unsuitable for the movement of militarily significant quantities of vehicles.

After FRETILIN fought back in August 1975, the defeated forces of UDT and other minor groups fled to West Timor and signed a petition calling for the integration of East Timor into Indonesia. East Timorese political prisoners were sometimes held in Penfui Prison in Kupang, often without trial. On some occasions, prisoners there received only a spoonful of rice per day, with many starving to death. Conditions improved after August 1984, when the International Committee of the Red Cross was allowed to visit Penfui Prison. After the ballot in August 1999, approximately 250,000 East Timorese were taken via land and sea transport to West Timor, where many remained for more than a decade.

CLINTON FERNANDES

See also: East Timor; Indonesia


Further Reading

Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation in Timor-Leste. Chega! The Report of the Commission for Reception, Truth and Reconciliation in Timor-Leste. Dili, 2005.

Martinkus, John. A Dirty Little War. Milsons Point: Random House, 2001.



Wiranto

Wiranto—like most Javanese, he has only one birth name—is a former Indonesian general, supreme commander of Indonesia’s military forces, and one-time presidential candidate. Born on April 4, 1947, in Yogyakarta, Indonesia, he was the son of a poor teacher from Central Java. In 1968, he graduated as a second lieutenant from the National Military Academy and sent to a variety of postings in the provinces. In 1985, he joined Kostrad (Komando Cadangan Strategis Angkatan Darat, or Army Strategic Reserve Command) as a brigade chief of staff. In 1987, he was transferred to Jakarta where he became deputy operations assistant to the Kostrad chief of staff. Kostrad supervises operational readiness among all military commands and conducts strategic defense and security operations on the orders of the commander of the Indonesian National Armed Forces (the Tentara Nasional Indonesia, or TNI).

The rest of Wiranto’s active military career was with Kostrad. In 1989, he became adjutant to President Suharto, a position he held until 1993. He became commander of Kostrad in 1996, and in 1997 was army chief of staff for a short period, prior to being appointed armed forces commander and defense minister in March 1998.

After Suharto retired in May 1998, Wiranto, who was at that time minister of defense and security, took a key role in trying to ensure that an atmosphere of calm prevailed throughout the country. Some considered his moderation to have saved Indonesia from a military coup, thereby enabling a democratic transition to take place after decades of authoritarian rule. In the administrations that followed—those of Bacharuddin Jusuf Habibie from 1998 to 1999, Abdurrahman Wahid from 1999 to 2001, Megawati Sukarnoputri from 2001 to 2004, and Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono from 2004 to the present—Wiranto served in a succession of important administrative and political roles, sometimes in opposition. In July 2004, he ran unsuccessfully for president of Indonesia against Megawati, and in 2009 he ran, again without success, as vice presidential running mate to incumbent Vice President Jusuf Kalla.

It is in relation to his actions in East Timor in 1999, however, that Wiranto’s international profile became best known. As the people of East Timor prepared for a referendum on the future status of the territory in August 1999, an East Timor–wide militia movement dedicated to resisting any possibility of East Timorese independence began to flex its muscles, and immediately prior to and following the election the Indonesian military and pro-Indonesian militia gangs went on a rampage that resulted in an estimated 1,500 people being killed and saw massive physical destruction throughout the territory. Up to 300,000 people were forcibly relocated into military-controlled camps in Indonesian-controlled West Timor. The killing and destruction only came to an end once international peacekeepers intervened to halt the violence and place East Timor under United Nations (UN) rule on September 20, 1999, some three weeks after the election. Ultimately, Indonesia relinquished its claim to the territory.

As commanding officer of the TNI, Wiranto was ultimately responsible for everything the troops in his command did, and his name appears in numerous reports of human rights abuses in East Timor throughout 1999.

Later, the Indonesian Commission on Human Rights Abuses in East Timor, or KPP HAM, summoned Wiranto, five other generals, and several top pro-Indonesia militia leaders to answer questions over the extent of their knowledge and involvement in the East Timor massacres. Wiranto stated without hesitation that there had been no plan or policy for either genocide or crimes against humanity. He said the Indonesian armed forces had never issued any orders for the burning of cities or the killing of people, nor had it ordered or carried out any forced evacuations. The KPP HAM investigation was not convinced, and in its report in 2003 it recommended that Wiranto be charged with crimes against humanity—an advice that was never carried through.

Others were not so hesitant. On February 25, 2003, Wiranto and seven other highly placed military and civilian figures were indicted in absentia for crimes against humanity by the Serious Crimes Unit, a body set up by the United Nations Transitional Administration of East Timor (UNTAET) by UN Security Council Resolution 1272 (1999). The crimes against humanity for which the accused were charged were murder, deportation, and persecution. According to the same document, the Indonesian authorities wielded effective control over the militias which committed these crimes. They were therefore implicated through their superior responsibility.

On May 10, 2004, the Serious Crimes Unit issued an arrest warrant for Wiranto, but the Indonesian government refused to cooperate with the court’s ruling, and in a remarkable slap in the face for the international human rights community he then stood as a candidate in the Indonesian presidential elections of July 2004 while under UN indictment for crimes against humanity.

On the other hand, there has been debate over how actively he supported the militia strategy in East Timor, or whether he stood by while others did the damage. His own argument has always been that the violence was to be blamed on loyal East Timorese groups expressing their dissatisfaction with the outcome of the referendum—and that the TNI over which he was in control played no part in the bloodshed. He has at every turn denied that his army commanders instigated the destruction of East Timor after it had voted for independence, and has worked hard to resist prosecutions for any of the TNI officers under his command.

Despite this, many adhere to the view that there is more than enough evidence to suggest that Wiranto has a case to answer. It is clear, for instance, that while Wiranto visited Dili on numerous occasions in 1999, he nonetheless did nothing to alter the destructive course of events. Moreover, Wiranto himself later acknowledged that the military had helped to arm and fund the pro-independence militias, and that he knew about this.

Indonesia continues to protect Wiranto. An arrest warrant remains extant, and his capture is still sought.
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments but also how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Did the United States and Most Other Western Countries Turn a Blind Eye to Indonesian Atrocities in East Timor from 1975 Onward?

Introduction 

The East Timor Genocide, perpetrated by Indonesian forces and local East Timor militias amid the war against East Timorese separatists, was an event that was shaped by the global Cold War between the Soviet Union and the United States. The decades-long antagonism between the superpowers influenced how the United States and its Western allies viewed nationalist groups affiliated with communist or socialist ideologies. In this context, the East Timorese forces, clamoring for independence from Indonesia, embraced socialist political ideologies, putting them at odds with U.S. foreign policy. Moreover, U.S. allies in the afflicted region included the anticommunist regime in power in Indonesia. Given this situation, Indonesian forces and their East Timorese allies were able to engage in the mass killing of East Timorese combatants and civilians.

By 1999, nearly a decade after the end of the Cold War, U.S. policy shifted against Indonesian actions in East Timor. The Bill Clinton administration admonished Indonesia’s genocidal activites in East Timor due to international pressure. Despite this change in U.S. and international views of the conflict in East Timor, previous policies and events showed that in their support of past Indonesian actions, they had indirectly affected the East Timor Genocide through both inaction and support of the Indonesian anticommunist regime. Therefore, it is fair to raise the question: Did the United States and most other Western countries turn a blind eye to Indonesian atrocities in East Timor from 1975 onward?

In his Perspective essay, Clinton Fernandes argues that the United States and its Cold War allies provided full diplomatic and military support to the Indonesian regime. Given the anticommunist stance of the Suharto regime in power, U.S. foreign policy favored Indonesia and provided weapons that made it possible for Indonesian forces to attack East Timor. By 1999, long after the Cold War was over, the United States acted under international pressure and finally objected to the mass slaughter in East Timor by Indonesian forces and their allies. In his Perspective essay, Henry Theriault argues that the United States, Britain, and Australia, did not turn a blind eye, but rather actively supported Indonesian actions in East Timor. Military and diplomatic support of the Suharto regime indirectly assisted in the actions committed against the East Timorese.

Perspective 1: Diplomatic Support Amid Indonesian Military Action in East Timor

The United States and several other Western states did not turn a blind eye to Indonesian atrocities but provided military, financial, and diplomatic support to Indonesia during the early years of the invasion and for much of the occupation. In 1999, under intense international and domestic pressure, the U.S. leadership advised Indonesia that it would no longer support the occupation. Indonesian forces withdrew, allowing an international peacekeeping force to enter the East Timor.

In the years before the invasion, the U.S. military aid program provided equipment through three major channels: direct grants, which also included the cost of training programs; credit sales under the Foreign Military Sales Act; and transfers from excess stocks. From 1967 to 1975, U.S. military aid to Indonesia was $104 million, and additional U.S. equipment was purchased through commercial channels outside the aid program.

President Suharto did not authorize his military commanders to invade East Timor until after he visited Washington, D.C., in July 1975, and assessed the official U.S. attitude. In December 1975, when Suharto informed U.S. president Gerald Ford and secretary of state Henry Kissinger that Indonesia was about to invade East Timor, they assured him that they “understand and will not press you on the issue. We understand the problems and the intentions you have.” Kissinger was aware that the “use of U.S.-made arms could create problems” but “it depends on how we construe it; whether it is self-defense or is a foreign operation.” His concern was not that U.S. weapons were being used offensively—and hence illegally—but that Congress would find out about this. Kissinger’s principal concern was damage control. He informed Suharto that he would be able to influence the reaction in the United States “if whatever happens happens after we return . . . If you have made plans, we will do our best to keep everyone quiet until after the President returns home.”

According to testimony in Congressional hearings in July 1977 by George Aldrich, deputy legal advisor in the U.S. State Department, Indonesian forces that invaded East Timor “were armed roughly 90 per cent with our equipment.” Kissinger began to contain the fallout as soon as the news wires began to report that Indonesia had invaded. He announced that the State Department would conduct an administrative review to determine whether U.S. weapons had been used offensively. Publicly, he put the word out that he would delay new weapons sales to Indonesia until the administrative review had concluded. Privately, though, U.S. support would continue unhindered. Military equipment already in the pipeline would not be interrupted. During the six months that the administrative review was being conducted, the United States made four new offers of weapons sales to Indonesia, including maintenance and spare parts for the Rockwell OV-10F Bronco ground-attack aircraft.

The policy continued after Kissinger had departed the scene. U.S. arms shipments to Indonesia increased significantly under the presidency of Jimmy Carter. In March 1977, Carter administration officials misled Congress about conditions in East Timor, falsely describing them as peaceful. At this time, the East Timorese resistance under the leadership of FRETILIN had managed to hold Indonesian forces to a military stalemate. But the course of the war changed in August 1977 after Indonesia deployed OV-10 (Bronco) aircraft, acquired through the U.S. Department of Defense foreign military sales program. The significance of the Bronco was that it could be operated from the most rudimentary airfields, and its slow flying speed meant that it could identify and attack villages more effectively. It had been designed specifically for such operations. FRETILIN came under severe pressure once these aircraft attacked them with conventional munitions and with Soviet-supplied napalm, known as Opalm. The Indonesian military’s offensives targeted agricultural areas and other food sources such as livestock. Tens of thousands of civilians died as a result of these offensives.

The United States, Britain, and France did not support any UN General Assembly resolutions between 1975 and 1982. As permanent members of the Security Council, they had the ability to make a difference but did not do so. The U.S. position was subsequently explained by its ambassador to the UN, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, in his memoirs:

“The United States wished things to turn out as they did, and worked to bring this about. The Department of State desired that the United Nations prove utterly ineffective in whatever measures it undertook. This task was given to me, and I carried it forward with no inconsiderable success.”

Britain and France increased their aid, trade, and military cooperation with Indonesia during the occupation. The other permanent members, China and the Soviet Union, supported East Timor by voting for Security Council and General Assembly resolutions between 1975 and 1982 (with the exception of 1979 for China). Canada provided diplomatic support to Indonesia from the very beginning: six months after the invasion, the Canadian government played host to Suharto and provided him with a $200-million mixed aid package. Two years later, Canada’s ambassador to Jakarta visited East Timor on a tour which had been organized by the Indonesian military. The ambassador, Glen Shortliffe, claimed that the Timorese were better off as a result of the invasion, saying that “anything under—taken by the Indonesians represents an improvement over conditions which existed hitherto.”

After the independence ballot of August 1999, when Indonesian forces conducted a campaign of state-sponsored terror, forced deportation, and murder, the immediate U.S. reaction was that there would not be any meaningful U.S. objection. The U.S. ambassador to Indonesia, Stapleton Roy, met President Habibie “to explore any ideas that could be helpful. We were not there to make a proposal for armed peacekeepers. We were there to explore how to assist Indonesia with its responsibility to maintain a good security environment there and how the international community could be more helpful.” U.S. national security adviser Sandy Berger said, “My daughter has a very messy apartment up in college, maybe I shouldn’t intervene to have that cleaned up. I don’t think anybody ever articulated a doctrine which said that we ought to intervene wherever there’s a humanitarian problem.”

However, under intense domestic and international pressure, the Bill Clinton administration acted swiftly. The United States ensured that its message to the Indonesian military was delivered in person; Admiral Dennis Blair, commander in chief of the U.S. forces in the Pacific, met General Wiranto in Jakarta on September 8, 1999 “to make clear the severe consequences of Indonesia’s failure in East Timor, in terms of its relations with the international community, and particularly the United States.” President Clinton warned that Indonesia “must invite—it must invite—the international community to assist in restoring security . . . It is clear the Indonesian military is aiding and abetting the militia violence . . . This is simply unacceptable.” In an emergency debate in the UN Security Council on September 12, 1999 U.S. envoy Richard Holbrooke finally warned Indonesia that it faced the point of no return in international relations if it did not accept an international peacekeeping force.

The Indonesian military’s resistance ended within hours. On September 12, 1999, Habibie and Wiranto emerged from a special cabinet meeting. Before the television cameras and microphones of the assembled international media, Habibie announced that his government had decided to allow a UN force into East Timor. Wiranto’s presence beside Habibie sent a clear signal that the military had agreed to support his decision. Indonesian forces withdrew, allowing an international peacekeeping force to enter the East Timor.

Clinton Fernandes

Perspective 2: U.S., British, and Australian Support of Indonesia

There are three Western countries that are particularly relevant to this topic, the United States, Britain, and Australia. Each took roughly the same approach to the 1975 invasion of East Timor by Indonesia and the subsequent partial extermination of East Timorese that followed.

There are three avenues of defense that Western powers might use to support a negative answer to the topic question. First, they could argue that what happened on the island of Timor was not a human rights violation for which Indonesia is responsible. Thus, there was nothing to which they could have turned “a blind eye.” Second, they could argue that their governments did not have sufficient awareness of what was going on to understand it as a human rights violation. Third, they could argue that they were not in a position to have any effect on what was going on.

Two claims seem to support the first point of defense. First, the violence in East Timor could be construed as a civil war between those East Timorese who wanted to join Indonesia (led by the Timorese Democratic Union [UDT]) and those who wanted independence (led by the Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor [FRETILIN]). Second, there was military violence by FRETILIN against the Indonesian military.

Neither claim holds up, however. It was the Indonesian military that invaded East Timor in an attempt to conquer and annex it, in contravention of international law. The UDT itself served as a proxy for the Indonesian government, which had worked hard to court its leadership prior to the invasion and to break its alliance with FRETILIN. What is more, the Indonesian military and its proxies targeted civilian East Timorese, through outright massacre, destructive brutality in occupied areas, the use of “resettlement camps” in which conditions were appalling, continuing aerial attacks that included targeting of civilians and civilian food supplies, and particularly transparently genocidal forced mass sterilizations of East Timorese women. Estimates are that, of a preinvasion population of about 700,000, at least 200,000 were killed starting in 1975. The one-sidedness (even given armed resistance by FRETILIN) and systematic nature of the destruction and the extensive intentional targeting of civilians support the widely held view that this was a case of genocide. But even if that correct label is rejected, the mass killing, rape, and torture of civilians by Indonesia constitute a serious and culpable human rights violation.

The second point of defense is not supported by the evidence. There was wide reporting of what was happening in East Timor. Not only did many Western powers know full well what the Indonesian government was doing but they also actively worked to cover it up and shield Indonesia from international scrutiny and pressure. For instance, the U.S. representative to the United Nations early in the genocide, Daniel Patrick Moynihan, later stated that he was tasked by the U.S. administration with acting in the United Nations to prevent discussion of or condemnation of the Indonesian government’s actions in East Timor. In addition, according to its own documents, Britain also engaged in denial, including covering up that Indonesian forces and proxies killed five British, Australian, and New Zealand journalists reporting on the situation.

What is more, the United States and Britain could have had little uncertainty about what the Suharto regime was capable of. In 1965 to 1966, as he seized power in Indonesia, Suharto spearheaded the mass murder of about 500,000 people who were members of the Indonesian Communist Party or viewed as such by the Indonesian military and other perpetrators. When reports of mass killings, rapes, and torture started coming out of East Timor in 1975, reports reminiscent of what occurred just a decade before, their credibility would undoubtedly have been readily apparent to the diplomatic, military, and intelligence communities in the United States, Britain, and elsewhere.

The basis of the third part of the defense might be the ineffectiveness of public statements by Western countries against the violence. But these kinds of statements were undercut by the actions of certain countries. For instance, it is likely that “Australia’s accommodating stance” prior to the invasion contributed to the regime’s willingness to go ahead with the attack. And, after the violence began, U.S. and British support for it was clear and concrete. The military and political support of the United States, including the use of U.S. naval vessels, might well have been vital for the genocidal campaign. Had that support been withdrawn, it is not clear that the Indonesian government would have been able to or would have wanted to go through with its invasion or the mass destruction it engaged in once it had invaded. Countries supporting Indonesia thus had great influence over what happened, which they exercised in the wrong way.

The ability of the United States in particular to influence the course of events and at the very least stop the violence soon after it had begun is confirmed by how the long-term genocidal process finally ended. U.S. representative James P. McGovern (Massachusetts 3rd District) reports that, when genocidal violence restarted in East Timor in 1999, Senator Tom Harkin (Iowa), Senator Jack Reed (Rhode Island), and he went to East Timor to gather facts. Local people responded to their question about what the United States could do to help, “Call off your dogs,” that is, stop giving military and political support to the Indonesian government and military. Following the report of these leaders, the Bill Clinton administration did in fact end its military aid to Indonesia. The violence stopped and East Timor gained its independence.

The implications of what happened in 1999 are clear. If withdrawal of U.S. military and political support stopped a second phase of genocide that had begun in 1999 after it had claimed a few thousand lives, then withdrawing crucial military and political support at any previous point from 1975 on would very likely have had the same effect.

Ultimately, the issue is not that Western countries turned “a blind eye” to genocide in East Timor. It is that they supported that genocide.

Henry Theriault


Documents

1. Constâncio Pinto, Resistance Fighter

In September 1977, the situation in the mountains of northern East Timor deteriorated for those fighting Indonesian rule. A major military campaign was organized to encircle the fighters, leading to serious privation and suffering (and loss of life) for the civilians as well as the fighters. Constâncio Pinto (b. 1963) was one of them. A teenager in 1977, he became one of the many victims of Indonesia’s war against the East Timorese. This account describes the nature of the attacks of that September, and their aftermath. Pinto’s subsequent history was one of success—despite his three years in the jungle, many years in the underground, and brutal beatings in Indonesian jails. Escaping from East Timor, he made his way to the United States, studied at Brown University, and, after East Timor’s independence, was appointed ambassador to the United States in 2009.

While we were on the run, I couldn’t take care of people on a regular basis because of the difficult circumstances. We couldn’t even get enough medicine from the jungle; in many places it was not possible to find the right plants and trees for traditional medicines. We tried to use some of the Western medicine that we had, but thousands of people died of starvation and diseases. I saw this every day when we moved from one place to another. We walked among the dead bodies. Often people did not have time to bury their dead family members. I saw the bodies of a lot of children and parents and old people who died of starvation or disease as a result of the lack of food and medicine. I also saw a lot of children crying because their parents were killed by the Indonesians or because their parents had abandoned them. Parents abandoned their children because they were afraid that they would slow them down, because their crying would put everyone else’s life in danger, or because there was no more food to feed them. The smell of rotting human corpses was everywhere. Some of the corpses seemed to have been there for days; others looked as if they just died a few hours before we arrived. As I say this, I can smell the dead bodies again.

We couldn’t help anyone. How could we? We were also trying to escape from the Indonesians. There was no time for us to help each other. It was sad seeing the abandoned children. I still hear the crying of those children. I couldn’t help those children or babies because I had to save my own life and those of my other family members. We left those abandoned children with the hope that someone else would take care of them, but I don’t think anyone did. Everyone feared for his or her own life. In my own family we had three children to carry.

Death was not news for the East Timorese at this time, but we were all afraid of being killed. Everyone thought that he or she was going to be alive for only another one or two days. We didn’t know what was going to happen. We just tried to survive.

My family was suffering. Some of my brothers and sisters and I were really sick from malaria and diarrhea. We were close to starving. Sometimes we had only a piece of manioc to eat for the whole day, and at other times we would go a whole day without eating anything. Luckily, my parents were physically strong enough to take care of us.

My parents always asked the children to pray, to pray to God and ask Him to save our lives and to bless the medicine that we were taking. My parents always said to the children, “Tutua sei tulun o hanoin maromak” (God will help you. Think of God). My parents always believed that our family’s life was in God’s hands. They believed that God would save our family in whatever circumstances of the war. My family was very lucky. God protected us. None of us was killed or injured during the war, though we did lose close relatives.

During the encirclement, all we could do was to stay hidden, looking for food at night and studying the possibilities to move around. By early 1978, the whole FRETILIN structure was broken down. We didn’t see any political activists walking around to educate people. When the Indonesian army took over the villages there were no more coordinated guerrilla activities or communications. Even the guerrilla fighters were split up. Radio Maubere was no longer operating, either.

When we hid, we always hid in the foresrt. There were no more aldeias (villages) around; the Indonesian army had burned them all down. Each family hid by itself. We were more secure if we separated into many places in a given area, rather than all camping in a small, restricted area. There were a few hundred people with us altogether.

Several months after the encirclement had begun, we headed back towards Bereliurai because we couldn’t get enough food. About one month after the Indonesians had captured Bereliurai, they abandoned it. They continued to chase people toward the east, so we tried to go around them. We were successful. While the Indonesian soldiers were moving east, we were going toward the west. We returned successfully to Bereliurai. By that time there were about 150 of us from the original group that had fled from Bereliurai. We were lucky: only 10 people from our group had died since we had left; unfortunately, we never had time to bury them.

Again, I saw many dead bodies on the way; some of them were already bones, skeletons. Seeing this made me think that this would also be the fate of us who were still alive, that no one could escape from death. One day, after the sun had set, everyone stopped for a while. I tried to find a place to rest. While I was looking for a spot, I found an old woman sleeping face down. The place was nice and I also tried to rest there. Around six the next morning I woke up because we had to continue our journey. I tried to wake her up and tell her that we had to move ahead. When I touched her body it felt like a stone. She was dead, but I felt nothing.

When we got back to Bereliurai it was empty. Everything had been destroyed. All the houses were burnt down, the gardens abandoned. We could only hear wild birds singing. There were no roosters, no cows, no human beings. The Indonesians burned the fields when they first occupied Bereliurai, but some manioc, sweet potatoes and other root crops, and banana trees survived the fire.

We had to be very conscious of everything we did in Bereliurai. We tried not to leave any evidence of human activity because the Indonesian military was close by. Almost every morning Indonesian soldiers did exercises along the trail to the village while we were hiding along a riverbank.

Unfortunately, a family that was hiding nearby made a big mistake. One day they found an abandoned cow and killed it. After they killed the cow, they tried to dry the meat as soon as possible. During the day they dried the meat in the sun; but when the evening came, they continued drying it by using a fire. Unfortunately, they didn’t extinguish the fire and, early in the morning, it produced a lot of smoke. The smoke immediately attracted the Indonesian army to their shelter. Some Indonesians arrested them and took them to Remexio without anyone knowing. The big group was still hiding with us in the same area. The Indonesian army later used that family to find the rest of us hiding in Bereliurai, including me and my family. . . .

So the Indonesians took us to Remexio. We had to walk. Before we left, they searched everyone’s clothes, baskets and packs. Some people were forced to take off their clothes so the Indonesians could see if they had guns or not. . . .

. . . the Indonesians sent us to a house that we had to share with a family of five or six people. We didn’t know them, but they recognized us because they had been our patients in the jungle. The house was one of many built by the Indonesians for East Timorese who came down from the mountains. The houses were very small and had two rooms. Each house had a zinc roof, bamboo walls, and a dirt floor. There was no land.

In many ways, life was worse in the village than in the jungle because so many people were there. The whole town had become a concentration camp. People were not allowed to look for food in the outlying areas of the town. People could grow food in the town, but there was not enough land for most people. We got some food from the military, but our family of 10 was given only 22 pounds of rice for a whole week. If we wanted vegetables, we had to buy them or find them ourselves. But how could we look for vegetables if we were not allowed to leave the town? There were also no places where we could buy food in Remexio. There were no shops. There was only the Indonesian military. The Indonesians grew a small amount of vegetables and brought food from Dili, but we couldn’t afford to buy it from them because we didn’t have any money and there was almost no work in Remexio. When we came back to Remexio, we still had some Portuguese escudo, but the money was worthless. We couldn’t even exchange escudos with rupiah, the Indonesian currency.

At least in the jungle we lived in freedom and friendship. In the town, there was no freedom: we lived like fenced-in sheep. The town was like a prison. There were regulations against people leaving the town and there were soldiers everywhere. There were certain areas of the town that we were forbidden to go; if someone went to any of these places, he or she could be killed. The soldiers searched people’s houses day and night, threatening people not to think about returning to the jungle, trying to persuade people to tell their families and friends who were still in the jungle to surrender, and forcing people to learn the Indonesian language and attend the flag-raising ceremony every Monday morning.

 Source: Constâncio Pinto and Matthew Jardine, Inside the East Timor Resistance, Toronto: James Lorimer and Co., 1997, pp. 64–66; 68–70. Used by permission of James Lorimer & Company Ltd., Publishers.

2. "Lourenco's" Account

An encirclement campaign, designed to concentrate and then flush out the East Timorese fighters, took place at Matebian Mountain in 1978. After hundreds of bombs rained down daily from air attacks, a large number of civilians were force-marched ahead of the Indonesian troops as they closed in. Many were killed in the air raids, while large numbers were murdered in nearby villages, either burned alive or shot. Lourenco was both a witness and a victim at Matebian; here, he gives an account of his observations—remarks from which his rage comes through clearly.

The Indonesians couldn’t trust the Timorese they made join their army; often they’d turn and fire on the Indonesians or bring their weapons and join us in the bush. At first fighters or civilians could move freely between the bush and the towns, visit the markets—the Indonesians held only some towns. There were six Fretilin zones and they controlled the countryside. Then the Indonesians started their encirclement campaigns.

I was in Matebian, where it’s all mountain and rocks. We captured three Indonesian soldiers and found out that we were to be attacked soon. Everyone was very curious to see them. One was an extraordinary soldier and he was very stupid, didn’t know anything. Another died from dysentery after a short time, but the third was a corporal who was married to the daughter of a colonel. He had a knee injury we helped to heal. He learned a bit of Tetun and started to be friendly. He was surprised to find us just ordinary people. He said he’d been told to come and fight communist enemies of Indonesia, not people wanting freedom in their own land. I don’t know what happened to him later. I’ve heard Indonesians kill soldiers who become friendly with us to discourage others, but I don’t know if he died.

Our section in the east was the last to be attacked. In 1978 they started to come against us. At first we didn’t resist, just watched the enemy, let them feel confident. Metebian mountain is a big area and there were 160,000 of us, fighters and civilians, divided into small groups.

On 17 October 1978 some Indonesians got right to the bottom of Matebian mountain and that’s when we started to fight back. For those first two months, October and November, we were very successful and about 3000 Indonesians died. Then they got angry and scared to come close and started to bomb us from the air. They bombed twice a day, in the morning and afternoon with four black planes. Their name I know now is Broncos, but we called them scorpions because they had a tail that curves up at the back like that insect. Their bombs left a big hole about two metres deep. Then they got new supersonic planes. Our people were very frightened of those because you didn’t even hear they were there until they were gone. Those supersonics would zoom along the valley so fast we couldn’t shoot them.

The bombing became constant, in rotation. Three supersonics came to bomb for about forty-five minutes and then went back to reload. Half an hour later the black scorpions came, and this would go on all day. In Matebian there are a lot of caves and we hid there and only moved at night.

We knew by radio from the south that the Indonesians had dropped four napalm bombs there. Then they dropped two of these on us. I saw all the flames and heard people shouting and screaming. I was on another mountain but I could see well; there was a close view of it, straight across. Some of us set out straight away to help those people. By foot it took half an hour to go down and up again, and by the time we got there everything was completely burnt. We saw a whole area about fifty metres square all burnt, no grass, nothing except ash. On the rocks it was a brown reddish colour and on the ground ash too, not ordinary grey ash, a sort of yellow ash, like beach sand. You couldn’t see where bodies had been. There was nothing except ash and burnt rocks on the whole area, but we had heard those people screaming.

We could find no bones or bodies, but people near said there were about a hundred people living there who were killed by this. Those people disappeared, they were not sheltering, we never saw them again. The population was large but people were in small groups in different places and knew where each group was. The whole population were very upset—no bodies of those people left to bury. My cousin said, “If this is what they can do there is no hope for the world.”

We had no food because of all the bombing and we lost radio contact. Fretilin decided they couldn’t defend the people properly any more and the population should surrender, otherwise we would all be wiped out. When they announced this decision the people cried. Falintil said they couldn’t force us, that they had sworn to defend the people, but this was the best thing for all. . . . Then Falintil gave up their responsibility for the people and everyone decided for themselves to stay or go. Also the fighters were free to do what they wanted. Most didn’t surrender. Falintil broke up into small groups to fight as guerrillas.

About 200 of us tried to stay in the mountains. We broke into three groups to escape and I was in one of these trying to get through the encirclement. In our group there were a few hundred, mostly fighters, only about a hundred ordinary people. We kept walking and walking. The Indonesians would drop some bombs, we would hide, then walk again. We were in a valley and the Indonesians were up higher. If they shot at us our fighters didn’t shoot back so that the Indonesians would think we were just a normal group of people walking to surrender. We had no food, the area we were going through was mostly rocks. The enemy burnt the trees and any food growing; the animals were dead.

We tried to stay quiet, not attract attention. One day a woman carrying a metal pot dropped the lid and the echo went around and around loudly off the bare rock. Soon a plane flew over looking, but we all hid. We moved mostly at night.

A father carrying his baby, a few weeks old, and it started crying because the mother didn’t have any breastmilk left—she was starving too. The baby’s cries, echoing in the valley, could be heard by the enemy. The father hit the baby against a rock, just one hit and it died instantly, no cry. It was merciful. The people with our group felt very sad, that soon we would die too. The baby was just killed sooner, it had relief, it wouldn’t have to wait to die. We thought our deaths may not be quick, that the baby was lucky to die fast and with love. We were very low. There was no time to bury the baby, we had to keep moving. Matebian by then anyway was full of dead, there were bodies everywhere.

I found out later that different things happened to people who surrendered. If they found a village they had some protection because the Indonesians then didn’t want people there to see them kill civilians. Many were killed who surrendered on Mt Matebian where the enemy thought there was no one watching, especially if they were with somebody with long hair whom the Indonesians could tell was educated. Then they’d not only kill that one they thought was Fretilin, but the whole group.

The Indonesians didn’t kill many important ones who surrendered though; they could be useful. They didn’t kill Alarico Fernandes for example. He operated Fretilin radio to the outside world, so many knew of him. He co-operated and gave a lot of information and they thought of a clever plan for him. They landed a helicopter in the market where everyone could see and put Alarico and his family inside and went. Word was spread that they were thrown in the sea like is usually done if they take people by helicopter. After a while that story got outside. When a group of journalists was allowed into Dili they asked about Alarico, said they heard he was dropped into the sea. The Indonesians said, “Oh no, you should not believe these people and their propaganda against Indonesia, he is here and alive, you can talk to him.” Then they bring Alarico from where they had hidden him and his family. It was all planned, so clever. We didn’t think it could come from an Indonesian mind, it was too clever; we thought it must have been a plan from the Americans who were often in Dili talking to the Indonesians.

After many years I got to Dili and friends protected and relatives outside paid for me to escape. Now my mind is not good. I’ve tried but I can’t study any more. I read something one day and the next day I can’t remember it. Sometimes I want to remember things to tell about them and they’re gone; my mind’s lost them. The doctor says there’s nothing I can do, it’s from the war, maybe with time it will get better. When I talk about Timor and the war it’s like I’m back there. If I talk to people I think I have betrayed Timor I get so angry I can’t find words, my mind sticks.

Source: Michele Turner (ed.), Telling East Timor: Personal Testimonies, 1942–1992, Sydney: University of New South Wales Press, 1992, pp. 113–116.

3. Russell Anderson, Witness to a Massacre

On November 12, 1991, a massacre took place at the Santa Cruz cemetery in East Timor’s capital, Dili. The perpetrators of the massacre were members of the much-feared KOPASSUS, the Special Forces of the Indonesian military. The catalyst for the massacre was a funeral procession for an East Timorese student, Sebastião Gomes (1969–1991), who had been shot dead by Indonesian troops a few days earlier. As the funeral procession approached the cemetery, banners were unfurled calling for independence, showing images of FRETILIN leader Jose Alexandre “Xanana” Gusmão (b. 1946). This protest was the final justification KOPASSUS needed to clamp down on the procession. As the procession entered the cemetery, truckloads of troops appeared and fired on the unarmed crowd. While figures regarding the numbers of killed and wounded in the ensuing violence vary, the most commonly accepted numbers are 271 killed, 382 wounded, and a further 250 missing. The massacre was witnessed and filmed by Western journalists, including an Australian, Russell Anderson. This account is his report submitted to Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade.

I attended the Catholic Mass held at the Motael Church on 12 November at 6 am in commemoration of Sabastiao Gomes Rangel’s death. Due to the large crowd, approximately 4000, the Mass was moved outdoors, to the west of the church but still within the church grounds. All was quiet. Open jeeps with military sitting in the back drove by and observed the crowd.

A demonstration was planned to start after the Mass. I believe the demonstration was organised because of the expectations held by the visit of the Parliamentary Delegation and the frustration felt due to its cancellation.

With the Mass over, people moved to the entrance way of the churchyard and onto the street.

Concealed banners were unfurled and hidden T-shirts with slogans were displayed. No military were to be seen.

As more and more banners unfurled into a sea of waving slogans, the crowd became vocal, with shouts of “Viva Sabastiao, Viva Timor Leste, Independence, Viva Xanana.” The age grouping of the demonstrators was again mixed, but younger people were more visible in the front. The faces of the East Timorese lit up with an expression of life and vigour. Pent-up frustrations seemed to be released with a feeling of at last being able to show openly their cries for independence in the hope that the world was watching. I felt a nervousness, a sense of fear swell within me as I remembered I was in an occupied country. I also saw a nervous fear on people’s faces as their eyes scanned the streets.

From the beginning, organised demonstration marshals were in attendance. It seemed the marshals were a youth group, distinguished by similar clothing. A marshal tried to operate a megaphone but had problems with feedback, creating a siren sound. Eventually he spoke to the crowd, who were still unfurling banners and starting to move along the planned route.

The march was led by two women carrying traditional baskets of flowers draped with knitted colourful cloth. From the beginning, marshals joined arms to contain the lead by slowing down enthusiastic banner wavers who wanted to run (not in any direction—it never looked like a riotous situation—they jogged and ran along the route). The marshals had a hard time, shouting at people to slow down and having to continually regroup.

I stayed in front of the march and had a hard time keeping up. In the simmering heat I was sweating and panting. The march proceeded along the harbourside. Ironically a military ship was preparing to dock. The seafront was lined with Indonesian ships, and the soldiers standing in the confines of the harbour looked on with disgust and hatred on their faces. . . .

By the time I got to the cemetery entrance, demonstrators were still climbing the wall for photographers to take pictures of the banners and their hands held high in a V-sign.

I gave a quick count as the crowd swelled in front of the cemetery. I estimated between 5000 and 6000 people. I remembered that at Sebastiao Gomes’ funeral many people joined the procession at the cemetery. I put this down to the area being more residential and a safe place for more afraid people to join in. . . .

As the photos were taken of the people standing on the front cemetery wall, others moved inside to say prayers and lay flowers on Sebastiao Gomes’ grave. Again the demonstration was organised. A marshal announced the ceremony of prayers and laying of flowers through a megaphone. . . .

To the south of the demonstration the military were forming. The first truck was about 100 meters away . . . These soldiers, in what I will call “the first truck,” wore a distinctive camouflaged uniform. These were the ones I saw methodically form the frontal assembly of the military attack and they were the ones who created the initial onslaught and deaths. . . .

Two trucks stopped behind the “first truck.” I noticed military marching down the road along the route the demonstration had just walked. The second truck, with a roar of its engine, drove towards the crowd but turned left. The crowd yelled. I felt there was excitement because the military were leaving. They, however, parked around the corner and started filing out of the truck. . . .

From the position I stood, I heard no warning to the crowd to disperse. Not that I would have understood the language, but any shout or order through a megaphone I would have heard and recognised. There was none. Not a single warning. . . .

Suddenly a few shots rang out, continued by an explosive volley of automatic rifle fire that persisted for two to three minutes. It sounded like the whole fifteen in the front row had their fingers pressed firmly on the trigger. They were firing directly into the crowd.

I ran, like everybody else. I took a quick glance around and saw people falling. I realised that I would be shot in the back if a bullet lodged into my body. Most people, especially in that initial burst of fire, would have been shot in the back, running away.

In my vicinity, most people ran around the south side of the cemetery to get out of the line of fire. Once around the corner I scampered through barbed-wire fences, frantically jumping over tin fences, following the rivers of people past houses and trees and more fences. . . .

My body began to convulse from fear and I was out of breath. I felt very sick and sat down, unable to run. There didn’t seem to be as many shots being fired. Suddenly it started again from the direction of the cemetery, and some shots seemed much closer. I was up and running again. The soldiers were chasing us. . . .

Back at the hotel there was no one. I was terrified, pacing up and down. I waited. I had a shower and changed my clothes, which had been ripped by the barbed-wire fences.

After waiting half and hour, I decided to ride around town on a motorbike. Looking back now, this was madness, but I had to know what happened to the others. I turned the bike up JI Belarmino Lobo, the street I had walked down. Noticing there were no military I rode cautiously up the street. About three-quarters of the way, twenty soldiers rounded the corner. Thinking I would look suspicious turning the bike around, I continued.

The soldiers noticed me and glared. Some of them were looking in houses, around corners and over fences. Some had their automatic weapons in a position to fire and others had them strapped over their shoulders. I thought it would be safe: I’d changed clothes, was wearing a helmet and had sunglasses on. I gave a warm “good morning” and a smile. The glare on most of them changed to a smile and I motored on.

Turning right, I saw soldiers all along the street. It looked like a mopping-up operation. They, too, were searching the area. I noticed but did not stare at three bodies in front of a house about 30 metres off the road.

Upon reaching the next corner, I gave way to two military trucks packed with soldiers. I again waved and smiled, but soldiers in the second truck started yelling and pointing at me. The driver didn’t stop. Turning right again, I was close to the cemetery. There were three speeding trucks heading towards the cemetery so I diverted and went back to the hotel.

Bob Muntz was back. Bob had a wound on his arm. Blood seeped through his shirt. He told me that Kamal had been shot several times, and had been found bleeding profusely in the street. Kamal had been taken to the military hospital. There was no time for sadness. We had to think. We still feared for our lives. How do we get to the hospital to see him? What about the others? What about the East Timorese?

Source: Russell Anderson, in Jim Aubrey (ed.), Free East Timor: Australia’s Culpability in East Timor’s Genocide, Sydney: Random House, 1998, pp. 145–152. Used by permission of Russell Anderson.

4. Briefing Paper on Indonesia and East Timor (1975)

The following document is a November 1975 memorandum prepared by U.S. secretary of state Henry Kissinger for President Gerald Ford two weeks prior to their trip to the Indonesian capital of Jakarta. Kissinger updated Ford on the continuing decolonization efforts in Timor and the Indonesian government’s fear that an independent Timor would be open to influence from communist China amid existing Cold War tensions. With regard to decolonization, Kissinger stated that Portugal wanted to leave Timor in an orderly fashion, with Indonesia offering to allow Timor to become part of Indonesia. While the Indonesian government stated it would accept the decision of the Timorese people concerning self-determination, Kissinger believed it would exert force on the popular Timorese leftist party FRETILIN until the party was broken up. Kissinger thought the United States should not get involved in the situation in Timor, though he was concerned that if the Indonesian military were to invade the territory to force assimilation, weapons supplied by the United States would be used. This document contains various acronyms that designate agencies and offices/officials within the intelligence community used in U.S. State Department correspondence.

Department of State Briefing Paper

Indonesia and Portuguese Timor

Portuguese Timor is a small (population 600,000) hitherto neglected Portuguese colony occupying half the island of Timor. The other half is Indonesian territory. The inhabitants of the two halves are ethnically indistinguishable, although centuries under separate rule have created social and cultural differences. Indonesia does not claim the colony, and the Suharto government has been content to leave it indefinitely in Portuguese hands. The GOI does, however, look with concern at the idea of an independent Portuguese Timor, fearing that its back-wardness and lack of economic viability would open it to pervasive outside—especially Chinese—influence which could spread into Indonesia.

Background 

A small scale civil war broke out between rival political parties in Portuguese Timor last August. Unable to restore order, the Portuguese evacuated their remaining citizens and moved their administration to a small off-shore island. Fretilin, a vaguely leftist party favoring early independence, quickly gained ascendency when it won the support (and the weapons) of the 2,000-odd Timorese soldiers from the disbanded Portuguese garrison. The Indonesians, however, have trained and equipped units from the two main rival parties and sent them back into Portuguese Timor with a stiffening of disguised Indonesian special forces troops. The latter have been pressing Fretilin back toward Dili, the capital. Latest reports indicate that hostilities have decreased while the pro-Indonesian forces consolidate their position.

Meanwhile, the Indonesian Foreign Minister, meeting recently in Rome with his Portuguese counterpart, obtained the latter’s agreement to a statement reasserting Portugal’s responsibility for the territory and calling for a conference between the Timorese parties and the Portuguese to end the fighting and resume the “orderly” process of decolonization disrupted last August. The statement favors Indonesia, in that it refutes Fretilin’s claim to control of the territory and has Fretilin outnumbered in a conference by the two rival parties now under de facto Indonesian control.

Current Situation 

Preoccupied with the crisis at home and with their focus on colonial problems limited to agonizing over Angola, Portugal’s chief interest is to get out gracefully, leaving behind a semblance of order on which legal factions can agree. The Portuguese have called a conference of the three main Timorese parties, suggesting Darwin as the site. None of the three parties have rejected the proposal, but there is disagreement and bickering over the location.

Meanwhile, the Indonesian UN Mission has circulated a policy statement emphasizing Portugal’s continuing responsibility for “orderly decolonization” of Timor, calling for an act of self-determination by the “entire people”, pledging to abide by the outcome, and welcoming them to “become independent through integration with Indonesia” if they wish. In a passage aimed at Fretilin, the statement declared that “Indonesia cannot accept a solution imposed by any party through armed force”.

Prognosis 

A Portuguese sponsored conference of the three main Timorese parties (assuming it is eventually held) could result in a cease-fire call and perhaps a token return of the Portuguese administration to Dili, although an actual restoration of Portuguese authority seems most unlikely. Although the Indonesians would probably give a cease-fire their public blessing, we expect that they will keep up their clandestine pressure on Fretilin until the party is defeated or breaks up. The GOI has displayed patience and some subtlety in its efforts to date, however, and will try to reach its objective with minimum outside impact.

U.S. Interest

We have taken the position that the U.S. should eschew involvement in the Timor situation and leave its resolution to the Indonesians, Portuguese, Australians and Timorese themselves. There are no present calls for our involvement, with the parties concerned indirect touch with each other and none seeking our help.

A particular concern for us has been the possibility of an overt Indonesian military move into the territory, inevitably using US-supplied weapons in the process. We have brought the matter quietly to the attention of the Indonesian leaders, however, and this has been a major factor in restraining Jakarta to date.

 Source: National Security Archive.

5. Roger East Reports on the Indonesian Incursion into East Timor

Roger East was an Australian journalist who went to East Timor in November 1975 to investigate the disappearance of five other journalists, the so-called Balibo Five, who were murdered at the hands of Indonesian Special Forces on October 16, 1975. Working closely with East Timorese officials, who helped him around the country and provided leads to chase up, East sent articles back to Australia on November 28, the day East Timor declared its independence. These articles were written in the border region, where he observed fighting between East Timorese troops and Indonesian irregulars. Even though a full-scale invasion by Indonesia seemed imminent, East decided to remain with the Timorese, proposing to retreat into the mountains in the interior, remain through the occupation, and report as an independent eyewitness on events as they developed. By the time the Indonesians invaded on December 7, 1975, East was the last foreign journalist left in East Timor. Captured on that first day, he was taken forcibly to Dili. It is known that he was dragged through the streets of Dili’s port district late the next morning, and was summarily executed by an Indonesian firing squad, his body dumped into the ocean. A radio message monitored in Darwin by the Campaign for Independent East Timor on January 4, 1976, broadcast news by Alarico Fernandes, minister for internal affairs in the FRETILIN government, of East’s death.

Australia’s nearest neighbour, East Timor, has cast the die. In three convulsive months this tiny Portuguese colony has spring-boarded from passive politics into an armed camp crusading for independence. The standard-bearers are Fretilin, a loosely knit grouping of many political shades cemented together only by the beckoning beacon of freedom. It is unchallenged now, and unchallengeable. Their opponents, UDT and Apodeti, were thrashed on the battlefield of their own choice and are now despised by the Timorese for accepting the patronage of Indonesia to recoup their losses. For Australia to pretend the situation is otherwise must reflect either on their intelligence or their integrity. Canberra’s studied neutrality has elevated the possibility of Indonesia embarking on all-out war against the East Timorese.

BOGONARO (on the border): The monsoon rains are now whooshing down on these mountain passes to create a new scenario for this border war. Within days, these snaking rivulets will be fast-flowing streams. Beneath me, at this hour, on the now sodden valley, the Indonesian-led troops are now marooned in Maliana.

They know they are going nowhere in the next five months, except to a wider war or the comforts of home. The Fretilin soldiers viewing the foe are exuberant. In this dense low-lying cloud cover and driving rain, they are being provided with a custom-made camouflage for their hit-and-run forays.

The initiative has passed to Fretilin. The firepower which, to date, has blunted their offensives, will be dramatically reduced by the weather.

Thousands of mortars and shells have rained on them in the past eight weeks, most to explode harmlessly against the mountain face or valley bed. Fewer than twenty have died as a result. In their rock crannies, it is a weapon they treat with contempt. On the valley floor in the open countryside it wins a grudging respect.

The Indonesian firepower has been massive on occasions. Yet they are largely beleaguered in their bases at Maliana, Balibo and Batugade on the coast. Their numbers have been estimated by Fretilin commandos at around 5000, but they admit their counting could be faulty. These Indonesian forces, which include the survivors of the East Timorese political parties, UDT and Apodeti, are now anchored along the border in a corridor about 40 kilometres long and which juts no deeper than eight kilometres into East Timor.

Earlier reports, emanating from Djakarta of fighting near Baucau, Aileu and Dili, were either patently untrue, or the singular exploits of a phantom army.

On October 16, Indonesia’s censored war began with a ship and shore bombardment of Maliana. At dawn that day, Fretilin forces were in disarray following their first real encounter with shell and mortar.

Thirty kilometres away, Balibo was falling in the same offensive. That was the morning the five Australian newsmen died. Ten kilometres towards the coast, Batugade was already occupied. Maliana was captured within hours and the Indonesian-led force swept on to over-run Sabarai and the mountain strongpoint of Tapo, roughly ten kilometres from the frontier. This was their deepest penetration into East Timor.

(In the second week of September, a 100-strong force over-ran Atsabe, about 50 kilometres from Maliana, and killed 30 villagers before being repulsed. It is now believed they were largely Apodeti recruits.)

Fretilin was to re-muster and counter-attack in the mountains and the offensive became a rout. By the evening of October 17, the Indonesians were back in Maliana.

One of Tapo’s two military commanders, Lamos Furril, told what happened. �They swarmed across the valley and up the mountain-side. It was the first time we had seen the Indonesians. We were being shelled and mortared and we kept falling back. We backed off all that day and through the night.

‘We had crossed a mountain range, a valley, and were climbing another mountain. Next morning we were surprised to see the Indonesians sitting down, lying down and leaning against trees. They were completely exhausted.

‘We attacked and they offered little resistance. They were running and falling back the way they came. It was easy killing them.’

And so ended the first and only real attempt by this across-the-border force to penetrate East Timor’s hinterland.

In Maliana the guns are rarely quiet. The harassed defenders are daily switching their fire to five different mountain targets in an arc of almost 270 degrees. Their 90-degree sanctuary is a road corridor to the border and a craggy hill two kilometres distant. All else is No-Man’s Land or Fretilin’s.

Along the corridor, three helicopters scurry during lulls in the fighting. Two are white and display the red cross. The third is equipped with machine-guns. The two Second World War bombers which stooge around each morning are largely toothless at this hour. From the safety of about 3000 metres they machine-gun at random. To date, no bombs have been dropped and their daily targets are the former Portuguese cavalry outpost at Bogonaro or Atabae to the north. One is silvery white, while the other is brown, and both are unmarked.

Casualties are few, and will get fewer when soldiers and civilians learn to give up gawking and go for cover. Three times in the past four days I have been in the line of fire which reflected neither competence nor a high degree of courage on the part of the cloud-clinging warriors.

Excited soldiers occasionally ignore orders and release a fusillade from their Mausers. Stone-throwing would be equally effective.

Whither Indonesia?

It is obvious from here that it must commit its forces to a full-scale intervention or accept the verdict that its proteges, UDT and Apodeti, are a part of history. It was here in these regions that UDT had its greatest strength, and this rested largely on a platform of independence, and its respectability in the eyes of both the Catholic Church and the Portuguese administration.

The Church leadership is now fragmented and the Portuguese have gone. UDT is now being judged as either war criminals or quislings and they face short-lived lives if they return.

The anger is genuine and the bitterness deep.

UDT’s leadership is now split three ways. Some are languishing in Timorese jails and others in the more comfortable surrounds of Australian cities. The remaining standard-bearers are in Indonesia, hosted and promised a triumphant return, albeit in the wake of mortar bombs.

Their platform of independence which, only a year ago, saw them in a political alliance with Fretilin, is now abandoned. They are opting for Indonesia after 450 years of Portuguese domination.

Apodeti is a bad bar-room joke. Its political rallies could be staged in the proverbial ten by four room which includes a table. Founder and President is Arnaldo Araujo, 62, a respected horse thief, who is currently being detained at Fretilin’s pleasure in Aileu. The prison routine revives for him memories of former times. The Portuguese administration jailed him for nine years for war crimes committed against the Timorese during the Japanese occupation.

This leaves only Fretilin, which would embrace an offer of a UN-supervised plebiscite in the knowledge that it would win by the handsomest of margins. This ‘front’ would appear to have struck the right note at a historical moment. It gathers in intellects, passions and aspirations of varying degrees and intensity.

The mortar that binds them is the singular and irrevocable process towards independence. East Timor will settle for nothing less. This commitment to independence is symbolised in the clenched fist, and the unspoken ‘strength and unity’ which this implies. It is the greeting at all hours and in any situation.

The fist belongs to children, their parents, the elderly, the soldier, the peasant, the peddler. Young women, clutching traditional house hold appliances, emphasise their emotional intensity by the whiteness of their knuckles.

Moral reasons are necessary to wage an immoral war. And Djakarta has elected to win support from its nervous neighbours by attaching the ‘red’ label to Fretilin. Visions of Chinese sampans, Hanoi dhows and Russian cruisers riding at anchor in Dili harbour are sufficient for ASEAN states, countering communist insurgencies, to see the threat and applaud its removal.

Fretilin is indisputably anticolonial, which may be accounted for by the 30 dollar per capita income it enjoys after 450 years of Portuguese rule.

Its initial planning is a blending of socialistic and cooperative policies, which would again appear natural for a colony bereft of secondary industry and winning from the soil a subsistence existence.

The membership by an Australian measure would include thinkers from the centre to the extreme left, the latter a fringe grouping in the 500-strong Central Committee, Fretilin’s policy council.

Secretary of the Department of Foreign Affairs, Jose Ramos Horta, admits that the committee’s views vary on many issues, the sole exception being independence.

‘I expect to see a multi-party set-up in East Timor after we cross this hurdle,’ he observed. ‘We are a tolerant people who have waited a long time for the democratic process. We’ll share it when it comes.’

The crucifixes on the chests of Fretilin’s soldiers are the trademarks of their education. Many are outspokenly anti-communist, but how the majority thinks must await events.

Refugees who fled East Timor, many under duress, have told on their return of forced labour conditions in Indonesia, primarily on building roads to the frontier.

Djakarta’s generals may now be weighing their options. Certainly, the construction of tourist autobahns into East Timor is not among them. It would appear that the generals are prevailing and that an open conflict may be in the offing. If it comes, the curtain will be lowered on the censored war and raised on an aggressive one. Such an event will embarrass East Timor’s neighbours, including Australia, in the short term and shame them in the long run.

Indonesia’s 130 million certainly have the numbers and the military hardware to subdue 650,000 Timorese, but only along the coast and in the few centres of population. On present border form, its army on the hinterland will haemorrhage to death.

Source: Roger East, “East Timor’s Border War: An Eyewitness Report from Roger East,” in Jim Aubrey (ed.), Free East Timor: Australia’s Culpability in East Timor’s Genocide, Sydney: Random House, 1998, pp. 25–30.

6. United Nations Security Council Resolution 1272, "Welcoming the Decision of the Indonesian People's Consultative Assembly on 19 October 1999 Concerning East Timor," and "Stressing the Importance of Reconciliation among the East Timorese People," Adopted October 25, 1999

Understanding this as a major step forward between Indonesia and East Timor in bringing this genocide to a conclusion, the United Nations established a UN Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET) “to exercise all legislative and executive authority, including the administration of justice.” Interestingly enough, however, the overall resolution is filled with much diplomatic speak addressing all parties involved as well as calling upon the international community to involve itself however it deems appropriate in the affairs of East Timor under the guidance of the UN.

Resolution 1272 (1999) Adopted by the Security Council at Its 4057th Meeting on 25 October 1999

The Security Council,

Recalling its previous resolutions and the statements of its President on the situation in East Timor, in particular resolutions 384 (1975) of 22 December 1975, 389 (1976) of 22 April 1976, 1236 (1999) of 7 May 1999, 1246 (1999) of 11 June 1999, 1262 (1999) of 27 August 1999 and 1264 (1999) of 15 September 1999,

Recalling also the Agreement between Indonesia and Portugal on the question of East Timor of 5 May 1999 and the Agreements between the United Nations and the Governments of Indonesia and Portugal of the same date regarding the modalities for the popular consultation of the East Timorese through a direct ballot and security arrangements (S/1999/513, annexes I to III),

Reiterating its welcome for the successful conduct of the popular consultation of the East Timorese people of 30 August 1999, and taking note of its outcome through which the East Timorese people expressed their clear wish to begin a process of transition under the authority of the United Nations towards independence, which it regards as an accurate reflection of the views of the East Timorese people,

Welcoming the decision of the Indonesian People’s Consultative Assembly on 19 October 1999 concerning East Timor,

Stressing the importance of reconciliation among the East Timorese people,

Commending the United Nations Mission in East Timor (UNAMET) for the admirable courage and determination shown in the implementation of its mandate,

Welcoming the deployment of a multinational force to East Timor pursuant to resolution 1264 (1999), and recognizing the importance of continued cooperation between the Government of Indonesia and the multinational force in this regard,

Noting the report of the Secretary-General of 4 October 1999 (S/1999/1024),

Noting with satisfaction the successful outcome of the trilateral meeting held on 28 September 1999, as outlined in the report of the Secretary-General,

Deeply concerned by the grave humanitarian situation resulting from violence in East Timor and the large-scale displacement and relocation of East Timorese civilians, including large numbers of women and children,

Reaffirming the need for all parties to ensure that the rights of refugees and displaced persons are protected, and that they are able to return voluntarily in safety and security to their homes,

Reaffirming respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Indonesia,

Noting the importance of ensuring the security of the boundaries of East Timor, and noting in this regard the expressed intention of the Indonesian authorities to cooperate with the multinational force deployed pursuant to resolution 1264 (1999) and with the United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor,

Expressing its concern at reports indicating that systematic, widespread and flagrant violations of international humanitarian and human rights law have been committed in East Timor, stressing that persons committing such violations bear individual responsibility, and calling on all parties to cooperate with investigations into these reports,

Recalling the relevant principles contained in the Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel adopted on 9 December 1994,

Determining that the continuing situation in East Timor constitutes a threat to peace and security,

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,

	Decides to establish, in accordance with the report of the Secretary-General, a United Nations Transitional Administration in East Timor (UNTAET), which will be endowed with overall responsibility for the administration of East Timor and will be empowered to exercise all legislative and executive authority, including the administration of justice;
 	Decides also that the mandate of UNTAET shall consist of the following elements: 	(a) To provide security and maintain law and order throughout the territory of East Timor;
 	(b) To establish an effective administration;
 	(c) To assist in the development of civil and social services;
 	(d) To ensure the coordination and delivery of humanitarian assistance, rehabilitation and development assistance;
 	(e) To support capacity-building for self-government;
 	(f) To assist in the establishment of conditions for sustainable development;


 	Decides further that UNTAET will have objectives and a structure along the lines set out in part IV of the report of the Secretary-General, and in particular that its main components will be: 	(a) A governance and public administration component, including an international police element with a strength of up to 1,640 officers;
 	(b) A humanitarian assistance and emergency rehabilitation component;
 	(c) A military component, with a strength of up to 8,950 troops and up to 200 military observers;


 	Authorizes UNTAET to take all necessary measures to fulfil its mandate;
 	Recognizes that, in developing and performing its functions under its mandate, UNTAET will need to draw on the expertise and capacity of Member States, United Nations agencies and other international organizations, including the international financial institutions;
 	Welcomes the intention of the Secretary-General to appoint a Special Representative who, as the Transitional Administrator, will be responsible for all aspects of the United Nations work in East Timor and will have the power to enact new laws and regulations and to amend, suspend or repeal existing ones;
 	Stresses the importance of cooperation between Indonesia, Portugal and UNTAET in the implementation of this resolution;
 	Stresses the need for UNTAET to consult and cooperate closely with the East Timorese people in order to carry out its mandate effectively with a view to the development of local democratic institutions, including an independent East Timorese human rights institution, and the transfer to these institutions of its administrative and public service functions;
 	Requests UNTAET and the multinational force deployed pursuant to resolution 1264 (1999) to cooperate closely with each other, with a view also to the replacement as soon as possible of the multinational force by the military component of UNTAET, as notified by the Secretary-General having consulted the leadership of the multinational force, taking into account conditions on the ground;
 	Reiterates the urgent need for coordinated humanitarian and reconstruction assistance, and calls upon all parties to cooperate with humanitarian and human rights organizations so as to ensure their safety, the protection of civilians, in particular children, the safe return of refugees and displaced persons and the effective delivery of humanitarian aid;
 	Welcomes the commitment of the Indonesian authorities to allow the refugees and displaced persons in West Timor and elsewhere in Indonesia to choose whether to return to East Timor, remain where they are or be resettled in other parts of Indonesia, and stresses the importance of allowing full, safe and unimpeded access by humanitarian organizations in carrying out their work;
 	 Stresses that it is the responsibility of the Indonesian authorities to take immediate and effective measures to ensure the safe return of refugees in West Timor and other parts of Indonesia to East Timor, the security of refugees, and the civilian and humanitarian character of refugee camps and settlements, in particular by curbing the violent and intimidatory activities of the militias there;
 	Welcomes the intention of the Secretary-General to establish a Trust Fund available for, inter alia, the rehabilitation of essential infrastructure, including the building of basic institutions, the functioning of public services and utilities, and the salaries of local civil servants;
 	Encourages Member States and international agencies and organizations to provide personnel, equipment and other resources to UNTAET as requested by the Secretary-General, including for the building of basic institutions and capacity, and stresses the need for the closest possible coordination of these efforts;
 	Underlines the importance of including in UNTAET personnel with appropriate training in international humanitarian, human rights and refugee law, including child and gender-related provisions, negotiation and communication skills, cultural awareness and civilian-military coordination;
 	Condemns all violence and acts in support of violence in East Timor, calls for their immediate end, and demands that those responsible for such violence be brought to justice;
 	Decides to establish UNTAET for an initial period until 31 January 2001;
 	Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Council closely and regularly informed of progress towards the implementation of this resolution, including, in particular, with regard to the deployment of UNTAET and possible future reductions of its military component if the situation in East Timor improves, and to submit a report within three months of the date of adoption of this resolution and every six months thereafter;
 	Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.


 Source: Resolution 1272. S/RES/1272 (1999); 25 October 1999. Available online at http://www.un.org/en/peacekeeping/missions/past/etimor/docs/9931277E.htm. Used by permission of the United Nations.
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Guatemalan Genocide


Essays

Guatemalan Genocide Overview 

The decades-long Guatemalan Civil War (1960–1996) led directly to the genocide of some 200,000 Mayans and the displacement of thousands more. The worst violence occurred in the regions of El Quiché, Huehuetenango, Chimaltenango, Sololá, and Alta Verapaz, areas with majority Mayan populations. Examining Guatemala’s long history of political, economic, and social marginalization of its Mayan population is essential for understanding how and why the genocide occurred.

Approximately half of Guatemala’s population is made up of 23 indigenous groups whose origins go back to the pre-Columbian Mayan civilizations. Spanish colonialism, beginning in the early 1500s, brought destructive changes to the Maya. These changes included forcible conversion to Christianity, forced labor on the Spanish colonists’ haciendas (large farms), and a colonial casta system that created a social hierarchy based on ideas of racial superiority. In this casta system, Europeans and their descendants positioned themselves at the top of the social pyramid while relegating indigenous populations to the bottom.

By the time Guatemala became independent from Spain in 1821, the colonial legacy had created deep cleavages in Guatemalan society between a tiny but wealthy landholding elite and the majority of the country’s population that was excluded from economic and political power. These divisions worsened throughout the late 19th and early 20th centuries (1870s to 1930s). The growth of a coffee export economy provoked land grabbing and renewed forced labor laws in the indigenous highland regions of the country. Racism in Guatemalan society became even more vicious, as elites blamed the country’s development problems on the supposed “backwardness” of indigenous culture. A series of military dictators kept this system of economic, political, and social inequality intact.

In 1944, a democratic reform movement made up of middle-class professionals, students, and junior army officers toppled the dictatorship of General Jorge Ubico. The new government of Juan José Arévalo implemented important social reforms, including new laws that prohibited forced labor and created a social security system. In 1950, the government of Jacobo Arbenz continued these reforms. Arbenz wanted to do away with the vestiges of feudal landholding in the countryside by enacting agrarian reforms. The goal of the 1952 agrarian reform law was to generate economic development by purchasing large tracts of fallow land to distribute to landless peasants (both Mayan and non-Mayan). Many in the Guatemalan elite opposed the agrarian reform, however, and Arbenz also encountered opposition from the United States at the height of the Cold War. The United Fruit Company, a U.S.-based banana company, owned vast tracts of land in Guatemala (much of it unused) and pressured the U.S. government to intervene to stop the agrarian reform. The Dwight D. Eisenhower administration was also concerned about the influence of Guatemala’s Communist Party on Arbenz’s government.


[image: ]

In 1954, a military coup covertly organized and financed by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) overthrew Arbenz. The 1954 coup rebooted Guatemala’s exclusionary economic development and seemingly closed off possibilities for peaceful political reform. The Guatemalan Truth Commission report, Memory of Silence (1999), pointed to the 1954 coup as a “national trauma” and as “one of the causes of the guerrilla insurgency” that followed. After 1954, political activism in Guatemala became more radical, and the first guerrilla organizations appeared in the early 1960s. Government repression against dissidents also increased. Guatemala became a laboratory for government terror, including the tactic of political “disappearance” of suspected guerrillas or their supporters (whereby people were kidnapped by government security forces, held in secret prisons, and usually never seen again). This tactic was later used in other Latin American countries such as Argentina, Chile, and El Salvador. By the 1970s, political violence spread to the countryside, as the armed conflict erupted into open civil war by the end of that decade.


[image: Peasants carry 1 of 43 rustic coffins prepared for victims of mass killing in nearby Calante, February 17, 1982, in Chamac, Guatemala. All the victims were buried in a communal grave. Guatemala’s army chief has implied that leftist guerrillas were to blame for the killings. (AP Photo)]
Peasants carry 1 of 43 rustic coffins prepared for victims of mass killing in nearby Calante, February 17, 1982, in Chamac, Guatemala. All the victims were buried in a communal grave. Guatemala’s army chief has implied that leftist guerrillas were to blame for the killings. (AP Photo)



In the 1960s and 1970s, Guatemala experienced nearly unbroken military rule, even though nominal elections occurred. At the same time, new forms of political activism emerged. Catholic religious activists began to question the roots of poverty in Guatemala. This current of thought within the Catholic Church, known as “Liberation Theology,” emphasized solidarity with the poor, used Marxist analysis to critique the “social sin” of capitalism, and organized local development projects. This social Christian movement spread like wildfire across the Guatemalan highlands in the 1960s and 1970s, involving tens of thousands of village-level Mayan leaders as catechists and cooperative members. At the same time, new guerrilla organizations extended their reach into the Mayan regions.

Beginning in 1981, the Guatemalan Army launched a scorched-earth counterinsurgency offensive in the Mayan highlands, targeting not only insurgents but also the Mayan communities that the government believed were supporting the guerrillas. By 1983, hundreds of villages had been destroyed by government troops in the so-called “Victory ’82” campaign, and 1 million Mayans were displaced from their homes. The Guatemalan Truth Commission in 1999 documented more than 600 massacres in the Mayan highlands during this period, including the widespread killing of women, children, and the elderly.

The massacres of 1981–1983 followed a predetermined pattern: soldiers would surround a village, usually during a market day or some other occasion when the population would be gathered. Often, they would separate the men and women. Rape of Mayan women by troops was a systematic practice during the massacres. Mayan children who were not killed during the massacres were sometimes kidnapped and sold in black-market adoptions. Houses and communal buildings were burned to the ground. Aerial bombing was used to hunt down people who fled into the mountains and jungles to escape the army. An estimated 150,000 Mayans fled across the border into Mexico as refugees, and 46,000 of these refugees settled in camps run by the United Nations (UN). Internally displaced Mayans were rounded up and forcibly resettled into army-run “model villages” or “strategic hamlets,” where the military controlled every facet of daily life. Mayan men were forcibly conscripted into army-run civil patrols and sometimes made to attack neighboring villages. Although the Guatemalan government and the guerrilla groups signed peace accords in 1996, the three decades of conflict had taken a heavy toll on the Mayan population of Guatemala. Not since the Spanish conquest had Guatemala’s indigenous populations faced anything so devastating.
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Guatemalan Genocide Causes 

Guatemalan Mayan communities suffered massive violence during the early 1980s, with hundreds of villages destroyed and over 150,000 people killed in the indigenous rural areas. Yet, the high burden of proof for making a genocide argument—that people are killed because they belong to a particular national, ethnic, racial, or religious group—means that genocide cannot be concluded simply because of the large number of human rights abuses against Mayans. Were Mayans killed because they were Mayan, or because the army viewed them as a real or potential support base for armed rebels attempting to overthrow the government of Guatemala?

In 1999, Guatemala’s Truth Commission (Commission for Historical Clarification, or CEH) released a 12-volume report describing atrocities committed during the armed conflict. In its report, the CEH concluded that the Guatemalan Army had committed “acts of genocide” against Mayan populations. Key to the CEH’s genocide argument was showing how the army came to define Mayans as “internal enemies”; thus, the annihilation of Mayan communities was intentional, even though the military’s overarching motivation was to defeat the rebel insurgency.

The causes of the Guatemalan genocide, according to the CEH, are found in the roots of racism in the country, as well as the Cold War context of anticommunism. The National Security Doctrine (NSD) was the guiding military principle of the Guatemalan Army during the Cold War, as it was for many other Latin American militaries. The NSD held that it was the responsibility of the military to protect the country against internal “subversion,” specifically the threat of communism. The NSD promoted the idea of the “internal enemy” as a prime threat to the nation’s stability. The concept of internal enemy became operationalized in different ways throughout the three decades of Guatemala’s armed conflict: sometimes it meant actual members of the Communist Party; other times it was urban labor leaders, intellectuals, or rural activists. Key to concluding that acts of genocide were committed in Guatemala is understanding how the concept of internal enemy came to be applied to entire Mayan communities during the early 1980s, and how, in the words of the CEH, the Guatemalan state opted for the counterinsurgency option “with the highest toll on human life” among the civilian population in Mayan villages.

The CEH report recognized that Guatemala’s armed conflict was not a war by the government of Guatemala against Mayans per se, but a repression against grassroots movements that challenged Guatemala’s exclusionary political, economic, and social structures. Many Mayans joined these movements, especially in the 1960s and 1970s. When the Guatemalan military launched its counterinsurgency sweeps in the early 1980s, it massacred Mayans in regions of the country where social organizing was strongest. The army redefined indigenous populations into “good” Mayans (deemed to be on the side of the army) and “bad” Mayans (believed to be supporting the rebel insurgency). How entire communities, ethnic groups, and geographical regions came to be associated with “bad Mayans” (thus, targets for elimination) had to do with the legacy of racism in Guatemala (and fears of Indian uprisings), as well as the army’s evaluation of place-specific political histories.

For example, the CEH’s summary of genocide in the Maya-Ixil region of northern Guatemala notes that army officials studied the history of the region in depth. A series of revolts in the Ixil area in the 19th and 20th centuries marked the Ixils as a “historically rebellious” ethnic group and a “natural support base” for the guerrilla insurgency. The crux of the CEH genocide argument is that historical racism, as well as a sociopolitical analysis of the concrete geographies of Mayan organizing and resistance, led the army to consider the entire Ixil population as such to be “internal enemies” or “bad Mayans.” This caused genocidal actions against the Ixil people as a whole, including mass killings and forcible displacement. Racism against Mayans, and a history in Guatemala of viewing Mayans as inferior, also helps account for the viciousness with which violence was unleashed against Mayan communities during these years, including widespread killing of children and elderly people.

The CEH distinguished between motive and intent, and between genocidal policy and acts of genocide. Basing its arguments on international precedents such as the 1996 International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), the CEH argued that the intent to commit genocide does not have to be expressed verbatim; rather, it can be inferred from the military’s “general political doctrine,” combined with the “repetition of destructive and discriminatory actions.” In other words, if the motive for destroying an ethnic group is not racist per se, but strictly military (such as defeating an armed insurgency), this is still enough to show intent, and therefore the crime of genocide, so long as the victims are targeted because of their membership in the group. As the CEH report noted: “it is enough to intend to destroy the group, whatever the motive may be.” Distinguishing between motive and intent allows the CEH to differentiate between a genocidal policy and acts of genocide:

“A genocidal policy exists when the final objective is the extermination of a group, in whole or in part, whatever the motive may be. Genocide acts exist when the final objective is not the extermination of the group, but other political, economic and military ends, in which the means used to achieve this goal contemplate extermination of the group in whole or in part.”

Using the term “acts of genocide” allows the CEH to assert that genocidal crimes were committed in Guatemala, even if the army’s attacks against Mayan communities were motivated by political and military criteria rather than purely racial objectives. It is important to understand how these factors came to be intertwined in particular times and places, and how the Guatemalan Army’s “general political doctrine” of annihilation against any sector it considered to be an “internal enemy” allowed for a broad attack against entire Mayan groups during the early 1980s.
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Guatemalan Genocide Consequences 

For survivors of Guatemala’s genocide, the memories of the rural massacres of 1981–1983 remain fresh in their minds, because of the trauma of what they experienced as well as the violent displacement from their homes that followed the massacres. The short-term characteristics and consequences of the genocide included indiscriminate massacres against all members of Mayan villages, the violent separation of families, the widespread rape of Mayan women by soldiers, the destruction of villages and crops in the Mayan areas and interruption of the agricultural cycle, destruction of important Mayan cultural artifacts and sacred spots, starvation and disease, and massive population displacement. Other effects of the genocide included the militarization of rural communities and the long-term psychological effects of terror.

The Guatemalan Army’s scorched-earth strategy of 1981–1983 was a war of extermination against Mayan villages that the army believed were supporting the armed insurgency. This involved systematic massacres carried out with extreme cruelty, including torture, in order to terrorize the population and destroy the foundations of indigenous social cohesion. Villages were destroyed after the massacres; in the Maya-Ixil region of northern Guatemala, for example, between 70 and 90 percent of all villages were destroyed in this period. Throughout the Mayan highlands, approximately 80 percent of the rural population was displaced between 1981 and 1983 (more than 1.3 million people, or 17 percent of the national population at that time). The army burned crops, leaving these populations without food, and survivors were bombed as they fled into the hills. According to the 1999 Guatemalan Truth Commission report, these actions were not excesses committed by rogue troops, but actions strategically planned by the army high command to destroy the actual or potential support base of the guerrillas.

An estimated 150,000 people fled to Mexico as refugees, and 45,000 of these refugees were resettled in camps run by the United Nations (UN). Most of these refugees returned to Guatemala with the peace process of the mid-1990s. Another 200,000 Guatemalan Mayan refugees fled to the United States, where they lived in the shadows as undocumented migrants. Around 25,000 people hid for more than a decade in the mountains and jungles outside army control, living in caves, tunnels, and huts made of tree branches. Other massacre survivors fled to the slums of Guatemala’s capital city, or to the plantations of the Pacific coast, where they had to shed their traditional indigenous language and dress in order to pass as non-Mayans.

Many people hiding in the mountains and jungles died of starvation or exposure. Others, especially children and elderly people, died of curable diseases such as measles, whooping cough, dysentery, or respiratory infection. The ongoing persecution by the army prevented people from seeking medical care in urban hospitals. Moreover, many Mayan healers and health promoters had been killed in the massacres, eliminating much of the knowledge of traditional medicine that these communities had built up over generations.

In addition to illness and hunger, many of the surviving Mayans suffered from psychological trauma because of the terrible atrocities they had witnessed. In Guatemala, this is known as “pena” (sorrow) or “susto” (fright). People with this condition can suffer serious bodily reactions to trauma; often, they cannot sleep, do not speak, and even refuse to eat, suffering not just emotional but also physical deterioration. Psychological trauma is thus considered one of the causes of death of the Mayan massacre survivors, and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is a serious symptom to this day in Mayan communities.

In the aftermath of the massacres, agricultural production was disrupted throughout the Mayan highlands. Villagers lost the seed banks of native corn that they had carefully built up over hundreds of years. Sacred sites such as caves and burial grounds were destroyed during the massacres and army bombings. Family altars and corn grinding stones, which play an important role in Mayan culture, were also destroyed.

The massacres and forced displacement of Mayan villages was followed by the militarized reconstruction of these communities under army control. Displaced refugees were rounded up and resettled into so-called “model villages” or “strategic hamlets,” which the army built in the conflict zones. The goal of this “war of reconstruction,” as expressed by the military, was to cement a permanent counterinsurgency presence in the Mayan countryside. Massacre survivors were concentrated into nucleated spaces, under the watchful eye of the army and local civilian patrols that the army organized in each village. Many families were separated in this process, and many lost access to their traditional lands. Resettled refugees were subjected to daily “reeducation” programs designed to convince the Mayan populations to support the army’s counterinsurgency war against the guerrillas.

The massacres, violent displacement, and militarized reconstruction of Mayan communities left a harsh legacy of fear, mistrust, and psychological trauma in many Mayan communities. There were tens of thousands of widows and orphans in Guatemala by the mid-1980s. At the same time, grassroots networks of social solidarity helped survivors regain a bit of stability. As the war wound down by the late 1980s and early 1990s, many new movements emerged and began the work of uncovering the violent past. Villagers protested the imposition of the civil patrol system. Communities demanded exhumations of mass graves and set up memorials of different types. These survivor movements are the foundation of contemporary human rights struggles in Guatemala, including the search for justice for the victims of the genocide.
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Guatemalan Genocide Perpetrators 

In 1999, the Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (Guatemala’s Truth Commission or CEH) published a report analyzing the human rights abuses committed during Guatemala’s 36-year armed conflict. After analyzing thousands of testimonies by victims, as well as archival sources and human rights reports, the CEH concluded that government forces perpetrated 93 percent of the human rights violations that took place during Guatemala’s armed conflict. Rebel forces committed 3 percent of the violations, while 4 percent were committed by other forces (private death squads) or could not be determined.
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The analysis of human rights violations committed by government forces was broken down further. According to the CEH, the Guatemalan Army committed 85 percent of the violations, especially the more than 600 massacres carried out between 1981 and 1983. Village-level civil patrols, organized by the army, committed 18 percent of the violations, acting alone or with the army. Military commissioners committed 11 percent of the violations, acting alone or with other groups. “Other security forces” (such as the police) committed 4 percent of the violations. (The percentages include members of each sector acting either alone or with other sectors of the government forces; therefore, the percentages add up to more than 100 percent.) Military commissioners had a long history in the Mayan villages, and they typically functioned as army recruiters. By the late 1970s, the military commissioners functioned as an arm of army intelligence and frequently drew up lists of local leaders viewed as potential collaborators with the guerrillas. The army established the civil patrol system in 1982 as a way to bring the Mayan highlands under its control.

Military strategy was not limited to a scorched-earth war. The army followed up its “Victory ’82” campaign (which included widespread massacres and the destruction of Mayan villages) with “Firmness ’83” and “Institutional Renewal ’84,” designed to create conditions for a militarized reconstruction of the highland regions. Army strategists studied the successes and failures of counterinsurgency in other countries, particularly in neighboring El Salvador. They concluded that long-term dominance over the countryside was the key to winning a war against guerrilla insurgents. Guatemalan military officials and their civilian allies came to believe that their war of extermination against the rebels had to be followed up by a long-term “war of reconstruction” in the devastated areas. This included building so-called “model villages” (militarized “strategic hamlets”) to resettle internally displaced populations, as well as the formation of village-level civil patrols.

By the mid-1980s, nearly 1 million men and teenagers participated in the civil patrols, and the patrols operated in wide areas of the countryside, especially in the Mayan regions. Civil patrollers accompanied the army on search-and-destroy missions to ferret out isolated rebel columns. Patrollers were sometimes ordered to kill suspected guerrilla collaborators in their own village or in neighboring villages. The civil patrols also functioned as a vast intelligence-gathering arm for the military. Patrol commanders closely monitored the movements of people and goods in and out of the Mayan communities, and they were obliged to give periodic reports to the army. Through the civil patrol system, the Guatemalan Army inserted itself into the fabric of everyday village life, and this local-level militarization was difficult to overcome even after the signing of the peace accords.

In addition to the army, the guerrillas committed several massacres. For example, in the Maya-Ixil region of northern El Quiché, the CEH documented 32 massacres committed by the Guatemalan Army and 4 committed by the guerrillas. The four massacres committed by the guerrillas occurred in May and June 1982 and were the actions of one guerrilla subgroup against members of the newly formed civil patrol. The victims in these guerrilla massacres totaled about 100 people. Other guerrilla actions that violated human rights included the selective assassination of plantation owners and local-level political authorities (such as mayors and military commissioners) believed to be collaborating with the army.

ELIZABETH OGLESBY


Further Reading

Grandin, Greg, Deborah T. Levenson, and Elizabeth Oglesby, eds. The Guatemala Reader: History, Culture, Politics. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011.

Jonas, Susanne. The Battle for Guatemala: Rebels, Death Squads and U.S. Power. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991.

Simon, Jean-Marie. Guatemala: Eternal Spring, Eternal Tyranny. New York: Norton, 1987.



Guatemalan Genocide Victims 

The Guatemalan Truth Commission (Commission for Historical Clarification, or CEH) was formed after the country’s peace accords were signed in 1996. The CEH was tasked with writing a history of the human rights violations that occurred during Guatemala’s armed conflict. In its 1999 report, Memory of Silence, the CEH determined that at least 200,000 people had been killed in Guatemala and that 83 percent of the victims were Mayan.
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In its determination of genocide, the CEH focused on four regions where evidence indicated that the brunt of human rights violations took place from 1981 to 1983. These four regions were Maya-Q’anjob’al and Maya-Chuj in the northern Huehuetenango Department (province); Maya-Ixil in northern El Quiché; Maya-K’iche’ in southern El Quiché; and Maya-Achi in Rabinal, Baja Verapaz. These four regions of Guatemala’s northern and northwestern highlands have majority Mayan populations. The CEH was clear that it emphasized four regions because of the limitations of its investigative capacity, and that genocidal acts likely took place in other parts of Guatemala’s Mayan highlands as well.
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The violence against Mayans took place in stages. From 1976 to 1981, the killings were more selective, and victims included village-level Catholic catechists and cooperative leaders, as well as Mayan political and social leaders, local development committee members, and even Mayan priests. At lease 12 Mayan mayors were killed, especially in the regions of El Quiché and Chimaltenango. These first victims were generally men, kidnapped from their houses in the middle of the night or abducted on the street. Some were never seen again, and they became part of Guatemala’s 40,000 “disappeared” people. In other cases, the bodies of slain Mayan leaders appeared on the roadsides, in ditches, or in town plazas, and in still other cases, executions took place in public.

During the 1960s and 1970s, many young Mayan leaders had joined a politically progressive wing of the Catholic Church known as “Liberation Theology.” Adherents of Liberation Theology saw Bible study as a way to reflect on the social conditions of the poor and marginalized, and they often became involved in grassroots development projects. The army killed thousands of these local-level Mayan Catholic leaders during the late 1970s and early 1980s, equating Liberation Theology with “communist subversion.”

Later, the Guatemalan Army’s counterinsurgency violence became more indiscriminate, with the beginning of large-scale massacres after 1981. Some of the village massacres were as large as 300 to 400 people. Massacre victims included infants, children, men, women, and elderly people. The massacres had a definite pattern: army soldiers would surround a village, often during a specific day, such as a market day, when it was known that the population would gather. Men and women would be separated. Women were often raped before being killed, or, if they were spared, they were sometimes forced into sexual slavery for the troops.

Sometimes children were forcibly transported from one village to another, and human rights groups are now investigating the proliferation of illegal black-market adoption rings in Guatemala during this period.

Some people survived the massacres by hiding in the brush or by fleeing into the hills. The army often shot at people as they fled and bombed groups of displaced refugees hiding in the mountains.

Even in communities that did not experience large-scale massacres, life was profoundly altered for Mayan villagers. Farmers were only allowed to cultivate land that was close to the village center. Mayan men had to patrol the villages and report on any activity that the army might find suspicious. Families were separated, and relations of trust were shattered.

By the mid-1980s, most of the Mayan highland regions had been brought under the effective control of the Guatemalan Army. The social costs of the counterinsurgency war were exceedingly high: tens of thousands of Mayans killed, hundreds of thousands of people forcibly displaced from their homes and lands, and Mayan communities profoundly altered.
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Guatemalan Genocide Bystanders 

The massacres against Mayan populations in the early 1980s occurred in some of the most remote areas of the countryside, including high mountain villages and dense jungles along the Guatemalan-Mexican border. This made independent reporting extremely difficult. Although a few international journalists and human rights observers reported on the massacres as they were happening, very little information was published inside Guatemala. During the 1980s, there were no functioning human rights organizations inside Guatemala. The Guatemalan press was not censored formally, but few, if any, Guatemalan journalists dared venture very far outside the capital city during the worse years of the armed conflict.

There was scant information inside Guatemala on the massacres perpetrated against Mayan villages. Moreover, the information that appeared in the press was heavily controlled by the military. The army sent dispatches from the conflict zones that sometimes mentioned large numbers of people killed but referred to casualties in language such as “subversives,” “terrorists,” or “delinquents.” This created confusion in the minds of many urban Guatemalans as to what was really happening. Many people believed that the war was limited to fighting between the army and the guerrillas. They did know that the army was attacking and killing entire Mayan villages. They did not realize that women and children were being slaughtered.

Historical racism against the Maya also played a part in downplaying the reaction of many Guatemalans to the genocide. Guatemalan society has devalued indigenous lives since the colonial era. The fact that many of the soldiers under the army’s command were Mayan themselves led some Guatemalans to equate the violence with Mayan “savagery,” drawing on long-held racist assumptions, even though there is sufficient evidence linking the massacres to the army high command.

Other people tried to draw attention to the massacres and the massive refugee flows. In the late 1980s, a few years after the massacres, a Guatemalan anthropologist named Myrna Mack travelled to the remote villages where the massacres had taken place, interviewing survivors and refugees. She produced some of the first documentation of the genocide inside Guatemala. On September 11, 1990, after publishing her first book on the situation of the displaced Mayan communities, Mack was attacked and stabbed to death outside her office by an army death squad. (The “Myrna Mack case” became a prominent human rights case, eventually leading to the conviction of the army sergeant who killed her, as well as an army colonel who had ordered the assassination.)

Due in part to Mack’s work, the Guatemalan Catholic Church and some Protestant churches and other nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) initiated programs to help the displaced. The Catholic Church and other organizations in southern Mexico were also motivated to get involved, aiding the refugees because of the humanitarian catastrophe spilling across the Guatemalan-Mexican border. In 1990, for the first time, the Guatemalan Catholic Church opened a human rights office in Guatemala City, and soon after church activists began a project to document the massacres and other violence perpetrated against Mayan communities. This project culminated in the 1998 report Guatemala: Nunca Más (Guatemala: Never Again).

With peace talks underway in Guatemala by the early 1990s, and the concurrent return of tens of thousands of refugees from Mexico, it became easier for the Guatemalan press to publicize reports detailing conditions in Mayan communities in the wake of the genocide. This new press coverage, combined with the publication of Nunca Más in 1998 and the Truth Commission report in 1999, went a long way toward sensitizing urban Guatemalan society to the history of the Mayan genocide of the early 1980s.

Today, Guatemalan schoolchildren read about the atrocities in their school textbooks, although this may be just a bare mention and there is much work to be done to educate the next generation. There are many human rights organizations today in Guatemala, and Mayan political and social leaders play a more prominent role in society than ever before. Moreover, the spread of the Internet and social media like Twitter will hopefully safeguard against the return of atrocities such as those of the early 1980s.
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Guatemalan Genocide International Reaction 

Guatemala was a vortex of Cold War politics since the 1950s. In 1954, a U.S.-sponsored military coup toppled the reformist government of Jacobo Arbenz. The Dwight D. Eisenhower administration had viewed Arbenz with suspicion because of the land reform he enacted in Guatemala and because of a fear of “communist infiltration” into his government. During the 1960s, Guatemala became a laboratory for Cold War military buildup, especially after the emergence of the first guerrilla groups in the country in the early part of that decade. U.S. fears of another triumphant leftist revolution in the Western Hemisphere (after the Cuban Revolution of 1959) led U.S. policymakers to focus on building up the military and intelligence capacity of the Guatemala Army in the 1960s and early 1970s. U.S. military advisers, including Green Berets, worked closely with Guatemalan troops to root out rebels, and U.S. advisers instructed their Guatemalan counterparts in tactics of political repression. Guatemala soon experienced Latin America’s first and largest cases of mass “disappearance” of political dissidents (kidnapping and secret killing) during the 1960s. Repression against rural activists in Mayan regions stepped up markedly during the 1970s.

The year 1980 saw the election of U.S. president Ronald Reagan, who immediately signaled an escalation of the Cold War. The triumph of the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua and the worsening civil war in El Salvador pushed Central America to the front and center of U.S. foreign policy. Reagan and his advisers saw Guatemala as a strategic bulwark against the region’s revolutionary upsurge, but the U.S. government had limited options there: U.S. military aid to Guatemala had been cut off in 1977 under President Jimmy Carter because of human rights concerns, and the brutal news coming out of Guatemala in the early 1980s made a resumption of military aid seem unlikely. Reagan’s advisers began crafting alternatives, including working through international proxies such as Argentina’s military government and Israel to provide covert assistance and training to the Guatemalan Army. “Soft” aid was channeled through a network of U.S.-based private organizations such as conservative evangelical churches, whose presence in Guatemala’s conflict zones grew rapidly during the 1980s. The U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) continued to give economic aid to Guatemala during the armed conflict and provided some of the food aid that the Guatemalan Army used to build the so-called “model villages” or “strategic hamlets” to round up displaced Mayans after the massacres of 1981–1983. The government of Taiwan also provided significant aid to build the model villages, and Israel sold to the Guatemalan Army the high-caliber firearms (Galils) that were used in the massacres.

With respect to the guerrillas, their forces were relatively small in number (around 2,000, counting those who actually carried arms) and poorly armed. Some members of the guerrilla forces had received military training in Cuba, as well as encouragement from the government of Fidel Castro. But, for the most part, the weapons they used were captured during attacks on Guatemalan Army bases and convoys.

Some Latin American countries tried to mediate the armed conflict in Guatemala. Starting in the early 1980s, a group of countries including Mexico, Venezuela, Colombia, and Panama got together to press the Central American countries to look for a negotiated way out of their armed conflicts. This was called the Contadora Group after the city in Colombia where its representatives first met. Guatemala was the last Central American country to sign a cease-fire peace settlement between the government and the rebels in 1996, and the Contadora Group of Latin American countries continued to push for the peace process throughout the 1980s and early 1990s. Other international actors involved in the peace process include some of the Nordic countries, particularly Norway and Sweden. These northern European countries gave foreign aid money to help create important human rights projects within Guatemala, as well as aid to refugee and displaced populations. European countries used economic aid to the Guatemalan government as leverage to press the government to remain at the negotiating table and eventually sign a cease-fire with the rebels.

In the United States, many religious and solidarity organizations worked throughout the 1980s and 1990s to publicize the plight of Guatemala’s Mayan populations and to help ensure the maintenance of the U.S. Congressional ban on military aid to Guatemala. A network of progressive churches in the United States formed a “Sanctuary Movement” during the 1980s to give succor to Guatemalan refugees fleeing the country. Few of these refugees were able to receive political asylum in the United States because of the Reagan administration’s tacit support of the Guatemalan government, but churches across the country opened up their parishes and gave shelter and a platform to speak out for these displaced Guatemalans.

In 1992, the year of the 500th anniversary of the Spanish discovery and subsequent conquest of the Americas, and in the midst of Guatemala’s peace process, Mayan activist Rigoberta Menchú won the Nobel Peace Prize for her work promoting global indigenous rights.
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Timeline

January 1950

Guatemala ratifies the United Nations (UN) Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide.

1954

Colonel Carlos Castillo Armas is declared president of Guatemala, following a U.S.-backed coup.

January 1968

The Rebel Armed Forces (Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldes, FAR) separate from the Guatemalan Labor Party (Partido Guatemalteco del Trabajo, PGT).

August 28, 1968

FAR assassinates U.S. ambassador John Gordon Mein.

July 1, 1970

General Carlos Manuel Arana Osorio of the National Liberation Movement is elected president of Guatemala.

November 1970

Arana Osorio declares a state of emergency in Guatemala.

September 1971

Organization of the People in Arms (Organización Revolucionaria del Pueblo en Armas, ORPA) is established.

July 1, 1974

Kjell Eugenio Laugerud García becomes the president of Guatemala. Many believe the results of the election are fraudulent.

1975

The Guerrilla Army of the Poor (Ejército Guerrillero de los Pobres, EGP) is established.

Late 1975

Guatemala’s National Institute for Electrification announces plans for the Chixoy Dam.

1976

Amnesty International estimates that the government of Guatemala has sanctioned 20,000 murders and disappearances in the last decade.

February 4, 1976

An earthquake kills nearly 30,000 and leaves many without housing or government aid.

April 1976

The National Committee of Trade Union Solidarity (CNUS) is founded by unionists.

1977

U.S. president Jimmy Carter halts military aid to Guatemala due to human rights violations.

June 1977

Mario López Larrave, the director of San Carlos University’s Labor Orientation School, is ambushed and killed.

August 1977

Amnesty International reports 61 murders linked to paramilitary death squads.

1978

General Fernando Romeo Lucas García is elected president.

April 1978

The Committee for Campesino Unity (CUC) is founded.

May 9, 1978

The army opens fire on Kekchi Indians in Panzós, Alta Vera Paz, attempting to acquire land titles to property they occupy. A total of 105 Kekchi Indians, including 25 women and children, die.

June 7, 1978

Sister Raymundo Alonso is blamed for events at Panzós. Alonso, a Spanish nun working to help the local peasants, is briefly imprisoned and then expelled.

June 30, 1978

Father Hermógenes López, who leads multiple Indian communities in their struggle to retain rights to their water, is assassinated.

July 20, 1978

Mario Muijía, a labor lawyer whose efforts focus on miners’ rights in Ixtahuacan, is killed outside of his office.

October 1978

Forty people die in widespread demonstrations against the governmental increase of bus fares.

October 20, 1978

The president of the San Carlos University Students’ Association, Oliverio Castañeda, is shot to death after appearing on a list published by the Secret Anti-Communist Army.

November 6, 1978

Castañeda’s successor is detained and disappears.

January 29, 1979

Economist and politician Alberto Fuentes Mohr is assassinated.

February 1979

The EGP temporarily occupies Nebaj.

March 25, 1979

Manuel Colom Argueta is assassinated.

June 10, 1979

General Jose David Cancinos, the chief of staff of the Guatemalan Army, is killed by guerrilla forces.

October 26, 1979

The EGP kidnaps Jorge Raul Garcia Grandos, a relative of the president. As a ransom, the EGP demands print advertisements located in major newspapers including The New York Times.

December 1979

Amnesty International reports 2,000 political killings in Guatemala over the past 18 months.

1980

The U.S. State Department names Guatemala as having one of the worst human rights records.

January 31, 1980

Indian peasants take the Spanish ambassador and his staff hostage to demand a government investigative commission. Although the Spanish ambassador expresses his desire for a peaceful resolution, the Guatemalan police storm the Spanish Embassy. An ensuing gasoline fire kills 43.

February 1980

The Declaration of Iximché is signed.

April 28, 1981

Guerrilla forces kill army soldiers at Cuarto Pueblo.

August 1981

The UN High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) sends a representative to Mexico to assist with Guatemalan refugees crossing the border.

November 1981

The Guatemalan military begins Operation CENIZA. The operation and associated programs kill approximately 100,000 Mayans and destroy nearly 400 communities.

February 7, 1982

OPRA, FAR, PGT, and EGP combine to form the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca, URNG).

February 15–17, 1982

Some 150 people are massacred in Santo Tomás.

March 1982

The UNHCR opens an office in Mexico City.

March 13, 1982

A total of 177 women and children of the village of Rio Negro are massacred by members of the army and civil patrols.

March 14, 1982

The army kills approximately 300 people in Cuarto Pueblo. Survivors flee across the Mexican border or into the jungle.

March 23, 1982

General Efraín Ríos Montt, with the support of the military, seizes power.

March 25, 1982

Villagers from the Huehuetenango region are relocated from their land parcels to the center of the town.

April 1, 1982

Civil self-denfense patrols are legally established under the Nation Plan for Security and Development.

July 18, 1982

Soldiers and paramilitary troops massacre 267 people in Plan de Sanchez.

December 7, 1982

At least 162 people are massacred in Las Dos Erres.

December 17, 1982

The UN General Assembly adopts a resolution expressing its concern over the reported human rights violations occurring in Guatemala.

1983

I, Rigoberta Menchú is published.

July 7, 1984

Chemical engineer Erwin Raul Jimenez Murcia is abducted.

1986

Guatemala is under civilian rule, although the military maintains much of its power.

1987

ORPA begins broadcasting its Voz Popular radio show from Tajumulco Volcano.

August 7, 1987

The Central American Peace Accord is signed.

November 2, 1989

Sister Diana Ortiz, an American citizen, is kidnapped and then tortured by police forces. Following her release, her story is denied and she is accused of being a rebel spokesperson.

1990

U.S. economic aid to Guatemala drops from $141.3 million in 1989 to $113.4 million. Military aid similarly falls from $7 million to $3.3 million.

March 17, 1990

María Mejía is shot by local military commissioners.

March 27, 1990

Relatives of María Mejía, having fled following her murder, are prevented from returning to Centro Parraxtut Segundo.

June 1990

Michael DeVine, an American innkeeper living in Guatemala, is killed.

September 11, 1990

Myrna Mack, an anthropologist studying the displaced in Guatemala, is stabbed to death. Noél de Jesús Beteta Alvarez is sentenced to 25 years in prison, but his superiors in the Guatemalan presidential high command who ordered the attack are not tried.

March 12, 1992

Mam Indian and commander of ORPA Efraín Bámaca Velásquez disappears following an encounter with the Guatemalan military. Although the government claims he died in the firefight, his American wife and other guerrillas believe he is being held and tortured.

October 17, 1992

Rigoberta Menchú is awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in Oslo.

October 19, 1993

Francisco Guarcas Cipriano disappears after renouncing his service in the civil self-defense patrols.

November 14, 1992

The U.S. State Department holds the Guatemalan Army responsible for Bámaca Velásquez’s disappearance, claiming he was taken alive.

May 8, 1993

Peasants from Xequiquel are brought to the military detachment of Chiul, where they are tortured and released.

July 9, 1993

A member of the Peasants’ Unity Committee, Tomás Pérez Pérez, is detained and beaten for possessing information on Rigoberta Menchu´.

August 17, 1993

The body presumed by the Guatemalan government to be Bámaca Velásquez is exhumed. Reports show that the body is not his, but rather that of a younger man with metal capped teeth.

1994

URNG and the Guatemalan government agree to begin peace talks.

Mid-1994

Guatemala’s Human Rights Office of the archbishop reports 41 individuals kidnapped.

January 12, 1994

A member of the National Council of Displaced Guatemalans, Lorenzo Quiej Pu, disappears.

March 29, 1994

The Comprehensive Agreement on Human Rights is signed.

June 23, 1994

The Agreement on the Establishment of the Commission to Clarify Past Human Rights Violations and Acts of Violence that have Caused Suffering to the Guatemalan Population is signed in Oslo.

August 19, 1994

Samuel de la Cruz Gómez, a member of the Council of Ethnic Communities Runujel Junam, is kidnapped along with his brother following their refusal to lead army troops to a nearby road.

October 29, 1994

José Sucunú Panjoj, a member of the Counsel of Ethnic Communities Runujel Junam, disappears.

November 1994

The Comprehensive Agreement on Human Rights is put into effect.

March 1995

Colonel Julio Roberto Alpirez is accused of being involved with the deaths of DeVine and Bámaca Velásquez.

1996

The Office of the Ombudsman for Human Rights receives 173 complaints of possible extrajudicial executions.

January 14, 1996

Alvaro Arzú Irigoyen is elected president.

March 19, 1996

The government of Guatemala and URNG begin an informal cease-fire.

September, 1996

The Strengthening of Civilian Power and the Role of the Army in a Democratic Society is signed.

December 29, 1996

The government of Guatemala and URNG sign the Agreement on a Firm and Lasting Peace, ending the civil war.

February 16, 1997

URNG provides information on personnel to be demobilized, weaponry, and explosives. The Guatemalan military similarly provides information required by the UN.

March 3, 1997

The UN Observer Group for Guatemala becomes fully operational, and the formal cease-fire begins.

June 1997

The editor of Sol Chortí, Jorge Luis Marroquín, is killed.

December 10, 1997

Journalist Israel Hernández Marroquín is shot and killed.

April 26, 1998

Bishop Juan Gerardi, head of the Roman Catholic Church’s Human Rights Office in Guatemala, is murdered after concluding a report that implicated Guatemala’s military in the majority of deaths that had occurred during the civil war.

November 1998

Ex-members of the civil self-defense patrols are found guilty and sentenced to death for the massacring of villagers in Rio Negro. The verdict is later annulled.

February 25, 1999

The Historical Clarification Committee concludes that 200,000 were killed or disappeared between 1962 and 1996. The commission states that 83 percent of the victims were Mayan and 93 percent of the crimes were committed by the state.

March 12, 1999

Jorge Ismael Soto, leader of URNG, issues an apology for abuses committed during the war.

April 1999

Ex-members of the civil self-defense patrols sentenced to 25 years in prison at Huehuetenango are broken out by a mob that includes soldiers dressed as civilians.

June 2001

The men accused of murdering Bishop Gerardi are sentenced to 30 years in prison.

June 5, 2001

Ríos Montt is accused of acts of genocide in Guatemala City.

December 2001

Compensation is paid to relatives of the Las Dos Erres massacre.

September 7, 2004

Farmers seize the Chixoy Dam in protest of land confiscation.

July 18, 2005

Guatemalan vice president Eduardo Stein travels to the village of Plan de Sánchez to give a government apology for the massacre occurring there 13 years before.

January 30, 2009

President Alvaro Colom issues an apology for the assassination of Alberto Fuentes Mohr.

August 31, 2009

Felipe Cusanero is found guilty of forcing the disappearance of six peasant farmers from 1982 to 1984. He is sentenced to 150 years in prison.

December 5, 2009

Colonel Marco Antonio Sanchez is convicted of forcing the disappearance of eight farm workers.

November 2010

The Inter-American Court of Human Rights orders Guatemala to perform the exhumation of bodies at Las Dos Erres and resume prosecution.

June 9, 2011

Hector Bol de la Cruz is arrested for the disappearance of Fernando Garcia.

June 17, 2011

Ex-armed forces chief Hector Mario Lopez Fuentes is arrested and accused of planning massacres in the Ixil region between 1982 and 1983.

August 3, 2011

Manuel Pop Sun, Reyes Collin Gualip, Daniel Martínez, and Carlos Antonio Carías, formerly of the Guatemalan military, are sentenced with over 6,000 years in prison each for their participation in the massacre at Las Dos Erres.

January 26, 2012

Ríos Montt is put under house arrest to await trial on charges of genocide and crimes against humanity.

February 27, 2012

Work begins to exhume bodies buried at the Cobán military base.

May 21, 2012

A judge rules that there is enough evidence to try General Rios Montt for authorizing the massacre at Las Dos Erres.

March 19, 2013

Genocide trial of Ríos Montt begins.

May 10, 2013

Ríos Montt found guilty of genocide and crimes against humanity. He is sentenced to 80 years in prison.
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Álvarez Ruiz, Donaldo

Donaldo Alvarez Ruiz was Guatemala’s interior minister during the military government of General Romeo Lucas García (1978–1982). Alvarez Ruiz was born in Guatemala on August 22, 1931, and studied law at the University of San Carlos in Guatemala City. As interior minister, he directed the country’s police forces during one of the worst periods of human rights abuses in the country’s history. Human rights organizations have accused Alvarez Ruiz of involvement in creating and directing the notorious death squads that stalked political dissidents in the capital city and other urban areas during this period.

In particular, Alvarez Ruiz has been linked to the infamous Spanish Embassy massacre. This incident refers to the occupation of Spain’s embassy in Guatemala City by a group of indigenous protesters from the highlands. A police raid on the embassy on January 31, 1980, caused a fire that led to the deaths of 37 people as well as the suspension of diplomatic relations between Spain and Guatemala. According to Guatemala’s Truth Commission, Alvarez Ruiz refused a request for help from the Spanish ambassador, who narrowly escaped out a window during the fire in the embassy. Human rights groups in Guatemala accuse Alvarez Ruiz of ordering the raid on the embassy and refusing to allow rescue workers to pull victims out of the blaze.

In 1999, Guatemalan Mayan activist and Nobel Peace Prize winner Rigoberta Menchú filed charges against Alvarez Ruiz in Spanish courts for the crimes of genocide and torture. The case against Alvarez Ruiz in Spain was presented under the legal principle of “universal jurisdiction,” a concept that holds that some crimes are so heinous that they may be considered crimes against humanity and thus can be tried anywhere in the world. In this case, Spain had a special interest in prosecuting Alvarez Ruiz because Spanish citizens had also died in the embassy conflagration. Similar charges were filed against Alvarez Ruiz within Guatemala. In 2006, a Spanish judge, Santiago Pedraz, issued an international arrest warrant for Alvarez Ruiz, along with other Guatemalan military officers, in the hopes of extraditing them to Spain to stand trial.

Following the coup d’état in March 1982 that overthrew the Lucas García regime in Guatemala, Alvarez Ruiz fled the country. In subsequent years, he is said to have lived in Miami, Florida, as well as in Mexico. In February 2012, a Guatemalan judge approved an international arrest request from INTERPOL (an international police agency) against Alvarez Ruiz, with the goal of returning him to Guatemala to stand trial. Alvarez Ruiz is believed to be hiding out in Mexico, where his official residency permit has been revoked.
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Arbenz Guzmán, Jacobo

As president of Guatemala, Jacobo Arbenz Guzmán faced great extremes. He took office at the height of the country’s most hopeful era of democratic reform and worked to promote further innovations. Yet he was also president during the most shameful of the U.S. government’s interventions in Latin America, which not only forced Arbenz to flee for his life but visited a tragedy of dramatic proportions on Guatemala, sending the country into decades of turmoil and despair.

Arbenz was born in Quezaltenango, Guatemala, on September 14, 1913. His father was a Swiss German who came to Central America in 1901 to open a pharmacy. His mother was a ladina (mixed European and Indian) woman. While Arbenz was still young, his father became addicted to morphine, and his habit caused the family business to go bankrupt. The family was forced to move to a small house on the outside of town.

When Arbenz finished high school in 1932, he was unable to attend a regular university because of his family’s financial problems. Although he had no desire to go into the military, he enrolled in the national military academy, the Escuela Politecnica, for the sake of his education. He was a very good student there and received many honors for his academic performance. He was also highly respected by both his classmates and the officers who ran the school.

Arbenz graduated in 1935 and was commissioned as a junior officer in the Guatemalan Army. His first assignment was at Fort San José, where he helped supervise soldiers who were responsible for escorting convicts serving forced labor. He soon was transferred to the army garrison at San Juan Sacatepequez and was later summoned back to the Escuela Politecnica in March 1937 by the officers there who admired his knack for academics. He served as an instructor there, teaching a variety of subjects to the cadets.

In 1938, Arbenz met María Vilanova, who came from a wealthy family in El Salvador, was very cultured, and had been educated in the United States. The two were married the following year. They shared many ideas about politics and social issues and would profoundly influence one another throughout their marriage.

Arbenz’s intelligence and pedagogical abilities were rewarded in 1943 when he was promoted to captain and was made commandant of cadets, the third highest position in the academy. The next year, he began plotting with other reform-minded officers and activists against dictator Jorge Ubico, who had controlled Guatemala for decades. Political pressure led to Ubico’s resignation in July 1944, but when the military then circumvented the democratic process and imposed General Ponce as provisional president, Arbenz and the reformists were outraged. Arbenz resigned his army commission and continued the political fight. In October, Arbenz and two close allies seized power from Ponce and established themselves as the provisional ruling junta. The democratic elections that followed led to the election of the reformist Juan José Arévalo as president.

The election of Arévalo was a great milestone in the history of Guatemala, where the social structure had changed little since the colonial period. Most of the country’s indigenous peoples lived in complete isolation from political processes and thus had no way to protect their rights, yet they were vulnerable to forced labor and other forms of repression. Arévalo enacted a series of important reforms that abolished forced labor, improved education, organized social security, and allowed labor—both urban and agrarian—to organize into unions. Many foreign companies, including the United Fruit Company (UFCO), which was used to having its own way in Guatemala, were inconvenienced by these improvements for the Guatemalan people and refused to honor the new laws of the country.

Arbenz was elected president of Guatemala in 1951 and worked hard to maintain the momentum of the Arévalo years. After taking office on March 15, he launched a large and sweeping reform program. In addition to a public works program through which he intended to build a network of roads, a Caribbean port, and a hydroelectric plant, Arbenz was also committed to introducing radical agrarian reform. In 1952, along with several communist leaders, he formulated a law that would nationalize large amounts of unused land. Large landowners held title to lands they never cultivated, while thousands of peasants did not have enough land to feed their families. After Decree 900 was approved by Congress on June 17, the Guatemalan government could legally expropriate huge tracts of excess land held by corporations and wealthy estate owners in order to redistribute it to people anxious to make the land productive. Within two years, the government seized what was the equivalent of 25 percent of all the arable land in Guatemala.

Although Arbenz received no financial or military support from the Soviet Union, he worked closely with Communist Party labor organizers and met with other communist advisers. Though his land reform program followed a fairly common pattpern, his own Marxist beliefs enabled his opponents to target the reform as a communist plot, and officials in the U.S. government began to describe Guatemala as a Soviet satellite state.

One of the reasons that U.S. secretary of state John Foster Dulles was so interested in branding the Arbenz regime as communist was because of the financial interests that his family held in the UFCO. Compensation for the enormous amount of unused land held by the UFCO became a heated issue. The company demanded that it be reimbursed at the market value, while the Guatemalan government was only willing to pay what the company itself had declared for tax purposes. Since the company had been undervaluing the land to minimize its taxes for years, it was caught in a bind that could only be resolved through force.

Dulles involved the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in Guatemalan politics in order to maintain the profits of the U.S. corporation. Since the CIA was headed at the time by the brother of one of the UFCO’s lawyers, the two institutions joined forces in 1953 to attempt to get rid of Arbenz. At the same time as they launched a media campaign in the United States to paint Arbenz as an enemy, the CIA began a campaign of psychological warfare to turn the Guatemalan people against Arbenz.

Though the U.S. government was involved in a completely illegal campaign to remove a democratically elected president from office, there were also important divisions in Guatemala that made this possible. Landowners, other conservatives, and large factions in the army were all opposed to the reforms that had been enacted by Arévalo and Arbenz and to the ways that these reforms had empowered the common people in the country. The CIA trained and armed an invasion force of 300 men in neighboring Guatemala and placed the force under the command of an excolonel from the Guatemalan Army, Carlos Castillo Armas. In 1954, when the CIA sent the rebels into Guatemala, the Guatemalan military refused to defend the country against the invasion force. With increasing pressure from the U.S. government and the mounting threat of civil war, Arbenz resigned his presidency on June 27 and returned to his home at Casa Pomona.

Armas seized power with the support of the U.S. government on July 7, and by September 1, he had secured himself as the full military dictator of the country, thus beginning a period of ruthless military dictatorship that would last until the end of the Cold War. Arbenz, who had to eventually take refuge in the Mexican Embassy, was finally assured by Armas on September 11 that he would be allowed to travel to the airport safely so that he could emigrate. On that day, Arbenz fled with his family to Mexico after a degrading full body search at the airport.

While vacationing in Europe soon afterward, Arbenz was suddenly no longer welcome to return to Mexico, as the Mexican government had decided that sheltering Arbenz was not to its political advantage. After spending a year in Prague and visiting other cities in Europe, Arbenz managed to gain asylum in Uruguay, where he settled in 1957, only to move to Cuba three years later after the Cuban Revolution.

Arbenz thought that he might serve some useful purpose in Cuba, the only country in the Americas with a Marxist government. Yet the Cubans used Arbenz as a symbol of failure, making him feel useless and humiliated. He went to France in 1965 after his eldest daughter shot herself (as his father had done in 1934). Deeply shaken by the event, Arbenz spent five years in France until finally being allowed to return to Mexico in 1970, as he wanted to live the rest of his life near Guatemala.

Arbenz died in Mexico City on January 27, 1971.
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Catholic Church

The Catholic Church is the main religious institution in Guatemala, and historically, Guatemala has been a predominantly Catholic country. The earliest parishes were established not long after the Spanish Conquest in the early 1500s. During this period, the Guatemalan Catholic Church advocated the forced conversion of the indigenous population, as well as a policy of “reducciones de indios,” that is, the “reduction” of the indigenous populations into concentrated, controllable settlements. The reducciones were supposed to “civilize” Mayans through exposure to Christian doctrine. The settlements formed the municipal town and parish structure that still characterizes rural Guatemala. Throughout the colonial period and into the modern era, the Guatemalan Catholic Church was an ally of the wealthy sectors of Guatemalan society, but this began to change in the mid-20th century.

Between 1944 and 1954, reformist governments in Guatemala ushered in a period known as the “Guatemalan spring.” Significant reforms were introduced, including land reform. This was also the beginning of the Cold War, and anticommunist fervor ran high. Catholic Archbishop Mariano Rosselly Arelano helped raise the specter of communism in Guatemala. After the 1954 coup that put an end to the social reform period, the Guatemalan Catholic Church became very interested in shoring up its power in the rural parishes, many of which had been neglected for decades. The Church invited foreign priests and nuns to serve in these isolated areas, originally as a way to bolster anticommunist sentiment among the indigenous populations through the strengthening of conservative Catholic doctrine. At the same time, the Church also saw the perseverance of Mayan religious rituals as a threat.

Many of the foreign clergy who went to live in Guatemala’s isolated and impoverished rural areas were shocked by the grinding poverty and harsh racism against Mayans. They thus began to help Mayan communities organize to attain better living conditions. At first, these projects were simple: Bible study groups, literacy programs, credit unions, and cooperatives. This movement was part of a broader trend within the Catholic Church in Latin America called “Liberation Theology,” the idea that people should not have to wait until heaven for a better life, but that the Kingdom of God could be constructed here on Earth through efforts to achieve social justice. But soon these Catholic-run development projects in Guatemala ran up against the limits of what the existing system was willing to tolerate, and thousands of local leaders and catechists were assassinated. In addition, between 1976 and 1983, 13 Catholic priests were assassinated in Guatemala. Soon after, some priests, nuns, and catechists decided to join the rebel movement.

Partly because of the perceived dangers of being Catholic, during the 1980s many people in Guatemala turned to Evangelical Protestantism. Indeed, Guatemala now has one of the highest rates of Protestantism of any Latin American country, with roughly 40 percent identifying themselves as Protestants. Moreover, Liberation Theology created deep rifts within the Catholic Church. Although many Catholics are still involved in social justice projects, the revolutionary Liberation Theology movement had waned by the 1990s. In many rural Mayan villages, people continue to practice a sort of religious syncretism, or a combination of Catholic and Mayan religious celebrations and customs.
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Chupina Barahona, German

German Chupina Barahona was a Guatemalan military general and director of the national police during the government of General Romeo Lucas García (1978–1982). Chupina Barahona was born in 1925 (the exact date and place of his birth are unknown). Little is known about his early life. His rise to prominence began in 1960, when he attended a training course at the U.S. Army’s School of the Americas. During the mid- to late-1960s, with the outbreak of Guatemala’s internal armed conflict, Chupina Barahona served under Colonel Carlos Arana Osorio in a bloody counterinsurgency sweep in the eastern region of Guatemala.

Like Interior Minister Donaldo Álvarez Ruiz, Chupina Barahona was accused of having been involved in the January 1980 Spanish Embassy massacre in Guatemala City, in which 37 people died. In 1999, Mayan activist and Nobel Peace Prize winner Rigoberta Menchú filed charges against Chupina Barahona in Spanish courts under the principle of universal jurisdiction, the concept that his crimes were so heinous that they should be considered crimes against humanity and could therefore be prosecuted outside Guatemala. Belgium was also attempting to prosecute Chupina Barahona for the assassinations of three Belgian priests by death squads linked to the police, during the time when Chupina Barahona was director of the national police.

Guatemalan human rights groups also attempted to prosecute Chupina Barahona within Guatemala, although the cases languished in the Guatemalan judicial system for lack of political will. Chupina Barahona died in Guatemala on February 17, 2008, before he could be brought to trial.
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Civil Defense Patrol

Civil self-defense patrols (patrullas de autodefensa civil or PAC) were set up by the Guatemalan Army in rural areas in the early 1980s as a counterinsurgency strategy and part of an effort to achieve a militarized reconstruction of Guatemala’s devastated conflict regions. The army’s military campaign plan “Firmness ’83” defined as the army’s main goal the “physical and ideological control over the population.” At its height in the mid-1980s, nearly 1 million men and boys participated in the civil patrols, and the patrols operated in wide areas of the countryside, especially in the Mayan regions. Civil patrollers often accompanied the army on search-and-destroy missions to ferret out isolated rebel columns in the mountains and jungles. Patrollers were ordered to kill suspected guerrilla collaborators, and they participated in some of the largest rural massacres in the early 1980s, which included mass killings in northern El Quiché in 1982. Most importantly, the patrols functioned as a vast intelligence-gathering arm for the military. Patrol commanders closely monitored the movement of people and goods in and out of their villages, and they were obliged to give regular reports to the army.

In many Mayan regions, all village men and boys between the ages of 15 and 65 were ordered to join the civil patrols. Those who refused were punished (often by being made to stay in a hole in the ground for days without food or water). Refusal could also mean being accused of supporting the guerrillas, with deadly consequences. In many places, the imposition of the civil patrols caused deep community divisions between the patrol commanders who were named by the army and other traditional Mayan social and cultural leaders. Moreover, patrol duty was onerous for villagers. It meant having to perform 24-hour guard shifts every two weeks, and accompanying the army sometimes for weeks, time that took away from other important tasks such as planting and harvesting corn. Villagers could not leave their village to look for work without paying for someone to replace them in the patrol duty.

By the late 1980s, some villages began protesting the onerous burden of the civil patrols, and the patrols waned in some places. By the mid-1990s, as the peace process unfolded in Guatemala, most rural villages abandoned the civil defense patrols altogether. Yet, community divisions and the ongoing presence in some places of abusive ex-patrol commanders is a harsh legacy of the civil patrols in Mayan areas. Through the civil patrol network, the Guatemalan army inserted itself into the fabric of everyday village life, and this local-level militarization became one of the most pernicious legacies of the counterinsurgency.
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Colom, Álvaro

Álvaro Colom was the president of Guatemala from 2008 to 2012. The center-left politician took office on January 14, 2008. Although Colom is an ordained Mayan priest and said that his government would have a “Mayan face,” he himself is not of Mayan ancestry. Colom is a member of the National Unity for Hope Party.

Álvaro Colom Caballeros was born in the nation’s capital, Guatemala City, on June 15, 1951, the fourth in a family of five children. Raised in Guatemala City, Colom earned an industrial engineering degree from the University of San Carlos before entering the business world. From 1977 to 1990, Colom worked in the textile industry and chaired a group of export organizations in Guatemala. A successful businessperson who employed numerous workers in his textile operations, Colom earned a reputation in his field as being a hardworking and compassionate leader.

In 1991, Colom entered the world of politics when he was appointed vice economy minister in the federal government. Shortly thereafter, he was also named as the first general director of the government-backed National Peace Fund (Fondo Nacional para la Paz, or FONAPAZ), helping direct international aid funds to bring an end to the decades-long civil war in Guatemala. In his FONAPAZ role, Colom also worked to repatriate and resettle more than 40,000 Guatemalan refugees who had fled the country to escape the internal violence. His interest in ending the war between leftist rebels and government forces (which included the right-wing government’s so-called “death squads”) was deeply personal, as his uncle Manuel Colom Argueta—a prominent leftist and leading presidential candidate—was assassinated by the military in 1979. Thanks to his work with FONAPAZ, Colom received honorary training as a Mayan priest—despite being of European and not Mayan descent.

In 1999, Colom launched his first attempt at the presidency, running as a candidate for the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Party. He came in third in the elections but made a name for himself as a champion for Guatemala’s indigenous peoples. Defining himself as a moderate social democrat, Colom again ran for president in 2003. On his second attempt, former president Oscar Berger defeated Colom in a runoff. Yet despite his defeat, Colom gained the most votes of any leftist candidate since the mid-20th century and was determined to run once again.

In 2007, Colom entered the presidential race for the third time, this time receiving more than 50 percent of the vote in the November 4, 2007, runoff election to become the country’s first leftist leader since the 1950s. After taking office in January 2008, Colom announced plans to create a “Social Pact” in which Guatemala’s business leaders would pledge to help improve the economy and create social change in exchange for business benefits. In 2012, Colom was succeeded in the presidency by Otto Pérez Molina.
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Commission for Historical Clarification 

The Commission for Historical Clarification (Comisión para el Esclarecimiento Histórico—CEH), which is more commonly referred to as the Truth Commission, was established as part of the peace negotiations between the rebels and the government that brought Guatemala’s internal armed conflict to a close in 1996. The CEH’s mandate was to investigate human rights violations and acts of violence, and to write a report detailing the causes, methods, and consequences of the violence (under international law, violations committed by governments are called human rights violations because they violate the human rights treaties that governments have ratified, while acts of violence are attributed to irregular armed groups such as Guatemala’s rebel insurgencies).

The CEH was lead by a German human rights lawyer, Christian Tomuschat, and included two Guatemalan members, Alfredo Balsells Tojo, a jurist, and Otilia Lux de Cotí, an expert in indigenous affairs. The CEH’s 300-person staff worked for nearly two years between 1997 and 1999, receiving more than 8,000 testimonies in closed sessions around the country, interviewing key witnesses, and analyzing hundreds of primary and secondary sources, including declassified U.S. government documents. Its 12-volume report, Memory of Silence, was published in February 1999. The report estimated that 200,000 people had been killed or “disappeared” during the span of the conflict (1962–1996), and it documented 669 cases of massacres. According to the report, 93 percent of these crimes were committed by government forces, 3 percent were committed by guerrilla forces, and 4 percent were of unknown origin. Furthermore, 83 percent of the identified victims were Maya.

One question that confronted the CEH was whether the Guatemalan state had committed genocide against Maya populations. Were Mayas killed because they were Maya, or because they were organizing against the government? The 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide defines genocide as the “intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious group as such.” The difficulty of establishing an intent to destroy led some observers in Guatemala to argue that the massacres between 1981 and 1983 were not genocide. The CEH, however, argued that although the Guatemalan Army’s motive was to defeat the guerrilla insurgency, it intended to kill entire Maya communities because it identified these communities as part of the support base of the guerrillas. This argument was later taken up as part of the Guatemala genocide cases in Spain and within Guatemala.

The Guatemalan Army did not respond to the CEH report, although President Otto Pérez Molina (elected in November 2012) has stated his opinion that genocide did not occur in Guatemala. Many Guatemalan social organizations felt vindicated by the CEH report, since the report established the parameters of the massive human rights violations that occurred in Guatemala from the 1960s through the 1990s. The general findings of the CEH report have been included in public school textbooks in Guatemala, although much work remains to be done to educate the younger generation. The CEH report establishes a new historical understanding about Guatemala’s violent past, making that past impossible to deny. February 25, the anniversary of the publication of the CEH report, is now the Day of Dignity for the Victims of the Armed Conflict in Guatemala.
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Committee for Peasant Unity

The Committee for Peasant Unity (CUC) is one of Guatemala’s most important rural-based political movements. The movement originated among Mayan communities, and by the mid-1970s it came to include both Mayan and non-Mayan villagers and rural workers. The movement was especially strong in southern El Quiché, Chimaltenango, and the Pacific coast region. The movement drew upon diverse roots, including agrarian committees, cultural movements, and new progressive Catholic movements inspired by “Liberation Theology” in the 1960s and 1970s.

During the 1950s in Guatemala, many Mayan communities formed agrarian committees to implement the government’s land reform initiative. Some of these committees were repressed after the 1954 coup, but many survived clandestinely and developed into new peasant leagues during the 1960s. In addition, new Catholic-inspired social movements spread in Mayan regions in the 1960s and 1970s. These new movements, called Christian base communities, or Catholic Action, focused on helping people understand the root causes of poverty through a critical study of the Bible and by promulgating a progressive Christian message of social justice. At the same time, young Mayan leaders were demanding respect for indigenous culture and began organizing local political movements to elect Mayan mayors in towns throughout the highlands. These movements began to fuse by the mid-1970s.

Several events were important for the extension and consolidation of the organizational network that would become the CUC. In February 1976, a massive earthquake caused devastation throughout the Guatemalan highlands. In the aftermath, Mayans and non-Mayans alike came together to aid reconstruction, providing one of the first large-scale experiences of such cross-cultural collaboration. In 1977, a large march by striking miners, who walked hundreds of miles from their isolated town to the capital city to protest low wages and hazardous working conditions, proved to be a dramatic moment of consciousness-raising for many people in Guatemala, and it helped the CUC extend its activity into new areas of the country. In 1980, a CUC contingent participated for the first time in Guatemala City’s May Day parade, giving urban residents a view of the growing political organization of rural Mayans. The height of CUC activity in the countryside was the massive plantation strike of February 1980, which shut down Guatemala’s export economy and won significant wage increases for rural workers. This was also a turning point in the country’s armed conflict. After the plantation strike, repression against rural activists became so extreme that many members of the CUC were killed or forced to go into hiding. Many CUC leaders and rank-and-file members decided to join the armed rebel group, Guerrilla Army of the Poor. It took nearly a decade for the CUC to reemerge openly in Guatemala.

Today, the CUC remains an important voice for Mayan social and cultural demands, as well as for the union of poor Mayan and non-Mayan rural dwellers around social justice issues. The movement focuses on protecting Mayan land rights against foreign mining companies and seeks to prevent genetically modified corn from being grown in Guatemala.
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Denial of the Guatemalan Genocide

The massacres against Guatemala’s Mayan populations in the early 1980s occurred in some of the most remote areas of the countryside, including high mountain villages and dense jungles along the Guatemala-Mexico border. This made independent reporting of the events extremely difficult. Although a few international journalists and human rights observers reported on the massacres as they were happening, very little information was published inside Guatemala. During the 1980s, there were no functioning human rights organizations inside Guatemala. Although the Guatemalan press was not censored formally, few, if any, Guatemalan journalists dared venture very far outside the capital city during the worse years of the armed conflict.

There was scant information inside Guatemala on the massacres perpetrated against Mayan villages. Moreover, the information that appeared in the press was heavily controlled by the military. The Guatemalan Army sent dispatches from the conflict zones that sometimes mentioned large numbers of people killed but referred to casualties in language such as “subversives,” “terrorists,” or “delinquents.” This created confusion in the minds of many urban Guatemalans as to what was really happening. Many people believed that the war was limited to fighting between the army and the guerrillas. They did know that the army was attacking and killing entire Mayan villages, nor did they realize that children were being slaughtered.

Historical racism against the Maya also played a part in dampening the reaction of many Guatemalans to the genocide. Indeed, Guatemalan society has devalued indigenous lives since the colonial era. The fact that many of the soldiers under the army’s command were Mayan themselves led some Guatemalans to equate the violence with Mayan “savagery,” drawing on long-held racist assumptions, even though there was sufficient evidence linking the massacres to the army’s high command.

With peace talks underway in Guatemala by the early 1990s, and the concurrent return of tens of thousands of refugees from Mexico, it became easier for the Guatemalan press to publicize reports detailing conditions in Mayan communities in the wake of the genocide. This new press coverage, combined with the publication of the Guatemalan Catholic Church’s human rights report Nunca Más (Never Again) in 1998 and the Guatemalan Truth Commission report in 1999, went a long way toward sensitizing urban Guatemalan society to the massacres against Mayan communities during the early 1980s. Prominent human rights trials during the past few years, such as the case of the massacre in the village of Dos Erres, have also exposed this history. As hundreds of “clandestine” cemeteries are unearthed in the Guatemalan highlands, and the remains of massacre victims exhumed, it is no longer possible to deny the crimes committed against the Mayan people during the early 1980s. In a few cases, courts have forced the Guatemalan government to publicly apologize for the massacres.

The Guatemalan Army has remained silent on the genocide, however. Few Guatemalan army officers spoke to the Truth Commission when it was conducting its investigations in the late 1990s. The army also refused to acknowledge publicly the 1999 Truth Commission report.

In June 2011, the Guatemalan Justice Department, led by lawyer, academic, and human rights activist Claudia Paz y Paz Bailey, filed genocide charges against a former military general from the scorched-earth era, General Héctor López Fuentes. Charges against several other former generals soon followed, including former head of state General Efraín Ríos Montt and former head of state Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores (charges against Mejía Victores were eventually dropped, however, after he suffered a stroke and could no longer stand trial). The genocide case in Guatemala focuses on the Maya-Ixil region of northern El Quiché province, where prosecutors have accused the military of more than 1,700 killings and the forcible displacement of 29,000 people.

The Guatemalan Army no longer denies that massacres took place in the Ixil region and other areas during the early 1980s. The forensic evidence from the newly exhumed mass graves is too strong to be denied. One of the military’s arguments is that villagers died in crossfire between the army and rebels, or that rebels committed the atrocities. The forensic evidence tells a different story, however, as do testimonies from survivors. This evidence clearly shows that people were killed at point-blank range, and sometimes with machetes. The army usually occupied massacred villages for several days, often separating the men and women into different building and raping the women.

Another assertion made by the military to deny the genocide is that the high-ranking officers currently on trial did not give the orders to massacre people, and they did not know at the time that the massacres were occurring. The documentary evidence belies this, however. Military documents of the era speak of “annihilating” not only the guerrilla insurgency but also the social base of the insurgency, which the army describes as “indigenous peasants in the highlands.” One military document, called Operation SOFÍA, consists of a series of army dispatches sent from the Ixil region to the Ministry of Defense in August and September 1982. These dispatches describe army sweeps in the mountains of the Ixil region in which platoons of soldiers shot and killed groups of unarmed Maya-Ixil villagers.

Since 2011, following the arrest of the generals within Guatemala, a group of military officers calling themselves AVEMILGUA (Association of Military Veterans of Guatemala) has been protesting the genocide trial. At the end of 2012, 200 former military officers and their families staged a march in Guatemala City to protest the genocide trial. In 2001, AVEMILGUA published an announcement in Guatemala’s largest newspaper warning: “We are ready to fight again if the circumstances require it.”
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Dos Erres Massacre

On December 6, 1982, the Guatemalan Army massacred more than 200 people in the village of Dos Erres. The name of the village means “the two Rs,” named after two brothers who had obtained the original land grant. It is located in the northernmost region of Guatemala, in the Petén jungle. Political violence in this region began in 1981 with selective assassinations and the forced disappearance of community leaders in nearby villages. Tensions between Los Dos Erres and surrounding villages worsened with the formation of the civil defense patrols in the region. In October 1982, Guatemalan guerrillas from the Rebel Armed Forces (FAR) ambushed an army convoy near Dos Erres and took possession of some military weaponry. In early December of that year, special elite army forces, called Kaibiles, were flown into the area. Military intelligence had identified the village of Dos Erres as a possible support base for the guerrillas; whether this was actually the case or whether the accusation was the result of intercommunity tensions is not clear.

According to Guatemala’s postwar Truth Commission, a Kaibil unit was dispatched to Dos Erres on the morning of December 6 with instructions to kill villagers and recover the lost weapons that the army believed could be found in the village. The soldiers arrived disguised as insurgents. They gathered the population together and separated children from their parents. The massacre began at two in the afternoon, when soldiers threw a newborn infant into a dry well. The soldiers then killed the children of Dos Erres by hitting them in the head with a sledgehammer; the smallest were smashed against walls or trees and their bodies were thrown into the well. Men and women were separated into the village church and school, and soldiers raped the women and young girls before killing them and throwing their bodies into the well. On the morning of December 8, before leaving Dos Erres, the government soldiers filled the well with dirt, with some victims being buried alive amid the pile of dead bodies.

Neighboring villagers arrived on December 9 to find the entire community of Dos Erres destroyed. A few relatives who had not been in Dos Erres when the soldiers arrived had survived. The Dos Erres massacre caused thousands of people in neighboring villages to flee as refugees into Mexico.

In 1994, the Guatemala City-based Association of Relatives of Detained and Disappeared Persons of Guatemala (FAMDEGUA) requested that the Guatemalan courts order an exhumation of the Dos Erres massacre site. In June of that year, a forensic team from Argentina began working in Dos Erres. The exhumation of the Dos Erres massacre site went on for a year. Nearly half of the bodies recovered from the Dos Erres well were children under the age of 12.

In 2000, Guatemalan president Alfonso Portillo admitted governmental responsibility for the massacre, and he authorized the payment of reparations totaling $1.82 million (U.S. dollars) to the survivors. In August 2011, a Guatemalan court found four soldiers guilty of the massacre. They were sentenced to over 6,000 years each in prison. In March 2012, an army special-forces soldier, Pedro Pimentel Rios, was sentenced to a symbolic 6,060 years in prison for his part in the massacre. Pimentel Rios had been an instructor at the U.S.-run School of the Americas in Panama, a military training base for Latin American army officers.

In 2012, Oscar Alfredo Ramírez Castañeda, a lone survivor who had been kidnapped as a child by one of the soldiers involved in the massacre and raised by his abductor’s family, was reunited with his surviving biological relatives in Guatemala. He had been living as an undocumented immigrant in Framingham, Massachusetts.
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Felipe Cusanero Conviction

Felipe Cusanero was a former military commissioner in the Guatemalan province of Chimaltenango. He was born in 1943 and lived as a peasant farmer in Choatalum, a village some 93 miles west of Guatemala City. In 2009, a court in Chimaltenango convicted and sentenced Cusanero to 150 years in prison for the forced disappearances of six peasants from Choatalum between 1982 and 1984. Cusanero received a sentence of 25 years for each person who had vanished. This case was the first conviction in Guatemala concerning forced disappearances.

The effort to bring Cusanero to justice began in 2003, when a group of villagers and surviving family members from Choatalum came forward with their testimonies of the human rights abuses that they had experienced during the armed conflict, especially during the early 1980s, when the Guatemalan Army occupied much of Chimaltenango. Choatalum was composed of 500 Maya Kaqchickel families. It was one of the hardest hit communities during the counterinsurgency sweeps of the early 1980s, according to the 1999 Guatemalan Truth Commission report. The 10 witnesses in the Cusanero case received multiple death threats during the years in which the case was stalled in the courts.

Military commissioners acted as village-level leaders who worked with the Guatemalan Army during the counterinsurgency war, often forcibly recruiting villagers into the army and gathering intelligence information for the military. In many parts of the country, military commissioners have been accused of committing significant human rights abuses, especially during the worst part of the armed conflict in the early 1980s. Meanwhile, exhumations continue at the site of a “clandestine” burial spot near the Choatalum military base, where the army dumped the bodies of tortured and disappeared prisoners during the early 1980s.
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García Arredondo, Pedro

Pedro García Arredondo was the former chief of the now defunct National Police 6th Command in Guatemala. The 6th Command was a secret detective squad whose plainclothes policemen have been linked to death squads. Information about the 6th Command’s clandestine activities targeting political dissidents came to light following the 2005 discovery of Guatemala’s National Police Archive, a collection of millions of documents chronicling the police’s involvement in Guatemala’s counterinsurgency war.

García Arredondo’s date of birth is unknown. It is believed that he grew up in the Santa Rosa region in the eastern part of Guatemala. He served as police chief during the governments of generals Kjell Laugerud García and Romeo Lucas García from 1974 to 1982. García Arredondo was convicted in August 2012 for the forced disappearance of student Edgar Sáenz Calito in June 1981. According to trial records, Sáenz Calito was kidnapped, interrogated, tortured, and disappeared between March and June 1981. Arredondo was found guilty for his role in planning and coordinating the operation, committed by police operatives belonging to the 6th Command. He was sentenced to 70 years in prison. The 6th Command has also been implicated in other human rights crimes, including the murder of 27 union workers in 1980 and the disappearance of student leader Oliverio Castañeda de León in 1978.

Arredondo is also named in the legal case Rigoberta Menchú filed in Spanish courts concerning the burning of the Spanish embassy on January 31, 1980. Over 30 Mayan peasants and Spanish citizens were killed in the massacre. Spanish extradition warrants were generated for the capture of Arredondo in 2006, as well as retired generals Efraín Ríos Montt, Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores, Romeo Lucas García, and other top Guatemalan government officials from the early 1980s. The extraditions were never carried out, however, because the Guatemalan government refused to grant the request.

During the late 1990s, García Arredondo served as the Guatemalan Republican Front (FRG) Party’s mayor in the town of Nueva Santa Rosa, in eastern Guatemala.
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Granito: How to Nail a Dictator

Granito: How to Nail a Dictator is a 2011 documentary film directed by Pamela Yates and produced by Paco de Onis. The film’s title refers to the idea that many people are contributing their small grain of sand (granito) in the effort to prosecute Guatemala’s war criminals. Granito details the effort to bring the former Guatemalan dictator, General Efraín Ríos Montt, to trial for genocide. It is the story of Yates’s journeys in Guatemala, but it also illuminates the efforts of Guatemalan massacre survivors, community organizations, lawyers, and forensic specialists, who are pursuing justice for the genocide victims.

Yates began the film project when a lawyer working on the Guatemala genocide case asked if footage from her earlier film, When the Mountains Tremble (1983), might contain important evidence against Ríos Montt. Granito weaves back and forth in time from 1982 to the present by juxtaposing original footage from When the Mountains Tremble with documentation of the genocide investigation. The film tells the story of reckoning with Guatemala’s repressive past. To convict Ríos Montt on genocide charges, the prosecution would have to demonstrate that the dictator had given the orders for military action in the Mayan areas of Guatemala. The legal team would have to build its case on the logic of command responsibility. Yates’s film outtakes prove important to this effort. In a July 2, 1982, interview with Ríos Montt, the general told her that the Guatemalan Army’s greatest strength was the vertical control exercised by those at the top of the command structure. He indicated that he controlled the entire Guatemalan Army, and that he gave the orders.

Granito traces efforts to prosecute Ríos Montt in Spanish courts under the principle of “universal jurisdiction.” Universal jurisdiction refers to the concept that some crimes are so heinous that they can be considered crimes against humanity and may be prosecuted anywhere, regardless of where the crimes took place. The film demonstrates how, one by one, people came forward before the judge in Spain to testify about the Guatemalan genocide. Meanwhile, Yates arrives with the 1982 film outtakes from When the Mountains Tremble. Maya K’iche’ villagers from the embattled community of Ilom go on to describe the horrors of what they experienced in 1982. Ultimately, the genocide trial could not go forward in Spain because the Guatemalan government refused to extradite Ríos Montt. In January 2012, however, the former dictator was arrested in Guatemala on related charges of genocide and crimes against humanity.

The Granito film also documents other human rights initiatives underway in Guatemala The films show Guatemala City’s La Verbena cemetery, where a team of forensic anthropologists is excavating a clandestine gravesite in which the bodies of many of Guatemala’s 40,000 “disappeared” were dumped. Granito also examines the newly discovered police archives in Guatemala City, a cache of millions of police files from the era in which police units acted as official death squads. Human rights groups hope these documents will shed light on the fate of those who disappeared.
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Guatemala

Central American nation. Guatemala encompasses 43,042 square miles, about the size of the U.S. state of Tennessee, and has a population of approximately 13.9 million. Guatemala borders Mexico to the west and north; Belize, the Caribbean Sea, and Honduras to the east; and El Salvador and the Pacific Ocean to the south. Guatemala’s Cold War experience was characterized by frequent coups and the increasing entrenchment of the military in power with near-total control of the political scene. It was also punctuated by U.S. interference, driven by economic and ideological reasons.

On October 20, 1944, in what has come to be known as the October Revolution, armed students and workers as well as dissident military officers ousted the dictatorial Jorge Ubico regime. In its place, an interim regime led by Francisco Arana and Jacobo Arbenz held a presidential election in which Juan José Arévalo won 85 percent of the vote and became president. The revolution and subsequent elections marked the beginning of what has been termed the Ten Years of Spring, lasting from 1945 to 1954.

Arévalo immediately democratized the state by granting universal suffrage to all adults except illiterate women. He also arranged for freedom of speech and freedom of the press, and he permitted all political parties except for the Communist Party to function. He devoted large amounts of government funding to social programs and also improved labor codes, which angered Guatemala’s largest landholder, the American-owned United Fruit Company (UFCO). Although Arévalo was a staunch anti-Liberal individualist and anti-Marxist, the U.S. press quickly labeled him a communist. Indeed, the United States demanded that he modify the labor codes and terminate a number of his cabinet members because of their alleged communist proclivities.

In 1951, after two failed coup attempts, Defense Minister Arbenz was elected president. He proceeded to expropriate nearly 1.5 million acres of land, much of which belonged to the UFCO, and distributed it to roughly 100,000 peasant families. Even though the UFCO received what was arguably fair monetary compensation for the land, it along with Guatemala’s landed oligarchy demanded an immediate reversal of the land reforms.

Early in 1953, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) engineered a plan to help overthrow Arbenz. It also trained and equipped a mercenary army of mostly Guatemalan exiles. In June 1954, the self-labeled liberacionista (liberationist) army, consisting of between 150 and 200 men, crossed into Guatemala from neighboring Honduras. The army did not press on, however, instead allowing three U.S.-provided planes (flown by U.S. pilots) to menace Guatemala City and other urban centers. Guatemala’s army high command feared the United States and forced Arbenz from power. He then went into exile in Mexico. Many of the younger soldiers and officers who were extremely loyal to Arbenz resisted, however, thus beginning a guerrilla war that lasted until 1996.

The army leadership that took power in Guatemala was firmly anticommunist and allowed American personnel to be directly involved in government decision making. In 1956 the military, now in complete control of the government, reversed Arbenz’s reforms. The military continued to direct the country even in the face of many (failed) coup attempts and escalated guerrilla warfare. The Pentagon directed the counterinsurgency movement during 1966–1968, at which point almost all political offices in Guatemala were held by military personnel. Under the guise of alleged antiterrorist campaigns, the military suspended all civil rights, carried out mass assassinations and kidnappings, and prevented all opposition parties from participating in the political process. These increasingly brutal tactics led to Guatemala’s increasing international isolation as well as staunch civilian resistance.

The years 1980–1983 saw the most intense fighting. Under the leadership of President General Romeo Lucas García, newly formed death squads attempted to quell guerrilla forces in the cities and the countryside. In rural areas, a scorched-earth policy resulted in the destruction of entire villages—sometimes along with their inhabitants—and decimated jungles and forests. Up to 200,000 civilians may have perished during the 40 years of civil war.

By 1982, there were a number of different coup plots in which the CIA was involved. Lucas, realizing that he could not remain in charge, stepped down, and General José Efraín Ríos Montt took over as head of a military junta. He was forced to resign on August 8, 1983, however, because he continued to stall democratic reforms. General Oscar Mejía Victores then took over. He held the country’s first real and free election since 1951, which was supported by the United States.

A civilian, Vinicio Cerezo, was elected president in 1985. Yet during 1983–1989, the military still held the reins of political power and fought against the guerrillas and constant coup attempts. At the end of the Cold War, despite nearly half a century of dictatorial repression, revolutionary movements continued to gain strength in Guatemala. By 1996, the government and military establishment finally realized that it could not win against the guerrilla forces, and a peace accord was signed between the two sides to end the civil war. Nevertheless, political corruption and violence continue to plague the country.
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Guatemala, U.S. Involvement in

American intervention has marked Guatemala deeply, both economically and politically. In the early years of the 20th century, the U.S.-based banana company, the United Fruit Company, owned huge tracts of land in Guatemala’s fertile Pacific coast plain, much of it kept fallow, while the majority of the Guatemalan population struggled to feed themselves on small plots of land in the highlands. This unequal land tenure structure prompted important reform movements in Guatemala during the 20th century. Unfortunately, after 1945, the United States viewed these reform movements through the prism of the Cold War.

In 1954, a U.S.-sponsored military coup toppled the reformist government of Jacobo Arbenz. The Dwight D. Eisenhower administration had viewed Arbenz with deep suspicion because of the land reforms he enacted in Guatemala, which affected the fallow lands of the United Fruit Company, and because of fears of alleged “Communist infiltration” within his government. High-ranking officials within the Eisenhower government had close relations to the United Fruit Company. Secretary of state John Foster Dulles’s law firm had represented United Fruit; his brother, CIA director Allen W. Dulles, was a board member of United Fruit, and the brother of Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs John Moors Cabot had once been president of United Fruit. Operation PBSUCCESS, as the CIA dubbed its campaign to overthrow Arbenz, was an ambitious covert operation involving economic sabotage and radio propaganda within Guatemala, as well as arming and training an exile invasion force based in Honduras. The 1954 coup rolled back Arbenz’s agrarian reforms and ushered in a Cold War era of persecution against social activists in Guatemala. In the words of the postwar Guatemalan Truth Commission, it was a “national trauma.”

During the 1960s, Guatemala became a laboratory for Cold War military and counterinsurgency operations, especially after the emergence of the first guerrilla groups in the country in the early part of that decade. U.S. fears of another triumphant leftist revolution in the Western Hemisphere (a result of the Cuban Revolution of 1959) led American policymakers to focus on ratcheting up the military and intelligence-gathering capacity of the Guatemalan Army in the 1960s and early 1970s. U.S. military advisers, including U.S. Army Special Forces (Green Berets), worked closely with Guatemalan troops to root out rebels, and American advisers instructed their Guatemalan counterparts in tactics of political repression. Guatemala soon experienced Latin America’s first and largest case of mass “disappearances” of political dissidents (kidnapping and secret killing) during the 1960s. Between March 3 and March 5, 1966, more than 30 Guatemalan leftists were captured, interrogated, tortured, and executed, their bodies placed in sacks and dropped into the Pacific Ocean from helicopters. This secret operation was known as Operation CLEANUP. It was coordinated by Guatemalan Army colonel Rafael Arriaga Bosque, with the support and training of U.S. Public Safety Advisor John Logan.

Repression against rural activists in Mayan regions increased markedly during the 1970s. The year 1980 witnessed the election of U.S. president Ronald Reagan, who vowed to prosecute the Cold War with more vigor. The triumph of the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua and the worsening civil war in El Salvador soon pushed Central America to the forefront of U.S. foreign policy. Reagan and his advisers saw Guatemala as a strategic bulwark against the region’s leftist revolutionary upsurge, but the U.S. government had limited options there. U.S. military aid to Guatemala had been cut off in 1977 under President Jimmy Carter because of human rights concerns, and the brutal news coming out of Guatemala in the early 1980s made a resumption of military aid seem unlikely. Reagan advisers began arranging alternatives to direct military aid, including working through international proxies such as Argentina’s military government and Israel, to provide covert assistance and training to the Guatemalan Army. This “soft ” aid was channeled through a network of U.S.-based private organizations, including conservative evangelical churches, whose presence in Guatemala’s conflict zones grew rapidly during the 1980s. The U.S. Agency for International Development continued to give economic aid to Guatemala during the armed conflict and provided some of the food aid that the Guatemalan Army used to build the so-called “model villages,” or strategic hamlets, where displaced Mayans were housed after the massacres of 1981–1983.

As the Cold War ended and Guatemala’s armed conflict wound down in the early 1990s, U.S. policy shifted. The American government became somewhat more supportive of human rights organizations within Guatemala. In March 1999, just days after the release of Guatemala’s postwar Truth Commission report, U.S. President Bill Clinton publicly expressed regret for the United States’ role in backing the brutal counterinsurgency in Guatemala. The Clinton administration also declassified thousands of U.S. government documents detailing U.S. involvement in creating and maintaining Guatemala’s repressive apparatus during the Cold War.

In 2005, the United States ratified the Central American Free Trade Accord, which includes Guatemala. American investment is increasing dramatically in Guatemala, especially in sectors like mining, oil extraction, sugarcane (for ethanol production), and plantations that produce African palm oil. The growth of extractive and agro-export industries, however, is creating new, sometimes violent, land conflicts in Guatemala’s rural Maya areas. A challenge for U.S. policy is to remember the lessons learned from the tragedy of the Cold War, when Guatemala’s social movements were seen as a threat to be repressed.
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Guatemala Genocide Case (Spain) 

In February 1999, the Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH, Guatemala’s postwar Truth Commission), in its 12-volume report Memory of Silence, estimated that 200,000 people had been killed in Guatemala’s internal armed conflict. More than 90 percent of the crimes were committed by Guatemalan government forces, according to the CEH. The worst years of the carnage were 1981–1983, when government troops swept through rural Mayan regions, massacring entire communities and burning villages to the ground. Sexual violence against women and children was commonplace during these military sweeps. Those who fled into the hills were hunted down with helicopters. The CEH termed these massacres against the Mayas “acts of genocide.”

According to Article II of the United Nations Convention on Genocide, the crime of genocide means “any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious group, as such: a) killing members of the group; b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; c) deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life intended to bring about its physical destruction whole or in part; d) imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; e) forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.

The CEH report describes how the Guatemalan Army came to define entire Maya communities as “internal enemies” during the height of the armed conflict. Thus, the annihilation of Maya populations was intentional, even though the military’s overarching motivation was to defeat the insurgency.

In December 1999, Maya activist and Nobel Prize laureate Rigoberta Menchú, who had lost most of her family to army repression, filed a genocide suit against the Guatemalan government before the Spanish National Court. A year earlier, the Spanish National Court had agreed to hear a case against the Chilean dictator Augusto Pinochet under the principle of “universal jurisdiction,” the idea that some crimes are so heinous that they can be considered “crimes against humanity” and can be tried anywhere, regardless of where the crimes took place. At first, Spain denied the suit, arguing that Menchú and other activists had not exhausted all judicial avenues to prosecute the genocide case within Guatemala. A parallel genocide case was then presented within Guatemala, but it stalled in the Guatemalan courts because of a lack of political will to prosecute the military.

In 2005, the Spanish Constitution Court agreed to open up proceedings in the Guatemalan genocide case. In July 2006, a Spanish judge, Santiago Pedraz, issued arrest warrants for eight Guatemalan defendants in the genocide case, including former head of state General José Efraín Ríos Montt. Initially, the Guatemalan Constitutional Court accepted the arrest warrants, and extradition proceedings were initiated. In December 2007, however, the Constitutional Court reversed itself and declared the extraditions invalid.

In the meantime, Judge Pedraz called for hearings on the genocide case in Spain. Between 2008 and 2009, more than two dozen Maya massacre survivors and a dozen expert witnesses (forensic anthropologists and others) testified about the atrocities that had occurred in Guatemala in the early 1980s. For survivors, this represented a turning point, as it was the first time they had been able to tell their story in a courtroom. Many of the survivors testified anonymously out of fear that they or their families could be targeted in reprisal.

Although the Spanish case stalled because of Guatemala’s refusal to extradite the defendants, it did have a significant impact on events within Guatemala. The Spanish case helped motivate judges, lawyers, and witnesses to continue to press for the case to be heard within national courts in Guatemala. In January 2012, Ríos Montt was arrested in Guatemala on charges of genocide. His trial is scheduled to begin on August 14, 2013.
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Guatemalan Army

The Guatemalan Army is the largest and best-organized military force in Central America. Although Guatemala had a number of military presidents during the 19th and early 20th centuries, the growth of the army is largely a result of the Cold War, which commenced in the late 1940s. The Guatemalan Army has been frequently linked to large-scale human rights violations, especially against Mayan populations in the early 1980s.

In 1954, a military coup against reformist President Jacobo Arbenz, organized and funded by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, set the stage for the growth in the Guatemalan Army’s counterinsurgency activities. Divisions within the army in the coup’s aftermath led some military officers to form a rebel group in 1960 called the November 13th movement. This movement would later become the Guatemalan Revolutionary Armed Forces (FAR), Guatemala’s first guerrilla group. During the late 1960s and early 1970s, the Guatemalan Army launched a bloody counterinsurgency offensive against the FAR in the eastern region of the country, in which nearly 10,000 civilians were killed. During this period, the Guatemalan Army received significant training and weaponry from the United States.

In 1999, the Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH, Guatemala’s Truth Commission) estimated that more than 200,000 people were killed during Guatemala’s three-decade armed conflict. According to the CEH, Guatemalan government forces were responsible for 93 percent of the human rights violations during the civil war. The Guatemalan Army committed 85 percent of those violations, especially the more than 600 massacres carried out between 1981 and 1983 (other violations were committed by police or by army-directed civil patrols). A Guatemalan Army special forces unit, known as the Kaibiles, was also linked to many of the largest massacres.

U.S. military aid to Guatemala was suspended in 1977 because of human rights concerns. During the 1980s, the Guatemalan military received aid and weapons from proxy countries including Israel, Argentina, and Taiwan. In 1995, declassified U.S. government documents revealed that the CIA had continued to give covert aid and training to the Guatemalan Army even while the congressional ban on military aid was in place.

As of 2013, only a handful of soldiers and low-ranking military officers have been prosecuted for human rights violations in Guatemala. Two generals, including former head of state José Efraín Ríos Montt (who governed from 1982 to 1983) are on trial in Guatemala for the genocide committed against Maya populations during 1982–1983.

In November 2012, General Otto Pérez Molina was elected president of Guatemala, the first time since the 1980s that a military officer has occupied the office. He was a field officer under Ríos Montt in the Nebaj area of northern El Quiché, one of the hardest hit regions during the early 1980s and the focus of the current genocide case in Guatemala.
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Guatemalan Civil War

Most sources group the 1974–1994 conflict in Guatemala with the 1966–1972 conflict, referring to one civil war lasting from 1960 to 1996. But in 1974, Guatemala’s civil conflict took a new and deadlier turn, involving civilians in all walks of life and changing the face of the country to one of terror and unspoken violence. During the early 1980s, many villages in the rural highlands were destroyed, their inhabitants killed or driven away. Often, the stories of these events were not told outside the communities until years later. A central factor distinguishing the 1974–1994 conflict from the immediately previous one was the extensive involvement of indigenous Mayan communities—both as victims of mass violence and as mobilized militants.

During the summer of 1973, shortly before this particular period of conflict began, the National Teachers Union called a major strike in Guatemala City. The strike was followed by several others, and the movement spread to rural areas. Agricultural, manufacturing, and government employees were also mobilized as a result of the teachers’ action.

In 1974, General Efraín Ríos Montt, a political moderate, was elected president. With the connivance of the incumbent president, Colonel Carlos Arana Osorio, the military powers brushed aside the election results and installed the conservative General Kjell Eugenio Laugerud García instead, sending Ríos Montt to Madrid as an attaché.

A major earthquake in February 1976 resulted in the deaths of more than 25,000 Guatemalans, most of them in the countryside. In Guatemala City, where the quake leveled some 60,000 homes in the slums on the edge of the city, the government not only failed to provide any significant aid but prevented foreign missions from being effective. One journalist suggested that this could have been due to the city’s tendency to support left-wing causes, whereas the countryside at the time still largely supported the right-wing government.

Shortly thereafter, members of guerrilla movements decimated by the military during the 1966–1972 conflict combined to form the Guerrilla Army of the Poor (Ejército Guerrillero de los Pobres, EGP). Around the same time, two other central groups, the Rebel Armed Forces (Fuerzas Armadas Rebeldes, FAR) and the Revolutionary Organization of the People in Arms (Organización Revolucionaria del Pueblo en Armas, ORPA), began to make themselves more visible. ORPA was largely composed of indigenous Mayans and was Mayan-led. The National Committee for Trade Union Unity (CNUS) was formed in April 1976. CNUS deliberately stayed free of the guerrilla movement and extreme politics.

The 1978 election, a fraudulent exercise, resulted in the inauguration of General Fernando Romeo Lucas García as president. Lucas García, a wealthy landowner (as more and more of the military elite were becoming), at first appeared supportive of a colonization program for peasants but did not follow through. Having promised to deal harshly with the guerrillas, he proceeded to step up military violence against civilians.

Late in 1978, the government allowed the bus companies to increase bus fares, an action that historically provoked protests. This particular increase doubled the standard fares. Demonstrations involving thousands of people took place in Guatemala City. This time, the government’s response was to arrest 500 people, injure 200, and kill at least 12, all in the first five days. The increase was rolled back, but not before the violence had escalated.

A national labor strike began, and a mass rally was held in the capital on October 20, 1978, the anniversary of the 1944 revolution. At the end of the rally, a student leader who had been a principal speaker was killed by machine guns as the police watched. During the ensuing months, the Guatemalan military assassinated leaders of resistance movements. Right-wing death squads openly murdered educators, religious workers, attorneys, politicians, leaders of peasant groups and trade unions, students, and others thought to be influential in mobilizing the people to protest government oppression.

What started as a grassroots movement developed into organized resistance after encountering the inflexibility of the Guatemalan regime. One instance of this inflexibility, and a major factor in the mobilization of CNUS, was a massacre in the village of Panzós, in the department of Alta Verapaz, in May 1978. As told by an area anthropologist, local Indian peasants of the Kekchi language group had marched to the town hall to pick up titles to the lands they occupied, after the National Institute of Agrarian Transformation (INTA) had agreed to grant the titles. CNUS attorneys had helped with the land title applications. Instead of titles, the Kekchi encountered soldiers’ gunfire, resulting in the deaths of more than 100 Kekchi peasants. As told in a brief Associated Press story based on an announcement by the military, civilians “stirred up by guerrillas” had attacked a military post and were repelled. The news account went on to comment that “information from Panzós was sketchy because of poor telephone communications.” In other words, the only clear information conveniently available to news sources at the time was from the military. For the military, CNUS was classified as a guerrilla organization because of its involvement in protest activity.

In December 1979, Amnesty International released a report that gave 2,000 as the number of political killings that had taken place in Guatemala during the previous 18 months. Early in 1980, the U.S. State Department named Guatemala as having one of the worst human rights records. After being condemned by the country that had previously supported a hard-line against leftist movements and had bought into (if not generated) the “fight against communism” mentality, civilian and military factions in the Guatemalan administration became even further polarized, reflecting what was going on in the rest of the country.

The EGP had a strong base in Quiché Province, and the Guatemalan military engaged in violently oppressive tactics against villagers in the area. On January 31, 1980, Indian peasants from that area took the Spanish ambassador and his staff hostage in the Spanish embassy in Guatemala City to reinforce their demand for a government investigative commission. The peasants may have been accompanied by sympathizers from a local university. Based on the ambassador’s discussion with the Spanish foreign minister expressing the ambassador’s belief that the situation could be resolved peacefully, the Spanish government asked Guatemala not to intervene. Despite that communication, despite the ambassador’s personal pleading with the Guatemalan police to stay out, and in violation of international law, Guatemalan security forces cut the telephone lines, stormed the embassy, and forced open the locked door to the room to which the protesters had retreated with their hostages. Reports indicate that one of the protesters threw or knocked over a Molotov cocktail or other form of gasoline bomb. Thirty-four protesters, seven embassy employees, and two former Guatemalan officials died in the resulting fire. The only survivors were the Spanish ambassador and one of the peasants. The surviving peasant was kidnapped from his hospital bed and later found dead. The Spanish government severed diplomatic relations with Guatemala the next day. The response of the Guatemalan government was to claim that the protesters were not peasants but guerrilla impostors.

The first labor organization in the country to be led by Indians and to connect ladino agricultural laborers with highland Indian peasants was the Committee of Peasant Unity (CUC), created in late 1979. The organization later become involved with the guerrilla movement, but it began its show of power with several strikes. A February 1980 strike involving “70,000 cane-cutters and 40,000 cotton pickers” and a strike in September of that year by coffee pickers led to an increase in the agricultural daily minimum wage from $1.12 to $3.20.

During the spring of 1980, a Guatemala City businessman told a journalist: “The left has its strategy, and so has the right. The left is working for an armed revolution and the right plans to stop it by murdering its leaders. It’s all quite simple.” Urban violence from both sides sharply increased; professors, labor leaders, and moderate and leftwing politicians were killed by right-wing death squads, and farm managers, landowners, and right-wing politicians were killed by guerrilla organizations. The military’s purpose in targeting educated persons and organizational leaders was “to destroy the political center. Anyone not supporting the regime was almost by definition a leftist, and therefore an enemy. The military apparently believed that eliminating the center precluded the possibility of a moderate government, therefore leaving the citizenry a sterile choice between a revolutionary Communist regime and the existing military dictatorship.”

At this time, the Guatemalan military consisted of roughly 20,000 personnel; another 11,000 were in two major police organizations that served as paramilitary forces. Although Guatemala had no defense industry of its own and relied instead on supplies and training from other countries, its military was the best trained and most efficient in Central America. Having no hope of physically overcoming the Guatemalan armed forces, the guerrilla organizations were apparently trying to make life difficult enough that the government would pay attention and make some meaningful changes in the socioeconomic system of the country. In early 1980, 1 percent of the families in Guatemala owned more than half the land worth cultivating. Roughly half the 6.5–7 million population at the time had a per capita income of less than $100 per year. Urban unemployment was over 30 percent.

The counterinsurgency training received by Guatemalan military officers in the United States would have involved Mao Zedong’s sayings about guerrilla warfare, in which he used fish and water as a metaphor for guerrilla warriors acting from the midst of a population. The military’s chosen response was to “poison the water” or to “drain” it. Toward the end of 1981, under the leadership of Ríos Montt, the military began to systematically annihilate guerrillas and civilians alike in areas populated largely by indigenous groups, namely the northern lowlands and the central and western parts of the highlands. During the campaign, sacred symbols and places were desecrated, and community cornfields were destroyed. The purpose of this campaign was threefold: The military not only fought the guerrilla forces directly it also destroyed their civilian base of support and prevented future opposition. The second purpose was intended to be accomplished partly by pulling the rural Indians away from the guerrilla organizations’ influence. By 1983, the indigenous communities had lost their cohesiveness and were kept in line by constant killings and incidents of torture.

Although the responsibility for the extreme violations of human rights has been found to belong to the military and the regimes that allowed, controlled, and supported such violations, the responsibility of the guerrilla organizations cannot be minimized. Although the guerrilla forces for the most part were not responsible for the types of civilian killings that were part of government tactics, they expected a brutal resistance. There is a certain indication that the civilians who chose to work with the insurgents expected it also and understood that they would pay a price, but neither the guerrilla organizations nor the civilians expected the level of devastation that was employed to crush the rebellion. The people of Guatemala were literally a living and dying example of Michael Walzer’s explanation of the rules and traditions of war as exploited by insurgent groups. Guerrilla organizations hide behind the restraint normally accorded civilians in time of war and dare the government to be the barbarians and to kill, torture, and maim the civilians in the middle. The Guatemalan military was operating under a National Security Doctrine that dealt largely with eliminating the “internal enemy.” One of the conclusions of the Historical Clarification Commission was that “the state’s idea of the ‘internal enemy’ became increasingly inclusive.”

Peasant rebellions were not new to Guatemala. Latin American peasants have long been familiar with the use of the legal system and the use of protest activities (usually beginning peacefully but sometimes escalating to violence) to defend their rights. Peasant revolts were common in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Many of the insurgents participating in the 1974–1994 insurgency had parents and grandparents who had been involved in fighting the government in one way or another.

Displacing centuries-old community authority systems, military and other governmental authority structures were set up in small villages. A civil patrol system was instituted to enforce loyalty to the military and to assist in defense against the guerrilla forces. The requirement for men of military age to spend one day on guard duty out of every 8 to 15 days was nominally voluntary but was actually used to disrupt family and village loyalties, replacing not only the local authority systems but also the use of the national judicial system by the rural population. Members were often coerced into executing villagers who had been labeled subversive; those who refused to do so were punished by the army. With the division of loyalties came the abuse of power by civil patrol members, who used the system to settle personal feuds by force. By 1985, more than 900,000 men were estimated to be members of the civil patrol.

Government municipal programs were put in place in many rural villages, and interinstitutional coordinators were appointed to manage the programs and to communicate government policies. This system was dissolved by the Cerezo administration after it was named by human rights organizations as a cover for surveillance of civilians. In addition to the civil patrol, members of the armed forces were distributed among newly created bases in rural areas. The military became an integral part of rural life. After their bloody campaign of the early 1980s, the military continued to treat any organized movement as subversive.

Accounts vary as to the number of people displaced as a result of the 1974–1994 conflict. One source describes the displacement of 1 million people in the early 1980s alone, including 200,000 to other countries and 800,000 internally. The 2005 figures from the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) list 250,000 “refugees and internally displaced persons” as a result of the “government’s scorched-earth offensive in 1980s against indigenous people” but include a total of only 1 million refugees for the period from 1960 to 1996. Another source from 2000 shows the number of refugees and internally displaced persons (IDPs) for the 1974–1994 conflict as 550,000. Although some refugee camps were set up in the western part of Huehuetenango Provice, many more camps were in the Chiapas region of Mexico. Refugees fleeing to Chiapas were blamed for inciting revolutionary action by indigenous peoples in that area.

International agency action during the earlier part of the civil war was extremely limited. Tthe United Nations Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF) was the only agency with a respectable foothold in the country prior to the conflict. The Red Cross had no access in Guatemala because it requires the consent of the parties in conflict in order to operate. As in other Central American countries, independent humanitarian agencies did not remain neutral.
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Guatemalan Coup (1982)

Guatemalan general and former de facto head of state José Efraín Ríos Montt came to power in a coup d’état on March 23, 1982. During the dictatorship of General Romeo Lucas García (1978–1982), death squads had roamed the streets of Guatemala City, while killings and kidnappings of community activists continued unabated in the countryside. Despite the repression (or perhaps because of it), by 1981 revolutionaries had stepped up actions in the capital and in wide areas of the countryside. In the halls of the National Palace, there were whispers of an imminent insurgent victory.

The Guatemalan business elite was growing alarmed at the inability of the army to destroy the insurgency, and as capital flight paralyzed the country it became increasingly clear to ranking military officers that the army needed a new strategy to defeat the guerrillas. Presidential elections on March 7, 1982, won by the official party candidate, General Angel Aníbal Guevara, were widely viewed as fraudulent. On March 23, with the support of mid-level, younger army officers, General Horacio Egberto Maldonado Schaad, Colonel Francisco Luis Gordillo Martínez, and Ríos Montt seized power in a coup, deposing Lucas García and preventing Guevara from being installed as president. These men set up a military junta (council), with Ríos Montt as its head. The junta suspended the constitution, set up secret tribunals to execute dissidents, and began a massive rural counterinsurgency campaign. Maldonado Schaad and Gordillo Martínez were forced to resign soon after the coup, however, leaving Ríos Montt as the sole dictator of Guatemala.

The 1982 coup is considered to be a turning point in Guatemala’s counterinsurgency war. The military commanders who backed Ríos Montt did so in large part because they wanted a more centralized approach to combating the insurgency. The months after the coup were some of the bloodiest in Guatemala’s history, as army “scorched-earth” sweeps devastated large regions of the Mayan highlands and killed tens of thousands of people. Military strategy was not limited to a scorched-earth strategy, however. The army also embarked on a militarized reconstruction of the conflict zones. For example, programs like “Beans and Bullets” (Frijoles y Fusiles) aimed to resettle displaced Mayan refugees into concentrated “model” villages where they could be controlled by the army and organized into local paramilitary civil defense patrols. The civil patrols functioned as a vast intelligence-gathering arm for the military, strictly controlling villagers’ movements throughout the highlands, and occasionally fighting alongside the army. After the scorched-earth sweeps, in 1983 Ríos Montt declared an amnesty for alleged rebel collaborators, and he invited many conservative U.S.-based evangelical Protestant churches to Guatemala in the hopes that aid programs would convince the rural population to support the government in the ongoing civil war.

On August 8, 1983, Ríos Montt was overthrown in another coup and replaced by General Oscar Mejía Víctores, who continued the army high command’s plan for eventual political transition. Under Mejía Víctores, elections were held in 1985 and a civilian president took office in January 1986. The army maintained control behind the democratic facade, however.

ELIZABETH OGLESBY

See also: Civil Defense Patrol; Guatemala; Guatemalan Army; Guatemalan Civil War; Ríos Montt, José Efraín; Scorched-Earth Policy


Further Reading

Higonnet, Etelle, and Marcie Mersky, eds. Quiet Genocide: Guatemala 1981–1983. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2009.

Schirmer, Jennifer. The Guatemalan Military Project: A Violence Called Democracy. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1998.



Guatemalan Genocide Case

In February 1999, the Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH, Guatemala’s postwar Truth Commission), in its 12-volume report Memory of Silence, estimated that 200,000 people had been killed in Guatemala’s civil war. Over 90 percent of the crimes were committed by Guatemalan government forces, according to the CEH. The worst years of the carnage were 1981–1983, when government troops swept through rural Mayan indigenous regions, massacring entire communities and burning villages to the ground. Sexual violence against women and children was commonplace during these military sweeps. Those who fled into the hills were hunted down with helicopters. The CEH termed these massacres against the Mayas “acts of genocide.”

According to Article II of the United Nations Convention on Genocide, the crime of genocide means “any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnic, racial or religious group, as such: a) killing members of the group; b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; c) deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life intended to bring about its physical destruction whole or in part; d) imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; e) forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.” The CEH report describes how the Guatemalan Army came to define entire Maya communities as “internal enemies” during the height of the armed conflict Thus, the annihilation of Maya populations was intentional, even though the military’s overarching motivation was to defeat the insurgency.

In December 1999, Mayan activist and Nobel Prize laureate Rigoberta Menchú, who had lost most of her family to army repression, filed a genocide suit against the Guatemalan government before the Spanish National Court under the principle of “universal jurisdiction,” the idea that some crimes are so heinous that they can be considered “crimes against humanity” and can be tried anywhere, regardless of where the crimes took place. A parallel genocide case was then presented within Guatemala, but it stalled in the Guatemalan courts for a lack of political will to prosecute the military. Spain held hearings on the Guatemala genocide case during 2008 and 2009. For survivors, this represented an historic turning point, the first time in which they had been able to tell their story in a courtroom. Many of the survivors testified anonymously out of fear that they or their families could be targeted in reprisal.

Although the Spanish case stalled because of Guatemala’s refusal to extradite the defendants, it did have a significant impact on events within Guatemala. The Spanish case helped motivate judges, lawyers, and witnesses to continue to press for the case to be heard within national courts in Guatemala. In 2010, Claudia Paz y Paz Bailey, a Guatemalan human rights activist, lawyer, and scholar, was appointed attorney general of Guatemala. Paz y Paz consequently instructed her staff to move forward with the prosecution of the genocide case in the national courts.

On June 20, 2011, former General Héctor Mario López Fuentes was arrested in Guatemala City and charged with genocide and crimes against humanity. López Fuentes had served as army chief of staff from 1982 to 1983, during the worst period of the scorched-earth massacres. More arrests would follow: in October 2011, former general Humberto Mejía Victores, who was defense minister (1982–1983) and head of state (1983–1986), was also charged with genocide and crimes against humanity, as was General Jose Mauricio Rodríguez Sánchez, a former head of military intelligence.

The advanced age of the defendants has caused some uncertainty in the judicial process. The charges against 83-year-old Mejía Victores were dropped after he apparently suffered a stroke, and it is unclear whether charges will be pursued against López Fuentes, who is currently interned in a military hospital.

Former general José Efraín Ríos Montt, 86, who served as de facto head of state from March 1982 to August 1983, was the latest Guatemalan military officer to face genocide charges. Ríos Montt had been under house arrest since January 2012. In January 2013, after lengthy delays caused by motions filed by the defense, a judge in Guatemala ordered that he stand trial along with former general Rodríguez Sánchez. The genocide trial in Guatemala began on March 19, 2013. By May 10, Ríos Montt was convicted of genocide and crimes against humanity and sentenced to 80 years in prison. However, on May 20, the Guatemalan constitutional court threw out the Ríos Montt conviction and ruled that the trial should start from the point it stood on April 19, the date at which it had been suspended previously. The suspension had occured as a result of a dispute between judges over who should hear the case and who should recuse themselves, thus annulling closing arguments and the conviction.

Guatemala’s genocide case focused on the Maya-Ixil region of northern El Quiché province. Prosecutors allege that the Guatemalan Army committed 15 massacres in the Ixil region, killing 1,771 unarmed men, women, and children; burning villages; and forcibly displacing at least 29,000 people from their homes. Lawyers for the defense deny that their clients knew of the atrocities being committed by soldiers. Military documents of the era, however, show a clear chain of command with respect to the scorched-earth policy.

The genocide trial in Guatemala marks the first time in history that a genocide trial is occurring in the national courts of the country in which the crimes were committed. It is also the first time in Latin American history that a military dictator is being charged with genocide, and it is one of the few instances in Latin America in which a former head of state is being tried for human rights crimes.
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Guatemalan Historical Archive of the National Police

The Guatemalan Historical Archive of the National Police is a collection of approximately 75 million documents connected to the operations of the National Police of Guatemala. Some of the documents are related to the numerous human rights violations committed by the National Police during the Guatemalan Civil War and Guatemalan genocide.

During the late 1990s, when the Guatemalan Catholic Church’s Recovery of Historical Memory Project and the United Nations-sponsored Truth Commission were investigating Guatemala’s history of political violence, the government and army denied having any records related to human rights crimes. Then, in July 2005, two officials from the Guatemalan office of the Human Rights Ombudsman made a startling discovery. Investigating a complaint about improperly stored explosives in a police compound in a working-class neighborhood of the capital city, the officials stumbled upon a huge cache of documents pertaining to the operations of Guatemala’s National Police. The police archive is estimated to contain one of the largest and most revealing collections of security forces’ records to be discovered in Latin America.

The police records were in terrible condition, full of mold and haphazardly piled into a large warehouse. The Ombudsman’s office assembled a team of specialists to painstakingly clean and reorder the archive. In 2012, some 10 million documents from this collection were put online as the Digital Archive of the Guatemalan National Police Historical Archive.

The Guatemalan police archive contains records from as far back as the 19th century, when the Guatemalan police force was created. Human rights activists hope that the archive will shed light on the contemporary history of political violence, especially the participation of the police in politically motivated killings and “disappearances.” Documents from the archive led to the arrest in March 2009 of two former National Police agents for their participation in the 1984 abduction and disappearance of student leader and activist Edgar Fernando García. In October 2011, a court sentenced both men to 40 years in prison for the crime.
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Guatemalan Intervention

Covert U.S.-sponsored coup against the Guatemalan regime of Jacobo Arbenz, whose policies were deemed communistic and a threat to U.S. interests. The 1954 intervention in Guatemala represented a successful covert operation backed by the United States and engineered by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in a region that had often witnessed direct U.S. military intervention in the early 20th century.

At the beginning of the Cold War, Latin America ranked low on the list of U.S. priorities. In fact, when the newly created CIA evaluated Soviet aims in Latin America in late 1947, it concluded that there was almost no possibility of a communist takeover anywhere in the area. At the same time, there existed a major disagreement over hemispheric priorities between the United States and Latin America. While the United States stressed strategic concerns, Latin American nations constantly pressed the United States to help promote economic development. Although the United States was primarily concerned with promoting stability in the area, it did not automatically oppose major change, as its substantial support for revolutionary Bolivia in the 1950s demonstrated.

The evolving situation in Guatemala, however, provoked a much different American response. U.S. policymakers’ concerns with Guatemala began in 1944 upon the overthrow of longtime dictator General Jorge Ubico. The succeeding administrations of Juan José Arévalo, an educator, and Jacobo Arbenz, a reform-minded army colonel, implemented a nationalist, reformist program. These reforms soon led to a conflict between the government and foreign-owned companies, especially the powerful United Fruit Company (UFCO), an American-owned corporation. These companies had influential friends and lobbyists in Washington, and the U.S. government was increasingly concerned about the growing influence of communists in Guatemala, especially in the labor movement and in the agrarian reform program. Arbenz’s new labor policy led the UFCO to pressure the U.S. government to impose economic sanctions, but the Truman administration refused to be drawn into the growing controversy. In June 1952, the Arbenz government implemented new agrarian legislation providing for the expropriation of uncultivated lands, with compensation in government bonds. In early 1953, the Guatemalan government used this legislation to expropriate the UFCO’s unused land. The new U.S. administration of Dwight Eisenhower vigorously protested the action as discriminatory and the method of compensation as inadequate, although past American administrations had considered payment in bonds as satisfactory.

The Eisenhower administration responded with a two-track policy: a diplomatic track pursued by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and a military track under his brother, CIA director Allen Dulles. Both of the Dulles brothers had connections to the UFCO; John Foster Dulles had worked for a law firm representing UFCO, while brother Allen had served on the company’s board of directors. At the diplomatic level, John Foster Dulles moved for action against Guatemala at the Tenth Inter-American Conference at Caracas in March 1954, where he personally headed the U.S. delegation. Dulles, however, encountered the usual Latin American desire to discuss economic problems, not the perceived communist threat to the American republics. After two weeks of negotiations, the conference unenthusiastically passed a resolution classifying international communism as a threat to the independence of American states and calling for a consultative meeting of foreign ministers to deal with specific cases. Neither Dulles nor the resolution specifically mentioned Guatemala, although Guatemala cast the only vote against the resolution.

The resolution of the Guatemalan situation ultimately reflected the second track being pursued by the United States. The CIA had already begun arming and training a group of Guatemalan exiles, led by Guatemalan colonel Carlos Castillo Armas, in late 1953. On June 18, 1954, this force of approximately 150 men invaded Guatemala from neighboring Honduras. Supporting the invasion force were three aircraft based in Nicaragua and flown by civilian pilots, most of whom were U.S. citizens or CIA operatives. The key to the intervention’s success was neither the rebel force nor the CIA but rather the attitude assumed by the regular Guatemalan Army, which refused to mount any significant opposition to the invasion. When Arbenz took matters into his own hands and tried to arm his civilian supporters, the army prevented the move and instead forced the resignation of Arbenz on June 27. A military junta appointed Armas provisional president on July 7. Armas indicated the direction that his regime would take when he returned the UFCO lands expropriated under Arbenz. The U.S. government responded by recognizing the new government on July 13 and by providing military, economic, and technical aid to the new regime.

The Arbenz government had initially hoped for international support in the crisis. Guatemala twice appealed to the United Nations Security Council to end the fighting but received only a watered-down resolution calling for an end to any actions that might cause further bloodshed. The Organization of American States (OAS) responded to the Guatemalan situation on June 28, the day after Arbenz resigned. The OAS Council called for a meeting of foreign ministers in Rio for July 7, although the rapid consolidation of power by Armas ended the crisis, and the Rio meeting was never held.

The decision by the Eisenhower administration to intervene in Guatemala was influenced by the earlier (August–September 1953) CIA-backed coup in Iran, which had toppled a nationalist regime and restored the pro-American Shah of Iran to power. The lessons of Iran were applied to Guatemala. The lessons of Guatemala would in turn be applied to Cuba with disastrous results during the Bay of Pigs debacle in April 1961. The United States had successfully kept the Guatemalan crisis a hemispheric issue to be handled by the OAS, but the American role in Arbenz’s ouster violated one of the most important provisions of the OAS Charter: the prohibition on intervention. The Eisenhower administration clearly believed that the Guatemalan operation was a major victory in the Cold War and that such covert operations offered an effective and inexpensive way of dealing with similar problems in the future. The intervention itself did little to promote peace or stability in Guatemala. Armas was assassinated in July 1957, and bitter political divisions and the socioeconomic issues behind them continue to haunt Guatemala in the 21st century.
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Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity

The Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca, or URNG) was a leftist guerrilla organization formed in 1982 to unify the various revolutionary groups that emerged in the wake of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)-backed military coup of 1954. The URNG claimed to represent Guatemala’s poorest sectors, including the majority indigenous population, against an oligarchy of wealthy landlords, businessmen, and military officers. Because of historical Marxist influences among the URNG leaders and their alleged ties to Cuba, the United States assisted Guatemalan regimes dedicated to the elimination of the guerrillas.

The roots of the URNG can be traced back to November 1960, when dissident Guatemalan military officers launched a barracks revolt against the Miguel Ydígoras Fuentes government for having permitted the CIA to station training camps on Guatemalan soil for its planned invasion at the Bay of Pigs, Cuba. The CIA helped squelch the uprising, but the leaders escaped and formed a guerrilla organization called the Rebel Armed Forces (FAR). In emulating the strategies and tactics of the successful Cuban Revolution, FAR sought to expand its ranks by setting up several focos or bases mostly in the eastern regions where they could escape detection by the authorities. FAR’s leaders took guidance from the Guatemalan Communist Party (PGT), which emphasized class struggle and neglected ethnic discrimination. FAR struggled throughout the 1960s, as it failed to draw Indians into its ranks or build widespread support among the campesinos. FAR’s desperate tactics also sometimes backfired. The accidental killing of the U.S. ambassador in 1968 during a botched kidnapping, for example, kept U.S. economic and military aid flowing to the Guatemalan government. Under the State Department’s Public Safety Program, the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) dispatched dozens of special counterinsurgency experts to teach the internal security forces how to track suspected subversives, control crowds, and interrogate suspects. The Guatemalan armed forces received $14 million in U.S. Military Assistance Program aid between 1964 and 1972.

By the early 1970s, some FAR commanders, dissatisfied with the foco strategy and neglect of the indigenous question, left to form several new revolutionary organizations dedicated to building a popular base among the Indian populations. One organization, called Guerrilla Army of the Poor (EGP), began recruiting in the Ixcán region of El Quiché, while another FAR splinter group, known as the Organization of the People in Arms (ORPA), took a similar approach near Lake Atitlán and the southern coast. These new organizations eventually managed to recruit some 6,000 combatants, and nearly half a million active supporters. In early 1982, FAR, EGP, ORPA, and PGT unified their forces under the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity. The URNG’s goals were to eliminate repression, guarantee basic human rights for all Guatemalans, promote racial and gender equality, and end domination by foreigners and the rich.

The URNG was unprepared for the security forces’ scorched-earth campaigns of the early 1980s, which decimated rural villages, crippled guerrilla operations, and unexpectedly furnished more recruits than the URNG could effectively handle. U.S. support for the Guatemalan government created further difficulties. The U.S. Congress had curtailed military aid to Guatemala in the late 1970s because of human rights violations, but the Ronald Reagan administration continued to prop up the government with economic aid, and circumvented legal restrictions to ship spare parts for U.S. military helicopters used in counterinsurgency operations. U.S. technical assistance also proved crucial to the effort to create “development poles,” which were concentrations of “model villages” or resettlement camps subjected to military discipline. In these villages USAID provided food and electricity, and sponsored civic action development projects to build roads, school, and wells. In return, villagers were expected to monitor their surroundings and report suspicious guerrilla activity to nearby military bases.

By the mid-1980s, the URNG realized that a guerrilla military victory was not achievable, so it began peace negotiations with the government under UN supervision. After long convoluted discussions, interrupted in part by unstable transitions between Guatemalan presidents, the URNG finally agreed to surrender its arms in return for a reduction in the power of the military. The peace treaty of 1996 marked the end of the formal armed struggle in Guatemala, as the URNG became a political party.
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Guatemalan Party of Labour

The Guatemalan Party of Labour, also known as the Guatemalan Workers Party, or PGT, functioned as Guatemala’s Communist Party. The PGT became a legal political party in Guatemala in 1952, although it had been in existence for several decades without legal recognition. The PGT functioned clandestinely for much of its history, and its members were often targets of persecution. Following the signing of peace accords in Guatemala in the mid-1990s, the PGT merged with other leftist organizations to form a new political coalition.

The PGT was especially influential in Guatemala in the early 1950s, during the reformist government of Jacobo Arbenz. Arbenz himself was not a Communist Party member, but many of his top advisers were. Leaders of the PGT, such as José Manuel Fortuny, took an active role in administering an agrarian reform program from 1952 to 1954. Arbenz’ closeness to the PGT concerned United States officials, and diplomatic historians have pointed to Washington’s fears of the communists’ growing political influence as one of the main reasons why the Dwight D. Eisenhower administration decided to overthrow Arbenz in 1954 in a coup clandestinely planned and executed by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

In the wake of the military coup against Arbenz in June 1954, communist leaders and sympathizers became targets of political persecution and death squad killings. According to recently declassified government documents, the CIA helped the new Guatemalan government draw up lists of communist personnel to be disposed of. During the 1960s and 1970s, PGT leaders and its rank and file continued to be targets of persecution and killings, causing rifts within the party between those who believed that the party should continue to support nonviolent political organizing, and those who argued for the necessity of armed struggle.

The question of armed struggle divided the PGT. Until the 1960s, the PGT advocated working within Guatemala’s existing political system, as did most communist parties in Latin America at the time. PGT members worked in support of peasant land struggles in the countryside and with workers and students in the capital. In November 1960, however, one-third of the Guatemalan Army rose in revolt against the corrupt government of General Miguel Ydígoras Fuentes. A faction of the PGT joined the young military officers to form the November 13 rebel movement, the precursor of the Rebel Armed Forces (FAR), which would become one of the country’s principle guerrilla organizations. The Cuban Revolution of 1959 also influenced some members of the Guatemalan PGT, who turned to armed struggle in the 1960s. In 1982, another faction of the PGT split away to join the guerrilla umbrella organization, the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG).

The PGT left an important legacy. In many parts of Guatemala, the agrarian committees of the 1950s reform period survived (sometimes clandestinely) to become peasant leagues, plantation unions, and other significant social movements, uniting the struggles of the countryside with those of the city.
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Guatemalan Peace Process

On December 29, 1996, the Guatemalan government and the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (UNRG), the coalition representing the four guerrilla groups, signed a peace agreement that ended more than three decades of armed conflict. Intermittent negotiations had gone on for more than 10 years, a period punctuated by heightened danger for activists, leftist politicians, and intellectuals, as the Guatemalan Army sought to circumscribe the left ’s political influence on the peace process. Guatemala was the last country in Central America to end its civil war, after Nicaragua (1990) and El Salvador (1992). The context for the peace process included the end of the Cold War, as well as pressure from donor nations, especially northern European countries, to negotiate an end to the armed conflict. The signing of the cease-fire was a great relief to Guatemalans throughout the country.

Yet, three decades of violent political conflict and a brutal counterinsurgency campaign in the early 1980s had left 200,000 dead. There were tens of thousands of widows, orphans, and refugees. The country’s social fabric had been ripped apart, especially in the rural communities that had suffered massacres, forcible displacement, and abuse by aggressive military commissioners and civil patrol commanders. In the cities, an entire generation of intellectuals had been killed or forced into exile. Trade unions had also been eviscerated. The legacy of the Guatemalan Civil War would not be easy to solve or forget.

A dozen peace accords were signed in Guatemala between 1994 and 1996. Most of these dealt with the immediate issues of ending the war: there were accords to demobilize the guerrilla forces and integrate the UNRG into the political system, dismantle the army-run civil patrol system, resettle the refugees and displaced populations, and create a truth commission to investigate three decades of human rights abuses. Two accords addressed the long-term issues that had fueled the conflict: Guatemala’s history of racism and inequality. An agreement on indigenous peoples committed the Guatemalan government to recognize the rights of Maya, Xinca, and Garífuna peoples, and to promote reforms in support of multiculturalism, such as bilingual education. A socioeconomic accord called for increased government spending on health and education and an overhaul of Guatemala’s regressive tax code (in which the wealthy paid hardly any taxes).

Taken together, Guatemala’s peace accords represented a broad condemnation of the country’s inequitable economic, social, and political system, and they offered the promise, if not the reality, of significant change. The peace process provided an opportunity for Guatemalan social organizations to mobilize and make demands on the government; this was very important in the wake of the brutal counterinsurgency in which political organizing had ground to a halt.

Through the peace process, Guatemala made concrete advances in several areas: the rebels disarmed, the size of the army shrank, a new police force was created, most refugees returned from Mexico, and the civil patrol system was abolished. The 1999 Truth Commission report made public the depth and extent of the state violence against rural communities and urban activists. A small but vocal human rights community continues to press for justice and accountability for the human rights crimes of the past.

Yet, Guatemala has made less progress in confronting the structural issues that led to the armed conflict. Land ownership is still highly skewed in Guatemala, with the top 2 percent of the population owning 80 percent of the arable land. Guatemala remains one of the most unequally stratified countries in the world. More than half of all Guatemalans live in chronic poverty (meaning that they cannot meet their basic needs), while one-fifth lives in extreme poverty (meaning that they do not get enough to eat). The legacy of the war is still present in the so-called “hidden powers,” networks of active and retired military officers now reconstituted as organized-crime rings.

The peace accords brought hope to Guatemala. They can be seen as the beginning of a long process of reckoning with the country’s violent and inequitable past, and they are a point of departure for Guatemalan human rights activists who continue to struggle to realize the goals of national reconciliation and justice.
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Guerrilla Army of the Poor

The Guerrilla Army of the Poor (Ejército Guerrillero de los Pobres—EGP) was Guatemala’s largest armed rebel group. The EGP arose in the early 1970s, and its founders included dissidents from other revolutionary organizations, such as the Rebel Armed Forces and the Guatemalan Party of Labor. The EGP also included many Catholic activists who had been radicalized by their exposure to the harsh injustices of rural life in Guatemala. The leaders and collaborators of the EGP included radicalized middle-class students from Guatemala City, as well as a handful of Catholic priests and thousands of Christians in the rural areas.

The EGP was one of the four guerrilla groups in Guatemala to form the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity (URNG) in 1982. The leader of the EGP was Ricardo Ramírez (nom de guerre, Rolando Morán, born on December 29, 1929, in Quetzaltenango), who had studied law at the San Carlos National University in Guatemala City and had been active during Guatemala’s October Revolution (1944–1954).

The EGP differed from previous revolutionary organizations in Guatemala by focusing its activities in the Maya communities of the northern and western highlands. The EGP became particularly strong in El Quiché, Huehuetenango, Chimaltenango, and the Verapaces, and also organized indigenous migrant workers on the Pacific Coast plantations. Ideologically, the EGP grew rapidly by fusing Marxism with radical Christian doctrines such as “Liberation Theology” (the idea that social justice may be achieved on Earth). Organizationally, the new guerrilla group grafted its political and military structures onto community-based networks in Maya areas.

Since the 1960s, new social movements had appeared in the Guatemalan highlands. The social Christian movement spread like wildfire across the highlands, and many of its adherents became increasingly critical of Guatemala’s inequitable economic and social conditions and harsh political repression. Groups like Catholic Action and Christian Base Communities sought to put the new doctrine into action by organizing grassroots development projects like farming cooperatives and literacy campaigns. At the same time, new indigenous organizations focusing on community and cultural identity were growing. This indigenous pride movement fused with struggles over land rights, wages, and political representation. By the late 1970s, a new and potent peasant movement appeared in Guatemala, the Committee for Peasant Unity (CUC). The CUC united the demands of poor, rural Mayas and Ladinos (non-Mayas) from both the highlands and the coast. In 1980, the CUC organized 150,000 indigenous migrants workers in a broad strike against the plantations of the Pacific Coast. These movements challenged the rigid social, economic, and political structures in Guatemala that had relegated indigenous populations to poverty, but they also prompted government repression.

As the repression worsened in the highlands, many grassroots leaders and communities saw no way to bring about peaceful change in Guatemala. By the end of 1980, the CUC and other Maya social organizations joined the ranks of the Guerrilla Army of the Poor. The EGP engaged in economic sabotage (destroying infrastructure in the export zone, for example), as well as selected assassinations of those it deemed to be army collaborators. The EGP also assassinated several plantation owners.

The Guatemalan Army believed that the EGP’s organizational structure reached deep into Maya community and social networks. Beginning in late 1981 and continuing through 1982, the army used massacres and widespread forcible displacement to wrench the population away from the EGP. More than 600 army massacres during this period were documented by Guatemala’s postwar Truth Commission. During the early 1980s, many EGP leaders fled the country or took refuge in remote mountainous areas.

As part of the URNG coalition, the EGP participated in Guatemala’s peace process, and many EGP leaders returned from exile during the 1990s.
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Guevara Rodríguez, Ángel Aníbal 

General Ángel Aníbal Guevara Rodríguez is a former Guatemalan military officer and defense minister in the government of General Romeo Lucas García (1978–1982). He was born in La Democracia, Escuintla in 1924 (his exact date of birth is unknown). From 1950 to 1951, Guevara Rodríguez attended the U.S. Army training school, School of the Americas.

Lucas García selected him to be his successor as a presidential candidate in the March 7, 1982 election. Guevara Rodríguez won the election, but the results were widely seen as fraudulent. Two weeks later, on March 23, a military coup led by General Efraín Ríos Montt prevented Guevara Rodríguez from taking office. Guevara Rodríguez ran unsuccessfully for president in 1995. Later, he was named as a defendant in the Guatemalan genocide case in Spain, and although he was detained briefly in Guatemala in 2007 on an international arrest warrant issued by Spain, he was not tried because the Guatemalan government refused to extradite him.
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Human Rights Violations

In 1999, the Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (Guatemala’s Truth Commission, CEH, for its Spanish acronym) published a report analyzing the human rights abuses committed during Guatemala’s 36-year armed conflict. After analyzing thousands of testimonies by victims, as well as archival sources and human rights reports, the CEH concluded that government forces perpetrated 93 percent of the human rights violations that took place during Guatemala’s civil war. Rebel forces committed 3 percent of the violations, while 4 percent were committed by other forces (private death squads) or could not be determined.

The analysis of human rights violations committed by government forces was broken down further. According to the CEH, the Guatemalan Army committed 85 percent of the violations, especially the more than 600 massacres carried out between 1981 and 1983. Village-level civil patrols, organized by the army, committed 18 percent of the violations, acting alone or with the army. Military commissioners committed 11 percent of the violations, acting alone or with other groups. “Other security forces” (such as the police) committed 4 percent of the violations (the percentages include members of each sector acting either alone or with other sectors of the government forces; therefore, the percentages add up to more than 100 percent). Military commissioners had a long history in the Mayan villages, and they typically functioned as army recruiters. By the late 1970s, the military commissioners functioned as an arm of army intelligence, and they frequently drew up lists of local leaders viewed as potential collaborators with the guerrillas. The army established the civil patrol system in 1982 as a way to bring the Mayan highlands under its control.

In its 1999 report, Memory of Silence, the CEH determined that at least 200,000 people had been killed in Guatemala and that 83 percent of the victims were Mayan. The CEH’s mandate committed it to investigate human rights violations committed by government forces, as well as acts of violence committed by insurgent forces. The difference in terminology refers to international human rights agreements that are binding on governments, including the government of Guatemala. Irregular forces, like Guatemala’s guerrilla insurgency, are not parties to international human rights agreements, but they are subject to international humanitarian laws governing warfare, such as the Geneva Conventions. The acts of violence committed by guerrilla forces in Guatemala included arbitrary executions, kidnapping, and attacks against government installations.
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Kaibiles (Guatemalan Special Forces) 

Kaibiles are an elite commando special operations unit within the Guatemalan Army. The name is derived from a 16th-century legendary Maya warrior, Kaibil Balam, who stood up to the Spanish conquistadors. As an army commando unit, the Kaibiles began operations in 1975 during the early years of the country’s counterinsurgency war. They are trained in jungle warfare and counterinsurgency tactics at a special military base in Poptún, Petén Guatemala.

The Kaibiles are known as highly efficient killers whose training is famously violent, as documented by the Guatemalan Truth Commission. New recruits are forced to hunt and kill small animals and drink their blood as a show of bravery. They are also forced to drink water out of a fired artillery shell, and, according to some reports, they are forced to raise puppies and then kill them after bonding with the dogs. Recruitment to become a Kaibil is voluntary. A 60-day training course is held twice annually, but only a small number of recruits actually finish the course to become Kaibiles.

The Kaibiles are linked to some of the worst massacres in Mayan areas during the early 1980s, including the massacre at the village of Dos Erres in December 1982 in which more than 200 people were killed. The Guatemalan Catholic Church’s 1998 human rights report, Nunca Más (Never Again), recommended that the Kaibiles be disbanded. Successive governments, however, have justified the continuing existence of the Kaibiles for drug interdiction efforts. Yet, in the postwar period, some former Kaibiles are alleged to have trained and partnered with the vicious Mexican drug trafficking cartel, Los Zetas.
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Lucas García, Benedicto

General Benedicto Lucas García was named the Guatemalan Army’s chief of staff in 1981. At that time, his brother, General Romeo Lucas García, was serving as president (he held that office from 1978 to 1981). Born August 24, 1932, in the Guatemalan highland province of Alta Verapaz, Benedicto Lucas García had received military counterinsurgency training at the French military academy of St. Cry during the time when France was fighting a brutal counterinsurgency war in Algeria. He also received training in Brazil and Chile, and he studied at the U.S. School of the Americas in 1965 and 1970.

In November 1981, as head of the Guatemalan Army, General Lucas García launched a massive counterinsurgency campaign in the Guatemalan highlands. The goal of this military “scorched-earth” campaign was to separate the guerrillas from the civilian population that supported them. Entire villages were wiped out, tens of thousands of people, mostly Mayans, were killed, and hundreds of thousands of people were displaced from their homes. The United States had cut off direct military aid to Guatemala in 1977 because of serious human rights abuses, although covert aid and training continued. General Lucas García turned to proxy countries for help, including Israel and Argentina, to provide military aid and expertise during the counterinsurgency campaign of 1981–1982.

General Lucas García was named as a perpetrator in the 1999 genocide charges filed by Mayan activist and Nobel Laureate Rigoberta Menchú. He died in Venezuela on May 27, 2006, however, before he could be brought to trial.
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Lucas García, Romeo

General Fernando Romeo Lucas García was president of Guatemala from July 1, 1978 to March 23, 1982. He was born in San Juan Chamelco in the highland department of Alta Verapaz on July 4, 1924. Prior to becoming president, Lucas García had risen through the ranks of the army to become minister of defense in 1975–1976, during General Kjell Laugerud’s presidency, and he had been head of the National Emergency Committee in the wake of the devastating 1976 earthquake that killed some 20,000 people in Guatemala. Lucas García rose to national power through an alliance of various political parties representing military and oligarchic interests. His election to the presidency in 1978 was tainted by accusations of fraud.

Political repression reached new heights in Guatemala during the Lucas García years. In the capital city, students, professionals, and opposition political leaders were routinely assassinated. In the countryside, Mayan and non-Mayan peasant leaders and village catechists were kidnapped and killed. Large-scale rural massacres began under Garcia’s rule in November 1981; according to the Catholic Church’s 1998 human rights report, during the last months of Lucas García’s rule nearly 100 massacres occurred in the heavily Mayan department of El Quiché alone.

During the Lucas García regime, the political center in Guatemala collapsed. On January 31, 1980, more than 30 protesters were burned to death inside the Spanish Embassy in Guatemala City. New death squads appeared with names such as the Secret Anti-Communist Army. Human rights groups like Amnesty International charged that these death squads, which targeted political dissidents for execution, were being directed by army intelligence and even by Lucas García himself. Moderate politicians were killed, including Alberto Fuentes Mohr (a former congressman, assassinated on January 25, 1979) and Manuel Colom Argueta (a social democratic leader and former mayor of Guatemala City, assassinated on March 22, 1979).

Lucas García was overthrown in a military coup on March 23, 1982 and succeeded by General José Efraín Ríos Montt. He continued his predecessor’s rural counterinsurgency campaigns and massacres in Mayan regions, but death squad violence in the city subsided.

Lucas García was never brought to trial. In 1999, Mayan activist and Nobel Peace Prize laureate Rigoberta Menchú filed genocide charges against former high-ranking members of the Guatemalan security forces, including Lucas García. In 2005, a Spanish court issued an international arrest warrant for the former president for his role in the Spanish Embassy massacre. The general was never extradited, however, and he died in Puerto La Cruz, Venezuela, on May 27, 2006.
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Mayans

The Maya in Guatemala make up about 60 percent of the country’s population. They are divided into 21 distinct ethnic and linguistic groups; the largest of these are K’iche’, Kaqchikel, Q’eqchi’, and Mam. Most Mayans live in the northern and western highland regions, although some live in the northern lowland jungles or the eastern region bordering Honduras. Many Mayans also live in the capital, Guatemala City.

Today’s Guatemala is part of what was once a large Mayan civilization that stretched from Chiapas, Mexico, into what is now Honduras and El Salvador and into the jungles of what is now the Yucatan Peninsula in Mexico and into Belize. Since at least 15,000 BCE, people in this region had been planting corn, beans, and squash. Mayan city-states appeared in what is now the Valley of Guatemala in about 250 BCE. The pre-Hispanic Mayan civilization is divided into the Classic Period (250 to 900 CE) and the Post-Classic Period (the 10th century through the arrival of the Spanish in the early 16th century). Well before European contact, the Mayans had developed a sophisticated calendar and astronomical system.

By the time of the Spanish conquest, the Mayan city-states had become more dispersed, and divisions among different Mayan groups helped the Spanish seize control. Spanish colonialism, beginning in the early 1500s, brought destructive changes to the Maya. These changes included forcible conversion to Christianity, forced labor on the Spanish colonists’ haciendas (large farms), and a colonial caste system that created a social hierarchy based on ideas of racial superiority. In this caste system, Europeans and their descendants positioned themselves at the top of the social pyramid, while relegating indigenous populations to the bottom. The deep cleavages in Guatemalan society, between a tiny but wealthy landholding elite and the majority of the country’s population, worsened after independence from Spain in the 19th century. Racism in Guatemalan society became even more endemic, as elites blamed the country’s developmental problems on the supposed “backwardness” of the indigenous culture. A succession of military dictators kept this system of economic, political, and social inequality intact.

Mayan culture nevertheless persisted through centuries of colonialism and domination. Mayan communities in many parts of Guatemala during the 20th century developed important new social, political, and cultural movements to make their voices heard. During the Cold War, however, these movements were often labeled as “communist” and brutally repressed by those in power. More than 80 percent of the victims of Guatemala’s armed conflict (1962–1996) were Mayan. Hundreds of Mayan communities were witness to massacres, and more than 1 million Mayans were displaced from their homes at the height of the “scorched-earth” counterinsurgency of the early 1980s.

Today, Mayans have won new rights to practice multiculturalism, which respects indigenous languages and customs. Yet, they continue to struggle for their land rights against wealthy European descendant landowners and foreign interests like international mining corporations. As a result of political violence and economic crisis, many Mayans were forced to leave Guatemala. Today, more than 1 million Mayans live in the United States, most as undocumented immigrants living in society’s shadows.
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Mejía Victores, Oscar Humberto

Guatemalan general, head of state of Guatemala, and Army general commander from August 8, 1983 to January 14, 1986, Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores overthrew his predecessor with the help of U.S. military pressure.

Óscar Humberto Mejía Victores graduated from the Polytechnic School of the Armed Forces in Guatemala City and in 1953 received the rank of lieutenant. He was deputy chief of the army general staff from 1977 to 1979 and by 1980 was elevated to the rank of general of brigade. He belonged to the ultraconservative wing of the army officer corps, though in favor of close ties with the United States.
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On September 1, 1982, Mejía Victores was nominated minister of defense in the military junta headed by General José Efraín Ríos Montt, who had waged a brutal counterinsurgency campaign that brought about mass violence, killings, and displacements. Despite that, the Ronald Reagan administration was determined to reestablish good relations with Guatemala, strained since 1977 because of President Jimmy Carter’s policy of human rights conditionality on U.S. aid to Central America. Reagan hoped to break congressional resistance to military aid for Guatemala, but the disastrous record of human rights of the Ríos Montt regime thwarted those efforts.

The U.S. administration withdrew its support for Ríos Montt and orchestrated a military coup. On August 8, 1983, Ríos Montt was deposed by General Mejía Victores. In the days preceding the coup, Mejía Victores met in Tegucigalpa with General Frederick Woerner, commander of the 193rd Infantry Brigade in Panama, and next with General Paul F. Gorman, commander in chief of the U.S. Southern Command. Then he paid a visit to the aircraft carrier USS Ranger accompanied by Woerner. On the day of the coup U.S. ambassador to Guatemala Frederick L. Chapin took Ríos Montt on board the Ranger where he was told of the U.S. decision to remove him. At the time of the coup, one of the U.S. military attachés in Guatemala City, Major William Mercado, was seen in the National Palace greeting one of the coup plotters.

The State Department denied involvement in the regime change, claiming that the United States had no previous knowledge of the coup. Moreover, State Department immediately initiated a campaign to create a new image for Mejía Victores as a statesman dedicated to returning Guatemala to democracy.

Under Mejía Victores’s rule, however, unauthorized violence reappeared and paramilitary right-wing groups and death squads terrorized rural population in the areas of activity of left ist guerrilla forces. Under U.S. pressure, the Guatemalan military permitted parliamentary and presidential elections in 1985. On January 14, 1986, Mejía Victores handed over power to his civilian successor, Marco Vinicio Cerezo Arévalo.
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Menchú Tum, Rigoberta

Rigoberta Menchú Tum is a human rights activist from Guatemala whose campaigns on behalf of Mayan people have accomplished more than any other single effort to raise the world’s awareness of the injustice and brutality that has characterized the Guatemalan government for decades. Having received the Nobel Peace Prize in 1992, she has used her newly found celebrity status in a variety of ways on behalf of all indigenous peoples in the Americas.

Menchú was born to the Quiché people of the Guatemalan highlands in around 1960, a period of civil war in Guatemala. As the daughter of an opposition leader, Menchú was witness to horrible acts of violence throughout her young life. Beginning in 1978, the repression of guerrilla forces and the removal of entire villages of indigenous peoples reached a peak that lasted into the early 1980s. Menchú’s brother and parents perished at the hands of the security forces in 1981, a time when government-sponsored casualties were estimated at approximately 1,000 indigenous people per month.

After fleeing to self-imposed exile in Mexico, Menchú resolved to help her people and fight the Guatemalan government. She joined a peasant activist group called Peasant Unity that her father had once led. She also undertook to speak throughout Latin America about the plight of Guatemala’s indigenous peoples. Menchú even traveled to the United Nations (UN) in New York City and strode the halls in her trademark native dress to draw attention to her cause.

The most effective element in Menchú’s campaign was her autobiography, which was published in English in 1983 as I, Rigoberta Menchú. Part of a growing movement in a newly popular “testimonial literature” that sought to tell the story of common people, her book received a great deal of attention. She dictated the story to sociologist Elizabeth Debray because Spanish was not Menchú’s native language, and she wanted the book to be read outside the Mayan community. In addition to publicizing the political situation of Guatemala, she also set out to explain many— but by no means all—of the aspects of Mayan culture. In fact, the deliberate use of mystery to protect some of the Mayan beliefs is a theme that runs throughout the book. Her story revealed in a moving way, however, many elements of Guatemalan life, including the relationship between indigenous and ladino (mixed race) people, the role of the Catholic Church in the human rights movements, the rhythms of Mayan life and ceremony, the relations between men and women, and the unimaginable cruelty of the military governments and death squads. The book has been translated into as many as 12 languages.

In 1992, the Nobel Prize committee recognized Menchú’s efforts and awarded her the highly esteemed Nobel Peace Prize. The committee said Menchú “stands out as a vivid symbol of peace and reconciliation across ethnic, cultural, and social dividing lines.” The award was criticized by Guatemalan president Jorge Serrano Elías’s administration, which claimed that Menchú was “tied to certain groups that have endangered Guatemala.” Ironically, the award was given during the year that marked the 500th anniversary of the landing of Christopher Columbus in the New World, the commemoration of which Menchú perceives as an insult to indigenous peoples everywhere. “There is nothing to celebrate,” Menchú said, since “the rights of the Indian people continue to be violated.”

In December 1998, a book written by U.S. anthropologist David Stoll, whose previous work dealt with Protestant churches in Guatemala, alleged that key accounts in Menchú’s autobiography were untrue. The challenge said Menchú’s book contained false stories about her life and racist oppression in Guatemala. Though many of Stoll’s charges about events in Menchú’s life did not happen to her, there was nothing in her book that did not happen to someone in the Quiché community, and her indictment of the government stood. After Stoll’s book was released, Nobel Foundation director Geir Lundestad said Menchú’s prize would not be revoked.

With the resources she received from the Nobel Foundation, Menchú established the Menchú Tum Foundation in Guatemala. That foundation organized the Guatemalan Peace Coffee program, which sought to bring different indigenous groups together with their leaders to produce coffee more efficiently. Another project supported sustainable development programs in the communities that had been resettled by refugees. Menchú’s appearance at events helped to create publicity for them. She has been active in Chiapas, Mexico, and other locations where ongoing conflicts receive less publicity. She published Crossing Borders, a sequel to I, Rigoberta Menchú, in 1998.

On January 17, 2004, Menchú was appointed by newly elected Guatemalan president Oscar Berger to be a “goodwill ambassador” and oversee the 1996 UN-brokered peace accords that ended 36 years of civil war. It marks the first time she has been invited to work with the Guatemalan government.

Menchú remains active in political life. She has unsuccessfully run for Prsesident twice, in 2007 and 2011, and has involved herself in the founding of both Encuentro por Guatemala and Winaq.
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October Revolution

In October 1944, a coalition of students, teachers, military reformers, and the emerging middle class overthrew Guatemala’s dictator Jorge Ubico, who had ruled the country with an iron fist for 13 years. The October Revolution commenced a 10-year experiment in social democracy in Guatemala, bringing about important social, political, and economic reforms.

The October Revolution produced two democratically elected presidents, Juan José Arévalo and Jacobo Arbenz. Over the next 10 years, these two reformers consolidated constitutional rule; extended voting rights to women, the poor, and Guatemala’s Maya majority; set up a state-run social security and health care system and a labor code; and enacted far-reaching agrarian reforms. Guatemala’s artistic and intellectual life blossomed. The so-called “10 years of spring” in Guatemala ended in 1954, when the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) engineered a military coup that ousted Arbenz and sent Guatemala reeling backward into political authoritarianism and social inequity.

Juan José Arévalo took office in March 1945, after winning more than 80 percent of the popular vote. He was an educator who espoused a philosophy he called “spiritual socialism,” a third way between Soviet communism and materialistic capitalism. Although vague, the notion of spiritual socialism can be seen as an effort to define democracy as more than just individual liberties; it also included social democratic rights such as education, social security, and economic security. Arévalo championed a new labor code for Guatemala and a national health care system. Arévalo’s government also abolished the semifeudal debt peonage and antivagrancy laws with which the Guatemalan landed elite had kept an ironclad grip on their rural labor force.

In 1950, Arbenz, a captain in the Guatemalan Army, was elected president of Guatemala. Land reform had been the focus of Arbenz’ campaign. At that time, the U.S.-based United Fruit Company (UFCO) owned more than 40 percent of Guatemala’s land, as well as its utility companies and its only railway. Arbenz declared that he wanted to enact agrarian reform in order to end “feudalism” in Guatemala’s rural areas and to help initiate modern capitalist development. Distributing land to landless peasants, he believed, would help create an internal market for industrialization. By the time of Arbenz’s overthrow in June 1954, some 1.7 million acres of land had been redistributed or were in the process of being redistributed, including more than half of UFCO’s properties.

The United States was wary of Arbenz’s tolerance for the Communist Party (Arbenz was not a member of the Communist Party, but some of his close associates were). Key U.S. officials also had close ties to UFCO, which vigorously protested Arbenz. Secretary of State John Foster Dulles and his brother, Allen, the director of the CIA, had done legal work for UFCO. The CIA helped train the Guatemalan Army contingent that overthrew Arbenz, using economic sabotage and political propaganda to create a climate of instability and fear in Guatemala in the weeks leading up to the coup.

Guatemala’s October 1944 Revolution and the 1954 CIA coup that ended it were important events in Cold War–era Latin America. For Guatemala and for Latin America in general, the October Revolution represented the aspirations of a generation of post–World War II activists, intellectuals, and political leaders who sought a more democratic and equitable society. With the coup in 1954, Washington signaled to Latin America that the region would still be considered as part of its “backyard.” In the years that followed the coup, the United States turned Guatemala into a laboratory for counterinsurgency, as the tensions of 1954 hardened into open civil war.
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Operation CLEANUP

Opera tio n CLEANUP (Operación Limpieza) is considered to be Latin America’s first large-scale Cold War era mass political disappearance episode. Between March 3 and March 5, 1966, more than 30 Guatemalan left ists were captured, interrogated, tortured, and executed, their bodies placed in sacks and dropped into the Pacific Ocean from helicopters. Operation CLEANUP was coordinated by Guatemalan military colonel Rafael Arriaga Bosque, with the support and training of U.S. Public Safety Advisor John Logan. Logan had been sent to Guatemala to help the security forces design a more effective counterinsurgency response in the wake of a spate of kidnappings for ransom carried out by the new guerrilla groups that had formed in the early 1960s.

The March 1966 executions took place days before the presidential election won by the civilian Julio César Méndez Montenegro, who was running as a reformer with grassroots support. Among those eliminated during Operation CLEANUP were former supporters of the 1950s-era government of Jacobo Arbenz. These included Victor Manuel Gutiérrez, who had been head of the labor federation during the 1950s reform period, and Leonardo Castillo Flores, who had been head of the peasant federation under Arbenz. The execution of these arbencistas along with other reformers during Operation CLEANUP ensured that the left would be excluded from the electoral process. Operation CLEANUP was a watershed for Guatemalan politics: up to that point, the left had been divided between an incipient guerrilla movement and a moderate sector of political activists. Operation CLEANUP seemed to vindicate the position of the more militant, Cuban-inspired sectors of the left, who believed that peaceful change was impossible in Guatemala.

Following Operation CLEANUP, the newly elected president signed a secret pact with the Guatemalan Army in which he agreed not to negotiate with the rebels; in exchange, the army agreed to allow him to be inaugurated. This paved the way for a brutal counterinsurgency campaign in the late 1960s. The Guatemalan Truth Commission estimated that 8,000 civilians were killed by Guatemalan security forces during 1968 alone.

The tactic of perpetrating political disappearances, in which dissidents are kidnapped and their bodies never recovered, spread from Guatemala to other Central and South American countries, including El Salvador, Chile, and Argentina. In the 1990s, the nonprofit Washington, D.C.-based National Security Archive used Freedom of Information requests to petition for the declassification of U.S. government documents related to Operation CLEANUP. The documents revealed the extent of U.S. involvement in the operation, including the fact that U.S. officials had helped train the Guatemalan Army in counterinsurgency tactics during this period and that they were aware of developments in Guatemala at the time of the March 1966 kidnappings and executions.
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Operation SOFÍA

Operation SOFÍA was a Guatemalan Army operation in the Maya-Ixil region of highland Guatemala in July and August 1982. It occurred during the height of the counterinsurgency war and massacres in the Maya highlands. In the Ixil region, nearly all of the rural villages were destroyed by the military between December 1981 and May 1982, and tens of thousands of people had been forced to flee into the mountains. Operation SOFÍA was designed to hunt down the displaced populations. Army units scoured the countryside and destroyed crops so that the displaced villagers would be forced to turn themselves into the military.

Forensic archivist Kate Doyle, a senior analyst at the National Security Archives, a U.S.-based nongovernmental agency, obtained the military records of Operation SOFÍA from a source inside the Guatemalan military. Known as “Plan SOFÍA,” this 350-page document is a collection of army dispatches from the Ixil region during the military’s scorched-earth campaign. Plan SOFÍA will be a key piece of evidence in the 2013 genocide trial in Guatemala, as well as the ongoing Guatemala genocide case in Spain.

Plan SOFÍA shows two-way communications between the Guatemalan army high command in Guatemala City and army patrol leaders in the Ixil region. These records demonstrate that army patrols were ordered to “annihilate” the rebel fighters who operated in that area, as well as their alleged civilian supporters in the Mayan villages. Plan SOFÍA shows that the army viewed the Maya-Ixil population in its entirety as an “internal enemy” that supported the guerrillas. It also demonstrates that in the months of July and August 1982, army patrol commanders shot and killed any Maya-Ixil people they came across as the troops made their way across the mountains, including unarmed women and children hiding in caves and ditches. The army did not encounter many armed guerrillas during this period. Finally, Plan SOFÍA clearly indicates that the commanders of the Guatemalan Army knew of the atrocities that were occurring in this region, because the army patrols on the ground had to report every action and every bit of ammunition used to their superiors.

Although the Guatemalan military claimed that Plan SOFÍA was fabricated, a team of experts led by Doyle established the document’s authenticity. The Inter-American Human Rights Commission accepted the admissibility of Plan SOFÍA, and in February 2013 a judge in Guatemala’s genocide trial ruled that Plan Sofía was admissible evidence in that judicial process.
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Pérez Molina, Otto

Former army general Otto Pérez Molina is president of Guatemala. Voted into office in November 2011, he is the first former military officer to lead the country since the end of Guatemala’s military dictatorship in the 1980s. Pérez Molina is founder of the conservative Patriotic Party (PP) and won much of his support by taking a strong stance against crime, which has greatly increased in recent years. However, many Guatemalans have expressed concern about his key role in the army during the nation’s civil war, in which hundreds of thousands of indigenous people were massacred before a peace deal was reached in 1996. Pérez Molina took office on January 14, 2012.

Otto Pérez Molina Fernando was born on December 1, 1950, in Guatemala City. His military training began in 1966, when he was a cadet at the Polytechnic School of Guatemala. He later graduated from the National Military Academy and then went on to study counterinsurgency at the United States Army School of the Americas at Fort Benning, Georgia. Known for training soldiers involved in various Latin American conflicts, the controversial school has since been renamed the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security and Cooperation. He also studied at the Inter-American Defense College in Washington, D.C.

Pérez Molina was a commander in the Guatemalan Army during the early 1980s, when the military government carried out widespread atrocities against indigenous civilians, including destroying entire villages. Various human rights groups have stated that such acts—which ultimately killed an estimated 200,000 people during the 36-year civil war—amounted to genocide, but Pérez Molina has denied that any civilian massacres took place and said there is no evidence to substantiate such claims. He has never been officially charged with any war crime. In 1983, Pérez Molina supported a coup against the brutal regime of military dictator Efrain Rios Montt—an act that eventually led to the restoration of democratic rule in 1985.

Pérez Molina was director of military intelligence from 1991 to 1993, a period for which the military has been accused of torturing and executing political prisoners. In this position, he played a key role in forcing President Jorge Serrano Elias from office in 1993. When the National Congress elected Guatemalan human rights activist Ramiro de León Carpio to replace Serrano, León appointed Pérez Molina as his chief of staff. In this office, a position he would hold until 1995, Pérez Molina played a key role in peace talks that brought an end to the civil war between leftist insurgents and the government in 1996.

In 2000, Pérez Molina retired from the army. One year later, he entered politics by founding the Patriotic Party. He won the election to the National Congress in 2003 and ran unsuccessfully for the presidency in 2007. However, his second bid for the nation’s top office, in 2011, proved successful.

On November 6, 2011, Guatemalan voters gave Pérez Molina 54 percent of the vote in a presidential run-off election against businessman Manuel Baldizón. Voter turnout was low—about 50 percent, compared with 65 percent in the 2007 runoff—and many Guatemalans expressed the belief that neither candidate would be able to tackle rising crime and entrenched poverty affecting the nation. At the time of the 2011 election, Guatemala’s murder rate was among the highest in the world at about 41 murders per 100,000 people—eight times the murder rate in the United States. Most of the violence has been attributed to the growing influence of gangs and drug cartels shipping drugs from South America into the United States.

During the campaign, Pérez Molina pledged to tackle crime with an “iron fist.” He said he would hire 10,000 additional police officers and assign 2,500 soldiers to fight violence. He also promised to expand social programs and provide an extra paycheck to all the nation’s workers. With the Guatemalan government’s debt totaling 30 percent of gross domestic product (GDP), Pérez Molina did not specify how he would pay for such measures. In his postelection victory speech, however, he reiterated his goals, saying: “We’re going to fight very hard to bring peace, security, work opportunities, and rural development.”
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Plan de Sánchez Massacre
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On July 18, 1982, in the village of Plan de Sanchez, in the Guatemalan highland municipality of Rabinal, Guatemalan soldiers and paramilitary forces killed more than 250 people, mainly Maya Achi women and children. This event would become part of the Historical Clarification Commission (CEH) genocide deliberations; it is also part of the domestic genocide case in Guatemala and the international case in Spain. The CEH was established in 1994 and was tasked with providing wide-reaching and unbiased investigations and analyses of the Guatemalan genocide.

The mass murders occurred less than four months after General José Efraín Ríos Montt had assumed power in Guatemala. One of his goals was to stamp out the ongoing insurgency in his country, which resulted in sometimes brutal fighting between army and pro-goverment forces and various leftist guerilla groups. While much of the insurgency was eventually broken, the price paid by innocent Guatemalans, like the ones in Plan de Sanchez, was horrific. As part of the government’s new “scorched-earth” strategy, the massacre in Plan de Sanchez occurred because officials believed that the village was aiding and abetting guerilla activities in the region. Most of the women involved in the massacre were separated from their children; they were then segregated by age, subjected to rape, and herded into small dwellings. Hand grenades were then tossed into the houses; women who tried to flee were gunned down, and the others were killed by small-arms fire inside the structures. The children had been beaten to death.

The Plan de Sanchez massacre was brought before the Inter-American Court of Human Rights, and the Guatemalan state eventually admitted institutional responsibility (although without acknowledging genocide). In its 2004 judgment, the Inter-American Court noted that it was not competent to rule on the issue of genocide but, citing the CEH report, it pointed to the “aggravated impact” of the crime and the necessity of taking this into account when deciding reparations for the victims. In 2005, as part of the Inter-American Court’s judgment, the Guatemalan government apologized in a public ceremony in Plan de Sanchez. During this ceremony, the children of victims and survivors reenacted the massacre in front of the vice president and other functionaries, and the event received wide press attention in Guatemala.

In March 2012, a Guatemalan court convicted five members of the paramilitary “civil defense patrol” of murder in the 1982 massacre. Each of the five received a sentence of 7,710 years in prison, 30 years for each of the 256 victims of the former paramilitaries, and 30 years for crimes against humanity. The men were charged with having led the army to Plan de Sanchez and participating in the massacre.

Elizabeth Oglesby
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Racism

Racism has deep roots in Guatemalan society. Although approximately 60 percent of the country belongs to one of the 22 Mayan indigenous groups, the Maya in Guatemala have faced discrimination and oppression for centuries. Spanish colonialism, beginning in the early 1500s, brought destructive changes to the Maya. These changes included forcible conversion to Christianity, forced labor on the Spanish colonists’ haciendas (large farms), and a colonial caste system that created a social hierarchy based on ideas of racial superiority. In this system, Europeans and their descendants positioned themselves at the top of the social pyramid, while relegating indigenous populations to the bottom. The deep cleavages in Guatemalan society, between a tiny but wealthy landholding elite and the majority of the country’s population, worsened after independence from Spain in the 19th century. Racism in Guatemalan society became even more vicious, as elites blamed the country’s development problems on the supposed “backwardness” of indigenous culture. A series of military dictators kept this system of economic, political, and social inequality intact.

During Guatemala’s armed conflict, the army viewed Mayas as a real or potential support base for the guerrilla insurgency. Violence against Mayans during the scorched-earth campaign of 1981–1983 was executed with a racist frenzy. In an estimated 600 villages, soldiers killed everyone they could find, including infants, children, and elderly people. Mayan altars and sacred spaces were destroyed, as were village crops and seed supplies. The Guatemalan press did not report the massacres as they were occurring, although some international journalists did.

In more recent years, Mayan groups in Guatemala have made many strides in countering racism. There are now Mayan members of Congress and many Mayan national political and social leaders. Mayan languages are also taught in many schools. Yet, there is much still to be done. Restaurants in some areas of the capital city still refuse to serve Mayan women wearing traditional dress. Mayan regions still have higher poverty rates and lower government investment than non-Mayan regions.
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Reagan, Ronald

Ronald Reagan served as 40th president of the United States, from 1981 to 1989. During those eight years he was responsible for one direct military intervention in the Americas, in Grenada, for ordering the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) to destabilize Nicaragua, for several interventions by proxy in Central America, and possibly for the largest corruption scandal in the White House since Watergate.

Ronald Wilson Reagan was born on February 6, 1911, in Tampico, Illinois. He worked as a sports announcer in Iowa before being recruited by a Hollywood talent scout and making more than 50 movies. During World War II, Reagan served in the U.S. Army making training films and later returned to his film career. In 1947, he was elected to the first of five consecutive one-year terms as president of the Screen Actors Guild, cooperating with the blacklisting of suspected communist sympathizers. Reagan began to change his liberal Democratic allegiance during the late 1940s and 1950s in the face of the increase in the size of the federal government, and in 1962 became a Republican. In 1966, Reagan became governor of California on a campaign platform that promised to crack down on college campus radicals, eliminate welfare fraud, and reduce taxes. He was reelected four years later. He narrowly lost the Republican presidential nomination to Gerald Ford in 1976, but then won it in 1980 and went on to defeat Democrat Jimmy Carter.

His presidency may well be regarded as one of the most important in 20th-century U.S. history, both for undermining the liberal tradition that had dominated U.S. politics since Franklin D. Roosevelt and, according to some, for preparing the way for the end of the Cold War. Reagan adopted a hostile attitude toward the Soviet Union, which he described as the “evil empire.”

Reagan perceived Latin America as a pawn in a larger geostrategic game against the Soviets, and treated it accordingly. He evinced general ignorance of and disinterest in the nation. He once raised his glass to “the people of Bolivia” when he was in Brazil. He told reporters on Air Force One he had “learned a lot” in Latin America. “And you’d be surprised, yes, because, you know, they’re all individual countries.” The Reagan administration’s policy toward the region was influenced by the Santa Fe Commission, a private group that in 1980 sounded an alarm about the impending communist takeover of the region and also saw the region as primed for U.S. private investment. The overthrow of the Anastasio Somoza dictatorship of Nicaragua by the left-wing Sandinistas in 1979 provided the commission with evidence. Reagan blamed the takeover on his predecessor, Carter, and pledged greater support for any foes of communism in the hemisphere. His United Nations ambassador, Jeane Kirkpatrick, had provided a rationale for support of “authoritarian” regimes as long as they fought against “totalitarian” regimes such as the Soviet Union. While Reagan and his aides claimed that they merely defended democracy, the stage was set for violent support of right-wing regimes in Latin America.

Before and after his presidential campaign, Reagan supported repressive regimes in Guatemala and El Salvador that claimed to be fighting communist insurgencies. In 1982 Reagan went on to openly praise José Efraín Ríos Montt, claiming the Guatemalan general received a “bum rap” from those who accused him—accurately—of the murder of thousands of peasants. Through the 1980s Reagan increased funding to similarly repressive regimes in El Salvador, multiplying military aid eight times in 1981 alone. By 1984 military aid alone to that tiny nation totaled $196.6 million.

In October 1983, Reagan ordered the invasion and occupation of the tiny English-speaking Caribbean island nation of Grenada, allegedly to prevent a communist takeover. A leftist regime in power since 1979 was deposed by a far more radical regime in 1983. Seeing Cuban influence on the island, and worried about U.S. citizens, particularly a small group of medical exchange students, being taken hostage, Reagan ordered an invasion codenamed Operation URGENT FURY. Nineteen thousand U.S. troops landed on October 25, soon followed by thousands more. Eighteen U.S. troops died and 116 were wounded while killing 24 Cubans and wounding 59 and killing 45 Grenadians and wounding 337. The victory was swift, and the Reagan administration provided $110 million to the successor government over the next five years.

It was in Nicaragua that Reagan made his most substantial interventions. In November 1981, Reagan dramatically increased U.S. funding to anticommunist guerrillas—called the contras—against the Sandinista regime. Their stated role was to interdict the transfer of weapons from Nicaragua to the leftist insurgency in neighboring El Salvador. In 1982, however, the Argentines who initially trained the contras dropped out because Reagan supported Britain in its war against Argentina over the Falkland/Malvinas Islands. The CIA then took over the training and funding of the contras and expanded their operations to engage the Sandinistas directly and attack schools and hospitals in Nicaragua. Reagan called the contras “freedom fighters” and “the moral equivalent of the Founding Fathers.” Convinced of contra incompetence and corruption, however, the CIA and several other agencies eventually carried out operations beyond the legal mandate. Most serious, in 1983 and 1984 the CIA dropped mines in Nicaragua’s harbors without informing Congress, and the Reagan administration lied about it. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) found the United States guilty of “unlawful use of force,” but only Congress could limit that use, and it attempted to do so with the 1983 Boland Amendment.

To get around the Boland Amendment, which cut off contra funding, staff at the National Security Council devised a way to obtain funds from an illegal arms sale to Iran, which held U.S. citizens hostage in Lebanon. The Nicaragua and Lebanon hostage situation led to the most serious crisis of the Reagan administration when the scandal broke in late 1986 and threatened to bring down the presidency. But Reagan subordinates pledged that the president was unaware of what was now known as the Iran–Contra affair. Reagan’s ignorance, at the very least, was an admission that he did not know what his subordinates were doing.

In 1989, Reagan retired and in 1994 announced that he suffered from Alzheimer’s, a degenerative brain disease that affects the elderly. Reagan died on June 5, 2004, eventually succumbing to the disease, in his home in Los Angeles, California.

ALAN MCPHERSON
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Rebel Armed Forces

The Rebel Armed Forces (Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias—FAR) was Guatemala’s first guerrilla organization. The FAR can be traced to an uprising within the Guatemalan military. On November 13, 1960, one-third of the Guatemalan Army rose in revolt, led by young officers protesting government corruption and economic policies that ignored the needs of the majority of the population. The uprising was quickly put down with the aid of the U.S. Air Force, but some of the rebels refused to surrender. Instead, they reorganized in the Sierra de las Minas mountain range in eastern Guatemala and established contact with the new revolutionary government of Fidel Castro in Cuba. Under the command of Second Lieutenant Luis Agusto Túrcios Lima, they formed the November 13 Rebel Movement, later known as the FAR. The context for the 1960 uprising was ongoing discontent within some ranks of the Guatemalan Army in the wake of the U.S.-supported military coup of 1954, which ended the 10-year October Revolution, also known as the “Guatemalan Spring.”

During the 1960s, the FAR operated mainly in the eastern part of Guatemala, making contact with peasant farmers (mostly nonindigenous) in the provinces of Izabal and Zacapa. The FAR expanded its ranks by merging with the Guatemalan Party of Labor (PGT), Guatemala’s Communist Party, which had been forced into hiding in the wake of the 1954 coup. The alliance between the FAR and the PGT was fractious, however, because not all communist party members supported the idea of armed struggle.

With the emergence of the FAR as a guerrilla organization, during the 1960s, the United States began sending substantial military aid to the government of Guatemala and began turning Guatemala into a laboratory for counterinsurgency. All across Latin America, the 1960s was known as the “guerrilla decade,” as armed rebel groups in a number of countries attempted to replicate the success of the 1959 Cuban Revolution. In Guatemala, the United States was determined to defeat the insurgency, providing military equipment, training, and financing to the Guatemalan security forces (army and police), even as repression soared. In 1966, U.S. advisers set up and trained a military death squad that kidnapped and assassinated more than 30 dissidents. In 1967, the Guatemalan Army launched its first scorched-earth counterinsurgency campaign in the eastern part of the country, killing some 8,000 civilians in order to rout out an estimated 300 guerrillas.

During the 1970s and 1980s, the FAR regrouped and spread into other areas of the country, including the capital city, the Pacific coast plantation zone, parts of the southern highlands, and the lowland Petén jungle. The FAR is known for having assassinated the U.S. ambassador to Guatemala, John Gordon Mein, in 1968, and the German ambassador, Karl von Spreti, in 1970. FAR leader Jorge Soto (whose nom de guerre was Pablo Monsanto) participated in the peace process that led to the end of the armed conflict in 1996 and the dissolution of the FAR as a military organization.
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Recovery of Historical Memory Project

The Recovery of History Memory Project (REMHI) was a multiyear human rights project organized under the auspices of the Guatemalan Catholic Church. In the early 1990s, the Catholic Archdiocese in Guatemala City set up a Human Rights Office (ODHA) to receive reports of human rights abuses; this office was similar to other Catholic Church’s human rights initiatives elsewhere in Latin America, such as Chile’s Vicaría de la Solidaridad. Soon after its formation, the ODHA began working on a national-level project to document the human rights abuses of Guatemala’s internal armed conflict, especially the massacres committed by the Guatemalan Army during its scorched-earth campaign during 1981–1983.

Under the direction of Catholic Bishop Juan José Gerardi Conedera and a team of Guatemalan and international researchers, the REMHI project took shape in 1994. REMHI was conceived as an alternative to the “Truth Commission” in the final years of Guatemala’s peace process. Human rights activists were concerned that the official truth commission, part of the peace accords, would not have the time or political will to fully document and analyze the atrocities committed during the long Guatemalan Civil War, especially those committed by government security forces.

REMHI made a strong contribution to historical memory in Guatemala by working at the community level in the conflict zones, training hundreds of locally trained “animators” in each village who encouraged people to speak about their experiences during the worse years of political violence. These testimonies became the basis of a multivolume human rights report that REMHI published in 1998. REMHI helped pave the way for the official Truth Commission (Commission for Historical Clarification), which began its investigative work several years after REMHI. One weakness of the REMHI project was that because it was so connected to the Guatemalan Catholic Church, it worked most closely with particular Catholic dioceses that were supportive of the historical memory project, but it did not cover the entire country.

On April 24, 1998, the four-volume REMHI report, entitled Guatemala: Nunca Más (Guatemala: Never Again), was presented at a public ceremony in Guatemala’s National Cathedral. The report included an historical analysis of the armed conflict, a volume on the characteristics of the human rights violations, a volume on the major social consequences of the violence, and a volume that listed the names of the victims based on the more than 5,000 testimonies REMHI had gathered. The report stated that 150,000 people had been killed in Guatemala’s internal armed conflict, and another 50,000 had disappeared. Ninety percent of the violations had been committed by government forces, according to REMHI.

Two days later, on the evening of April 26, 1998, Bishop Gerardi, REMHI’s coordinator, was brutally beaten to death inside the garage of his parish house in Guatemala City. Evidence suggested that this was a death squad–style assassination in reprisal for his pioneering work with the REMHI project.

On June 8, 2001, three army officers, Colonel Byron Disrael Lima Estrada, Captain Byron Lima Oliva (father and son), and José Obdulio Villanueva, were convicted of murdering Bishop Gerardi and sentenced to 30 years in prison. A priest, Mario Orantes, whom the court had identified as an accomplice, was sentenced to 20 years. This was the first time that Guatemalan Army officers had been tried and sentenced for a human rights crime. Later, the Limas’ sentence was reduced to 20 years.

REMHI marked a watershed in Guatemala. For the first time, thousands of people had come forward to give their testimony about the armed conflict and Guatemalans were able to read a comprehensive chronicle of the violence.
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Resettlement

The Guatemalan Army’s counterinsurgency displaced massive numbers of people in much of rural Guatemala, especially the central and western highlands and the northern lowland jungles, primarily Mayan areas where guerrilla forces were active. By the end of 1982, the Guatemalan Catholic Church estimated that more than 1 million people, 15 percent of the nation’s population, had been displaced, at least temporarily. Many people fled to nearby towns, or to the capital city or the plantations of the Pacific coast. Some 150,000 Mayans fled north into Mexico, where some 50,000 settled into refugee camps run by the United Nations. Military strategy was not limited to a scorched-earth war, however. Adhering to the counterinsurgent maxim that development is security’s handmaiden, the army followed up its “Victory ’82” military campaign with actions to foster the militarized reconstruction of the devastated regions as a way to cement long-term governmental control over the conflict zones.

Internally displaced refugees were rounded up and resettled into army-run “model villages” or “strategic hamlets.” There, residents lived crowded together under the watchful eyes of the local garrison commander or his proxy civil patrol commander. Men had to join the civil defense patrols, which monitored the movement of people in and out of the newly reconstructed, militarized villages. At their height, 1 million men and boys participated in the civil patrols. “Model villages” were built in the conflict zones, such as northern El Quiché and Alta Verapaz, to resettle the internally displaced populations.

When a new civilian president, Vinicio Cerezo, took office in January 1986, his government created a commission to try to convince the Guatemalan refugees in Mexico to return home. Cerezo wanted to show the world that conditions in Guatemala were improving. Small numbers of refugees did return after 1987, but most were still fearful of conditions in Guatemala. They did not want to be forced to participate in the civil patrols, and they worried about not being able to return to their ancestral lands.

Peace talks between the government and the rebels eventually included an agreement to facilitate the return of the refugees, granting them access to their lands, as well as small amounts of international aid money to rebuild their lives back in Guatemala. Eventually, by the mid 1990s, as the armed conflict was coming to a close, about half of the refugees in Mexico returned to Guatemala. The rest decided to stay in Mexico, and they were granted Mexican citizenship.
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Revolutionary Organization of the People in Arms

The Revolutionary Organization of the People in Arms (ORPA) was one of a new generation of guerrilla organizations to surface in Guatemala during the 1970s. Like the Guerrilla Army of Poor (EGP), ORPA was formed by dissidents from Guatemala’s first generation of revolutionary organizations in the 1960s. Also like the EGP, ORPA concentrated its organizing efforts in indigenous regions of the country. ORPA was influential in Guatemala’s coffee zone, including indigenous communities along the backbone of volcanoes that separates highland Guatemala from the Pacific lowlands. ORPA was particularly strong in the provinces of San Marcos, Sololá, Quetzaltenango, and Chimaltenango. One of ORPA’s founders was Rodrigo Asturias, a son of Guatemala’s Nobel prizewinning novelist Miguel Angel Asturias. Rodrigo Asturias took as his nom de guerre Gaspar Ilom, the name of a character in Hombres de maíz (Corn Men), one of his father’s novels.

Unlike the EGP, ORPA organized its supporters more selectively. Whereas the EGP had incorporated communal and mass-based social organizations into its revolutionary structure, ORPA maintained a distinction between its military structure and the communal and social structures of its indigenous supporters. Repression against ORPA tended to be more selective as well. Rather than massacring entire villages, as the Guatemalan Army had done in the regions where the EGP was influential, government repression against ORPA typically involved selective killings and disappearances.
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Río Negro Massacres

The community of Río Negro is located on the banks of the Chixoy River, in the municipality of Rabinal, Baja Verapaz, Guatemala. In the 1970s, the population of the village was approximately 800 people. In 1975, the Guatemalan National Electric Company, with World Bank funding, proposed to build a large hydroelectric dam on the Chixoy River and to relocate the residents of Río Negro. Several years of conflict ensued, as villagers opposed the relocation. In 1979, the Guerrilla Army of the Poor (EGP), one of Guatemala’s guerrilla organizations, appeared in the mountains near Río Negro and held meetings in the village.

According to the Guatemalan Truth Commission, violence in the area began in 1980. On March 5, 1980, a violent encounter between villagers and the military police, who were guarding the hydroelectric project, left eight people dead, seven villagers and a police agent. The next day, the Guatemalan Army accused the community of supporting the guerrillas. Soldiers then began to patrol the village, searching people’s houses, and in 1981 community leaders began to “disappear.” In the neighboring village of Xococ, 18 community leaders were assassinated during 1981. In February 1982, a group of armed men, presumably guerrillas, burned down the village market in Xococ and killed five people. The residents of Xococ, influenced by the army’s accusations against Río Negro, broke off contact with the nearby village.

On February 13, 1982, 74 people (55 men and 19 women) from Río Negro traveled to the village of Xococ. There they were killed by members of the Xococ civil patrol. On March 13, 1982, 12 soldiers and 15 members of the Xococ civil patrol arrived in Río Negro. They separated the women and men in the village and began raping the women. They then forced everyone to hike into the mountains, where the villagers were killed. Men and women were hanged and shot. Children and infants were smashed against stones. According to the Guatemalan Truth Commission, 177 people (70 women and 107 children) were killed that day. A group of survivors fled to surrounding villages.

On September 14, 1982, soldiers and patrollers from Xococ arrived in the village of Agua Fría, where some of the survivors from Río Negro were hiding, and killed 92 more people, including elderly people, women, and children. Remaining survivors fled into the hills. As the people of Río Negro were displaced from their ancestral lands, the Guatemalan National Electric Company continued its work on the construction of the hydroelectric dam. Several years later, the survivors of Río Negro left the mountains, with the help of the Catholic Church, and were dispersed throughout the country. By the late 1990s, only 12 families still lived in Río Negro, but in conditions of extreme poverty.

In 1993, several community members filed charges with the Guatemalan justice system. The first exhumation of the massacre site was conducted in 1993. In 2008, five ex-patrollers were sentenced to 780 years in prison for the killings. Cases against other civil patrollers are still open, and the events at Río Negro are part of the Guatemalan genocide case opened in Spanish courts. In October 2012, the Inter-American Human Rights Court found the government of Guatemala guilty of human rights abuses against the villagers and ordered reparations.
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Ríos Montt, José Efraín 

José Efraín Ríos Montt is a former dictator of Guatemala. A general in the army, Ríos Montt was president of a military junta established by a coup d’état on March 23, 1982. This regime presided over a massacre of over 75,000 people, chiefly Maya, during 1982–1983.

Ríos Montt was born on June 16, 1926, in the town of Huehuetenango. Joining the Guatemalan Army in 1946 as a cadet, by 1954 he was involved in a coup, after which he achieved rapid promotion. By 1972 he had risen to the rank of brigadier general and army chief of staff.

In 1973, he stood for election as president of Guatemala but was unsuccessful in the run-off stage; as accusations of electoral inconsistencies were raised, a decision was called for from the National Congress, which elected Ríos Montt’s rival, General Kjell Eugenio Laugerud García. The experience seared Ríos Montt, who saw in his defeat a conspiracy from the Catholic Church and the Mayan minority. He viewed priests as left-leaning subversives and resolved that he would one day settle the score. To assuage his wrath, it has been alleged that he was paid off with a financial inducement and exiled to the position of military attaché for Guatemala at the embassy in Madrid, Spain. He held this position until 1977.
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Upon returning to Guatemala, Ríos Montt retired from active service. He left the Roman Catholic Church and joined a U.S.-aligned, right-wing fundamentalist church, the Church of the Word. In 1978, he became a minister in this evangelical movement and began to work as a teacher of religion.

On March 23, 1982, following a disputed presidential election, Ríos Montt once more entered national politics when he seized power in a coup d’état. A military junta immediately suspended the constitution, shut down the legislature, set up secret tribunals, and began a campaign against political dissidents that included kidnapping, torture, and extrajudicial assassinations. Ríos Montt introduced a “National Plan of Security and Development” under which martial law was declared, all constitutional rights were suspended, special secret tribunals were established to try a variety of crimes, and the National Congress, together with all political parties, was adjourned indefinitely.

At first, many welcomed Ríos Montt’s tough approach, as it portended an end to corruption. Moreover, he appeared to have a vision for Guatemala that included education, nationalism, an end to want and hunger, and a sense of civic pride that until then had been lacking.

However, a number of guerrilla factions that predated his ascent to power united as a group called the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity organization (URNG). They denounced Ríos Montt’s junta and began to intensify their attacks against the central government. On April 20, 1982, the junta and military high command officially launched Operation VICTORIA 82, a scorched-earth military campaign designed to destroy the support base of the guerrillas. The campaign made no distinction between guerrilla combatants and the mainly Mayan civilian population in the targeted areas, inducing widespread terror. Ríos Montt’s time in charge became the bloodiest single period in Guatemala’s independent history. Mayans suspected of sympathizing with the leftist antigovernment guerrillas were killed en masse and subjected to atrocities that included mutilation, torture, and rape.

The campaign against the Mayan population, it has been estimated, resulted in the destruction of nearly 600 villages and a large number of deaths. An Amnesty International report from 1982 estimated that up to 10,000 Maya and others were killed between March and July 1982, and another 100,000 had become internally displaced. Other estimates run to a figure of up to 70,000 killed or “disappeared” during Ríos Montt’s 14-month tenure as president. Later, a United Nations (UN)–sanctioned Historical Clarification Commission, also known as the “Truth Commission,” concluded that Ríos Montt’s regime had conducted a campaign of genocide against the Mayan population. This was but a part of a much larger civil war that plagued Guatemala between 1960 and 1996, during which time at least 200,000 people were killed.

By the end of 1982, Ríos Montt, claiming that the war against the leftist guerrillas had been won, announced that he was prepared to wind back the harsh measures that had had to be taken over the previous months. His period in power had not been without incident, however, and on June 29, 1983, determined to bring some final measure of stability to the country, he announced that new elections would take place in July the following year. Unwilling to wait, on August 8, 1983, a coup took place against Ríos Montt organized by his defense minister, General Óscar Humberto Mejía Victores.

In 1985, the Guatemalan government passed a new constitution, in which there was a provision forbidding former dictators and those who participated in coups from standing as presidential candidates. Ríos Montt, having founded the Guatemalan Republican Front (FRG) party in 1989, found himself stymied by this law in attempts to run for president in 1991 and 1995, although it did not stop him from serving as a congressman for the FRG between 1990 and 2004. In 1994, he was elected president of the National Congress.

On March 5, 2000, the Guatemalan Supreme Court withdrew his parliamentary immunity on account of fraud, falsification of documents, and the destruction of evidence relating to tax evasion allegations. Soon thereafter, on June 5, 2001, the Guatemalan Association for Justice and Reconciliation launched a case in the Guatemalan courts against Ríos Montt and four others for acts of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes, claiming he had command responsibility for 11 massacres committed during his dictatorship. The case was unsuccessful, however, as a range of appeals led to the charges not being followed up in the courts.

Political machinations soon had Ríos Montt’s immunity reinstated, however. In another bid to run for president in 2003—notwithstanding the ban against him doing so—he arranged for all the judges on the Constitutional Court to be dismissed and replaced by a new bench that would provide him with the necessary permission to make his run for the presidency. Despite his efforts, however, he did not win the subsequent election, receiving less than 20 percent of the vote. This signalled the effective end of his political career. No longer a member of the National Congress and a failed presidential candidate several times over, on January 14, 2004, he even lost his cherished parliamentary immunity.

In March 2004, he was placed under house arrest and forbidden from leaving the country. The FRG had been engaging in a number of violent demonstrations in July 2003, and as the party leader Ríos Montt was held responsible for the violence and the destruction it caused. He now faced the prospect of having to stand trial for the human rights abuses that had occurred during his dictatorship.

In 2005, Spain’s Constitutional Court ruled that courts in Spain could hear cases involving crimes against humanity, even if the crimes occurred outside Spain and no Spanish citizens were involved. This ruling with regard to what is known as “universal jurisdiction” led to a Spanish judge, Santiago Pedraz, traveling to Guatemala to investigate accusations of genocide made against Ríos Montt in a Spanish court by Guatemalan Nobel Peace Prize laureate Rigoberta Menchú and a number of Guatemalan human rights organizations back in 1999. On that occasion, Menchú presented charges against Ríos Montt and four other retired Guatemalan generals for torture, genocide, illegal detention, and state-sponsored terrorism. On July 7, 2006, after his return to Spain, Judge Pedraz formally charged Ríos Montt, Mejía Víctores, and six others with genocide, torture, illegal arrest, and terrorism, and issued international warrants for their arrest.

Defiant to the end, in early 2007 Ríos Montt announced that he would again stand for National Congress in elections scheduled for September, employing his existing congressional immunity in order to run again. He was successful and received another congressional term.

Criminal cases brought before the Guatemalan Supreme Court by survivors and families of massacre victims have charged Ríos Montt with presiding over a government that committed acts of genocide. On January 24, 2013, Ríos Montt was ordered by a Guatemalan judge to stand trial. Later that year, on May 10, Ríos Montt was convicted of genocide and crimes against humanity. A three-judge tribunal sentenced him to 80 years in prison. However, on May 20, the Guatemalan constitutional court threw out the Ríos Montt conviction and ruled that the trial should start from the point it stood on April 19, when it was briefly suspended. The suspension had occured as a result of a dispute between judges over who should hear the case and who should be recused. The court did not invalidate the whole trial, but rather reset it to the point before the suspension, thus annulling closing arguments and the conviction. Prosecutors stated they would appeal the suspension of the conviction.
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School of the Americas

The School of the Americas is a U.S. military facility that trained Latin American militaries and police forces in counterinsurgency techniques during the Cold War. The School of the Americas opened in 1946 as the U.S. Army Caribbean School at Fort Amador in the Panama Canal Zone. The school was part of the larger U.S. Cold War containment strategy for Latin America that included the 1947 Rio Pact, the Organization of American States (OAS), and the Harry Truman administration’s Point Four Program.

After World War II, Latin American militaries looked to the United States to supply the training for their national armed forces, replacing former French, Italian, and German military advisory groups. Particularly in the Caribbean region that included Central America, the Caribbean islands, and northern South America, the U.S. military sought to centralize its instruction of Latin American officers at a single location in the Panama Canal Zone. Initially, most of the training at the Caribbean Army School was in conventional warfare, unit exercises, and equipment maintenance. The school also taught police surveillance and antiriot techniques. Fear of Soviet subversion of Latin American labor movements and indigenous socialist parties became a prime concern for U.S. policymakers in the 1950s. Thus U.S. instructors trained Latin American armies more for internal repression, the crushing of possible pro-communist coups, and the monitoring and suppression of leftist dissenters.

Following the successful 1959 Cuban Revolution, U.S. concerns over communist penetration of the Western Hemisphere heightened, as did worries over the efficacy of leftist guerrilla movements championed by Che Guevara and other fidelistas. Guevara’s activities unnerved U.S. military officials who had watched a ragtag group of Cuban radicals defeat a 50,000-man, U.S.-trained and equipped Cuban Army. Under the aegis of the John F. Kennedy administration, counterinsurgency doctrine received greater emphasis in U.S. military strategy. In 1963, Kennedy vastly expanded the U.S. Army Caribbean School, renaming it the U.S. Army School of the Americas and deployed the 8th Special Forces Group to the Canal Zone to serve as instructors. The institution greatly increased the variety of its training programs that now concentrated on counterinsurgency, civic action, crowd control, psychological warfare, and anticommunist ideology.

Critics of the School of the Americas assert that during this period the school began its policy of training officers in the techniques of interrogation, torture, kidnaping, assassination, and paramilitary terror tactics to be used in thwarting communist insurgencies. From 1946 through the 1990s, the school graduated nearly 60,000 officers. The school became a target of attack from Panamanian nationalists who saw the facility as a violation of U.S.-Panamanian treaties that approved U.S. military bases within the Canal Zone for canal defense only, and not for the continentalwide repression of dissent. In 1967, Bolivian units trained at the School of the Americas helped track down and kill Guevara. During the 1960s, trainees from the school participated in six different counterinsurgency campaigns against leftist guerrillas in Latin America.

In the 1980s, the School of the Americas came under even sharper scrutiny from human rights groups for its contribution to the U.S.-backed counterinsurgency wars in El Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua. Human rights advocates like Father Roy Bourgeois traced numerous atrocities committed against Central American civilians back to commanders and units trained by U.S. Green Berets at the School of the Americas. Links between graduates of the school and right-wing death squads also abounded. Critics increasingly referred to the institution as a “School for Assassins” or the “School for Dictators.” Indeed, the school’s alumni included Panamanian drug trafficker and dictator Manuel Noriega, Salvadoran death squad leader Roberto D’Aubuisson, Argentine military junta leader Leopoldo Galtieri, Bolivian dictator Hugo Bánzer Suárez, and more. Opposition to the school grew so vociferous that in 1984 the Pentagon agreed to withdraw the school from the Canal Zone and transfer it to Fort Benning, Georgia, where it continues operating to this day under the new name of the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation.
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Scorched-Earth Policy

Scorched-earth policy, or tierra arrasada, as it is called in Spanish, refers to a counterinsurgency strategy in which maximum violence is executed against a civilian population in the conflict zones. From a military perspective, fighting a counterinsurgency war is difficult, because it is an unconventional form of warfare whereby small bands of insurgents carry out sporadic attacks and raids against the armed forces. Guerrilla forces are hard to track, as they often hide among the general population. In order to isolate the insurgents, it is frequently necessary to liquidate the civilian population.

By the early 1980s, the Guatemalan Army believed that armed insurgents numbered only about 2,000 fighters. By the army’s estimate, however, some 250,000 people were supporting the insurgency, by giving food or other logistical or political support. The army’s scorched-earth policy began in late 1981, when thousands of troops were moved into the highlands for a major offensive. Rather than target the insurgents themselves, the military offensive targeted the Mayan villages that the army believed were the support base for the guerrillas. The Guatemalan Truth Commission documented more than 600 massacres (defined as the killing of more than five people at once) between November 1981 and September 1982.

In addition to mass killings, the scorched-earth policy included razing villages, slaughtering livestock and other animals, burning down crops, and destroying Mayan altars and other sacred spaces. Survivors were attacked and bombed as they fled into the hills. Displaced Mayans had no way to survive and were forced to turn themselves in to the army in order to be resettled in “model villages” under military control.

The scorched-earth phase of Guatemala’s counterinsurgency lasted through the end of 1982. During 1983, the Guatemalan Army pursued and captured the displaced populations in the mountains, putting them into “reeducation camps” before building new model villages for resettlement. In some regions of the country, such as northern El Quiché province, where the displaced populations were able to remain hiding in the remote mountains and jungles, the scorched-earth war lasted until the early 1990s.
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Sexual Violence

Sexual violence was widespread during Guatemala’s armed conflict, although until recently there has been little documentation of it because many women are reluctant to talk openly about it. The relative silence that surrounds sexual violence has to do with the social stigma that women who were victims of these crimes continue to face. The Guatemalan Commission for Historical Clarification (CEH, Guatemala’s 1999 Truth Commission) and the Catholic Church’s 1998 Recovery of Historical Memory Project (REHMI) documented the raping of women and girls that occurred during the massacres of 1981–1982 in Mayan regions. Yet, both of the historical memory reports underestimated the scope of sexual violence crimes committed during the armed conflict.

In the past few years, Mayan women’s organizations have gathered testimony of the extensive violence against women that occurred during the armed conflict. Two organizations, the National Guatemalan Women’s Union (UNAMG) and the Team for Community Studies and Psycho-Social Action (ECAP), have worked with women survivors of sexual violence from the armed conflict. Together, in 2009 these groups produced a third historical memory report, called “Weavings of the Soul: Memories of Mayan Women Survivors of Sexual Violence during the Armed Conflict.”

Because of these efforts, a better picture is emerging of just how widespread sexual violence was during the conflict. Women and girls were systematically raped during the massacres, and women were also held as sexual slaves servicing army garrisons in the Mayan highlands. The perpetrators of this sexual and reproductive violence (cutting fetuses out of pregnant women’s bodies, for instance) included soldiers as well as members of the paramilitary civil defense patrols. Sexual violence has come to be understood not just as a consequence of impunity during wartime, but also as a strategy that was an integral part of the genocide. For instance, forcing members of the civil patrols to rape women of their own villages not only violates women; it is also a way to destroy the entire social fabric of a community. Guatemalan women’s organizations are also working toward an understanding of violence against women as part of a continuum of oppression that includes women’s experiences of patriarchy in their communities, the stigmatization and blame they experienced as rape victims, and feminicide (killings of women) before, during, and after the conflict.

Because of the work of the Guatemalan women’s organizations, sexual violence is now part of the genocide cases being prosecuted in Guatemala and Spain. The Guatemala case includes 1,445 cases of rape and sexual violence against Maya-Ixil women in the province of El Quiché in the early 1980s. The Spanish genocide case makes mention of 100,000 women in Guatemala raped during the armed conflict. This documentation of rape and other forms of sexual violence is one of the most extensive efforts to date in Latin America to consider gendered war crimes as part of human rights trials.
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Spanish Embassy Burning (1980)

The Spanish Embassy burning, sometimes called the Spanish Embassy massacre, refers to the occupation of Spain’s embassy in Guatemala City by a group of indigenous protesters from the highlands and the subsequent torching of the complex. A police raid on the embassy on January 31, 1980, caused a fire that led to the deaths of 37 people, as well as the suspension of diplomatic relations between Spain and Guatemala and the intensification of the armed conflict within Guatemala.

The Committee for Peasant Unity, a social justice movement in the Mayan highlands, had organized the protest that led to the occupation of the Spanish Embassy in January 1980. Several dozen Mayan leaders from the towns of Nebaj, Chajul, and Cotzal, in the province of El Quiché, traveled to the capital to protest army violence in their region. In the four years preceding the embassy protest, dozens of Mayan community leaders in this region had been killed or disappeared. When the protesters arrived in Guatemala City, they tried to meet with members of the National Congress, but they were turned away. The national press refused to publicize their plight. Finally, with the help of urban student leaders and members of the rebel group Guerrilla Army of the Poor, the Mayan leaders decided to occupy the Spanish Embassy.

On January 31, 1980, 27 people, mainly Mayan grassroots leaders from El Quiché, together with some students, peacefully occupied the embassy. Those present at the time of the occupation included embassy employees and several visitors, including a delegation of Guatemalan jurists. Soon after, as dozens of police forcibly entered the building, the occupiers ushered everyone into the ambassador’s second-story private office. The police broke down the office door, and an explosion ensued. The resulting fire killed 37 people nearly instantly, including protesters and hostages. The Spanish ambassador narrowly escaped. Guatemalan authorities claimed the cause of the explosion was a Molotov Cocktail in the possession of the protesters. The Guatemalan government did not investigate the incident, however. A subsequent report by the Spanish Army concluded that Guatemalan police had entered the embassy carrying a flamethrower and at least one canister of flammable gas, which ignited the fire. Spanish foreign ministry were outraged that top Guatemalan officials, including President Romeo Lucas García and Interior Minister Donaldo Alvarez Ruiz, refused to accept phone calls from Spanish diplomats on the morning of the occupation, including emergency calls from the Spanish ambassador inside the Embassy, pleading for the government to withdraw the police.

Guatemala’s Truth Commission, in its 1999 investigation of the Spanish Embassy massacre, concluded that agents of the Guatemalan government, including police and members of military intelligence, had purposely killed the protesters, terming the deaths of the 37 victims “extra-judicial executions.” Only two people survived the burning of the Embassy: the Spanish ambassador, who narrowly escaped as the police were entering, and one of the occupiers, a Mayan activist who was dragged out of his hospital bed the next day by armed men and assassinated. During the funeral procession for victims of the fire, three university students were assassinated. The Organization of American States and the European Parliament publicly condemned the incidents. Spain broke off diplomatic relations with Guatemala and did not normalize relations again until September 1984.

The Spanish Embassy burning shocked and horrified Guatemalan society. For many people, it was evidence that peaceful change was impossible in Guatemala, provoking a further radicalization of the armed struggle against the government. In 1999, Mayan Nobel Laureate Rigoberta Menchú, whose father had perished in the fire, presented charges of genocide and crimes against humanity against high-ranking government officials of the Lucas García regime, including Interior Minister Donaldo Alvarez Ruiz, police chief Chupina Barahona, and chief of detectives Pedro García Arrendondo, all of whom were accused of involvement in the massacre.
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United Fruit Company

The United Fruit Company (UFCO) played a major role in the economic development and political events in Central America beginning in the late 19th century and into the 20th. It was formed in 1899 and soon dominated the growing, transport, and merchandising of bananas. The UFCO’s ability to appeal to the U.S. government in its efforts to evade the legal reforms of Guatemala have made it a symbol of the uneven relations between the United States and Latin America and of the U.S. tendency to abuse its power in both business and foreign relations.

In 1899, Andrew Preston, head of the Boston Fruit Company who controlled the banana trade in the West Indies, formed a partnership with Minor Cooper Keith, who dominated bananas and the railroad in Central America, which resulted in the United Fruit Company. The company soon outstripped its competition and acquired a monopoly in the growing of bananas in the tropical lowlands of eastern Central America. Financing the railroads that led from the banana plantations to the ports gave the company a monopoly over transport as well. Skillful merchandising of the fruit in the United States created a growing market.

The UFCO’s role in the development of Guatemala, Honduras, Costa Rica, and Panama was part of the larger liberal economic reforms popular throughout Latin America in the late 19th century. With an emphasis on material progress over traditional use of the land, local governments invited foreign investors to undertake the development of export products as a means of accelerating local ties to the world market. As a result, much of the communications and transport infrastructure of smaller countries came under the control of foreigners. Caught in these efforts to modernize were small farmers, often indigenous peoples, who were displaced from the land and forced to work the plantations of the foreign companies in cruel conditions.

The situation of the UFCO first became politically controversial in Guatemala. In addition to owning thousands of acres of banana land, the UFCO was linked through its directors to the U.S.-owned International Railways of Central America, which had a monopoly on the land transport of goods in Guatemala and virtual ownership of the port facilities in Puerto Barrios. In 1901, the UFCO secured a contract to carry not only bananas but mail through Guatemala. The economic investment of U.S. companies in so many key sectors, combined with Guatemala’s dependence on the U.S. market for the sale of its produce, gave outsiders unprecedented influence over political events there.

Once invited by governments to participate, when the national leadership of the Central American countries adopted new development strategies in the 20th century, the large U.S. companies were not willing to surrender their control. After the 1944 democratic revolution in Guatemala, a moderate agrarian reform plan was instituted by the new government, which worried the UFCO. In 1950, however, Guatemalan president Jacobo Arbenz set about implementing a more thorough reform. The heart of the reform dealt with the subject of uncultivated lands, which the government intended to expropriate and redistribute to landless peasants. The UFCO cultivated only a small percentage of its 550,000 acres, and the 1952 agrarian reform law allowed for the expropriation of unfarmed land to be compensated with 25-year bonds. Coming on the heels of other disputes with government over its labor and wage policies, UFCO officials were outraged at the possibility of losing control of economic conditions in this small country.

The UFCO appealed to U.S. president Dwight D. Eisenhower, Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, and Allen Dulles, director of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Both of the Dulles brothers were former partners with the UFCO’s legal counsel. In addition, the U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge Jr., and Assistant Secretary of State for Latin America John Moors Cabot, were UFCO stockholders. By 1953, Eisenhower approved a CIA plan for the removal of Arbenz, conducted in the name of anticommunism. The 1954 coup ousted the democratically elected government of Guatemala and ushered in a period of brutal repression when Colonel Castillo Armas became the country’s new president. In addition, the land reform of 1952 was revoked, and the UFCO and others regained title to their land.

Because of the events in Guatemala, the UFCO is a symbol throughout Latin America for the unjust domination of U.S. companies over weaker economies. In other countries, however, the UFCO was unable to retain absolute control. In Costa Rica, for example, where there were no indigenous peoples willing to work in the tropical lowlands, the UFCO was forced to import Jamaican laborers to harvest their fruit. These workers had different cultural traditions, deriving from their African background and their generations of plantation work under slavery for the British, which became the basis for a rich organizational life. In Costa Rica, the company established hospitals and sanitation programs to improve the efficiency of its workers in the years before 1940.

In 1970, UFCO’s largest shareholder, Eli Black, merged UFCO with his own public company, which formed the United Brands Company. Due to diminishing cash flow, mismanagement, and a hurricane that destroyed many banana crops in Honduras in 1974, the company was burdened with enormous debt and revenue loss. In 1975, Black committed suicide, and the ensuing investigation revealed that United Brands was connected to a bribery scandal involving the government of Honduras. The following year, Carl H. Lindner, one of the company’s largest investors, became the new president. In 1984, he became chairman of the company and moved its headquarters to Cincinnati the following year. He narrowed the focus and products of the company and worked to stabilize profits; between 1985 and 1988, he doubled the company’s cash flow. Lindner officially renamed the company Chiquita Brands International in 1990.

Though much less powerful than in the earlier part of the century, the UFCO/Chiquita is still active in Central America. Nearly 5,000 workers went on strike on February 19, 1998 for contract violations that caused 270 banana workers to go unpaid for three months. The strike went on for 12 days, despite mediation by the Panamanian Labor Ministry, and prevented the export of $1.5 million worth of bananas.
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When the Mountains Tremble

When the Mountains Tremble is a 1983 documentary film produced by Skylight Pictures and directed by Pamela Yates. The film centers on the experience of Guatemala’s Maya indigenous populations during the height of the armed conflict and counterinsurgency war during the early 1980s. The film is narrated by Mayan activist and author Rigoberta Menchú and was instrumental in introducing Menchú to international audiences. Menchú won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1992 for her testimonial autobiography.

When the Mountains Tremble follows Yates as she interviews members of the insurgency, soldiers, military officers, and massacre victims. A particularly moving scene covers a community meeting Yates attends at an undisclosed location in the highlands. Hundreds of indigenous community members come down from the mountains to attend the meeting and testify about their motives for joining the revolutionary movement. The scene is particularly moving because just weeks after it was filmed, many of these same villages were massacred by the Guatemalan military.

Some of Yates’s film outtakes were later used in the Guatemala genocide investigation, and the genocide case is the subject of Yates’s 2011 follow-up documentary entitled Granito: How to Nail a Dictator. For example, during the filming of When the Mountains Tremble, Yates inter viewed Guatemalan head of state General Efraín Ríos Montt. During the interview, he told her that he controlled the actions of the Guatemalan Army. This statement would later be used against him in the genocide trial as evidence that the general knew of, and indeed ordered, the massacres against Mayan villages in the early 1980s.
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Does the United States Bear Responsibility for the Guatemalan Genocide?

Introduction 

The legacy of U.S. military and diplomatic interventions in Guatemala has had a significant effect on the internal political and economic development of that Central American republic since the late 19th century. Moreover, U.S. policy during the Cold War played a prominent role in the political chaos that resulted in the Guatemalan Genocide in the last quarter of the 20th century. While the United States was not directly involved in the politically driven mass murders of activists and the Mayan population, it did play an indirect role through its support of the authoritarian regime responsible for the violence and civilian deaths. As a key strategic region in “America’s backyard,” Guatemala’s Marxist left-leaning armed factions, portrayed as potential Soviet allies, were viewed as a threat to U.S. interests in the Cold War. As a result, the violence in that Central American republic, aimed to a large degree at the indigenous Mayan population, was tolerated by U.S. policymakers and military. While they were critical of the kidnappings, mass shootings, and human rights violations perpetrated by the Guatemalan government and its military forces, U.S. officials remained supportive of the anticommunist regime.

Considering the indirect role of the United States as a supporter of the regime responsible for the Guatemalan Genocide, viewing the conflict as a battlefield in its own global war on communism, the degree of its responsibility continues to be debated by historians. Documents illustrating the knowledge possessed by U.S. government and military officials of events in Guatemala are indicative of the problems of supporting a criminal regime for ideological reasons. This conundrum raises the question: Does the United States bear responsibility for the Guatemalan Genocide?

Document Study 1, a 1984 U.S. State Department report on human rights violations in Guatemala, voices concern by U.S. officials regarding events in the conflict-ridden Central American republic. However, despite these criticisms, it does not recommend withdrawing U.S. aid to the regime in power. Document Study 2, a 1984 declassified intelligence analysis by the U.S. State Department, illustrates the knowledge U.S. officials had of Guatemalan military and police violence committed against indigenous groups and political dissidents. Lastly, in Document Study 3, scholar Alan McPherson illustrates how the indirect role of the United States in Guatemalan affairs contributed to some degree to the violence, thus giving the U.S. some level of responsibility in the genocide.

Document Study 1: Declassified State Department Report on Human Rights in Guatemala (1984)

UNCLASSIFIED

RELEASED

Secret

Guatemala

A. Human Rights Information

1. Political/Legal Situation

Guatemala has been ruled by a de facto military government for almost two years. The present Head of State, General Oscar Humberto Mejia Victores, Minister of Defense under President Efrain Rios Montt, assumed power on August 8, 1983 as the result of a nearly bloodless coup. Rios Montt, who himself took office as the result of a military coup in March 1982, was removed because of general discontent with his erratic style and evangelical ideas. Guatemala’s senior military commanders believed Rios Montt’s departure was necessary to prevent further factionalism within the military and to preempt a possible coup by the far right. Our inability to provide politically meaningful support to the Rios Montt Government contributed indirectly to its downfall.

The Mejia Government has taken a number of positive steps to restore a constitutional, electoral process and to address the practice of extra-legal detentions: it suspended the state of alarm; abolished the controversial special courts; granted an amnesty; confirmed Constituent Assembly elections for July 1, 1984; and announced that an elected president will assume office in 1985. The government further reaffirmed its commitment to democratization by continuing the process of legalizing political groups are now registered) and undertaking the registration of voters.

On January 19, 1984, the government promulgated an electoral law which provides the legal framework for the July Constituent Assembly elections (the law prohibits certain officials of the deposed Lucas regime from holding office, and bans active duty military, close relatives of the head of state, and certain other individuals from being candidates). On January 27, 1984, the Guatemalan Foreign Minister invited the countries with diplomatic missions in Guatemala to send observers to the forthcoming elections, and he indicated that the Guatemalan Government is considering also inviting regional organizations to send observers. The Constituent Assembly will convene on or before August 1 to begin the task of drafting a constitution and an electoral law which will serve as the basis for the presidential and congressional elections to follow. We have no indications that the Guatemalan military is considering running “official” candidates in the upcoming elections or is favoring any specific group or party. On the contrary, the removal of General Lopez Fuentes (closely aligned with the far right National Liberation Movement) as Chief of Staff is an indication that the military wants to prevent any semblance of alignments with such groups.

Guatemala continues to face a strong Marxist-Leninist insurgency that has its roots in longstanding social, political, and economic inequities. The repression and corruption exhibited by the Lucas regime (1978–82) swelled the guerilla ranks, and eventually lost the government with the support of the young officers in the military. With the coming to power of Rios Montt in March 1982, the army implemented a plan that Lucas had rejected several years earlier—the so-called “beans and rifles” policy. Central to that policy was the recognition that unless the government addressed the social and economic problems confronting the peasants in the highlands and provided an alternative to the repression, there was no hope in gaining the loyalty of Guatemala’s Indian population.

Therefore, while the army stepped up its activities against the guerillas and developed the civil defense forces (taking the unusual action of supplying Indians with weapons to defend themselves), it also provided food, seed, and building materials to those displaced by the violence, though some regional military commanders have exerted more effort in this regard than others.

Although the guerrilla movement is essentially Guatemalan, it has received external support in recent years. The army’s shift in strategy caused the guerrillas to suffer military and political setbacks over the past two years. In turn, the guerrillas resorted to violence against elements of the Indian population. Despite government successes, the guerrillas continue to represent a serious threat. Since the August change in government, there has been an upsurge in guerrilla military and terrorist activity, both in the countryside and in the cities.

Following the March 1982 coup, the 1965 Constitution was abrogated and a Statute of government enacted on April 28, 1982. This statute closely resembles the 1965 Constitution. However, under the state of siege (July 1982—March 1983) and the state of alarm (June—August 1983) political and civil liberties were restricted. General Mejia lifted the state of alarm and the current government, which includes civilian participation at the ministerial level, rules by decree under the framework provided by the April 1982 Statute. The real basis of support of the Mejia Government is the military commanders council.

2. Observance of Human Rights

Serious human rights problems continued in Guatemala in 1983. However, there has been a decline in the overall levels of politically related violence in 1983 compared to the situation in 1982, particularly in the countryside. Similarly, the situation with respect to civil and political rights has improved.

With the overthrow of the Lucas regime in March 1982, the Guatemalan Government undertook a campaign to aggressively pursue the guerrillas in their own sanctuaries in the highlands, and, at the same time, to better control the misuse of force by its own territory. The government was much more successful at the former than the latter, though the trend since March 1982 has been positive (see Table I attached following Question 6, Section D). Though there are peaks (e.g., the summer of 1982 when the army returned to the highlands), generally there has been a progressive reduction in overall violence since 1982. This trend has been less noticeable in the reports of disappearances and kidnappings than it has in the reports of deaths.

Immediately after the August change in government there was an increase in the number of politically related civilian deaths and abductions. The average number of abductions under Mejia (August-December 1983) was 32 compared to 21 under Rios Montt during his last seven months as president (January-July 1983). For this same time period, the average monthly number of noncombat (i.e., civilian) deaths is 41 under Mejia versus 42 under Rios Montt. Disappearances during the Mejia Government, however, after numbering 56 in September, have declined in each succeeding month, totaling 26 in December. Similarly, non-combat deaths were 54 in September and 69 in October, but declined to 33 in November and 20 in December.

We caution against excessive reliance on so-called body counts as a precise measurement of what is occurring in Guatemala, as it is impossible to record every incident that occurs. Figures collected over a period of time, using a similar collection methodology, can, however, indicate the general trends that are occurring.

There has been no resolution of the abductions and murders by Guatemalan security forces of several Guatemalans employed by a contractor for an AID financed bilingual education project. Resolution of these cases is complicated by the reluctance of the military to discipline those involved in such offenses. However, the government of Guatemala has given us written assurances that they are willing to work with us to implement safeguards against future abuses by guaranteeing the protection of AID employees working on the bilingual education program. The Mejia Government, according to intelligence reports, has also begun to control extra-legal violence by tightening control over the Presidential Intelligence Service (AGSAEMP) to prevent human rights abuses, and by disciplining AGSAEMP personnel who have ignored the new controls. This is significant because AGSAEMP had been implicated in abductions, tortures, and assassinations. The effectiveness of such actions is called into question by recent reports implicating government security forces in the kidnapping of a patient from a hospital emergency room and the abduction of several persons with ties to individuals believed to have been murdered by government security forces.

Both the governments of Rios Montt and Mejia have cooperated with international and non-governmental organizations who have visited Guatemala to investigate alleged violations of human rights. Lord Corville, the United Nations Human Rights Commission Special Rapporteur, visited Guatemala in June-July 1983 and issued his report in November. While acknowledging that basic rights had been violated, he noted the efforts of the Guatemalan Government to curb abuses and concluded that there has been “marked improvement” in 1983.

a. Integrity of the Person

Approximately 500 civilians were killed in Guatemala in 1983. It is impossible to assess responsibility for each of these deaths, although some were undoubtedly killed by government security forces or civil defense patrols. Other deaths were attributable to the guerrillas. In addition, there were some 1,100 military and guerrilla combat casualties.

During 1983 more than 300 persons disappeared. Again, some of these individuals were undoubtedly seized by government security forces, while others were kidnapped by guerrillas or by common criminals. Similarly, both the government and the insurgents have employed torture.

b. Civil and Political Rights

Many of the infringements on personal freedoms were removed when the state of alarm was lifted in August 1983. Public criticism of the government occurs. The government has ended the restrictions on political activity, established procedures to legalize political parties under which 37 political groups have begun the process to be recognized officially as political parties. Trade unions function. Freedom of religion is a reality, although some tensions exist between the Catholic Church and the government and between the Catholic Church and Protestant groups.

The United Nations High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) estimates there are 35,000 displaced Guatemalans in UNHCR camps in Mexico. The Guatemalan Government has expressed its strong desire to cooperate in the voluntary repatriation of these refugees, and to assist in their resettlement in their villages of origin.

Although reports of massacres and other atrocities continues in 1983, there was a steep decline in credible reports of government violence in the countryside as compared to 1982. Some reports of massacres were fabricated or based on inaccurate information, such as the reports of massacres in Xoraxaj and Parraxtut. In each of these two cases later investigation determined no massacres had occurred.

The Department’s 1983 Human Rights Report for Guatemala provides a more comprehensive account of the human rights situation in that country, and a copy of that report is attached.

B. U.S. Government Action in Human Rights Area

1. Promotion of Respect for and observance of Human Rights

During the past three years, U.S. officials have stressed with their Guatemalan counterparts the importance of human rights in American foreign policy and to our relationship. For the most part, our conversations have been held in private, though, at times, we have been public about our concerns. For example:

On January 7, 1983, when announcing the approval of the sale of spare parts, the Department of State stated, “. . . we want to see further progress in Guatemala in promoting respect for human rights . . .”

On March 4, 1983, following the execution of six persons, the Department of State stated, “We’re naturally disturbed by reports that those executions took place after a secret trial. We’ve consistently stressed our support for due process and an open judicial system . . .”

On March 11, 1983, following reports of the disappearance and death of Patricio Ortiz Maldonado, an AID contractor, the Department of State stated, “We fully expect that the Guatemalan Government will see that justice is done in this case. We are also seeking assurances from the Guatemalans that duties safely in Guatemala.”

On June 20, 1983, following Rios Montt’s announcement that elections would take place during the latter half of 1984, the Department of State noted that this was “. . . a positive step in returning Guatemala to democratic government.”

On June 30, 1983, reacting to the imposition of the state of alarm, the Department of State expressed the hope that “the decree will be temporary and applied moderately in keeping with the government’s announced intention to inaugurate today the Supreme Electoral Tribunal which will be initiating planning for the Constituent Assembly elections.”

In a speech to the American Chamber of Commerce of Guatemala on August 9, 1983, Ambassador Chapin told his audience that there was a direct relationship between Administration support for assistance to Guatemala and progress on human rights issues.

More recently, on January 17, 1984, the Department of State noted that “we would oppose any change of government in Guatemala other than through democratic means.”

On January 20, 1984, the Department of State “noted with pleasure” the Guatemalan Government’s announcement the previous day of the electoral decree convening constituent assembly elections to be held on July 1 and stated that that government “has taken an important step toward the establishment of democratic constitutional rule.”

Embassy officers, as a matter of course, have emphasized the importance of respect for human rights in their contacts with Guatemalan officials. In particular, senior Embassy officers, including the Ambassador and the Deputy Chief of Mission, emphasize human rights subjects in their public and private discussions. President Reagan’s special envoy for Central America, Ambassador Richard Stone, also emphasizes respect for human rights in his discussions with top-level Guatemalan authorities. During visits to the countryside, Embassy officers have taken the opportunity to meet with senior Guatemalan military officers in the area and to stress to them the importance that the United States places on respect for human rights.

Human rights is the major issue discussed by high-level officials visiting Guatemala. During the past two years these have included, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, Ambassador Bosworth (June 1982); former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights, Melvin Levitsky (August 1982); Ambassador Walters (April 1983); Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights, Gary Matthews (June 1983); Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, Langhorne Motley (September 1983); Under Secretary of Defense, Fred Ikle, and Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights Elliott Abrams, (November 1983). Bilateral discussions in which human rights have been a central topic have taken place in third countries, as did one recently (December 1983) between General Mejia and Vice President Bush during the Argentine presidential inauguration.

Recognizing that democracy is not just elections, we have supported the return of the AIFLD (American Institute for Free Labor Development) program to Guatemala to build a truly independent labor movement. Our development assistance has the purpose of strengthening Guatemala’s rural population. Congressional restrictions in the FY-94 Continuing Resolution prohibit our funds from going through government agencies and thus limit our ability to help build the rural health, education and agriculture infrastructure so necessary for Guatemala’s future. For example, because of these restrictions we are unable to provide funds to the Peace Corps for use in local development projects or to include Guatemala in our efforts to help improve Central American judicial systems.

During the Lucas Government (1978–1982) we were unable to have any kind of productive dialogue on human rights issues. That has not been the case with his successors, though obviously progress on some items has been greater than on others (e.g., progress toward democratic elections vs. punishment of military officers for infractions of the code of conduct). Publicly and privately we have sought to reinforce the positive steps taken by the Guatemalan Government since March 1982—electoral calendar, amnesty, and of the states of alarm and siege. Privately, we have told the Guatemalans that, despite this progress, actions must be taken to eliminate any involvement by members of government security forces in kidnappings and killings. If such actions are not forthcoming we have said that the bilateral relationship will remain strained and there will be no significant amounts of economic led alone any security assistance.

2. Disassociation of U.S. Security Assistance from Violations of Human Rights

Since FY 1978 there has been no military assistance program (MAP, FMS credit or IMET) for Guatemala. The only significant action concerning defense-related items since FY 1980 has been limited to a single authorization of six million dollars in helicopter and other spare parts and safety of flight equipment. Key government officials clearly understand that any resumption of a normal security relationship depends upon a substantially improved human rights performance on their part. Our recent action to proceed with that sale was due to our belief that since the human rights situation had not deteriorated since our original decision, it was important to fulfill the commitment we made to Guatemala in January 1983, in large part to encourage them to continue to make progress in the areas of human rights and democracy including especially the control of the security forces. This action in moving forward on spare parts—at a time when only three of Guatemala’s eleven helicopters that carry eight or more people are operational—does not mean we will automatically approve other FMS cash sales or Munitions Control licenses. These cases will be addressed individually, and will hinge on continued Guatemalan progress in the areas of concern. In private conversations informing the Guatemalan government of our action, we have made this point very clear.

C. U.S. Interests Justifying a Security Assistance Program

Our principal interest in Guatemala is in promoting the development of a stable democratic society that will protect human rights. That will not come overnight. But for the first time in many years, there appears to be a government in place that is committed to hold honest elections, to lessen the role of the military in the government, and to reduce the levels of political violence that have plagued that country for years.

Our ability to influence that process is minimal at present. We have not had a close relationship with Guatemala for several years. All Guatemalans, regardless of their political viewpoints, are wary of U.S. interference in what they regard as their internal affairs. Nevertheless, the limited security program that now exists (FMS cash sales) can act as a positive sign in reinforcing the military’s commitment to the democratic process. How much influence we will have is open to conjecture. but without such a tool, we will have little or none. Failure to provide some politically meaningful sign of support for the efforts being undertaken to return the country to democratic rule, and to reduce human rights violations, will only increase the chance of further political instability.

In addition, the U.S. has other strong interests in Guatemala and the region which necessitates a solid, bilateral relationship, including a positive relationship with the Guatemalan military. Guatemala has been an active participant in the Contadora process and a supporter of a comprehensive approach to peace in the region. We need tools to encourage the GOG—and its military—to continue to support the unity of the Central American Nations in this process. Also, we have an interest in encouraging the Guatemalans to continue to seek dialogue with Belize and the United Kingdom in order to reach a peaceful, negotiated solution to the century-old Belize-Guatemala territorial dispute. Moreover, our overall regional economic and security interests cannot be effectively addressed if Guatemala—Central America’s most populous and industrialized country—is kept at the margins.

The Department believes that the continuation of our economic and security programs, in a measured fashion in order to promote further human rights progress, is in the national interest. The resumption of developmental assistance programs with governmental entities and the approval of a security assistance program for Guatemala, including RMS credit, IMET, and ESF, could act as a catalyst for further improvements in the human rights situation in Guatemala. A limited security assistance program could open lines of communication with key officers who have felt isolated from the United States for years. Through IMET, younger officers, who have had little or no experience with democracy, would receive valuable exposure to the operation of the military under such a system. Properly with those elements in the Guatemalan Government who share our goals of restoring democracy and addressing the nation’s social and economic needs. It would reinforce developing a positive relationship between the military and the indigenous population in Guatemala through emphasis on civic action and tighter command and control (now hindered by inadequate transport and communications facilities). ESF can play a vital role in bringing about economic stability, particularly necessary as the country enters the electoral campaign.

On the basis of the above considerations, we have determined that it is in the national interest of the United States to provide limited amounts of security assistance (as defined in Section 502 B (d) (2) of the Foreign Assistance Act) to Guatemala.

Document Study 2: U.S. State Department Declassified Intelligence Analysis Findings on Guatemalan Government (1984)

DECAPTIONED
 UNCLASSIFIED
 Bureau of Intelligence and Research
 Current Analysis Series
 February 23, 1984
 CENTRAL AMERICAN HIGHLIGHTS
 Guatemala: Political Violence Up (S/NF/NC/ORCON/EXDIS)

The rate of political assassinations and disappearances in Guatemala—which fell rather steadily for the past two years—is increasing again as the July 1 election nears. Given the traditionally violent nature of Guatemalan politics, it is likely that much of the incremental violence will originate with the right-wing political parties. The government— although not directly responsible for most political violence—has done virtually nothing to control or punish either the right-wing parties or its own personnel for engaging in such activities. If this does not change, Guatemala’s slowing improving international image can be expected to sink back toward the low point of the Lucas Garcia era.

The traditional sources of political violence in Guatemala are many. Guatemalan guerrillas have regularly murdered the administrators of large farms (fincas), as well as military commissioners in rural villages. Government security services have employed assassination to eliminate persons suspected of involvement with the guerrillas or who are otherwise left-wing in orientation. Certain army commanders traditionally have fought the insurgents by kidnapping and murdering Indians and campesinos suspected of collaborating with them.

During the past several weeks a new wave of violence has begun in Guatemala. The leader of a new left -wing political party was murdered, the leader of a new right-wing party was shot at, a labor leader was abducted, a shooting victim was carried from hospital emergency room—with an IV tube still in his arm—by 10 armed men, and numerous Indians were detained and never seen again.

The use of violence by right-wing political parties to intimidate or silence opposition—or as part of byzantine intrigues—is traditional in Guatemala. One party, the National Liberation Movement (MLN), in the past actually has referred to itself as “the party of organized violence.” A splinter from the MLN, the United Anti-Communist Party (PUA), is similarly inclined. Clandestine reporting indicates that the leader of the recently organized left-of-center New Force party (FN) who was murdered last week was a victim of the PUA. He apparently had accepted a large bribe in exchange for bringing his followers over to the PUA, but had not delivered. The abducted labor leader—released unharmed several days later—had been kidnapped by the National Police, who have traditionally considered labor activists to be communists.

The incidence of government-condoned abuses was much reduced by Rios Montt—no priests were killed during his year and a half in power, compared with thirteen under the preceding government of Gen. Lucas Garcia. All abuses were not eliminated, however, e.g., the first four AID contractors were killed while Rios was president. The director of the notorious presidential intelligence service (archivos) under Rios now heads the MLN’s “paramilitary arm.”

There has been little indication that Mejia government’s use of political violence has increased significantly compared to that of his predecessor. It was even reported late last year that Mejia had ordered the archivos to stand down from all such activities. Nonetheless, Mejia’s light hand on the reigns—and, no doubt, his reputation for condoning such activities—appear to have permitted some backsliding by elements of the security services.

There is reason to believe that the Guatemalan government finally may be beginning to understand that it need not deal with suspected subversives in an “all-or-nothing” fashion. Last week the Department of Technical Investigations (DIT) of the National Police—which, with the archivos, traditionally has been involved in “extra-legal” activities—admitted it was holding 86 kidnap victims and published their names in the press. It also released two kidnap victims after questioning. Although due process obviously has a long road to travel in Guatemala, it is promising to see that at least 86 of the disappeared persons are alive, and that two were released. In the past, the fate of innocent kidnap victims was usually the same as that of the guilty.

The Guatemalan army is, for the most part, committed to the use of civic action as a major part of its counter-insurgency operations, and in most areas wide-spread abductions have not been reported for the past year. Nonetheless, there is a disturbing pattern to the reports that have been received indicating that certain individual commanders—particularly Col. Hernandez Catalan of Huehuetenango—continue to abduct, torture, and murder Indians, campesinos, and USAID-funded bi-lingual education personnel as a routine method of combating the insurgency.

Document Study 3: U.S. Indirect Role in Guatemalan Genocide

Does the United States bear responsibility for the Guatemalan Genocide? Mostly no, but more than it thought it did. Both these U.S. government documents discuss the human rights situation in Guatemala in early 1984, by which time right-wing governments and paramilitary groups had engaged for years in a war supposedly against leftist guerrillas. In reality, the genocide that resulted impacted mostly indigenous civilians who lived in the areas targeted by the government. The genocide took place from 1954 to 1996 and was concentrated from 1978 to 1983. Two hundred thousand people perished; 80 percent were indigenous.

Was the United States directly responsible for the genocide? In other words, did U.S. soldiers pull the triggers or did U.S. commanders give the order to kill civilians? These two documents provide no evidence that the U.S. government was directly responsible, nor does the broader historical evidence.

In fact, the documents seem to absolve the United States of any responsibility by suggesting that State Department employees and others tried, unsuccessfully, to get Guatemalan leaders to lessen human rights violations, for instance by disciplining the most obvious violators. While sharing in this absolution, the longer report from the Department of State, approved by Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights Elliott Abrams, is the more sanguine of the two in its assessment of U.S. influence. It interprets a decline in violence as a sign that the Guatemalan government is indeed softening and argues for additional economic and military aid so as to accelerate this momentum.

Yet it is not difficult to read between the lines of this rosy appraisal. It claims that civilian deaths are declining under the regime of General Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores and adds that the trend is also true of disappearances and kidnappings even though that trend is “less noticeable.” But one could interpret the statistics another way: the decline of monthly deaths under Mejía as opposed to his predecessor, Efraín Rios Montt, is of a single person per month (41 instead of 42) and the abductions under the Mejía regime actually increased by more than half (32 compared to 21) even though they more recently declined. So the report could be accused of minimizing what is a continuing genocide so as to justify an increase in military support. The second document, the Bureau of Intelligence and Research (BIR) memorandum, apparently written just a few weeks after the State Department report, confirms that political violence in fact increased as an election neared.

Though horrifying, this reality nevertheless does indicate that the U.S. government seemed to exercise little influence over political violence by the right in Guatemala. The fact that workers funded by the U.S. Agency for International Development were also being targeted despite U.S. pleas is strong evidence of U.S. powerlessness. It is also true that Guatemalans were jealous of their sovereignty and would not be told what to do by the Pentagon or Foggy Bottom. This reflects a general trend in Latin America, where it was once assumed that right-wing military leaders were “puppets” of Washington. We now know that the ideological right in Latin America was often more rabidly anti-communist and far more brutal, even psychopathic, in its application of violence to perceived enemies than were U.S. cold warriors.

The U.S. government was thus not directly responsible for the genocide. But it bore significant indirect responsibility, and this in several ways.

First, it looked the other way or misinterpreted the facts that it did observe. The BIR memo splits hairs by claiming that the Guatemalan government was “not directly responsible for most political violence” even if “the right wing parties” and even “its own personnel” were. Leaving aside the implication that the government might still be responsible for a large minority of the killing, this statement does not consider violence by government personnel to be government violence. In another instance, the Abrams report claims that the government “undoubtedly” committed only “some” of the killings and kidnappings, thus leaving massive room for ambiguity and inaccuracy. Such a reading of the evidence also assumes that the rest of the violence came from the left. This assumption perpetuates the “two devils” theory, according to which the left and right bore more or less equal responsibility for Cold War bloodshed. The Abrams report, for instance, states that “both the government and the insurgents have employed torture.” This may well be true. However, the United Nations Truth Commission for Guatemala has established that right-wing governments and their allies were responsible not for merely “some” of the killings but for 93 percent of them. Leftist guerrillas? Three percent.

Second, the U.S. government did provide material help to the Guatemalan government. The Abrams memo mentions that, because of Congressional restrictions, there was “a single authorization of six million dollars in helicopter and other spare parts and safety of flight equipment.” The Ronald Reagan administration, however, eventually sold to Guatemala 25 helicopters worth $25 million. Worse: while the helicopters, as delivered, qualified as non-lethal aid, Guatemalans just outfitted them with weapons. It is almost inconceivable that the Pentagon would not have foreseen such a development.

Third, U.S. perorations to respect human rights were mostly words, and tepid ones at that. The Abrams report lists episodes in which U.S. officials raised concerns with the Guatemalans, and these conversations were appropriate and may have been effective. There is certainly no evidence in these documents that the U.S. government verbally encouraged violence. But on that list, the first U.S. suggestion that aid might be curtailed comes late, in August 1983, when the U.S. ambassador warns of “a direct relationship between Administration support for assistance to Guatemala and progress on human rights issues.” All other exchanges could be dismissed as meek U.S. efforts to persuade without backing up words with threats of action. And let us remember that the approach outlined in this report was not to “punish” Guatemalans by taking away aid but rather to give more aid so as to gain influence. That approach in itself was soft, since there was so much more that the United States could have done, such as impose sanctions on Guatemalan trade or diplomacy or influence international financial institutions not to loan to Guatemala.

Fourth is the indirect influence of Cold War anticommunist ideology. This shared ideology between the Reagan administration and Guatemala’s ruling class and military leaders led the State Department to tolerate human rights violations while it privately and publicly denounced them. There is a sense in the Abrams report that violence against civilians is unacceptable but the extrajudicial killings of armed subversives is to be tolerated, even encouraged. The Abrams report, for instance, states that the guerrillas have “received external support in recent years” but does not specify from whom, leaving the reader to deduce Soviet or Nicaraguan help.

Fifth, contributing to this acceptance of human rights violations as necessary is the description of political violence as “traditional” in Guatemala, in the words of the BIR memo. While not openly racist, throughout the Cold War, this view of violence mired in tradition painted Latin Americans as innately and thus inevitably brutal. This depiction of an inferior political culture went hand-in-hand with the virulent anti-indigenous racism of many Guatemalan right-wing commanders, who used it to justify the genocide.

The Guatemalan Genocide is a case study of ambiguity and evasiveness in U.S. policy. The left has described Elliott Abrams as an apologist for human rights violations while the right has celebrated him as a champion of those rights within a Reagan government that considered them insignificant next to the specter of communism. So it is appropriate to conclude that the United States was only indirectly responsible for the genocide, but still responsible for it.

ALAN MCPHERSON


Documents

1. Fr. Ricardo Falla's Witness Account

 The Spanish National Court (Audiencia Nacional) is a leader in applying the international legal concept of universal jurisdiction, with roots in the United Nations Convention on Genocide. In 1999, Nobel laureate Rigoberta Menchú (b. 1959) filed a lawsuit in the Spanish Supreme Court against six Guatemalan military leaders and two police offi-cials linked to killings in Guatemala during that country’s civil war. The case was referred to the Spanish National Court. In 2006, Judge Santiago Pedraz invited witnesses to come to Spain. Pursuant to this, in 2008 the Center for Justice and Accountability, a nonprofit international human rights organization based in San Francisco, brought some 40 indigenous Guatemalans to Madrid to testify in three separate groups, marking the first time a national court had heard evidence from Mayan survivors. Guatemalan anthropologist, author, and Jesuit priest Ricardo Falla presented testimony before Judge Pedraz. His account was based on years of interviewing massacre survivors; part of that testimony is presented here.

The first massacre that I documented was the massacre at the Finca San Francisco. I met the principal witness in La Gloria refugee camp in Mexico, on the border with Guatemala, at the beginning of September 1982—two months after the massacre. He told us what happened and I taped his testimony. We also taped Monsignor Samuel Ruiz, the bishop of San Cristobal de las Casas, who described seeing the Guatemalans arrive in Mexico after fleeing the massacre. They were in a complete panic, carrying their children with them, their bundles, their chickens, and anything else they could take out of Guatemala.

The witness told me how the military arrived in the village on Saturday, July 17, 1982. They came in helicopters, so the witness knew they were not guerrillas. The men were working in the fields and the women were inside their houses. There were hundreds of soldiers. They gathered the men and brought them to the courthouse, where they locked them inside. The women and children were locked inside a church. The men could hear the rattle of machine gun fire and the screams of the women. The women were being raped. (I asked him, “How did you know?” He said because he and other survivors went to see later and found the women’s bodies with their skirts pushed up.) The soldiers took the children and smashed their heads against the ground.

Then the soldiers rested. The massacre was a lot of work. The soldiers closed the door on the building and chatted, played guitar. Later they would kill everyone inside. The eyewitness escaped out of a window while the soldiers were resting.

The hamlet was razed. It was never reconstructed. I realized that this testimony was precious—and a responsibility. I wanted to understand, how did this happen? How did this come about?

In 1983, I went into the jungles of the Ixcán to speak with the people fleeing the massacres. I stayed with a group of people and moved around with them while they hid. We talked—I filled 5 notebooks with the interviews. Bit by bit, each interview gave me more until I was able to create a map of how the massacres took place. It was difficult work; we were in the mountain, and there were soldiers, guerrillas, there was a war going on. Later I went to refugee camp that was nearby, maybe three or four hours walking from where we were hiding. To be in the camp was like being in a Hilton hotel. There was milk, cheese. You didn’t have to worry about being chased by the army. I had the opportunity to take many declarations. And the people talked and talked. They told me what they had suffered. They told me their life stories.

I never stopped being a priest. And the people were glad to be able to tell me their stories.

In the map I made, I documented what had happened between the Rio Ixcán y Rio Xalbal—those were the best documented massacres, because there were more people there. But I also heard about massacres in Santa María Tzeja and other places. I interviewed survivors of the massacre of Cuarto Pueblos, which happened in two different places. Then the soldiers went to Los Angeles. They didn’t massacre. Why not? I think it was the day that Rios Montt took over in a coup. So they didn’t massacre because there was no high command to give the orders. Then the Xalbal massacre took place. In June came the amnesty, and there were no massacres. There was only one massacre then, and it was by the guerrillas, one of the few by them.

All of these massacres were part of a plan and followed the same pattern: the soldiers would surround a town, divide the men and women, rape the women, kill the women and children and then the men, and burn the town. One witness told me how the officers had to encourage the soldiers to keep working, that they were fighting communism. They thought these villages were supporting the guerrilla and so had to be destroyed “down to the last seed.” According to some news reports at the time, the army had in their headquarters a map with little red flags marking the villages. They had a plan to destroy the people because of their belief that they were behind the guerrilla. Of course most of the villagers didn’t have anything to do with guerrillas.

I am not an eyewitness to the massacres. But I am a witness of the persecution that the soldiers carried out against the people: the people who were resisting. At first we didn’t know or use this word, “resisting.” We were holding on. We would be in little groups of 7 or 8 households, maybe 50 people. And a group of soldiers would surprise us in the mountain. What would we do? We would flee: running, running through streams so we wouldn’t leave footprints. We would have already agreed a place to meet later. And so we would scatter, running, and then meet later in the place.

And God, it would rain—such tremendous rain. There were at one point about 450 people hiding up there in tiny groups. Because there was food at that time—it was hard to find, but it was there. Sometimes you had to go for a day or two without eating, but then you could eat, because there were hidden crops and other sources of food that we would forage.

Later I went to Mexico. I shut myself up in a room and wrote for two years. I wrote—and I cried. You know when there is something fresh and you are motivated? I wrote down everything I could—1,400 pages. It was two volumes, too much.

In 1984, Mexico took everyone gathered in the refugee camps by the border, and dispersed them in Campeche and Quintana Roo. Many people refused to go to the new camps and resettle away from the border, so some of them decided to return and resist. They joined the organized people in the mountain. We always talk about people as victims, but not about all the amazing things they did to resist and survive. The people were much more organized by then. They could stay for up to three months in one place without moving. The army was bombing them with huge bombs that would leave gigantic craters. But they didn’t actually kill that many people. The people just hid from the bombs. So, they were victims, but in resistance—a resistance that began with the massacres.

 Source: Guatemala Human Rights Commission/USA, http://www.ghrc-usa.org/AboutGuatemala/SpanishCourtTestimony.htm and the National Security Archive, http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/guatemala/genocide/.

2. Jesús Tecú Osorio, Victim and Witness

Born in 1971 in Río Negro, Baja Verapaz, Jesús Tecú witnessed the deaths of most of his immediate family members in a major massacre on March 13, 1982. He spent two years as a household slave to one of the perpetrators before being remanded into the custody of his older sister, who had also survived. In 1993, Tecú began legal proceedings to have the mass grave of Río Negro exhumed, and evidence collected there resulted in the prosecution of three of those responsible for the massacre. In 1998 they were sentenced to death for crimes against humanity; a year later their sentences were commuted to 60 years’ imprisonment. It is from Tecú’s memoir, The Río Negro Massacres, that this extract has been taken. Here, he relates in graphic detail how the massacre unfolded.

On the 13th of March 1982, at around six in the morning the military and the patrollers, who were dressed in uniforms and armed, entered the village and forced all the people out of their homes. There were boys, girls and pregnant women.

They took me from our house together with my brothers Marcelo, Anastasio and Jaime, who were seven, five and two years old. My sister Juana Tecú Osorio, who was 25 years old, was forced from her house together with her sons Juan and Catharine who were five and two years old. They lived by the road to Chitucán.

One day before, on the 12th of March 1982, in the evening, my sister Juana asked me to get up early the next morning to collect firewood from the hillside with another boy. At nine in the morning on the 13th of March we were in the hills collecting firewood when a man came running past. He was fleeing from the military and the patrollers. We were yelling and joking between us when the man scolded us and said: “Kids, stop yelling. The military and patrollers are in the village and they are taking all the women.” I was very worried and I went straight back to our house. When I got back to the house I realized that the soldiers and patrollers were taking all the women and children. So I said to my sister Juana: “Let’s leave the house before they get here.”

She didn’t want to. They were about two hundred meters from our house. She said to me: “If the patrollers find us hiding in the hills, they will accuse us of being guerrillas.” I wanted to take my younger brother Jaime. My sister insisted on not fleeing. We entered the house and closed ourselves in.

A few minutes passed and then a soldier with his face covered by a red bandana came by. He had the look of an assassin. He walked in front of the women of the village. He began beating down the door of the house. The soldiers and patrollers surrounded the house so that no one could escape. The house was made of wood with a thatched roof. We had a wooden door.

They entered and said: “Where are the weapons that you took from the officers? If you don’t give them back everyone will die. Where are all the men? Where have they gone?”

My sister said that we didn’t know anything about the weapons and that the men had been killed in Xococ.

The patrollers and the military said that the men had gone with the guerrillas and that they were not dead. After searching the house they made us leave. They took us and put us under the concaste tree that was in front of the house. There we saw a group of patrollers who were rounding up the women.

The assassins, who were in our house, began to cook and eat our food. Now there would be no breakfast for us. Having stolen our food, they then began to mistreat the women and asked them the same question. “Where are the weapons that you took from the officers? If you don’t hand them over you will all die. Where have the men gone?” The women gave the same reply: “All the men were assassinated in Xococ.” The patrollers and the military wanted to convince the women that the men were not dead that instead they had joined the guerrillas.

After the interrogation they started raping the fifteen- and fourteen-year-old girls. They took them to the bushes and laughed after they had been raped. I saw the patroller Ambrosio Pérez Lauj from Xococ taking Justa Osorio Sic into the forest. She came back very frightened. He yelled obscenities at her. He said that she wasn’t a virgin and that her body was weak.

After that they forced us to walk to Pak’oxom. This place is on the hill Portezuelo e Monterredondo. The soldiers and the patrollers mistreated us and said that we were children of guerrilla fighters.

They cut branches with thorns and beat us. No one could bear the pain. Women and children cried. At this time of year it’s very hot. We asked for water and the patrollers said to us: “We are almost there. Once we are there we will rest and have some water.”

It was an ironic response. They already knew what they were going to do with us. The children and women were exhausted when we arrived at Pak’oxom. The soldiers and patrollers brought us together in the flat area where we waited for the women who had not yet arrived. While they waited for them to arrive, the soldiers began to cut tree branches and one meter lengths of rope. They were preparing materials to use to massacre the people.

The military official threatened the women with a grenade that he carried on his chest. He pulled the pin and pretended to throw it into the women and children. Everyone screamed. They thought the official had let the grenade off. He made fun of them and said: “OK, you wanted some water, now we’ll give you water. We will pardon your lives if you hand over the weapons that you took from the officers.”

The women insisted that they did not know anything. The official threatened them in Spanish and the patrollers translated into Achi. While this was happening soldiers and patrollers took women into the bushes and raped them. If any of them resisted rape, the assassins threatened to kill them. The whole group from Río Negro was surrounded by military and patrollers.

Once all the material was prepared, they began to kill the women and children. They took them one by one to a ravine that was about twenty meters from where we were. We heard shots, screams and crying. The patrollers killed the women out of sight. They did not want us to see their cruelty. They made us lie face down on the sacred ground. I did not want to suffer or die like the other children and women. I searched for a way to escape. My younger brother, who was two years old, and I were right in front of the patrollers. Every second I could feel death encroaching on me.

When a patroller came close to us I thought he would take me next. I thought of two things: die or escape with my brother. I began to move towards the last line of women.

I told one of the patrollers that my brother needed to go to the bathroom. He gave me permission to leave. I walked towards a low ridge looking for a place where my brother and I could escape, but I realized that the whole place was surrounded by soldiers. I wanted to run but the weight of my brother prevented me from running. I came across a soldier raping a woman and he scolded me and sent me to where the group of women was.

When I arrived, I saw the patroller Pedro González Gómez trying to murder Vicenta Iboy Chen. Even though this woman had a baby on her back, she fought back trying to defend herself from the rapist. She picked up a rock and threw it at Pedro. The patroller took his machete from its sheath that was on his belt and gave her two blows. The patroller not only wounded the woman badly, but he cut in half the baby around her back. Vicenta fell down heavily at the edge of the ravine. Pedro immediately came up to her and gave her two machete blows in the neck.

I remember other bitter moments of the slaughter. The patroller Pablo Ruiz Alvarado had Tomasa López Ixpatá face down. He had tied a rope around her neck forming a noose. The assassin removed the rope from her neck thinking that he had already killed her, however her body still trembled. The patroller took a club and beat her to death. He treated her like an animal. When she was dead he took her by the feet and dragged her to the ravine.

Margarita Sánchez did not want to die like the other women. She wanted to escape but the official saw her. He took her by the hair, threw her to the ground and kicked her. She apologized and said: “Don’t kill me, my father lives in Pacux.” The patrollers said: “We’ll send you to your father in Pacux.”

She sat down beside me, weeping a sea of tears. Then I realized she was vomiting blood. She no longer had any teeth. The rest of the women cried and asked to be pardoned. They offered their cattle in exchange for their lives but the assassins had already decided to kill them.

They no longer took them to ravine, instead they killed them right there in the same place. They killed them in front of the other women and children.

Around two in the afternoon the patrollers took Petronila Sánchez and Paula Chen, who were about fifty-five years old. They forced them to lie face down and placed ropes around their necks, forming a noose. I was two meters away.

I heard it when they could no longer breathe. They buried their fingers in the holy ground as if they were asking for help.

Their necks cracked. When they were dead they dragged them to the ravine. The bodies were swollen and the faces were bruised. All of the children we were crying.

We were sitting on the ground. The children were the easiest victims to kill. When they came for a child, they just put the rope around its neck and took the child away hanging by the rope. The child began to kick. Once they got to the ravine they let them go. They grabbed the child by their feet and then smashed them against rocks and trees that are still found at that place. Other children were killed with machete blows or from blows to the ears. This is the way the assassins took the life of defenseless children.

Seventeen boys and girls remained. The patrollers came closer to the older ones. At this point Mrs. Juana Tum asked the patroller Macariao Alvarado Toj to take her daughter Silveria Lajuj Tum to Xococ, asking him to care for her as his own daughter. When there were only twenty women remaining the patroller Pedro González called me and said: “I’m not going to kill you but you have to come with me to Xococ and help me with my work. I am only taking you because I have no children.”

I said yes immediately to save my life. He separated me from the group and told me to go above the ravine. I took my younger brother Jaime. The rest of the soldiers came closer to the children and chose the ones they would take with them to Xococ.

After killing the twenty women who remained they brought us all together. They prepared us for the walk to Xococ. The assassin Pedro González came to where my brother and I were and said: “OK, let’s go to Xococ.”

Then he realized that I had my little brother Jaime with me. He told me that he could not take him as he was tired and we had to walk all night from Río Negro to Xococ. I told him that I could carry my brother and that I would take all responsibility for him. Enraged he said to me: “No because my wife is not used to caring for a child as small as your brother.”

I insisted on taking my brother with me. He became angry and said that if I insisted he would kill us both. I was sitting on the trunk of a fallen tree. I had my brother in my arms and he took him from me by force. He wrapped a rope around his neck and took him hanging from one of his hands. Jaime was kicking his feet. I followed behind him crying. I asked him a million times to spare my brother’s life but it didn’t matter.

I wished for someone to help me but no one appeared. We arrived at the ravine where the bodies of the victims were dumped. He threw my brother on the ground. He took him by the feet and smashed him against the rocks. Seeing that he was dead he threw him down the ravine.

There, I saw the women who had been raped, hung, shot and stabbed with machetes. Some of the bodies were still trembling. . . .

I was alone, sad, without my parents and there was no one to care for me. . . . I can’t forget the moment in which they killed all the women and the children. I can still remember the screams and the gunshots in the ravine.

 Source: Jesús Tecú Osorio, The Río Negro Massacres, translated into English and published by Rights Action, 2003. Accessed at: http://www.pbs.org/pov/discoveringdominga/special_witnessjt.php. Used by permission of Jesus Tecú Osorio with the assistance of Rights Action.

3. Department of Defense Report on the Coup (March 1982)

 The following 1982 U.S. Department of State report details the events of the March 23, 1982, coup d’état that put General José Efraín Ríos Montt in power in Guatemala. The report also assesses the tenuous political situation in Guatemala while emphasizing that Montt can be trusted to allow for a transition back to a democratically elected government. However, the report also discusses the dissatisfaction by certain officers around personnel decisions made by the military junta.

The coup of 23 March was allegedly planned by a small number of junior officers (10–20) from the Air Force, *Marsical Zavala* Brigade and Honor Brigade, all of which are located in the capital. Although a number (NFI) of other officers (both senior and junior) were allegedly sounded out regarding their support/intentions if such an action were undertaken, only the small planning group actually had the knowledge that the coup was imminent. As late as Sunday (21 March) planning for the coup continued and junior officers within the planning group were still discreetly sounding out their counterparts and friends (copaneros) countrywide. Support within the military on 23 March 23 was not as widespread as many people first believed. Four (4) military units outside the capital were ready to stage a counter-offensive in support of the government, while three (3) other units remained neutral with no intent of supporting or opposing the actions taking place. Only the personal intervention of BG Manuel Benedicto ((Lucas)) Garcia prevented a bloodbath on that day. Precoup involvement of BG Jose Efrain Rios Montt remains unclear. The general may have been contacted prior to 23 March to provide opinions but apparently was not offered the junta presidency. The general is considered to be demagogic and at times somewhat eccentric; however, he is viewed as an interim caretaker who possesses the qualities (honesty, morality, leadership) necessary to change the image of the country while simultaneously constructing a solid governmental foundation to pass on to a civilian successor. Despite these perceptions, dissatisfaction among some (NFI) junior officers continues following the initial pronouncements of the junta. Certain officer assignments/transfers have been viewed with great disdain. In addition, the rumored 12–18 month period it will take to hold elections and transfer power to a civilian president is far longer than the 30–90 day period originally foreseen by the young and somewhat naïve coup leaders. Compounding the problem is the ongoing agitation of Leonel ((Sishiega)) Otero, former vice presidential candidate for the HLN, who allegedly continues to meet with junior officers at his home. Reassignments within the military and governmental ministries should continue over the next 10–14 days, and the situation should remain fluid for that period. Meanwhile, the junior officer corps, although still gloating over their success of 23 March. Continue to carefully monitor the actions of their new leaders.

The junior officers, however, realize that they do not possess the capabilities to run either the armed forces or the government. Additionally, since their intent was to force the old group out and pave the way for a new administration, they were willing to rely on assistance from elected (NFI) seniors until new elections could install a civilian president. The requirement for senior leadership that was not tied to the Lucas administration led to the selection of BG Jose Efrain ((Rios)) Montt.

Conversations with other junior officers following the coup indicate that the general may have been contacted for his opinions and advice. For a period following the coup, BG Manuel Benedicto Lucas Garcia was also considered by some (NFI) Junior Officers as an excellent candidate. Despite being the president’s brother, a strong relationship did not exist between the two.

Additionally, despite the fact that the general had been appointed by his brother over other officers, many junior officers felt he had more than proven himself as a capable leader over the last year. These favorable points, however, were negated shortly after the 7 March elections when General Lucas together with the MOD participated in a televised press conference to denounce charges that the military was somehow involved in the outcome of the electoral decision. His (General Lucas’) statements during the press conference were viewed as emotional and not befitting the position he held. Additionally, his presence along with three other military personnel at the press briefing was perceived as linking the Guatemalan Armed Forces too closely to General Guevara and the allegation of fraud that continued following the electoral county. Consequently, General Lucas could not be a part of any new government formed as a result of a coup aimed at changing the status quo. The final makeup of the junta was not what the junior officers had envisioned and appears to have been the idea of General Rios Montt. The reason for the selection of BG Horacio Maldonado Schaad and Col Francisco Luis Gordillo Martinez as junta members is not really clear. Allegedly, General Maldonado was picked because he (1) remained neutral when his garrison’s officers announced they were supporting the coup, (2) he has always been considered a capable commander who has not involved himself in corrupt practices, and (3) he has shown an interest in helping the civilian population whenever he could. Col. Gordillo was also considered an honest and intelligent commander and when he was informed by his junior officers of the coup he allegedly offered them his full support.

Despite the presence of General Maldonado and Colonel Gordillo, the real power remains in the hands of General Rios Montt. (5) Dissatisfaction arises: the makeup of the junta and the relegation of the junior officers to positions as advisors have produced some consternation; however, the selection of certain officers to fill key positions has produced the greatest dissatisfaction. The name of Col Fernando Alfonso ((Castillo)) Ramirez as the Air Force commander and Col Hewan Orestes ((Ponce)) Nitsch as the national police commander are two such examples. Additionally, the failure on the part of the junta to immediately remove other officers closely tied to the Lucas regime was another point of contention. Col Hector Ismael ((Montalvan)) Bares, Chief, Presidential Staff, was an example of the latter point. While these personnel decisions have produced criticism within the junior officer corps, the rumored 12–18 month delay before a civilian president will take office has produced the greatest hue and cry. It was envisioned by the young coup leaders that elections would be held immediately and a new civilian president could then take charge.

At a minimum, six months would be required to prepare the paperwork necessary to carry out an election, added onto a 3–6 month period of the junta trying to organize itself and the government. That meant that a one year period would be the earliest that a democratically elected civilian could take office. That the same officers who carried off the first coup, while possibly willingly to understand/accept that long a delay, would probably not stand idly by if it appeared that the junta was dragging its feet. It was now imperative that the junta organize itself in a short period (30–60 days) and then present a comprehensive plan for the next election. This would go a long way towards calming the rising apprehensions of the junior officer corps. Additions, military and civilian assignments changes would continue over the next 10–14 days with junior officers watching closely what the make-up of the entire team would look like. This first process would be critical if the junta was to enjoy the continued support of that segment of the officer corps that removed the former leaders.

	(6) Outside agitation: following the coup, many rumors surfaced concerning the involvement of certain groups/ personnel in the coup planning. Leonel Sisniega, former vice presidential candidate of the NLN, was one such individual who alleged he was responsible for the coup and that the junior officers were simply his instruments. Prior to the coup, Sisniega opened his home to any officer who wished to come and complain about the status quo. His connection with the junior officer corps was enhanced by his son, a LT (NFE) who is currently on active duty. Supposedly, Lt Sishiega is not held in the highest of esteem by many of his peers, but he has managed to introduce several of his contemporaries to his father. Following the coup and the inability of Leonel Sisniega or the NLN hierarchy to worm its way into the new government, the elder Sisniega once again began meeting with junior officers in his home to listen to their complaints and perhaps create a greater feeling of dissatisfaction, in hopes of furthering his own cause. Despite Sisniega’s apparent continued success of drawing complaints from his visitors over the status quo. The number of officers involved (NFI) is allegedly not sufficient nor in positions of sufficient power (military commands) at this time to initiate a repeat action of 23 March.
 	(7) Time for evaluation: As it appears to a majority of the junior officers, the junta must be given time to organize itself and announce its program for turning the country around while at the same time preparing the electoral process. For the moment many junior officers were still preoccupied with the success of their coup and therefore not dwelling on the negative aspects of the results; however, there was no question that bitterness could replace the euphoria very quickly.
 	(8) Lingering problems: General Rios Montt is also troubled by what to do with the many officers who are out of a job and simply sitting at home. General K.B. Lucas would probably be sent out of the country eventually. Additionally, even though other officers may have been involved in corrupt practices, it was unlikely anyone would be penalized. General Rios Montt’s strong religious beliefs, coupled with his longtime associations with the upper echelons of the officer corps, would prevent him from waging a war of vengeance. Reason for preventing any official (civilian or military) from leaving the country was to allow a complete audit of all individuals who by virtue of their position handled government funds. General Rios Montt has required that a complete account be made of public funds, and where discrepancies are found, the money will be recouped from the individual (NFI) before he is permitted to leave.
 	(9) The junta president: Despite his demagogic and eccentric moments, the junior officer corps perceived General Rios Montt as a qualified leader of demonstrated honesty and morality. His (General Rios Montt’s) first televised press conference did not paint a very favorable picture of the man but that was most certainly attributable to fatigue and pressure of the day’s events. It would be easier to accept his religious and moral idiosyncrasies than the dishonesty found in the previous administration. Additionally, General Rios Montt was only a caretaker of the government, preparing the way for the democratically elected “civilian” who would follow.


 Source: National Security Archive

4. Ríos Montt Declares a One-Month Siege as a "Final Battle" and a "War without Limits"

In his television and radio announcement, Ríos Montt declared the necessity of the siege because of the “necessity to substitute justice for the prevailing chaos” and attributed that chaos to the guerillas and insurgents. He also informed his audiences of the establishment of “tribunals of special jurisdiction” to try anyone suspected of engaging in a number of violent acts up to and including treason. Conviction of such crimes would carry punishment of execution by firing squad or imprisonment.

	(C) SUMMARY. IN A TELEVISION AND RADIO ANNOUNCEMENT THE NIGHT OF JUNE 30, PRESIDENT RIOS MONTT DECLARED A ONE-MONTH STATE OF SIEGE BEGINNING JULY 1. RIOS MONTT COMMENTED THAT IT WAS NECESSARY TO SUBSTITUTE JUSTICE FOR THE PREVAILING CHAOS AND SPOKE BRIEFLY OF BODIES BEING FOUND BY THE ROADSIDE AND OF PEOPLE BEING DRAGGED OUT OF THEIR HOUSES AT NIGHT. HE ATTRIBUTED RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE “CHAOS” TO THE GUERRIALLAS AND STATED THAT 1,857 PERSONS HAD TURNED THEMSELVES IN UNDER THE AMNESTY PROGRAM. HE DECLARED THE “FINAL BATTLE” AND A “WAR WITHOUT LIMITS” AGAINST THE GERRILLAS AND ANNOUNCED THE FORMATION OF “TRIBUNALS OF SPECIAL JURISDICTION” THAT WOULD “OPENLY TRY” THOSE COMMITTING OR ATTEMPTING TO COMMIT CERTAIN TYPES OF CRIMES (LISTED IN PARA 4). THOSE FOUND GUILTY ARE TO BE EXECUTED BY FIRING SQUAD OR IMPRISONED. MILGP HAS OBTAINED FURTHER INFORMATION THROUGH ITS SOURCES AS FOLLOWS: 1) INDIVIDUALS CAUGHT IN THE ACT OF SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITIES WILL BE TRIED ON THE SPOT; 2) ALL LICENSES TO CARRY ARMS ARE SUSPENDED EXCEPT FOR MILITARY AND SECURITY PERSONNEL; 3) GATHERINGS OF MORE THAN FOUR PERSONS WILL REQUIRE PERMISSION; 5) HOUSE TO HOUSE SEARCHES WITHOUT WARRANTS WILL BEGIN; 5) CURFEWS WILL BE IMPOSED IN CERTAIN DEPARTMENTS OF HIGH CONFLICT; 6) CONSITITUTIONAL GUARANTEES SUSPENDED; 7) MAIL MAY BE OPENED; 8) ENTRY/EXIT TO/FROM GUATEMALA WILL BE TIGHTLY
 	(U) PRESIDENT RIOS MONTT ADDRESSED THE NATION BY TELEVISION AND RADIO THE NIGHT OF JUNE 30 TO DECLARE A ONE-MONTH STATE OF SIEGE BEGINNING JULY 1. THE ADDRESS LASTED ROUGHLY 15 MINUTES, AND WAS DELIVERED IN A FORMAL AND SERIOUS MANNER BY THE PRESIDENT FROM BEHIND A DESK, UNLIKE THE SYTLE ADOPTED FOR THE WEEKLY “SUNDAY ERMONETTES.”
 	(U) RIOS MONTT BEGAN HIS ADDRESS BY STATING THAT GUATEMALA FACED TWO SERIOUS PROBLEMS, THE ECONOMY AND SUBVERSION, AND STATED THAT HE WAS GOING TO SPEAK ABOUT THE LATTER PROBLEM DESPITE THE FACT THAT THE TWO WERE INSEPARABLE. HE COMMENTED THAT “THE CONCEPT OF JUSTICE HAS ALMOST DISAPPEARED FROM THE COUNTRY,” AND THAT IT “BOTHERS US WHEN WE ARE STOPPED OR GREETED BY A POLICEMAN BECAUSE WE ARE SO USED TO GIVING BRIBES.” HE STATED THAT “THOSE WHO HAVE BROUGHT CHAOS TO GUATEMALA” AND HAVE BROKEN DOWN ITS INSTITUTIONS ARE “THOSE WHO OFFER THE RED PARADISE OF SLAVERY, THOSE WHO HAVE UNLEASHED A CHAIN OF DEATH.” HE THEN SPOKE OF BODIES BEING FOUND DAILY ALONG ROADSIDES, OF PEOPLE BEING DRAGGED OUT OF THEIR HOUSES DURING THE NIGHT, AND OF THE NEED TO REPLACE “ABUSE OF POWER” WITH A SYSTEM OF JUSTICE. “IT IS TIME,” HE DECLARED, “TO BEGIN TO MANAGE THIS SITUATION AS IT SHOULD BE MANAGED, AS GOD ORDERS, AS WE ALL WANT IT TO BE MANAGED.” HE STATED THAT THE AMNESTY HAD BEEN PART OF THE GOG’S PLAN TO ELIMINATE NOT JUST THE SUBVERSION, BUT ITS UNDERLYING CAUSES, AND CLAIMED THAT 1,857 PEOPLE HAD TURNED THEMSELVES IN AS OF NOON JUNE 30 BUT THAT OTHERS COULD NOT DO SO DUE TO GUERRILLA INTIMIDATION. “NOW, HE CLAIMED. “THERE WILL BE NO POLICE ACTIONS HIDDEN FROM THE EYES OF THE CITIZENS AND OF THE WORLD.” THE “FINAL BATTLE.” A “FIGHT WITHOUT LIMITS (SIN CUARTEL)” HAD BEGUN.
 	(U) RIOS MONTT ANNOUNCED THE FORMATION OF “TRIBUNALS OF SPECIAL JURISDICTION (TRIBUNALES DE FUERO ESPECIAL)” THAT WOULD OVERSEE “OPEN, COMPLETELY JUST TRIALS.” THOSE CONVICTED WOULD BE EXECUTED BY FIRING SQUAD OR IMPRISONED. CRIMES OVER WHICH THESE TRIBUNALS WILL HAVE JURISDICTION ARE AS FOLLOWS: KIDNAPPING, ARSON, ATTACKS ON DEFENSE INSTALLATIONS, FABRICATION OR POSSESSION OF EXPLOSIVE MATERIALS, CAUSING RAILWAY DISASTERS, ATTACKS AGAINST THE SECURITY OF MARITIME, FLUVIAL OR AIR TRANSPORTATION, ATTACKS OR ATTEMPTS AGAINST BUSES OR ANY OTHER TYPE OF LAND TRANSPORTATION, DAMAGE OR ATTEMPTS AGAINST SERVICES OF PUBLIC NECESSITY SUCH AS WATER AND ELECTRICITYN ACTS OF AIR OR OTHER PIRACY, POISINING OF WATER OR FOOD, TREASON AGAINST THE NATION, ATTEMPTS AGAINST THE INTEGRITY OF THE STATE, MASSACRES, THE PRACTICE OF TERRORISM, STORING OF ARMS OR MUNITIONS, AND TRAFFICKING IN EXPLOSIVES. HE ALSO NOTED THAT ANYONE SUSPECTED OF ATTEMPTING ANY OF THESE ACT WOULD BE TRIED.
 	(U) RISO MONTT ANNOUNCED THAT THIS “STATE OF SIEGE” WOULD LAST FOR A MONTH, AND STATED THAT “LIFE WILL BE NORMAL FOR THOSE WITHIN THE LAW.” HE FINISHED HIS ANOUNCEMENT BY SPEAKING OF THE NEED TO DEVELOP A GUATEMALAN IDENTITY APART FROM “THE U. S. OR MOSCOW, NORTH OR SOUTH.”
 	(C) THIS MORNING, JULY 1, FURTHER ORAL INFORMATION OBTAINED BY MILGP COMMAND FROM THE GOG CHIEF OF STAFF’S OFFICE GAVE MORE DETAILS ON THE STATE OF SIEGE, AS FOLLOWS: 	(1) COURTS MARTIAL IN EFFECT - ANY INDIVIDUALS CAUGHT IN THE ACT OF SUBVERSIVE ACTIVITY WOULD BE TRIED ON THE SPOT. THE FACT OF BEING CAUGHT IN THE ACT WOULD BE PRIMA FACIE EVIDENCE OF GUILT.
 	(2) ONLY THE MILITARY (AND GOG SECURITY ELEMENTS) ARE AUTHORIZED TO CARRY WEAPONS. ALL OTHER LICENSES TO CARRY ARMS ARE TEMPORARILY SUSPENDED.
 	(3) COUNTRY-WIDE - NO GATHERING OF FOUR OR MORE PEOPLE WILL BE AUTHORIZE WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL FROM THE MILITARY.
 	(4) HOUSE TO HOUSE SEARCHES WILL BEGIN WITHOUT A REQUIREMENT OF JUDICIAL ORDERS.
 	(5) A CURFEW WILL BE IMPOSED IN THE DEPARTMENTS OF HIGHEST CONFLICT (PROBABLY EL QUICHE, QUEZALTENANGO, HUEHUETENANGO, AND SOLOLA.)
 	(6) ALTHOUGH THE CONSITUTION WAS SUSPENDED AFTER THE GOLPE OF MARCH 23, THE MILITARY DECLARED ANEW THAT CONSITUTIONAL GUARANTEES HAVE BEEN SUSPENDED.
 	(7) MAIL MAY BE OPENED.
 	(8) ENTRY/EXIT TO/FROM GUATEMALA WILL BE TIGHTLY CONTROLLED. EMBASSY WILL REPORT IN FURTHER DEPTH ON THE STATE OF SIEGE AS SOON AS A COPY OF THE GOG DECREE BECAOMES AVAILABLE.




 Source: National Security Archive

5. Department of State Report Still Praising Ríos Montt as a Human Rights Activist, August 1982

 The August 1982 U.S. State Department report discusses the role of General José Efraín Ríos Montt in stabilizing the onset of political violence in Guatemala, particularly in curtailing human rights violations by government security forces. While presenting Ríos Montt in the most favorable light, this report also discusses the worsening attacks launched by guerrilla forces against the regime. In addition, it presents Ríos Montt’s efforts at engaging the insurgents by co-opting the services of indigenous populations into the military.

Human Rights in Guatemala (S/NF/NC/OR)

Human rights violations by Guatemalan security forces have decreased substantially over the past four months, particularly in the cities. During the same period, killings of civilians by the insurgent forces have reached unprecedented levels.

The improvement in the human rights situation can be credited to the efforts of President Rios Montt, a retired army general who was asked to lead the military junta set up by the junior officers after the March 23 coup.

An evangelical Christian, Rios Montt gained a reputation for honesty in 1971 when his attacks on corruption in the Armed Forces cost him his position as Army Chief of Staff. He bolstered his reputation in 1974, when he was widely believed to have won the presidential elections, although the office was denied him by ballot fraud.

As president, Rios Montt made clear his intention to try to end politically motivated killings by government forces. He has disbanded the detective squad and the judicial police, a signal to right wing “death squads” that their activities would no longer be tolerated. On the other hand, Rios Montt is reliably reborted to have secretly reserved to himself the power to authorize extra-legal actions designed to eliminate alleged subversives who escape punishment in the courts. The number of deaths which the US Embassy attributed to the security forces was cut almost in half a month after Rios Montt’s accession to power. This trend continued into June when the government offered a 30-day emnesty to the insurgents.

Nevertheless, other actions have tarnished the government’s progress in curbing abuses. Rios Montt eased out the other two members of the junta in early June and rules alone. He has made general references to a return to constitutional rule, but has announced no date for elections. It appears, however, that Rios Montt does plan to convene a constituent assembly some time next year.

Bringing its own forces under control is one of the most difficult tasks the government faces. The government declared war on the insurgents when the amnesty expired on July 1. Former military personnel have been recalled to active duty to take part in an energetic campaign against the guerrillas. This development raises the possibility that increased conflict will lead to human rights violations.

The government faces its greatest challenge in the predominantly indigenous northwestern highland departments of Huehuetenango and El Quiche. The Guerrilla Army of the Poor (EGP) had predicted for 10 years that the government intends to exterminate the area’s Indian population: the EGP believes that winning the support of the long-suffering Indian holds the key to eventual control of the government. Guerrilla violence directed against the non-Indian elite provoked a harsh reaction under former president Lucas, and large numbers of Indians, priests, lay workers, teachers, and cooperative leaders were killed in a wave of violence.

Rios Montt’s most important step in support of the Indians is the decision to arm them and organize them into Civil Defense Forces (CDFs). Contrary to guerrilla expectations, the CDFs have not turned their weapons on government forces. Instead, the armed Indians have denied guerrillas easy access to villages and have killed or wounded many guerrillas. In reprisal, the insurgents have attacked CDF members and their families.

In some cases, however, the identity of the attackers is not known. One clandestine source reported that guerrilla forces wore Guatemalan Army camouflage uniforms when they massacred 150 campesinos in Alta Verapaz Department. There are other reports that the army, during raids, sometimes wears the olive drab used by the guerrillas.

Before the March 23 coup, most of the killings were thought to be the work of the military and security forces and right-wing death squads. In contrast, the US Embassy now estimates that the number of civilians killed by the left jumped from 33 in the first quarter of 1982 to 358 in the second quarter.

These murders reflect the guerrillas’ concern about the sagging momentum of the insurgency. The growth in guerrilla ranks was arrested when Rios Montt came to power and curtailed government abuses. His amnesty plan also helped to reverse the trend. Moreover, the reformist attitude of the new government has undercut the legitimacy of the guerrilla movement, which is trying, by provoking military repression, to recover popular support.

 Source: National Security Archive

6. U.S. Embassy, Analysis of Ríos Montt Government after Eleven Months, February 18, 1983

Early on, the report states “the Rios Montt accomplishments in 1982 appear more elementary than revolutionary. They include (1) staying in office; (2) putting insurgency on the defensive; (3) and some progress in improving the country’s international image” (pp. 6–7). At its conclusion, the report further states that


outlook for Guatemala is positive. Guatemalans have the capacity to weather difficult situations and snap back quickly. The mood is visibly improved over one year ago. Where there were empty streets and fear, there are once again traffic jams. A shortage of quality of housing generally occupied by foreigners, i.e. businessmen and embassy staff, has become noticeable, another sure indicator of increased activity. In spite of the variables mentioned earlier, the Embassy is inclined to believe that Rios Montt will continue to consolidate his position and generate the kind of activity that will keep the momentum positive over the next few months, if not throughout 1983. (p. 49)



It is ironic that this misread of the reality of the Guatemalan situation will become apparent later on when Rios Montt himself will be charged with genocidal crimes against his own people.

Assembly will be the body to set the date for national elections.

Assuming the process goes smoothly, many Guatemalans with political aspirations have already begun to maneuver and evaluate their prospects for forming parties or committees under the new laws. Such unlikely and undoubtedly ineligible candidates as former Lucas administration finance minister Bucaro, and Rios Montt Junta member Colonel Gordillo, have already thrown their respective hats in the ring. Even recently removed Central Bank president Gonzalez Del Valle is testing the water. It should be a lively year in the political arena.

The major variable in the outlook is the likelihood of another coup and/or the possible assassination of Rios Montt. A coup could be triggered by political elements not in agreement with how the political process will be carried out, or it could be triggered by elements of the military, or a combination of the two. It is the Embassy’s view that either event would return Guatemala to some form of conservative military control. However, coup plotters would undoubtedly state that their program was intended to honor the original purpose of the Rios Montt government of returning Guatemala rapidly to elected government. As stated earlier, coup plotting to date has been inept and easily countered, but the possibility exists that a more serious attempt could take place.

Another variable is the guerilla insurgency. At the moment, the GOG has the upper hand. A coup attempt or actual takeover might, hover, weaken the military, particularly if it were a bloody event. In addition, there are reports that the guerrilla forces are resupplying and planning a renewed offensive several months hence. Should the guerilla groups capture the initiative gain, it would certainly impact on the positive trends. The GOG would feel obliged to commit additional resources to military needs rather than developmental, and human rights improvements might be set back should the military feel seriously threatened.

Should the worst case scenario of a coup or guerrilla recrudescence not occur, the 1983 outlook for Guatemala is positive. Guatemalans have the capacity to weather difficult situations and snap back quickly. The mood is visibly improved over one year ago. Where there were empty streets and fear, there are once again traffic jams. A shortagex of the quality of housing generally occupied by foreigners, i.e., businessmen and Embassy staff, has become noticeable, another sure indicator of increased activity. In spite of the variables mentioned earlier, the Embassy is inclined to believe that Rios Montt will continue to consolidate his position and generate the kind of activity that will keep the momentum positive over the next few months, if not throughout 1983.

 Source: National Security Archive

7. Declassified State Department Report on Human Rights (1984)

 The following document is a report conducted by the U.S. State Department that looked into human rights violations occurring in Guatemala in 1983. The report states that a number of individuals were abducted and killed in Guatemala and that some of the atrocities were believed to have been carried out by the Guatemalan military as well as the government under the direction of General Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores. However, the State Department believed the number of human rights violations and overall levels of political violence had been reduced from 1982 to 1983. Civil and political rights had also improved, with the government once again allowing public criticism and the return of political parties. The Guatemalan government assured the State Department that they had put an end to detention programs and were taking steps to ensure an end to military abuses, particularly against U.S. Agency for International Development (AID) workers. In addition, the report stated that Guatemala continued to face a strong Communist insurgency, which the State Department found troubling, given the Cold War tensions of the time. As a result, the State Department recommended that the United States should resume diplomatic relations with Guatemala since the human rights situation in the country had improved, while continuing to promote the importance of human rights to U.S. foreign policy in Guatemala. The State Department further recommended that the United States should provide economic and military assistance to the Guatemalan military to maintain the stability of the Guatemalan government against communism and help the country transition to become more democratic. The report was signed off by Assistant Secretary of State for Human Rights Elliott Abrams and two other Department officials before being sent to Congress.
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GUATEMALA

A. Human Rights Information

1. Political/Legal Situation

Guatemala has been ruled by a de facto military government for almost two years. The present Head of State, General Oscar Humberto Mejia Victores, Minister of Defense under President Efrain Rios Montt, assumed power on August 8, 1983 as the result of a nearly bloodless coup. Rios Montt, who himself took office as the result of a military coup in March 1982, was removed because of general discontent with his erratic style and evangelical ideas. Guatemala’s senior military commanders believed Rios Montt’s departure was necessary to prevent further factionalism within the military and to preempt a possible coup by the far right. Our inability to provide politically meaningful support to the Rios Montt Government contributed indirectly to its downfall.

The Mejia Government has taken a number of positive steps to restore a constitutional, electoral process and to address the practice of extra-legal detentions: it suspended the state of alarm; abolished the controversial special courts; granted an amnesty; confirmed Constituent Assembly elections for July 1, 1984; and announced that an elected president will assume office in 1985. The government further reaffirmed its commitment to democratization by continuing the process of legalizing political parties (37 political groups are now registered) and undertaking the registration of voters.

On January 19, 1984, the government promulgated an electoral law which provides the legal framework for the July Constituent Assembly elections (the law prohibits certain officials of the deposed Lucas regime from holding office, and bans active duty military, close relatives of the head of state, and certain other individuals from being candidates). On January 27, 1984, the Guatemalan Foreign Minister invited the countries with diplomatic missions in Guatemala to send observers to the forthcoming elections, and he indicated that the Guatemalan Government is considering also inviting regional organizations to send observers. The Constituent Assembly will convene on or before August 1 to being the task of drafting a constitution and an electoral law which will serve as the basis for the presidential and congressional elections to follow. We have no indications that the Guatemalan military is considering running “official” candidates in the upcoming election or is favoring any specific group or party. On the contrary, the removal of General Lopez Fuentes (closely aligned with the far right National Liberation Movement) as Chief of Staff is an indication that the military wants to prevent any semblance of alignments with such groups.

Guatemala continues to face a strong Marxist-Leninist insurgency that has its roots in longstanding social, political, and economic inequities. The repression and corruption exhibited by the Lucas regime (1978–1982) swelled the guerilla ranks, and eventually lost the government the support of the young officers in the military. With the coming to power of Rios Montt in March 1982, the army implemented a plan that Lucas had rejected several years earlier—the so-called “beans and rifles” policy. Central to that policy was that recognition that unless the government addressed the social and economic problems confronting the peasants in the highlands and provided an alternative to the repression, there was no hope in gaining the loyalty of Guatemala’s Indian population. Therefore, while the army stepped up its activities against the guerillas and developed the civilian defense forces (taking the unusual action of supplying Indians with weapons to defend themselves), it also provided food, seed, and building materials to those displaced by the violence. Concurrently we saw a reduction in extra-legal violence, though some regional military commanders have exerted more effort in this regard than others.

Although the guerrilla movement is essentially Guatemalan, it has received external support in recent years. The army’s shift in strategy caused the guerillas to suffer military and political setbacks over the past two years. In turn, the guerrillas resorted to violence against elements of the Indian population. Despite government successes, the guerrillas continue to represent a serious threat. Since the August change in government, there has been an upsurge in guerrilla military and terrorist activity, both in the countryside and in the cities.

Following the March 1982 coup, the 1965 Constitution was abrogated and a Statute of government enacted on April 28, 1982. This statute closely resembles the 1965 Constitution. However, under the state of siege (July 1982—March 1983) and that state of alarm (June—August 1983) political and civil liberties were restricted. General Mejia lifted the state of alarm and the current government, which includes civilian participation at the ministerial level, rules by decree under the framework provided by the April 1982 Statute. The real basis of support of the Mejia Government is the military commanders council.

2. Observance of Human Rights

Serious human rights problems continued in Guatemala in 1983. However, there has been a decline in the overall levels of politically related violence in 1983 compared to the situation in 1982, particularly in the countryside. Similarily, the situation with respect to civil and political rights has improved.

With the overthrow of the Lucas regime in March 1982, the Guatemalan Government undertook a campaign to aggressively pursue the guerrillas in their own sanctuaries in the highlands, and, at the same time, to better control the misuse of force by its own military. The government was much more successful at the former than the latter, though the trend since March 1982 has been positive (see Table 1 attached following Question 6, Section D). Though there are peaks (e.g., the summer of 1982 when the army returned to the highlands), generally there has been a progressive reduction in overall violence since 1982. This trend has been less noticeable in the reports of disappearances and kidnappings than it has in the reports of deaths.

Immediately after the August change in government there was an increase in the number of politically related civilian deaths and abductions. The average monthly number of abductions under Mejia (August-December 1983) was 32 compared to 21 under Rios Montt during his last seven months as president (January-July 1983). For this same time period, the average monthly number of non-combat (i.e., civilian) deaths is 41 under Mejia versus 42 under Rios Montt. Disappearances during the Mejia Government, however, after numbering 56 in September, have declined in each succeeding month, totaling 26 in December. Similarly, non-combat deaths were 54 in September and 69 in October, but declined in 33 in November and 20 in December.

We caution against excessive reliance on so-called body counts as a precise measurement of what is occurring in Guatemala, as it is impossible to record every incident that occurs. Figures collected over a period of time, using a similar collection methodology, can, however, indicate the general trends that are occurring.

There has been no resolution of the abductions and murders by Guatemalan security forces of several Guatemalans employed by a contractor for an AID financed bilingual education project. Resolution of these cases is complicated by the reluctance of the military to disciple those involved in such . . .

 Source: National Security Archive

8. U.S. Declassified Intelligence Analysis (1984)

U.S. State Department declassified intelligence analysis findings in Guatemala for February 23, 1984. The document states the Ronald Reagan administration’s line of argument that the Guatemalan government was not directly responsible for much of the political violence occurring in Guatemala and instead blames the majority of the violence on guerrilla elements and right-wing political groups. However, intelligence officials also blame the Oscar Humberto Mejía Victores government for failing to punish or stop the right-wing parties or its own military forces from engaging to violent activities, such as the kidnapping and murdering of Mayans suspected of collaborating with the guerrillas, and found evidence that suggests these practices were still being used against the Mayans. The following document contains various acronyms that designate agencies and offices/officials within the intelligence community used in U.S. State Department correspondence.
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CENTRAL AMERICAN HIGHLIGHTS

Guatemala: Political Violence Up (S/NF/NC/ORCON/EXDIS)

The rate of political assassinations and disappearances in Guatemala—which fell rather steadily for the past two years— is increasing again as the July 1 election nears. Given the traditionally violent nature of Guatemalan politics, it is likely that much of the incremental violence will originate with the right-wing political parties. The government—although not directly responsible for most political violence—has done virtually nothing to control or punish either the right-wing parties or its own personnel for engaging in such activities. If this does not change, Guatemala’s slowing improving international image can be expected to sink back toward the low point of the Lucas Garcia era.

The traditional sources of political violence in Guatemala are many. Guatemalan guerrillas have regularly murdered the administrators of large farms (fincas), as well as military commissioners in rural villages. Government security services have employed assassination to eliminate persons suspected of involvement with the guerrillas or who are otherwise left wing in orientation. Certain army commanders traditionally have fought the insurgents by kidnapping and murdering Indians and campesinos suspected of collaborating with them.

During the past several weeks a new wave of violence has begun in Guatemala. The leader of a new left -wing political party was murdered, the leader of a new right-wing party was shot at, a labor leader was abducted, a shooting victim was carried from hospital emergency room—with an IV tube still in his arm—by 10 armed men, and numerous Indians were detained and never seen again.

The use of violence by right-wing political parties to intimidate or silence opposition—or as part of byzantine intrigues— is traditional in Guatemala. One party, the National Liberation Movement (MLN), in the past actually has referred to itself as “the party of organized violence.” A splinter from the MLN, the United Anti-Communist Party (PUA), is similarily inclined. Clandestine reporting indicates that the leader of the recently organized left-of-center New Force party (FN) who was murdered last week was a victim of the PUA. He apparently had accepted a large bribe in exchange for bringing his followers over to the PUA, but had not delivered. The abducted labor leader—released unharmed several days later—had been kidnapped by the National Police, who have traditionally considered labor activists to be communists.

The incidence of government-condoned abuses was much reduced by Rios Montt—no priests were killed during his year and a half in power, compared with thirteen under the preceding government of Gen. Lucas Garcia. All abuses were not eliminated, however, e.g., the first four AID contractors were killed while Rios was president. The director of the notorious presidential intelligence service (archivos) under Rios now heads the MLN’s “paramilitary arm.”

There has been little indication that Mejia government’s use of political violence has increased significantly compared to that of his predecessor. It was even reported late last year that Mejia had ordered the archivos to stand down from all such activities. Nonetheless, Mejia’s light hand on the reigns—and, no doubt, his reputation for condoning such activities—appear to have permitted some backsliding by elements of the security services.

There is reason to believe that the Guatemalan government finally may be beginning to understand that it need not deal with suspected subversives in an “all-or-nothing” fashion. Last week the Department of Technical Investigations (DIT) of the National Police—which, with the archivos, traditionally has been involved in “extra-legal” activities—admitted it was holding 86 kidnap victims and published their names in the press. It also released two kidnap victims after questioning. Although due process obviously has a long road to travel in Guatemala, it is promising to see that at least 86 of the disappeared persons are alive, and that two were released. In the past, the fate of innocent kidnap victims was usually the same as that of the guilty.

The Guatemalan army is, for the most part, committed to the use of civic action as a major part of its counter-insurgency operations, and in most areas wide-spread abductions have not been reported for the past year. Nonetheless, there is a disturbing pattern to the reports that have been recieved indicating that certain individual commanders—particularly Col. Hernandez Catalan of Huehuetenango—continue to abduct, torture, and murder Indians, campesinos, and USAID-funded bi-lingual education personnel as a routine method of combatting the insurgency.

 Source: National Security Archive


Bibliography

Archdiocese of Guatemala. Guatemala: Never Again. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1999.

Barber, Willard Foster. Internal Security and Military Power: Counterinsurgency and Civic Action in Latin America. Columbus: The Ohio State University Press, 1966.

Black, George, Milton Jamail, and Norma Stoltz Chinchilla. Garrison Guatemala. New York: Monthly Review Press, 1984.

Calvert, Peter. Guatemala: A Nation in Turmoil. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1985.

Calvert, Peter. Revolution and International Politics. London: Pinter, 1996.

Carothers, Thomas. In the Name of Democracy: U.S. Policy toward Latin America in the Reagan Years. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991.

Chomsky, Aviva. West Indian Workers and the United Fruit Company in Costa Rica, 1870–1940. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1995.

Commission for Historical Clarification (Guatemalan Truth Commission). Memoria del silencio (Memory of Silence). Guatemala City: United Nations Office of Project Services, 1999.

Cullather, Nick. Secret History: The CIA’s Classified Account of Its Operations in Guatemala, 1952–1964. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1999.

Dosal, P . J. Doing Business with Dictators: A Political History of United Fruit in Guatemala, 1899–1944. Wilmington, DE: Scholarly Resources, 1993.

Doyle, Kate. “ The Atrocity Files.” In Greg Grandin, Deborah T. Levenson, and Elizabeth Oglesby (eds.), The Guatemala Reader: History, Culture, Politics, Pp. 463–468. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011.

Facing History and Ourselves. Decision-Making in Times of Injustice. Brookline, MA: Facing History and Ourselves National Foundation, 2009.

Falla, Ricardo. Massacres in the Jungle. Boulder: Westview Press, 1994.

Garrard-Burnett, Virginia. Terror in the Land of the Holy Spirit: Guatemala under General Efrain Rios Montt 1982–1983. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011.

Gleijeses, Piero. Shattered Hope: The Guatemalan Revolution and the United States, 1944–1954. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1991.

Gleijeses, Piero . “ The Agrarian Reform of Jacobo Arbenz,” Journal of Latin American Studies, 1989.

Grandin, Greg, Deborah T. Levenson, and Elizabeth Oglesby, eds. The Guatemala Reader: History, Culture, Politics. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011.

Grandin, Greg. Blood of Guatemala: A History of Race and Nation. Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2000.

Grandin, Greg. The Last Colonial Massacre: Latin America in the Cold War. 2nd ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2011.

Handy, Jim. Gift of the Devil: A History of Guatemala. Boston: South End Press, 1984.

Higonnet, Etelle, and Marcie Mersky, eds. Quiet Genocide: Guatemala 1981–1983. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2009.

Immerman, R.H. The CIA in Guatemala: The Foreign Policy of Intervention. Austin: University of Texas Press, 1982.

Jonas, Susanne. The Battle for Guatemala: Rebels, Death Squads and U.S. Power. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1991.

Kiernan, Ben. Blood and Soil: A World History of Genocide and Extermination from Sparta to Darfur. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2007.

LaFeber, Walter. Inevitable Revolutions: The United States in Central America. New York: W. W. Norton, 1993.

LeBor, Adam. “Complicity with Evil”: The United Nations in the Age of Modern Genocide. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2008.

LeoGrande, William. Our Own Backyard: The United States and Central America, 1977–1992. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000.

Louky, James, ed. The Maya Diaspora: Guatemalan Roots, New American Lives. Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2000.

Manz, Beatriz. Paradise in Ashes: A Guatemalan Journey of Courage. Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004.

Margulies, Joseph. Guantánamo and the Abuse of Presidential Power. New York, Simon and Shuster, 2006.

McClintock, Michael. The American Connection: State Terror and Popular Resistance in Guatemala. London: Zed Books, 1985.

McPherson, Alan. Intimate Ties, Bitter Struggles: The United States and Latin America since 1945. Washington, DC: Potomac Books, 2006.

Menchu, Rigoberta. Crossing Borders. New York: Verso Books, 1998.

Menchu, Rigoberta. I, Rigoberta Menchu: An Indian Woman in Guatemala. New York: Verso Books, 1983.

National Security Archive. “The National Security Archive Guatemala Project.” Accessed January 22, 2013. http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/guatemala/index.htm.

Nelson-Pallmeyer, Jack. School of Assassins: The Case for Closing the School of the Americas and for Fundamentally Changing U.S. Foreign Policy. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1997.

Rabe, Stephen G. Eisenhower and Latin America: The Foreign Policy of Anticommunism. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1988.

Rosenthal, Mario. Guatemala, The Story of an Emergent Latin-American Democracy. New York: Twayne Publishers, 1962.

Rothenberg, Daniel. Memory of Silence: The Guatemalan Truth Commission Report. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2012.

S chirmer, Jennifer. The Guatemalan Military Project: A Violence Called Democracy. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1998.

Schlesinger, Stephen C., and Stephen Kinzer. Bitter Fruit: The Untold Story of the American Coup in Guatemala. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1982.

Simon, Jean-Marie. Guatemala: Eternal Spring, Eternal Tyranny. New York: Norton, 1987.

Stoll, David. Rigoberta Menchu and the Story of All Poor Guatemalans. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1999.

United Nations. Atrocities and International Accountability: Beyond Transitional Justice. New York: United Nations, 2008.

Yashar, Deborah J. Demanding Democracy: Reform and Reaction in Costa Rica and Guatemala, 1870s–1950s. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1997.




Contributors

Dr. Paul R. Bartrop
Professor of History

Director of the Center for Judaic, Holocaust, and Genocide Studies

Florida Gulf Coast University

Tamar Burris 
 Independent Scholar

Jonathan A. Clapperton
Department of History
University of Saskatchewan, Canada

Dr. Don M. Coerver 
Associate Dean and Professor of History 
Texas Christian University

Dr. Michael E. Donoghue 
Assistant Professor of History
 Marquette University

Dr. Artur Gr uszczak 
 Associate Professor 
Jagiellonian University, Poland

Sharon Lunsford
 Independent Scholar

Dr. Alan McPherson

Professor, International and Area Studies

ConocoPhillips Petroleum Chair of Latin American Studies

University of Oklahoma

Terri Nichols 
 Independent Scholar

Dr. Elizabeth Oglesby
 Associate Professor

Geography and Center for Latin American Studies

University of Arizona

Dr. Stephen M. Streeter 
 Assist ant Professor
 McMaster University




Herero Genocide


Essays

Herero Genocide Overview 

By almost all accounts, the Herero-German War of 1904–1907 has been labeled the “first genocide of the 20th century.” The destruction of between 60,000 and 80,000 Herero people, as much as 80 percent of its population—men, women, and children—as well as 50 percent of the 20,000 Nama people and lesser numbers of other populations, meet the criteria spelled out in the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide defining this historical moment as an ultimate crime against humanity.

Though the causes are several—colonialism/settler colonialism, Christian missionizing, economic self-interest, labor recruitment/slave labor, militarism, nationalism, and racism—two important European worldviews prominent in the late 18th and 19th centuries help frame the ideological context of addressing the genocide. The first is that of Social Darwinism and the second is that of Lebensraum (living space). Social Darwinism was the questionable application of Charles Darwin’s biological principles of the struggle for existence and the survival of the fittest. Secondly, the concept of Lebensraum, though usually associated primarily with Germany and more specifically with the Nazi conquest agenda of World War II was, to a greater or lesser degree, applicable to all European nations as, in part, a justification for their own colonial ambitions.

Indeed, the importance of the Berlin Conference of 1884–1885, convened by German chancellor Otto von Bismarck, which attempted to regulate both European-African trading and colonization, cannot be overlooked. In attendance were representatives of Portugal, Belgium, Britain, France, Germany, and Italy who chose to claim spheres of influence for their own economic self-interest, and thus, collectively, viewed the African continent as “ripe for the plucking.” Many of the factors that encompassed that scramble for Africa—imperialist ambitions coupled with militarist orientations, increasing demands for raw materials unavailable in Europe, invasion, colonialism, occupation, and annexation, were all factors particularly relevant to the German case. The Berlin Conference of 1884–1885 resulted in Germany being “given” South West Africa, Togoland, Cameroon, and Tanganyika, and becoming the third largest landowners in Africa behind Britain and France. This, in turn, led to the Herero and Nama genocides at the turn of the 20th century, 1904–1907, and the German invasion and occupation of South West Africa.

In 1883, Franz Adolph Edward Luderitz, through his emissary Heinrich Vogelsang, arrived to purchase harbor land from the Nama people at what would be called Luderitzbucht (Luderitz Bay), upon which to build a factory and settlement. One year later Luderitz was able to have the settlement declared a protectorate of the German government. The following year, a treaty of protection against the neighboring tribes was signed by the Herero chief Kamaharero with the then-colonial governor Heinrich Goering (father of Hermann Goering). The treaty was renounced in 1888 after repeated German violations, but reinstituted in 1890 by Kamaharero’s son Samuel, who ceded over large tracts of land to the Germans in return for their help in his becoming Ovaherero (Paramount Chief).

[image: ]

As the colony began to grow, Goering was replaced by Theodor Leutwein, whose policies were, by and large, an unsuccessful attempt to mediate between the resident German colonialists and the native peoples. Continuous internecine native warfare that affected the safety and economic potential of the German colony led Germany to send Schutztruppe (protection troops) to pacify the area. Increasingly, however, the Germans exploited the native laborers—men, women, and children—turning them into slaves, raping the women, and stealing their lands from them.

By 1903, the Nama people, under the leadership of Hendrik Witbooi, rose in revolt, and the following year the Herero joined them in increasingly larger numbers because of the continuing loss of their lands to the German colonists. An attack that same year resulted in the deaths of 150 German settlers and found Leutwein unable to quell the rebellion, forcing him to request more troops from Germany. On June 11, 1904, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha, who had already established his ruthless reputation for suppressing rebellions in both German East Africa and China, arrived with more than 14,000 troops. An avowed racist, von Trotha saw the only military solution as one of extermination and annihilation of his enemies. His infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order), issued October 1, 1904, demonstrates this clearly. He would later be forced, however, to rescind his order and would be recalled to Germany as both the domestic and international hue and cry over these tactics became more publicly known.

At the Battle of Waterburg on August 11–12, 1904, von Trotha defeated 5,000 Herero fighters using a tactic of advance on three sides and a retreat tactic of the only escape route into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert, where the remaining fighters and their families would die of exposure and lack of food and water. Some of those who survived the desert experience, including Samuel Maharero, escaped to Bechuanaland. Those who survived von Trotha’s attacks only to be captured were killed—again men, women, and children—on his direct orders.

Other battles ensued with similar results; estimates of Herero losses are in the range of 25,000. Before his return to Germany in 1905, von Trotha was also partly responsible for the deaths of 10,000 Nama people, or approximately 50 percent of their population. However, it was primarily under both his and Leutwein’s successor, Governor General Friedrich von Lindequist, that the second stage of the genocide would take place with the implementation and institution of the concentration camps or work camps, but more appropriately, perhaps, to be termed in the aggregate death camps.

STEVEN LEONARD JACOBS
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Herero Genocide Causes 

The following causes are all contributing factors that shaped the German conquest of South West Africa during the years 1884–1920, but more specifically 1904–1907, the years of the Herero Genocide. European and German intellectual thought of the time, coupled with the experience of German Unification in 1871, are also significant factors. European worldviews applicable not only to Germany but Europe as a whole, also shaped these factors. These include nationalism, militarism, racism, Social Darwinism, and Lebensraum, all of which were embedded within the larger “scramble for Africa,” and which would lead to the Berlin Conference of 1894–1895.

Germany was brought into the scramble for Africa in the aftermath of the Berlin Conference, and, once Chancellor Otto von Bismarck signed on, embraced colonialism and colonization wholeheartedly, and was, therefore, determined to have a role in Africa—despite the successes of such nations as Britain and France that had preceded it. Agreeing to the division of Africa, Germany then employed whatever means were at its disposal, including military force, to attempt to solve the internal problem of emigration without a loss of German citizenship and the economic necessity of increasingly newer markets for its goods in an age of increasing industrialization. Africa and its peoples, specifically South West Africa, were “ripe for the plucking.” When the Herero and Nama peoples refused to accommodate themselves to this case of ongoing exploitation and rose up in rebellion, Germany sent troops and genocide under Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha became the decided resolution of the problem of the recalcitrants, only to be succeeded by a concentration camp system under Governor General Friedrich von Lindequist.

Also at play during this period was the central role of the military and its leadership in German society, fully supported by Kaiser Wilhelm II who, in turn, valued it far more so than his civilian leadership. In what can only be described as an “imperial military culture,” von Trotha’s tactics at the Battle of Waterberg in August 1904, fully embodied this understanding of German militarism, and his Verichtungsbefehl (extermination order) further solidified the lack of distinction between military combatants and noncombatants to achieve successful military ends. From that perspective, genocide was a valid military goal.

Becoming a unified nation-state only in 1871, Germany entered the scramble for Africa little more than a decade later, still in the process of defining itself as separate and distinct from other nation-states and perceiving itself as composed of superior peoples nonetheless. Jealously and resentment as to what other nation-states—particularly Britain and France—had already achieved was very much in evidence in the late 19th century. Germany would enter the scramble for Africa with a sense of nobility and entitlement second to none, and strove mightily to take its “place in the sun” among the European Great Powers, and, after the Berlin Conference emerged as the third largest possessor of colonies on the African continent.

Given European scientific and technological advances, white Europeans, Germans included, viewed themselves as the very top of creation and all others races, especially black people, as inferior. German colonizers brought their racist views coupled with their sense of human superiority to the African continent and reflected their attitudes in their interactions with the Herero and Nama peoples. Their sense of both cultural and technological superiority carried with them the understanding that such lesser-ordered subspecies existed to serve the needs of the superior species. Exploitation of native peoples for economic gain goes with these racist views which, ultimately, resulted in the genocide of both Herero and Nama, who had seemingly “turned” on their “masters” and, consequently, brought on their own destruction.

Linked to racism were both a European understanding of Social Darwinism and an especially German interpretation going by the name of Lebensraum (living space). For the Social Darwinists, only those cultures possessed of superior tools—cultural and technological—based on their own self-recognition of their own superior racial characteristics were destined to rule over other lesser forms. Further, the German and European notion of Lebensraum as the natural right of a more advanced society over a lesser one was decidedly a cause in the genocide of the Herero and the Nama. Native populations that could not willingly accommodate themselves to their new “masters” suffered not only violence but regular losses of life without commensurate feelings of guilt or pangs of conscience on the part of their supposed superiors.

The Berlin Conference of 1894–1895 served as the transition enabling Germany to invade Africa. The purpose of the Berlin Conference was two-fold: (1) to divide the African continent amongst the various European nations for both economic exploitation, and (2) to avoid potential wars amongst themselves resulting from the competition for both marketable trade goods and raw materials. In order to accomplish both ends, Europeans would be required to be transported to Africa, in this case German men, with women/wives coming later, and establish viable settlements and an industrial base of mining, manufacturing, and transportation, as well as agriculture, the exploitation of native labor, and a military presence guaranteeing the safety of whites. While initially not addressed, intermarriage with indigenous populations and establishing new definitions of families would later prove divisive, as racism, already in evidence in Europe, would acquire even more importance both legally and socially.

In order to successfully accomplish the goals of both colonization and economic exploitation, indigenous peoples were initially recruited and later enslaved by whites. In the case of South West Africa, the second colonial governor Theodor Leutwein’s policies may be labeled as “accomodationist,” i.e., working with the native populations of both the Herero and the Nama peoples to the seemingly mutual benefit of both communities. However, as the needs of the settler colonialists grew increasingly demanding, more and more labor was required to sustain both the industrial and the agricultural aspects of the colonies. Infected with a racist attitude towards the indigenous populations, the German colonial settlers increasingly began exploiting the workers and their families. Incidents of rape were all too common as were murders of workers, with white juries acquitting the killers, and brutal beatings of men, women, and children for failing to live up to production standards. Central to the whole notion of colonization and genocide in South West Africa was the very necessity of acquiring, oft-times through fraudulent means upon an unsuspecting people (i.e., the notion of so-called “private ownership” of land was itself foreign to the various tribal communities) ownership of lands formerly in the possession of whole tribes and/or village communities.
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Herero Genocide Consequences 

After the closure of the concentration camps, the surviving Herero were compelled to serve as labor for German settlers in German South West Africa. Hereros over the age of seven were compelled to wear a metal disc with a registration number. Moreover, they were prohibited from owning cattle and land.

In 1914, with the onset of World War I, South African troops attacked German positions in German South West Africa. The Union of South Africa, then part of the British Empire, sought to join the war effort against Germany by attacking German colonies bordering its territory. After German defeat, South Africa occupied the colony. After World War I, South Africa administered South West Africa as a League of Nations mandate from 1919 to 1945. After World War II, South West Africa was supposed to become a UN trust territory, but South Africa refused to allow this, considering the region as a province of South Africa. While the International Court of Justice (ICJ) ruled in 1950 that South Africa was not obligated to convert South West Africa into a UN trust territory, the region was still a League of Nations mandate under the supervision of the UN. In the 1960s and 1970s, South Africa had enacted apartheid polices in the region, creating 10 bantustans (black homelands segregated from the white population). During this period, the bantustans of Hereroland and Namaland were created.

In 1960, the South West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPO) was formed to resist South African control of the region, joining other groups seeking independence. In 1966, the UN General Assembly passed Resolution 2145, which terminated the Mandate. In 1971, the ICJ declared that South African occupation was illegal. In 1968, the UN General Assembly changed the name of the territory to Namibia. SWAPO was subsequently recognized as the representative of the Nambian people. After nearly three decades of international negotiations, South African troops left Namibia in 1989. The territory officially became the Republic of Namibia on March 21, 1990. In subsequent decades, Namibian authorities have sought redress to the German atrocities from 1904 to 1907. Recent legal claims for reparations have been unsuccessful, despite precedents set by restitutions made for victims of other genocides, most notably the Holocaust.

The contemporary discussion in any number of important legal journals to the question of Herero reparations from Germany is addressed on two levels: whether or not its claim meets the criteria of international law, and its claim is modeled on the success of Jews—specifically the State of Israel as its acknowledged global representative. Legal scholars agree on the validity of the Herero claims—this despite the fact that the Namibian government today which is a regular beneficiary of German foreign aid and the United States as well do not.

One contemporary consequence of the Herero Genocide, with implications in the international arena, therefore, is the present-day legal discussions over the question of appropriate reparations now that Germany has publicly acknowledged its guilt, and the fact that the Nama people have now joined the case for restitution. The claims of the Herero people and the Nama people in arguing for restitution and financial compensation is based on the successful claims of the Jewish people in the aftermath of World War II and the Holocaust, primarily by the State of Israel and international Jewish organizations (i.e., the World Jewish Congress), but individual claimants as well. The ongoing conversations between these two groups and the German government is far from over. Add to this the fact that the Namibian government itself was not initially supportive, fearing it would infringe upon and lessen the financial/foreign aid it was already receiving from Germany, as well as the business and infrastructure support. However, Namibia has begun to revise its thinking and its political leadership is now gradually if not somewhat begrudgingly supportive.

In August 2004, on the 100th anniversary of the Battle of Waterberg, German Federal Minister for Economic Cooperation and Development Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul spoke in Namibia apologizing for Germany’s perpetration of the genocide against the Herero and Nama peoples and “issued an emotional plea for ‘forgiveness for our guilt’ in a war ‘that we would today describe as genocide.” At that time, she said publicly: “A century ago the oppressors—blinded by colonialist fervor—became agents of violence, discrimination, racism, annihilation in Germany’s name. The atrocities committed at that time would today be termed genocide—and nowadays a General von Trotha would be prosecuted and convicted. We Germans accept our historical and moral responsibility and the guilt incurred by Germans at that time. And so, in the words of the Lord’s Prayer that we share, I ask you to forgive our trespasses.”

In October 1997, descendants of the primary perpetrator of the genocide Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha met with representative of the Herero people to seek their pardon. In the words of Wolf-Thilo von Trotha and Ulrich von Trotha, “We, the von Trotha family, are deeply ashamed of the terrible events that took place 100 years ago. Human rights were grossly abused that time . . . We say sorry since we bear the name of General von Trotha. We, however, do not only want to look back], but also look to the future.”

Finally, what of the impact and consequences of the Herero Genocide on the future fate of the victims and survivors themselves? Scholars Jeremy Silvester and Jan-Bart Gewald argue that “the war and its consequences had a fundamental impact on the subsequent history of Namibia. Access to land, population distribution, economic power, urbanization and political power, have all been shaped, and are truly understandable, in terms of the Namibian war.” Thus, the memory of the Herero Genocide never ceases to be; it remains fully embedded in the collective consciousness of its people and shapes not only their present understanding of themselves but their future understanding as well.
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Herero Genocide Perpetrators 

A central perpetrator in the Herero Genocide was Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha, buoyed up by the strong support he enjoyed from both Kaiser Friedrich Wilhelm II and General Chief of Staff Alfred von Schlieffen. Any discussion of the perpetrators, however, must also include the Schutztruppe (protection troops) who put the genocide into play and fought to the death the Herero and Nama peoples, as well as those who brutalized and guarded them in the various concentration camps after the conclusion of military hostilities, and the farmers, businessmen, settlers and their families who supported and legitimized the genocide by their very presence and brought with them their own imperialist, nationalist, militarist, and colonialist orientations from Germany, and all of whom used the infamous sjambok (heavy leather whip) against the victims.

Von Trotha himself was very much a product of his time, a military man who fully embraced the militarist orientation which “took no prisoners” in the two campaigns in which he was engaged prior to that against the Herero and Nama peoples: the insurrections in German South East Africa and the Boxer Rebellion in China. The actual text of his infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order) of October 3, 1904, reflects his genocidal mindset, preventing negotiations and legitimating the genocide already being practiced: “I, the Great General of the German soldiers, send this letter to the Hereros. The Hereros are German subjects no longer. They have killed, stolen, cut off the ears and other parts of the body of wounded soldiers, and now are too cowardly to want to fight any longer. I announce to the people that whoever hands me one of the chiefs shall receive 1,000 marks, and 5,000 marks for Samuel Herero. The Herero nation must now leave the country. If it refuses, I shall compel it do so with the Goot Rohr (canon). Any Herero found inside the German frontier, with or without a gun or cattle, will be executed. I shall spare neither women nor children. I shall give the order to drive them away and fire on them. Such are my words to the Herero people. Signed: The Great General of the Mighty Kaiser, von Trotha.”

Even the addenda which he had read to his troops reveals his utter disdain and contempt for the Herero and Nama peoples by assuming that simply “shooting above their heads” would force them to run away, to wit: “This proclamation is to be read to the troops at roll call, with the addition that the unit that catches a captain will also receive the appropriate reward, and that the shooting of women and children is to be understood as shooting above their heads, so as to force them to run away. I assume absolutely that this proclamation will result in taking no more male prisoners, but will not degenerate into atrocities against women and children. The latter will run away if one shoots at them a couple of times. The troops will remain conscious of the good reputation of the German soldier.”

In addition to the Kaiser, one must also include General Alfred von Schlieffen who supported von Trotha in these words: “the race war (sic) once commenced can only be ended by the annihilation or the complete enslavement of one party . . . von Trotha’s intentions can therefore be approved of, and it was regrettable, that von Trotha did not have the power to carry out his plans,” as well as Friedrich Ratzel, the Professor of Geography who coined the term Lebensraum (living space) and gave it currency in the Germany of von Trotha’s day in his writings and his speaking, and popular Professor of Medicine, Anthropology, and Eugenics, Eugen Fischer who visited South West Africa before von Trotha arrived, conducted pseudoscientific “experiments” among mixed-raced children, including twins (e.g., skull measurements and other demarcations of physical differences), and who advocated measures both to prevent further procreation and legal proscriptions against mixed marriages between Germans and indigenous peoples.

Other perpetrators include Heinrich Goering, father of Nazi Reich Minister Hermann Goering, who as imperial minister of German South West Africa entered into fraudulent protection treaties with the Herero leadership before being recalled; Curt von François who as Commissioner of South West Africa massacred the Nama under Hendrik Witbooi and a staunch opponent of Rassenmischung (race mixing); and Friedrich von Lindequist who succeeded von Trotha both militarily and politically, and who strengthened and toughened the various concentration camps, the most notorious of which were Shark Island and those in Okahanja, Swakopmund, and Windhoek. Among the techniques used were forced labor, harsh and brutal punishments, and the wearing of identification tags. One consequence of his administration was the total destruction of Herero and Nama tribal life. Though he was somewhat in disagreement over von Trotha’s earlier Venichtungsbefehl, and some have suggested he later resigned his office in 1908 in disgust, von Lindequist did serve as vice chairman of the German Colonial Society from 1914 to 1933.
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Herero Genocide Victims 

The victims of the Herero Genocide may be divided into two groups—the various peoples who were the collective recipients of the genocide, and, secondly, the three leaders who led them.

Originally more than 100,000 persons at the time of the Herero-German War of 1904 and subsequent genocide, the Herero people were its primary victims. Primarily cattle grazers rather than farmers and who traveled over large swaths of South West Africa, the Herero attributed their wealth to their cattle holdings, oft-times displacing and disregarding the Nama people with whom they came into contact. After the genocide, however, they were reduced to less than 25,000, though, somewhat remarkably, they have rebounded numerically to more than 200,000 people and are a significant, though far from dominant, political presence in Namibia today.

Initially dominating the land wherein they pastured, they originally entered into contracts with the German settlers for such acreage, but would soon come into increasing conflict as various discriminations against them became the order of the day. Learning of possible attempts to restrict their movements by placing them physically on so-called “reservations,” they rose up in rebellion, and thus, disproportionally, saw themselves suffering the fate of all peoples for whom annihilation and/or extermination becomes the agenda of those who view their enemies as “non-persons.”

Together with the Herero people, the Nama people (also called Namaqua) were, equally, true victims of the genocide. The largest subsect of the almost disappeared Khoikhoi people, the Nama saw approximately 50 percent of their population destroyed in the genocide perpetrated by the Germans between 1904 and 1907 (approximately 10,000 of an estimated 20,000). The preferred German term was Hottentots, though the word still retains a disparaging context even today.

Primarily farmers living in central South West Africa who owned their lands communally, they initially found themselves in conflict with the Herero cattle herders, though both would be subject to increasing encroachment on their lands by German settlers and colonialists who viewed both peoples as racially inferior to be enslaved to serve their “masters.” One could, therefore, argue reasonably well that neither the Herero or the Nama intended to make war against the German settlers but were forced to do so in response to an increasing land takeover, but their combined lack of success would lead to a genocidal response for which they were truly unprepared.

Although not directly the recipients of the Herero Genocide as such, as were the Herero and the Nama peoples, the people known as the “Baster people” were also known as the “Rehoboth Basters” (or Bastards), and were the descendants of the mixed racial marriages between the Germans and Dutch and the indigenous African peoples. Studied by the German racist eugenicist Eugen Fischer, they unwittingly played a part not only in the various discriminations practiced in German South West Africa against the Herero and Nama peoples, but, later, by the Nazis against Jews and other so-called “racial inferiors.”

Additionally, they occupied the cultural and economic space between the Germans and the indigenous people, culturally more inclined to the former and sometimes serving them as slave masters, and initially fought with them against the Herero and Nama peoples, but living independently as farmers in their own right. In 1868, prior to the German colonial takeover of the area, they emigrated from the area known today as South Africa to Namibia. However, in 1915, Germany declared war against them as well, thus ending their relationship, and, therefore, by extension, may, too, be considered victims of the Germans’ genocidal agenda. While, like others, they continue to press for political independence today, neither the governments of Namibia nor South Africa are willing to accede to their requests.

Though their history is somewhat shrouded in mystery, the Damara people are culturally and linguistically unique, and, prior to the Herero and Nama migrations, in the middle 1800s, occupied large sections of the land in central South West Africa. Linked with the Nama people by the white German colonialists, they, too, would suffer under German hegemony, the racist leadership both at home and in German South East Africa drawing no such distinctions whatsoever between them and either the Nama or the Herero.

Significantly, when the situation warranted leaders able to respond to the threat of genocide, three men stepped up: Samuel Maharero, Jacob Morenga, and Hendrik Witbooi. Maharero, the son of the Ovaherero (Paramount Chief), was willing to enter into contracting land agreements with the German settler colonial administration under Theodor Leutwein, thus enhancing both his case for leadership and his prestige among his own. According to Herero custom, however, land was communally owned, and thus the contracts into which he entered were largely suspect. He found he could not rely on German support against the Nama people in their internal disagreements. He revolted against increasing German oppression in January, 1904, and, after the devastating losses at the Battle of Waterberg, fled with his survivors and their families into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert and onto Bechuanaland, where he died in 1923.

Sometimes referred to as the “Black Napoleon,” Jacob Morenga, was a leader of one of the Herero subtribes, and attempted to forge an alliance between the Herero and Nama peoples in opposition to their German oppressors. A brilliant tactician, Morenga was able to thwart German efforts for three years, despite the fact that the Herero wanted to engage in open warfare while the Nama wanted to engage in guerilla campaigns; thus his attack strategies were a combination of both. Originally imprisoned by the British, he was released and told never to return to German South West Africa—which he quite consciously disobeyed. On September 20, 1907, he was killed in battle at Eenzaamheid by a combined forced of German and British troops.

Finally, there was Hendrik Witbooi, a Kaptein (chief) of the Nama people. Witbooi is remembered today as a hero to his people. Born into what is today South Africa, Witbooi was educated in Lutheran schools (like Maharero) and spoke a number of languages. Early on, a brutal conflict with the Herero almost cost him his life. After the murder of his father by a rival chief in 1888, he consolidated his power over the various Nama tribes. In 1893, he survived the massacre of many of his people by the Germans and warred against them for two years until signing a treaty in 1895, and initially fought with them in a low-level conflict against the marauding Herero until, again, rebelling and joining them against the Germans beginning in 1904. He was killed on October 29, 1905.
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Herero Genocide Bystanders 

In contemporary scholarship, the term “bystander” has tended to be reserved for individuals or communities rather than specific countries. The situation of the Herero and Nama, however, takes a decided different turn, largely because European countries, in addition to Germany—Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Belgium—were themselves engaged in the “scramble for Africa,” and, therefore, decidedly “looked the other way.” Thus, they avoided having the spotlight turned on them and their own violent behaviors being subjected to public, national, and international scrutiny.

The apparent apathy and indifference on the part of the nations of Europe to the plight of the Herero and Nama peoples both prior to and during the Herero-German War and subsequent genocide, must be seen in the context of the European scramble for Africa. The most transparent result of these discussions would take place at the Berlin Conference of 1894–1895. The primary result was the division of the African continent to be exploited by the various European countries for their own economic benefit. These same countries apparently agreed that the “way of war” was not the solution to their differences of opinion and competitive actions. As a result, Germany, though initially reluctant to enter the scramble for Africa, and coming late to the race until promoted by German chancellor Otto von Bismarck for his own political ambitions, would emerge as the third largest possessor of African territories.

White, European, imperialist, militarist, colonialist ambitions with a touch of both racism and Christian missionary zeal further fueled this orientation. As scholar Jeremy Sarkin noted, “in the early 1900s, colonies were the means by which the Western states achieved stature on the international stage.” Thus—with the partial exception of Britain—the various European nation-states—again, France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Belgium—were fully immersed in their own colonial agendas until word of von Trotha’s genocidal excesses were reported back to Germany and abroad, and thus became something of an international controversy. That coupled with the domestic protests both in the Reichstag [German parliament] and the press and internationally, would lead to his forced and reluctant revocation of the Vernichstungsbefehl (extermination order) after been told to do so by Kaiser Wilhelm II and his return to Germany initially in disgrace, but later restored to honor and pensioned upon his retirement.

Along with Germany’s genocidal actions and the lack of international outcry, it must be also noted, by way of comparison, was Belgium’s own disgraceful genocidal behavior in the Congo, primarily in the person of King Leopold II and made infamous in the novel by Joseph Conrad, Heart of Darkness (1899). The lack of complaint explains Germany’s continuation of its own genocidal agenda without concern that the other European countries would condemn them, but, apparently, stand idly by, unwilling, perhaps to have attention highlighted on their own actions.

The United States, quiet and largely outside the European conversations, whose sole focus in Africa at the time was Liberia was not a player in the scramble for Africa, and, ultimately, uninvolved in the colonialist agenda. It did not, however, launch its own protests; nor was the German genocide in South West Africa of concern to the American media at the time. The United States, too, by its very silence falls into the category of bystander as well.

The details of the Herero Genocide would consume many pages, as there were numerous articles in various German and European newspapers (but not the United States) and various protests in the German Reichstag arguing against Germany’s genocidal practices. But, given the times, the criticism was directed against Germany as violating its own sense of morality and integrity rather than with a genuine concern for the fate of the peoples who were its victims and were viewed and understood as lesser beings.

Raphael Lemkin, author of the word “genocide,” and the motivating force behind the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, makes much of the Reichstag protests in his two chapters on the Herero and German colonization in Africa in his now-published three-volume History of Genocide. As a result of the combination of imperialism, militarism, colonialism, and racism collectively devalued the indigenous populations of the Africa, and thus its peoples were rarely, if ever, seen as “victims” in any European understanding of the term at the time.
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Herero Genocide International Reaction 

The situation of the Herero and Nama, however, takes a decided different turn, largely because European nation-states, in addition to Germany—Britain, France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Belgium—were themselves engaged in the “scramble for Africa,” and, therefore, decidedly “looked the other way” and thus avoid have the harsh spotlight turned about them and their own brutal behaviors subject to public, national, and international scrutiny. Notably, British use of concentration camps in the Boer War (1899–1902) and Belgian atrocities in the Congo Free State (1885–1908), illustrated that such episodes of violence were not unusual in Africa. However, during World War I, allegations of German atrocities against civilian populations, particularly in occupied Belgium, made criticism of Germany a valuable propaganda tool. After World War I, greater scrutiny of the level of German complicity in the genocide of the Herero and Nama was offered by a British Blue Book report.

The most important document with international repercussions to have ultimately emerged from research into the Herero Genocide is the Blue Book Report on the Natives of South-West Africa and Their Treatment by Germany (1918), based on actual testimonies of witnesses and published by Britain, only to be recalled and destroyed 10 years later in a collaborationist agreement between the two nations. As Jeremy Silvester and Jan-Bar Gewald write in the Introduction to their edition of this critically-important text: “The Blue Book was removed from circulation as an official act to consciously remove a critical account of the German colonial period of Namibian history. Copies of the report were destroyed with the aim of achieving reconciliation with the white settler community between the remaining German community and a new wave of mainly Afrikaner settlers. African voices were forgotten and their written statements actively erased.” Copies of the Blue Book were systematically removed from public libraries throughout South Africa and Namibia and destroyed . . . In the rest of the British Empire, copies were transferred to the Foreign Office and, as late as 1941, it was noted that ‘no copy may be issued without authority of the librarian.’

It stands today as the most comprehensive indictment of the genocidal practices of the Germans in South West Africa against the Herero and Nama peoples. Its publication also vaults the concept of international reactions to a singularly unique place the history of the Herero Genocide, as no such comparable document exists on the part of any other European nation-state, with the possible exception of the Holocaust of World War II. Dominik Schaller has argued that this Report “constitutes one of the most important sources for the reconstruction of the Africans’ experience during the German genocide.” Schaller cautions us, however, when reading the Blue Book: “The so-called Blue Book is an important and indispensable source. It sheds light on the experiences of Africans during the colonial war. It needs to be remembered, however, that the interviews with survivors were conducted more than 10 years after the events. Moreover, the intention of the British was to demonstrate Germany’s failure as a ‘civilized’ colonial power. The motives of the editors was thus political . . . Nevertheless, the accounts in the Blue Book reveal the dimensions of violence against women and children.”

The Blue Book itself is organized into two parts: I. “Natives and German Administration,” and II. “Natives and the Criminal Law”—replete with pictures. The Book is preceded by a 37 page “Introduction” by the editors. Addressing a host of issues, including denialism, they are equally well aware that the republication of this text is significant in three areas: “questions about genocide, comparative colonialism and the relationship between violence and memory.”

Thus, when all is said and done, what are we to make of the Herero Genocide? Two conclusions present themselves: (1) that, as Jurgen Zimmerer has noted, it “foreshadowed” the Holocaust, and further stating that “the envisioned utopian racial state with its emphasis on planning and social engineering—which was completed by strict racial segregation—foreshadowed later German history in a rather frightening manner.” In phrasing his comments this way, Zimmerer is suggesting, and a goodly number of scholars would certainly agree with him—this author included—that the field of Genocide Studies (a relatively new academic discipline which has grown out of the field of Holocaust Studies, the most documented and studied of all genocides) must redirect its energies to past events of genocide and compare them constantly to other past events to ascertain whether or not there exist any “causal connections” which might prove of importance in presenting future genocides, and, therefore, alert us and serve somewhat as “early warning systems;” and (2) that the issues raised by the Herero Genocide—racism, militarism, imperialism, nationalism, land and labor exploitation, economic exploitation, aggressive missionizing, settler colonialism—remain contemporarily relevant as nation-states continue to wage war against each other in an era of diminishing natural resources.
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Timeline

1844

The Rhenish Missionary Society begins the first mission to the Hereros.

1884

Germany claims protectorate status over South West Africa.

1885

A set of treaties with African tribes promoting peace and the protection of German colonists is established.

October 15, 1885

Herero forces ambush Hendrik Witbooi and his companions at Osona. Twenty-six are killed, including 2 of Witbooi’s sons.

June 1889

German military units are in place to protect German colonists and land.

January 1890

Witbooi and his Nama warriors attack the Herero tribes.

July 7, 1890

Witbooi attacks Herero herds at Otjituesu. Despite a protection treaty between the German government and the Herero chiefs, German troops do not aid the Herero defend their herds.

October 1890

Chief Maherero Tjamuaha dies of dysentery.

August 1891

Samuel Maherero is recognized as the paramount chief of the Hereros by the Imperial German government.

1892

The Wecke and Voigts company is established.

1892

Deutschen Kolonialgesellschaft is granted land for settlement in the Windhoek area.

April 8, 1892

Following a Herero attack on Witbooi at Hoornkrans, German settlers attack returning Herero tribesmen

November 1892

Witbooi and Maherero sign a peace treaty ending the fourth Herero war.

April 12, 1893

German troops attack Hoornkrans. Seventy-five women and children are killed.

1894

Alte Feste, the German fortress at Windhoek, is built by Curt von François.

1894

Maherero is recognized as paramount chief of the Hereros by his opponents.

January 1894

German governor Theodor Leutwein arrives in Windhoek and estimates the Herero population to be around 80,000.

August 1894

The Frannzmannschen Hottentots and Khauas support Leutwein and the German colonial force.

September 15, 1894

Witbooi signs a peace treaty promising to assist Germany in future wars.

May 6, 1896

Chief Kahimemua Nguvauva and Chief Nikodemus Kavikunua surrender to German forces after the Battle of Otjunda. German troops are supported by Maherero and Witbooi.

June 11, 1896

German colonial troops execute Nguvauva and Kahimemua. Maherero is expected to pay for the damages caused by their attempted uprising.

1897

The German Colonial Authority begins work on a railway from Swakopmund to Windhoek.

1897

A Rinderpest epidemic kills approximately two-thirds of the livestock in Hereroland.

March 14, 1897

The Herero attempt an uprising against German colonists. The uprising is unsuccessful.

February 4, 1898

Missionary Johannes Olpp refuses to baptize the child of Carow’s clerk after finding the proposed godfathers to be German soldiers of questionable moral background. The child dies 12 days later, without having been baptized.

April 1898

An Imperial decree established native reserves in South West Africa.

1899

The Rhenish Missionary Society sets up a station in Gobabis upon the orders of Leutwein.

January 1, 1899

Leutwein introduces a plan to nullify Herero debts to settlers.

February 22, 1899

Leutwein revokes his attempt at nullifying Herero debts following pressure from German settlers.

1902

The rail lines between Swakopmund and Windhoek are completed.

1903

German colonists attempt to force the Herero into reservations, while taking Herero land. Three and a half million hectares of Herero land are in German possession.

1903

Work begins on the Otavi Railway line, which is to run centrally through Herero lands.

April–May 1903

The Herero headmen meet to discuss tribal matters, likely also planning revolt.

July 23, 1903

Leutwein issues an ordinance claiming uncollected debts would be void within the year. Traders with the assistance of soldiers forcibly take Herero cattle to cover the claims.

October 25, 1903

Three German soldiers are killed in their attempt to register Bondelzwart weaponry.

October 29, 1903

The Third Field Company is sent to restore order with the Bondelzwarts. Leutwein follows to lead the fighting. Following Leutwein’s departure, 2 Hereros are killed and 10 more die in jail.

December 25, 1903

The Second Field Company joins Leutwein and the Third Field Company.

January 12, 1904

Samuel Maharero leads a Herero uprising in Okahandja, the former capital. Attempts are made by the Hereros to avoid killing women, children, clergy, and other native tribesmen. Attacks are made on local farmland, fortresses, towns, and telephone and rail lines.

January 14, 1904

News of the Herero outbreak reaches Germany. SMS Habicht is sent from Capetown to aide in the restoration of railroads.

January 18, 1904

Germany sends more troops and weaponry to end the uprising.

January 19, 1904

—Windhoek is retaken by German forces.

January 20, 1904

Four German soldiers are ambushed outside of Okahandja while inspecting destroyed train tracks.

January 28, 1904

The Hereros lose hold of Okahandja. Fifteen German soldiers die in the recapturing of Okahandja.

February 1904

Two women and a clergyman, forcibly taken to Okajandja, are released.

February 4, 1904

German forces recapture Omaruru.

February 11, 1904

Leutwein arrives in Swakopmund, after making peace with the Bondelzwarts.

February 20, 1904

A skirmish between the West Section headed by Major Ludwig von Estorff and Herero tribesmen occurs at Otjihinamaparero.

March 6, 1904

Maharero sends a letter to Leutwein blaming the German settlers for the outbreak of violence.

March 11, 1904

Leutwein orders an attack on the Herero main force scheduled for April 1.

March 12, 1904

Major Franz Georg von Glasenapp and the East Section reach Onjatu.

April 3, 1904

German soldiers are ambushed at Okaharui. Thirty-two are killed.

April 7, 1904

Leutwein leads the Battle of Onganjira. Over 100 Herero soldiers are killed.

April 10, 1904

German soldiers are ambushed at a waterhole near Owiumbo and forced to retreat.

May 3, 1904

General Adrian Dietrich Lothar von Trotha is chosen to replace Leutwein as the German military commander.

June 16, 1904

Von Trotha arrives in Okahandja.

June 19, 1904

Von Trotha prevents negotiations with the Herero.

August 1904

Von Trotha institutes a policy of taking no Herero prisoners.

August 11, 1904

The Battle of Hamakari on the Waterberg begins, ending the next day with the retreat of the Herero tribe into the desert. Known waterholes were guarded or poisoned, leaving many retreating Hereros and their cattle to die of dehydration. Those who survived the desert found refuge in Britain’s Bechuanaland Protectorate, modern-day Botswana.

October 2, 1904

General von Trotha issues a proclamation ordering the Herero people to relocate or be shot.

October 3, 1904

The Namas, under Witbooi, revolt against German rule.

December 9, 1904

Von Trotha’s proclamation is retracted. Captured Herero tribespeople are sent to work camps.

1905

Shark Island, the worst of five work camps, opens. Approximately 1,700 die between the camp’s opening and April 1907.

October 29, 1905

Witbooi dies in battle.

April 22, 1905

Von Trotha issues a proclamation to the Nama people ordering their relocation or death.

November 19, 1905

Von Trotha returns to Germany.

February 16, 1907

Cornelius Fredericks dies in Shark Island.

March 19, 1907

The kaiser authorizes and awards medals for service in the South-West Campaign.

1908

Shark Island and other camps like it are emptied. Their existence is abolished in the German colony. Those leaving the camps are forced to wear identification tags and are unable to own land or livestock.

1910

Christ’s Church at Windhoek is consecrated. Names of German soldiers who died in war with the Namas and Hereros are listed upon the walls.

1911

Census data estimates the Herero population is 15,130.

1912

The Equestrian Monument is completed. It is located on the site of the first of the German concentration camps.

1915

South African forces invade German South West Africa under Allied command.

1918

The Union of South Africa—Report On The Natives Of South-West Africa And Their Treatment By Germany— also known as the Namibian Blue Book—is published outlining German atrocities.

March 14, 1923

Maharero dies in Britain’s Bechuanaland protectorate.

August 23, 1923

Maherero’s body is returned to Okahandja

1926

The Namibian Blue Book is destroyed.

1946

South Africa plans to incorporate Namibia as a fifth province.

1947

Reverend Michael Scott arrives in Windhoek.

1966

The United Nations revokes South Africa’s mandate and places the Namibian territory under UN control. South Africa does not recognize this UN resolution.

March 1978

Chief Clemens Kapuuo is assassinated

1985

A UN report declares the Herero event the earliest attempted genocide in the 20th century.

March 21, 1990

Namibia wins independence from South Africa.

September 1995

Paramount chief Kuaima Riruako and members of the Herero tribe march on the German embassy in Namibia and petition a meeting with German chancellor Helmut Kohl to discuss reparations.

March 1998

German president Roman Hertzog admits to the inappropriate behavior of German soldiers, and claims too much time has passed for a formal apology to be given.

September 2001

The Herero Peoples Reparation Corporation files a lawsuit against Deutsche Bank, Terex corporation, and Deutsche Afrika-Linien GmbH and Co. in Washington, D.C. The claim against Terex corporation was shortly thereafter withdrawn.

August 26, 2002

Heroes’ Acre monument is created.

2003

Namibian president Sam Nujoma bans wreaths upon the graves of German soldiers at Waterberg.

November 2003

Local residents of German descent request of the municipality that Swakopmund cemetery be turned into a memorial park.

January 12, 2004

Germany’s ambassador to Namibia Wolfgang Massing apologizes for the massacring of the Herero people. He declines, however, Germany’s obligation to monetarily compensate the tribe.

June 2004

The lawsuits filed against Deutsche Bank and Deutsche Afrika-Linien GmbH and Co. are dismissed.

August 14, 2004

German development aid minister Heidemarie Wieczorek-Zeul apologizes for crimes against the Hereros committed under colonial rule and promises to continue Germany’s economic aid to Namibia.

April 2005

A suit is filed against Deutsche Afrika-Linien GmbH and Co. in the District Court of New Jersey. The case is dismissed.

May 2005

The Namibian public is invited to submit designs for the beautification of graves at Swakopmund cemetery.

April 2006

The suit filed against Deutsche Bank in New York is dismissed.

March 31, 2007

The Herero community unveils a monument to those killed in concentration camps on the African side of the cemetery.

April 2007

The appeal before the Third Circuit Court upholds the lower court’s rulings.

October 7, 2007

Descendents of Lothar von Trotha travel to Omaruru, Namibia, to apologize for his actions.

August 19, 2009

The Equestrian monument is relocated.

September 30, 2011

Freiburg University and Charite Hospital return Nama and Herero skulls.

March 27, 2012

A motion to officially recognize the genocide and issue a formal apology does not pass in the Bundestag.
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A

Africa, Campaigns in, during World War I

The campaigns fought in Africa from 1914 to 1918 bore a much closer resemblance to the colonial wars of the 19th century than to the “total war” waged in the European theaters of World War I. Thus, the African campaigns were much more “wars against nature”—wars fought against great distances, adverse weather conditions, oppressive heat, and deadly disease—than wars of contending armies. Whereas in Europe mass armies vied for control of the battlefield, most engagements in Africa were fought at company or, at most, battalion level. Further, while the firepower of automatic weapons and artillery became the deciding factors on European battle fronts, in Africa artillery played little role in the fighting and machine guns only slightly more. And, although the use of cavalry proved limited in Europe and was of real importance only in the Middle Eastern fighting, in Africa its employment was almost everywhere nullified by the presence of the tsetse fly, bearer of trypanosomiasis, or sleeping sickness, a disease deadly to horses. The tsetse fly combined with the general lack of railways and even good wagon roads to make military logistics in Africa almost entirely reliant on manpower. Thus, while supplies could be moved around Europe by train and, increasingly, by motorized road vehicles, in Africa war matériel had to be transported on the backs and heads of hundreds of thousands of African carriers. Finally, although disease stalked the battlefields of Europe to a much greater extent during 1914–1918 than it would during World War II, it bulked much larger in the African fighting, where many more soldiers died of disease than from wounds.

Most of the fighting in Africa during 1914–1918 took place in tropical or semitropical areas of sub-Saharan Africa, which was not the case during 1939–1945. The fighting was dictated by the location of Germany’s African colonies, the target of Allied operations. The only real exception was German South-West Africa (present-day Namibia), whose arid veldt and deserts passed into the hands of South African (and northern Rhodesian) troops in 1915. The war opened with Anglo-French invasions of the German West African colonies of Togo and Kamerun (Cameroon) and ended with the surrender of German East Africa (Tanganyika and Rwanda-Burundi), following a four-year campaign whose territorial meanderings drew in troops from Britain and her African colonies (the Gold Coast, Kenya, Nigeria, Nyasaland, northern and southern Rhodesia, and Uganda), India, the Belgian Congo, Portuguese Mozambique, and South Africa.

West African Campaigns

In August 1914, British and French troops invaded and conquered the German colony of Togo, sandwiched between Britain’s Gold Coast colony (Ghana) and the French colony of Dahomey (Benin). The Germans had no troops in Togo, only a police force (Polizeitruppe) consisting of 8 German officers and 560 African NCOs and men of other ranks. Resistance ceased in just under three weeks, and the German colony was divided between Britain and France.

Kamerun proved to be a tougher nut to crack. Fighting there continued from August 1914 to January 1916 and ultimately involved some 7,000 British colonial troops, including an Indian light infantry regiment and the West Indies Regiment, and more than 11,000 French and Belgian colonial troops. Although the Germans by contrast were able to field only some 3,000 colonial troops, most of them were regulars (Schutztruppe) and proved to be better trained and led than their Allied counterparts. The Germans also had the advantage of interior lines and, most important, could count on the climate and environment to work in their favor. In fact, the Kamerun campaign offers a classic example of the “war against nature” described above.

Following quick seizure of the port of Douala with the aid of the Royal Navy, Allied operations bogged down in the trackless interior, where heat, heavy rainfall, and disease played havoc with the attackers. German avoidance of pitched battles left Allied armies floundering in the dense rainforests of the hinterlands, often without maps. As the fighting dragged on, the Allies fell to bickering, with the British accusing the French of not pulling their weight and the French responding in kind. The Schutztruppe were finally forced to seek terms in early 1916, largely because of their inability to replenish expended supplies or to replace troops lost to disease or warfare. Even then, some German troops escaped the Allied net, retreating to neighboring Rio Muni and Fernando Po (present-day Equatorial Guinea), colonies of neutral Spain, from which they were eventually shipped back to internment camps in Spain itself. Once again, the conquered German colony was divided between Britain and France. British forces suffered some 4,600 casualties in the Kamerun campaign, including 1,668 dead, most from disease. French losses were even higher—2,567 dead—and, again, largely disease-related.

Conquest of German South-West Africa

Because in 1914 they lacked the troops to do it themselves, the British assigned the Union of South Africa the task of invading German South-West Africa. Although South African premier Louis Botha seized the opportunity with alacrity, sizable numbers of South Africans had no stomach for fighting on the side of the British, just 12 years after defeat at their hands in the Second Boer War (1899–1902). Thus, the opening of hostilities against Germany coincided with a revolt of Boer “Bitterenders” from October to December 1914, which cost South Africa more casualties overall than the subsequent assault on South-West Africa.

As everywhere else in the African theater, the Germans in South-West Africa found themselves outnumbered, fielding only 140 officers and some 3,000 other ranks against a South African force of 5,000 white soldiers supported by 33,000 black carriers and laborers. The German troops were, however, a comparatively elite force, being picked volunteers from the regular army back in Europe. They were trained to fight as mounted infantry.

Hostilities opened with a South African defeat, as a force that crossed into the German colony from Cape Province was obliged to surrender at Sandfontein. Meanwhile, South African troops were put ashore by the Royal Navy at two ports on the Atlantic coast, a so-called Northern Force landing at Swakopmund and a Southern Force at Luederitzbuch. The Northern Force was led by Louis Botha, the only Allied prime minister to actually command troops in the field during the First World War. The campaign was for all practical purposes over when Botha’s troops seized Windhoek, the German colonial capital, after a march across the Namib Desert in temperatures ranging above 130 degrees Fahrenheit.

The conquest of South-West Africa cost the South Africans and northern Rhodesians (who seized the barren Caprivi Strip, a fingerlike projection of northern South-West Africa east to the Zambezi) 266 dead and 263 wounded; South African troops had suffered 347 casualties in putting down the “Bitterender” revolt of 1914, while rebel dead and wounded had totaled 540. The Germans, meanwhile, had taken much heavier losses. Some 1,330 had died, although not all of them were regular soldiers. The figure included volunteers from among the 1,000 or so German settlers in the colony.

War for German East Africa

The fight for German East Africa was the most extensive of the war and potentially the most important in terms of its consequences for the larger war effort. The redoubtable German commander there, Lieutenant Colonel Paul Emil von Lettow-Vorbeck, believed that the purpose of his campaign was to divert Allied manpower and resources from the war in Europe. The aims of the British government, which coordinated Allied efforts in East Africa, were more complex. Although London later argued that its goal had been to free the indigenous peoples of German East Africa from brutal German rule, this claim can be dismissed as a rationale for a postwar takeover of Tanganyika and its incorporation into the British Empire. During the war itself, the British also appear to have been motivated by a desire to protect their own colonies in the region from German attack and to eliminate German threats to Red Sea and Indian Ocean commerce from naval bases in Tanganyika. The South African commander of Allied troops in East Africa, General Jan Christian Smuts, harbored another ambition. His government in Pretoria hoped that victory in German East Africa would open the way for an exchange that would give South Africa southern Mozambique with its two major ports in return for Portuguese occupation of southern Tanganyika. The Portuguese, who entered the war in 1915, proved less interested in territorial swaps than in defending what they already had from Lettow-Vorbeck’s army. The Belgians, finally, saw the fighting as a way of acquiring Rwanda and Burundi just over the border from their Congo colony.

The war in East Africa began in November 1914 with a sharp setback for Britain when the Germans repulsed an Anglo-Indian landing at the port of Tanga. Fighting continued in the shadow of Mount Kilimanjaro along the Kenya-Tanganyika border, but by 1916 the heavily outnumbered Schutztruppe had been pushed beyond central Tanganyika’s strategic east-west railway, and Lettow-Vorbeck and his largely African army now began the fighting retreat across three colonies that would earn him seemingly lasting—and somewhat erroneous—fame as a great guerrilla commander. Circumstances and the Schutztruppe’s prewar indoctrination in bush warfare—small unit tactics, imaginative use of terrain, and expertise in laying ambushes—dictated Lettow-Vorbeck’s mode of warfare more than any predilection he may have had for guerrilla fighting. The clumsy tactics of his enemies, who never really adapted to warfare in the bush, also helped.

Lettow-Vorbeck’s greatest achievements, then, were not in penning a new chapter in irregular warfare or even in diverting Allied men and resources from the Western Front, but in retaining the loyalty of his African askaris and thus keeping a relatively effective fighting force in the field against great odds right down to its surrender on November 25, 1918, two weeks after the armistice in Europe. This was accomplished, for one thing, by a policy of allowing askaris to bring their families with them on their long trek, which kept morale at a relatively high pitch and provided the soldiers with a built-in porter force, leaving them with only their weapons and ammunition to carry. Also crucial was Lettow-Vorbeck’s almost miraculous ability to keep his troops supplied with modern weapons, ammunition, and medical supplies, largely captured from the Allies.

Lettow-Vorbeck’s accomplishment is made to seem even more remarkable by the lopsided odds against him. Before the fighting in East Africa was over, Smuts had put some 160,000 troops in the field, black soldiers from East and West Africa for the most part. Lettow-Vorbeck, on the other hand, was never able to muster more than 15,000 men. The toll at war’s end was far heavier in the East African fighting than elsewhere on the continent. Britain’s largely black African army lost 3,443 soldiers killed in action and 6,558 from disease. Precise figures for German losses are not available, but it is thought that they totaled less than half those of the Allies. These statistics, however, tell only a small part of the story. British forces in East Africa employed some 1 million carriers over the course of the war, of whom an estimated 100,000 died of wounds, disease, overwork, or malnutrition.

Although Africa may have been a secondary theater of operation in World War I as far as the European powers were concerned, it nonetheless occupies a large place in recent African history. To begin with, fighting was considerably more widespread in Africa during the First World War than in the Second. Moreover, most of those involved in the fighting in Africa during the Great War were Africans, which was not the case in 1939–1945. Their losses were frequently heavy. The small British colony of Nyasaland (Malawi) in East Africa, for example, sent just under 15,000 of its sons to fight against Lettow-Vorbeck. Twenty-six percent of them ended up as casualties, and 1,741, or 11.7 percent, died.

Many more Africans fought in Europe during the 1914–1918 conflict than during the Second World War. Around 140,000 West African soldiers, known generically as Tirailleurs Sénégalais, fought for France on the Western Front, at Gallipoli, and in the Balkans. After Verdun, they were employed increasingly by the French as shock troops and ended the war with losses of some 31,000 dead.

The war also impacted areas of Africa physically untouched by it. In Morocco, rebels took advantage of the withdrawal of French troops for European service to revolt and seize areas of the country that the French would be forced to reconquer later at great cost. In Libya, the Sanusi Muslim brotherhood led a revolt against Italian rule that was only finally put down in the 1930s. Also, the Wafd Party in Egypt profited from British preoccupation with the Turkish menace in the Middle East during the war to accelerate its campaign for independence from British rule.

Finally, the war and its aftermath simultaneously opened Africa to a new, more intrusive form of colonial rule, as the war-weakened European powers sought to “develop” the economic potential of their colonies, and to new ideological movements and currents of thought that would help form the generation that led the African colonies to independence later in the century.

BRUCE VANDERVORT
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B

Bambusenkinder

In the course of the Namibian anticolonial wars of 1903–1908 and their aftermath, several thousand indigenous Namibian children were orphaned or displaced from the families and homes. In the early stage of the war, German patrols were known to take such orphans from the battleground and use them as servants or mascots. These children were dubbed Bambusenkinder—or Bambusen for short—and the practice of their abuse was wholly sanctioned and eventually facilitated by the German military command.

The etymology of the term Bambusen is as unpleasant as the practice. According to Heinrich Schnee’s Colonial Lexicon of 1920, the word is a bastardisation of the English word “Baboon”, which was and is a common racist insult in southern Africa. In the harsh settler discourse the orphans were viewed and described as semihuman, and were often treated accordingly.

The practice of using the Bambusen in the army was not widespread during the initial campaign against the Herero in central parts of the colony. Following the cessation of actual combat in January 1905, when concentration camps were set up in strategic parts of the colony, the practice grew proportional to the influx of prisoners. Although officially described as prisoners of war more than two-thirds of the population in the concentration camps were made up of noncombatant women and children. Out of a total of 17,018 prisoners-of-war counted in July 1906, as many as 5,064 were described as being children. Although many of these children stayed and often died in the concentration camps, many were also taken by the troops. These children were typically boys between the eight and fourteen years of age, who were preferred due to their labor potential. Photographic evidence suggests that there were also young girls in the ranks of the troops, which raised questions about sexual exploitation and abuse. German soldiers were known to take sexual advantage of female prisoners in the concentration camps.

During the tenure of Governor Friedrich von Lindequist between November 1905 and, effectively, mid 1907 the Bambusen practice was institutionalised. The concentration camps which fell under the German Army’s Supply Division, allocated children directly to companies in the field. In November 1906, for example, the Deputy Governor Oscar Hintrager signed off on the transfer of 32 Nama children from the Shark Island concentration camp in Luderitz. Leaving the camp, and their relatives, they were to perform varying forms of work, from menial tasks to hard labor.

The trade in child labor, as it were, extended beyond the military. Settlers would also make use of the Bambusen and the popular practice was even continued after the formal end of the war in 1908. Consequently, there was an entire generation of Herero, Nama, and also San children in the hands of the troops and settlers between 1904 and 1915. Ironically the Bambusen practice may not only have saved the lives of many of the children who trasnfered out of the concentration camps, but may in fact also have been a root factor in the survival of the Herero as a people. After the end of the German period, following the defeat tu Union of South Africa troops in 1915, the teenage and adult Bambusenkinder used their communication skills from the German Army to regroup and reorganise their society. This is particularly evident in the annual Otjiserandu celebration where thousands of Herero men don military uniforms and parade through the streets of Okahandja.

CASPER W. ERICHSEN
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Berlin Conference

The Berlin Conference of 1884–1885 resulted in the division of the African continent among European imperialist powers. The conference, which was dominated by France, Germany, Great Britain, and Portugal, remapped the continent without consideration of established indigenous cultural and linguistic borders, which created a legacy of interethnic strife and political fragmentation that can still be seen today.

By the mid-19th century, the African coast was largely colonized, and competition between the European colonists often led to violent conflict. German chancellor Otto von Bismarck called the conference in 1884 at the request of Portugal. The meeting was held in Berlin, Germany, from November 15, 1884, to February 26, 1885. In addition to the four dominating nations, Bismarck also invited diplomats representing Austria-Hungary, Russia, the United States, Denmark, Spain, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden-Norway (the two nations were joined from 1814 to 1905), Belgium, and Turkey.

The meeting was called because there was confusion among colonialist nations regarding borders. A primary goal was to agree that the Congo River and Niger River mouths and basins would be neutral and freely used to further trade. Bismarck also sought to negotiate borders and gain control of the uncolonized interior regions of the continent while making Germany’s foes struggle for territory. At the time, 80 percent of Africa was traditionally controlled at the local level by over 1,000 different indigenous cultures.

By the end of the Berlin Conference, Africa was divided into 50 countries. Great Britain left with control of Egypt, Sudan, Uganda, Kenya, South Africa, Zambia, Zimbabwe, Botswana, Nigeria, and Ghana. France’s takings comprised much of western Africa: Mauritania, Chad, Gabon, and the Republic of Congo. Germany took Namibia and Tanzania, Belgium took the Democratic Republic of Congo, and Portugal took Mozambique and Angola. Italy won control of Somalia and part of Ethiopia, while Spain walked away with the least: Equatorial Guinea. The conference also passed empty resolutions on ending the slave trade.

The arbitrary boundaries imposed by the conference wreaked havoc on Africa by dividing cultures and bringing together enemies. The effects of the conference can still be seen through the political fragmentation and ethnic violence that plagues the continent even decades after most of Africa achieved independence.

LISA MCCALLUM
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British Blue Book (1918)

The Blue Book is a British record of German atrocities committed during the Herero Revolt. Published in occupied German South West Africa by the Union of South Africa in 1918, the Blue Book was compiled from German archives as well as statements from African witnesses. It was part of a successful British propaganda campaign to ensure that South West Africa would not be returned to Germany at the conclusion of World War I. Because of its political agenda, its documentation of German outrages has been dismissed by some critics as untrustworthy.

At the outbreak of World War I, South African forces led by British officers invaded German South West Africa, compelling its surrender by July 1915. Britain’s Imperial War Cabinet decided that the restoration of the colony to Germany would be incompatible with its own interests in South Africa. It therefore authorized a compilation of evidence to support a case against the resumption of German control. Major T. L. O’Reilly wrote the bulk of the Blue Book (officially titled Report on the Natives of South-West Africa and Their Treatment by Germany), drawing upon the files of German colonial authorities and missionaries that detailed beatings, hangings, and other harsh treatment of the Herero and Nama in concentration camps. Especially notable among the Blue Book’s marshaled evidence are the numerous statements under oath by Africans themselves, relating their personal observations of incidents of sjambokking (flogging), sexual assault, cruel forms of shackling, summary executions of women and children, denial of medical attention to prisoners, and deaths by hard labor and starvation in the camps. The report maintains that these and other abuses by the Germans, and most notoriously the explicit extermination policy of General Lothar von Trotha, were calculated to wipe out the Herero.

Despite the report’s direct reliance on German sources, the Germans contended that the black witnesses were lying and the British had not adequately interviewed white witnesses. However, the British argument against renewed German authority was successful. The League of Nations mandated South West Africa to the Union of South Africa in 1920. It was a tragic irony, though, that the South Africans continued the beatings, among other abuses, that the Germans had inflicted on the natives.

In 1926, the new legislative assembly of South West Africa ordered all copies of the Blue Book within the colony to be impounded and destroyed. All other copies throughout the British Empire were shipped to the library of the Foreign Office, where they remained under lock and key. Critics of the Blue Book argued that its suppression confirmed their charge that the report was merely an opportunistic piece of war propaganda without credibility. However, the Blue Book had indicted German abuses and atrocities. In the postwar colony, though, British and Dutch immigrants now mingled with German settlers. Removing the Blue Book from circulation was part of a new official effort to turn the page on old divisions and concentrate instead on unifying the white settler community.

KARL A. YAMBERT
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Bulow, Bernhard von 

Bernhard von Bulow was the fourth chancellor of imperial Germany and served in that position longer than anyone else under Kaiser Wilhelm II. His ability to manipulate Wilhelm for his own gain helped to deteriorate Germany’s international and national position; his support of German aggrandizement, or Weltpolitik (world policy), brought about serious consequences for the nation at the beginning of the 20th century.

Bulow was born in Klein-Flottbek, Germany on May 3, 1849. He was the son of German Foreign Service state secretary Bernard Ernst von Bulow. He studied law at Lausanne, Berlin, and Leipzig but interrupted his studies briefly to fight in the Franco-Prussian War. Bulow then went into diplomatic service for Germany in various countries.

In 1897, Bulow was appointed as German Foreign Service state secretary, due in part to his diplomatic talents but also to his friendship with Wilhelm’s closest friend, Philipp zu Eulenberg-Hertefeld. Bulow soon eclipsed then-chancellor Chlodwig Karl Viktor Hohenlohe-Schillingsfurst in political power and went on to become chancellor in 1900. His swift rise in politics was due, in part, to his rapid elevation in status—first to count in 1899 and then to prince in 1905. Those benefices gave Bulow undisputed authority within the imperial German court and with Prussian executives.

Influenced by Friedrich von Holstein (a shadowy figure in German politics known as the “gray eminence”), Bulow used realpolitik in his foreign and domestic policies to hasten Wilhelm’s goal for Germany’s “place in the sun” among world powers. Bulow and Holstein wanted a British alliance and guarantees for the Austro-Hungarian Empire; however, Great Britain never agreed for fear of Germany’s potential military threat. To further Germany’s imperialist goal, Bulow garnered such achievements as acquiring Chia-chou (Kiaochow) Bay in China, the Caroline Islands (now part of Micronesia), and Samoa. Bulow also promoted the Baghdad Railway into the Middle East to ensure Germany’s political dominance in the region. His policies to further develop and exploit South West Africa led to the Herero Revolt in 1904, for which the Germans retaliated with genocide. Bulow was one of the few politicians to tell Wilhelm that General Lothar von Trotha’s policies regarding the Hereros were inhumane and to the ultimate detriment of Germany—while at the same time praising Trotha himself—but by this time he was beginning to lose favor with the kaiser, who may even have ordered the genocide itself. Still, despite those inroads into colonialism, Germany was late to the game; places in the sun were few and mostly in the shade.

Although Germany’s power base rapidly expanded under Bulow, his politics served to further isolate the increasingly nationalistic country. To exacerbate that reality, his unflagging support of Alfred von Tirpitz’s naval plan subordinated the focus on foreign policy to the nation’s detriment. In addition, Bulow’s actions (or inaction) during turmoil in Bosnian and the Moroccan crises alienated other European powers and ultimately solidified the Triple Entente and the German fear of encirclement.

If Bulow’s lack of focus on foreign policy fomented isolationist sentiment, his plans on the domestic front further aggravated the situation. In 1902, he managed to secure protectionist tariffs and increasingly sought to rally nonsocialist forces behind the monarchy. Bulow also faced mounting criticism that he avoided such contentious issues as the repeal of Prussian suffrage laws, the reform of imperial finances, and the implementation of a direct tax. In addition, a clamor arose regarding his ineffectiveness in stemming the growth of the German Social Democratic Party (Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands, SPD). By 1906, there was a crisis of confidence in Bulow’s chancellorship across the country and within Wilhelm’s court. In response, Bulow attempted to bolster his political position by dissolving the Reichstag. In 1907, he further exploited nationalistic fears during the Hottentot elections, which saw the defeat of the SPD and the creation of the conservative-nationalist, procolonialist “Bulow Bloc.”

In 1908, Bulow’s political career was on the wane when Wilhelm made an impetuous statement printed in The Daily Telegraph of London that declared, “You English are mad, mad, mad as March hares.” In addition to that comment, Wilhelm implied that the German people did not care for the British as a nation or a people, creating a public relations firestorm. Bulow was the government official responsible for reviewing the interview before its release, but he passed it along to an underling named Rienhold Klehmet. Unaware that he was to edit not just style but also content, Klehmet reviewed the interview manuscript for style only and passed it back to Bulow for final approval. Still too busy to make a final review, Bulow sent it along to The Daily Telegraph, where it was published as is. In one lapsed moment, Wilhelm alienated the French, British, and the Japanese in the same article.

The backlash from The Daily Telegraph affair led to Bulow's resignation on June 26, 1909. Bulow maintained that he hadn’t read the proof of the article. However, Wilhelm believed that Bulow approved the interview transcript in order to humiliate him. Bulow maintained his innocence to his deathbed, and his assertion confused his contemporaries and remains baffling to historians. One theory suggests that Bulow had hoped to benefit from the fallout that would result in order to further his political career in the untangling process. Bulow maintained hope that he would be recalled into service for his country, but the collapse of the monarchy in 1918 solidified his exile from public service.

Bulow had married a Catholic divorcée and therefore spent his retirement in Italy. In 1915, he attempted a diplomatic mission to keep Italy neutral during World War I, but it was unsuccessful. In 1916, he published his political and economic treatise Deutsche Politik (German Policy) and continued to write his four-volume memoir, which was published posthumously in 1930. The memoir is largely regarded as unreliable historically and a desperate attempt by Bulow to save face. Bulow died on October 28, 1929, in Rome.

REGINA RAINWATER
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Concentration Camps, Herero Genocide

In December 1904, the German government in Berlin rescinded Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha’s infamous Extermination Order, which approved on the spot executions of Herero men found inside the German occupied regions in South West Africa. Instead, the government-issued orders for the installation of a network of strategically placed concentration camps in the colony.

The concept of concentration camps was invariably borrowed from South Africa where British commander in chief, Lord Kitchener, had ordered the internment of thousands of Boer women and children as well as several thousand Africans in confined camps. In Britain, the Liberal members of Parliament C. P. Scott and John Ellis described these as “concentration camps”, a term adopted by the German authorities who called them Konzentrationslager.

On January 16, 1905, von Trotha ordered the construction of secure camps at military installations in the towns of Windhoek, Okahandja, Karibib, Swakopmund, and Omaruru. Further camps were later added in Luderitz and Keetmanshoop. The concentration camps were typically fenced in by a thick layer of felled thorn-bush trees or by barbed wire and patrolled by armed guards from the neighboring fort or garrison. The conditions were exceedingly poor. The food, for example, consisted mostly of rice or flour, which was often rendered useless by a lack of cooking utensils. In missionary correspondence, rice was repeatedly highlighted as a cause of disease in the camps.

The provision of labor was one of the key functions of the concentration camps and, as such, the camps fell under the Etappenkommando, the supply command of the Rear command. An ordinance passed in June 1905 allowed for the daily, weekly or monthly rental of prisoners from the military and individual settlers as well as local businesses such as the Woermann Company made ample use of the scheme.

In November 1905, von Trotha departed the colony. Taking over the civilian administration was Governor Friedrich von Lindequist. Having previously served as Deputy Governor in South West Africa, von Lindequist was know by the settlers as a hardliner on the so-called native question. Lindequist was responsible for a further escalating of the concentration camps policy. In partnership with the Rhennish and Catholic missions, Lindequist’s collection campaign resulted in the eventual internment of more 12,000 Hereros who had survived von Trotha’s campaigns by hiding out in the bush.

At least 70 percent of all prisoners of the concentration camps were women and children who were subjected to the same inhumane conditions as the men, including hard physical labor. Sexual and physical abuse was not uncommon. It is estimated that more than 30,000 Namibians were in the camps and that close to 70 percent of these people died as a result. The German colonial government was at all times aware of the situation yet no significant measures were taken at any level to curb the high death rates.

The camps were gradually dismantled between the end of 1907 and mid 1908. The first camp to be closed down permanently was the Shark Island camp in Luderitz, which was unilaterally closed by the new commander of the colonial army in South West Africa, Major Ludwig von Estorff. The last camps were closed by April 1908 when construction on the Keetmanshoop railway line was all but complete.

CASPER W. ERICHSEN
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Damaraland

A large, geographically diverse region located in the north-central part of what is now Namibia (it was part of German-held South West Africa at the time of the Herero Genocide). In the modern era, Damaraland has been inhabited chiefly by the Herero (of the Bantu Tribe), Namaqua, and Damara peoples. The region is located roughly between 19 and 23° south latitude and between 14 and 20° east longitude. It stretches from the Skeleton Coast in the west and nearly 400 miles north to south.

Damaraland is sparsely populated owing to its very arid climate. Much of it is suitable only for cattle raising (the chief profession of the Hereros) and small-scale, subsistence farming. It boasts numerous geographical and topographical features including a vast sand belt with huge sand dunes, a subequatorial desert, rugged mountains, and deep gorges. A variety of exotic animals frequent the western and central regions, including elephants, giraffes, and black rhinos. Further to the east, where much of Damaraland’s population has resided, the desert gives way to high plateaus and vast grasslands punctuated by high mountains and large and deep valleys. Here rainfall is far from bountiful, but is more prevalent than other parts of the region. The plateaus, grasslands, and valleys have traditionally served as the Herero homeland because the climate and topography favor the raising of cattle.

In Namibia today, the term “Damaraland” is no longer used because it is linked to German—and then South African—apartheid policies. The region has been broken up, with the southern portion becoming part of the Erongo region and the northern part forming a portion of the Kunene region.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Denial of the Herero Genocide

Deniers of the Herero Genocide have mostly come from academia. Foremost among these denialists are the late Namibian archivist Birgitte Lau and the German journalist and publisher Gert Sudholt. The Canadian anthropologist-historian Karla Poewe, whose own work relies so heavily on Sudholt’s dissertation and publication Die deutsche Eingeborenen-Politik in Sudwestafrika (The German Native Policy in South West Africa from Its Beginnings to 1904), published in 1975, must also be included in this context.

The essence of the denialists’ claims have to do with (1) the accuracy of the numbers of Herero, Nama, and Damara slain by the Germans, (2) whether or not there was a decidedly “genocidal agenda” to the German “colonialization program” and later wars against the indigenous peoples, and (3) how this history continues to be presented from a biased, European perspective.

In 1989, in the now-defunct German journal Mibagus, Lau wrote a brief three-page piece entitled “Uncertain Certainties.” Seemingly, it appeared to many of her colleagues and supporters a total reversal of her previous understandings and writings regarding the Herero Genocide. In his lengthy obituary in New Era: Newspaper for a New Namibia, Shampapi Shiremo noted that, in 1980, as a student of the late Neville Alexander, revolutionary South African multiclturalist and linguist, under whom she did postgraduate research, she had already begun to question the validity of the written record. In this later article, therefore, she questioned (a) “historical images which are entirely rooted in a Eurocentric consciousness;” (b) praised Poewe as “the only progressive scholar in over 25 years who has dared in writing to challenge the genocide theory;” (c) strongly suggested that the evidence available to us presented a vastly incomplete picture; (d) critiqued Horst Dreshler’s legitimacy as a scholar because of his East German/Communist residence and Marxist orientation; (e) made it a point to state that “the size of the pre-war Herero population is simply not known . . . the size of the post-war Herero population is not known either;” and (f) agreed with Poewe that General Lothar von Trotha’s (1848–1920) Vernichtungsbefehl (“Extermination Order”) has been both mistranslated and misunderstood as literally “extermination” rather than an historical and rhetorical device designed to threaten and frighten.

The overwhelming consensus of scholarly opinion, always based on the best available evidence, but always subject to later revision, is that the Germans murdered somewhere between 60,000 and 80,000 Herero (approximately 80 percent of its people), and 20,000 Nama (approximately 50 percent of its people) during the Herero Revolt of 1904–1907.

STEVEN LEONARD JACOBS
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Estorff, Ludwig von 

Ludwig von Estroff was a German officer who disagreed with Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha’s policy of extermination during the Herero Genocide but nonetheless followed such orders.

Ludwig von Estroff was born into a noble Hanover family on December, 24, 1859. Due to his elitist education and his father’s connections, he made a meteoric rise through the ranks of the military. By the age of 19, he was given the title of first lieutenant, allowing him to attend the prestigious Prussian War Academy. In 1892, at age 33, he gained the rank of captain. The same year he joined the General Staff—the equivalent of the British Ministry of Defense—before joining the German colonial army in May 1894. With no major European wars since the Franco-Prussian War of 1871, many members of the German aristocracy looked to gain combat experience, and thus promotion, in the German colonies.

On July 17, 1894, von Estorff landed in Swakopmund as part of the reinforcements sent to bolster the army in an increasingly unsettled colony. Only a month later fighting erupted between the Witbooi Nama and the colonial army in the Naukluft Desert. During his first tour in Namibia, von Estorff served for five years under Major Theodor Leutwein, the military governor of Namibia.

In 1900, von Estorff was promoted to the rank of major. After a brief visit to German East Africa, von Estorff returned to Namibia where he took over as deputy commander of the Namibian garrison.

During the Herero War, starting in January 1904, Estorff took command of the 1st Field Regiment. During the campaigns against the Herero and Nama, Estorff and a smaller group of officers who had been in the colony since the 1890s—nicknamed the Old Africans—did not see eye to eye with the commander in chief, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha. Although Estorff toed the line, he was not in agreement with Trotha’s extermination policy, as was evident in his latter-day biography.

During the protracted campaign against the Nama in November 1905, the departure of von Trotha from the colony coincided with the partial collapse of the Nama resistance. In this power vacuum, Estorff was the highest ranking officer available and he negotiated a settlement with the Nama, that would allow them to return to and settle in their town of Gibeon. A week later, the incoming Governor Friedrich von Lindequist reneged on Estorff’s promises and eventually ordered the transfer of the surrendering Nama to the concentration camps. The most deadly of these camps was Shark Island, which accounted for thousands of Nama lives.

In April 1907, the much-respected Estorff was promoted to commander-in-chief of the colonial army in Namibia, taking over the reins from the latter-day pacifist and World War I general, Berthold von Deimling. One of Estorff’s first acts as commander was to close the infamous Shark Island concentration camp. In doing so, he iterated that his soldiers should not perform this “hangman’s duty.”

During World War I, Estorff was mostly active in the eastern theater of war. In June 1916, he was promoted to the rank of lieutenant general, taking command of the 42nd Infantry Division. He was later made deputy commander in chief of the 8th German Army, which was active in the Baltic region.

Von Estorff died on October 5, 1943, having reached the rank of general in the German infantry.

CASPER W. ERICHSEN
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Fischer, Eugen 

The roots of Nazi racism which can be traced back to Eugen Fischer, a German anthropologist who conducted experiments on African victims during the Herero Revolt, which is considered by many to be the first genocide of the 20th century.

Fischer was born on July 5, 1874, in Karlsruhe, a city in the Grand Duchy of Baden in southwest Germany. Little is known about his early life, although he was identified in an early 20th century academic paper as a professor at the University of Freiburg. By 1906, Fischer had made a name for himself as anthropologist after winning the Parisian Anthropological Society’s esteemed Broca Award for a study he conducted on the skull width of Papuans from New Guinea. A short time later, he was invited to visit German South West Africa.

In 1885, Germany had claimed parts of Africa as new colonies. German South West Africa was home to indigenous Herero and Nama communities. In 1904, the Herero people rebelled against colonial rule. By the time the Herero Revolt ended in 1907, German forces had wiped out about 80 percent of the Herero population. When Fischer arrived in 1908, he focused his study on a community of mixed race people known as the Basters, who descended from the Nama and white Europeans. He concluded that the Basters were racially inferior because of the traits they had inherited from their Nama ancestors. His research, although deeply flawed and unscientific, was embraced by the German colonial administration, and Fischer’s authority in racial ideology was established.

Upon returning to Germany, Fischer became a leader in eugenics, the political and social movement that sought to improve society by preventing births of “inferior” groups while promoting births of “superior” people. In 1921, he and two colleagues published an anthology titled, The Principles of Human Heredity. It became a standard in the field of eugenics, and in 1924, a copy was presented to Adolf Hitler in Landsberg Prison during incarceration for his failed overthrow of the Bavarian government. Hitler embraced Fischer’s theories, and incorporated them into Mein Kampf (1923).

Fischer’s rise to power was meteoric. In 1927, he secured his career as Director of Anthropology in the newly created Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology, Human Heredity, and Eugenics (KWI). After the Nazis came to power in 1933, Fischer began to teach Nazi racial hygiene to SS doctors, an elite cadre of Nazi physicians responsible for racial policy and implementation. The KWI became integral to the development of Nazi biological racism.

In the mid-1930s, Fischer was informed of racially-mixed children living in the Rhineland. These children were the offspring of white German mothers and French colonial soldiers from northern Africa. These men had been deployed to the Rhineland per conditions of the 1919 Versailles Treaty, the peace settlement that punished Germany for its role in instigating World War I. Fischer’s previous research on biracial children in German South West Africa was brought to the forefront and he advocated drastic measures to prevent the destruction of the “Aryan” race, a superior race of pure blooded Germans. In 1935, Fischer met with several professors from KWI and the German Ministry of Interior to discuss sterilization of the 500–600 children in the Rhineland. Two years later, Fischer’s call to action was implemented when the children were brought into custody. Most were involuntarily sterilized, but some were sent for medical experimentation. Many died due to their surgical procedures and subsequent infections.

In June 1939, Fischer was invited to speak to Ruhr coal magnates in secret preparation for the upcoming war. To promote the goals of Nazism, Fischer emphasized the danger of Jews and Africans, and called for support to protect the purity of the German race. One year later, he decided to publish a book on his personal anti-Semitic philosophy. To supplement the text with images, he sent his assistant to the newly established Lodz Ghetto to photograph the Jewish residents.

As Germany commenced the mass murder of Jews during the invasion of the Soviet Union in spring 1941, Fischer was the guest of honor at the inaugural meeting of the Institute for Research on the Jewish Question. The agenda focused on the annihilation of European Jews. Soon thereafter, Fischer received an enormous grant to study twins and determine the importance of heredity over environment. To undertake this project, Fischer appointed his protégé, Baron Otmar von Verschuer to lead the study. In 1942, Fischer retired. Not wishing to leave his new post as director at KWI, Verschuer hired his former graduate student, Josef Mengele, to continue the twin research. Due to its unlimited supply of human subjects, Mengele was sent to Auschwitz-Birkenau in May 1943. There, he conducted pseudoscientific experiments on Jewish and Roma (Gypsy) twins and dwarves.

In June of 1944, as the Allies invaded France and as the gas chambers operated relentlessly at Birkenau, Fischer chaired the Anti-Jewish Congress in Krakow, Poland. Shortly after the war ended, Fischer was “denazified” (declared free from Nazi beliefs); he returned to Freiberg University, and in 1952, he was appointed honorary president of the German Anthropological Society. He died in Freiburg, Germany, on July 9, 1967.

BETH E. LILACH
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François, Curt von

Curt von François was governor of German South West Africa, whose attack on the Witbooi headquarters at Hornkrans initiated an era of armed hostilities between Germans and Africans.

Born in Luxembourg in October 2, 1852, Curt von François trained as a cartographer in the Prussian army, in which he served during the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871). He was a member of exploratory expeditions to the Congo and joined the German Imperial General Staff before being stationed in Togo in 1887.

In 1889, Chancellor Otto von Bismarck sent François with 21 soldiers to German South West Africa, a move that signaled Germany’s resolve, after years of vacillation, to prevent the British from claiming the region. François immediately alienated the Africans by traversing their territories without permission and by inspecting their wagons at bayonet point for contraband. He also established headquarters for his mounted forces, the Schutztruppe, at Windhoek. The site was strategically located near the center of the colony and attracted new settlers to the good lands nearby.

François continued the policy of trying to extend German influence and authority by concluding treaties with the separate native tribes. However, because he foresaw the eventual need for armed conquest—particularly with regard to the Witbooi tribe of the Nama, who had repeatedly spurned treaties with the Germans—he often asked Berlin for additional troops.

In November 1892 the Herero under Samuel Maharero and the Witbooi under Hendrik Witbooi concluded a peace pact, ending their long-standing hostilities. The prospect of a united African resistance created a new urgency to François’s requests for reinforcements. In response, nearly 250 additional troops arrived at Windhoek in March 1893. Three weeks later, François and his soldiers set out secretly for the Witbooi village of Hornkrans and in the early morning of April 12 launched a surprise attack. Some 150 Witboois were killed, over half of them women and children. However, Hendrik Witbooi and most of the armed warriors escaped. The Germans identified no provocation by the Witboois and gave no notice of imminent warfare, yet François’s battle orders to his men defined their objective as the annihilation of the Nama.

François proclaimed the attack a crushing military victory that eliminated the Witbooi as a threat to German control of the colony. However, even in the Reichstag, the German parliament, the massacre of noncombatants was criticized. More to the point for Germany, however, was the inability of François to tidily conclude the war, even when sent yet more troops and cannon. Despite the many optimistic reports François continued to send his superiors, Hendrik Witbooi captured many German horses, effectively dismounting the German cavalry. He was therefore free to raid the countryside and even threatened to cut the supply lines of Windhoek itself. The number of men, horses, and rifles allied to his cause swelled in the months following the massacre. Finally, the German chancellor sent Major Theodor Leutwein to assess the situation, and in 1894 Leutwein replaced François as governor of the colony.

François retired to Germany, wrote of his African experiences, and died in December 28, 1931.

KARL A. YAMBERT
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German Colonialism in Africa

The German colonial empire in Africa, comprising Togo (and the eastern part of present-day Ghana), Cameroon (and some territory in present-day eastern Nigeria), Southwest Africa (present-day Namibia), and East Africa (present-day Tanzania, Rwanda, and Burundi), originated in uncoordinated activities of several adventurer-entrepreneurs (merchant companies, explorers, and missionary societies) during the heyday of the so-called European scramble for Africa. The German government guaranteed the interests of these groups with letters of protection (Schutzbriefe) in 1884–1885, a move that marked the legal beginning of German colonial rule. The state remained, for a time, uninvolved in the actual establishment of a colonial administration and the development of an infrastructure for the economic exploitation of the newly annexed territories and instead delegated these tasks to the private enterprises that would profit most from the exploitation of colonial lands. By the late 1880s and early 1890s, however, the failure of colonial governance by chartered companies had become glaringly apparent and forced the creation of a state-run colonial administration.

Neither a formal colonial civil service nor a definitive colonial philosophy existed at this time. Indeed, institutions of education for colonial service, which sought to emulate British and French examples, were not established until the beginning of the 20th century. In 1898, the privately run German Colonial School began instructing future colonial settlers at Witzenhausen in Hesse; a college for future colonial administrators did not come into being until 1908 with the foundation of the Colonial Institute at Hamburg. Moreover, the number of government agents dispatched remained minuscule compared to the vast territories they were supposed to rule. Even in 1914, for example, the administration of Cameroon, a colony roughly the same size as metropolitan Germany, included fewer than 100 civil servants. Colonial governors and their subordinates thus often felt compelled to rely on the cooperation of indigenous political elites, some of whom the Germans created because they could not find willing collaborators among traditional leaders, for the maintenance of the colonial order.

These vagaries of colonial administration, in combination with a dearth of concrete policy directives from Berlin, resulted in a system in which spontaneous short-term measures in response to local events took precedence over any far-sighted master plan of colonial policy and development. Moreover, colonial policies differed significantly from one colony to another, often depending on the temperaments and philosophies of individual colonial administrators. In general, conditions imposed on the indigenous population were harsher and more exploitative where the colonial military or white settlers dominated everyday governance. Where the colonial civil service succeeded in enforcing its theoretical superiority in decision making over private or military interests in practice, German policy usually proved more benign, even if it still had a significant and often destructive impact.

Not until the uprisings against German colonial rule in Southwest Africa and East Africa in 1904 and 1905 exposed the considerable problems of this laissez-faire approach did metropolitan policy makers embark on creating a more rigorous and focused set of general principles and guidelines. Under the aegis of Bernhard Dernburg, the first cabinet-rank colonial secretary appointed in 1907, and his successors, German colonialism shifted toward policies of more sustainable economic development. The construction of roads and railways was accelerated, a more consistent (though not necessarily less abusive) system of indigenous taxation and labor service was introduced, and volumes of production and trade with the colonies increased. While these reforms were beginning to show some fruits of success within a few years, the outbreak of World War I in 1914 cut any truly significant progress short. Between 1914 and 1916 most of the colonies fell into enemy hands, and Germany was forced to cede its overseas possessions to the victors of the war in the Treaty of Versailles in 1919.

After this ignoble end of the colonial empire, German nationalists unleashed a concerted propaganda campaign to whitewash their country’s colonial record, creating the myth of a particularly benevolent and successful German colonial policy that remains strong in contemporary popular discourse despite a growing body of historical evidence to the contrary.
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German Empire

In the history of colonialism, Germany’s empire has received far less attention than the overseas empires of Great Britain and France. There are several reasons for this, including the relative brevity of Germany’s colonial project, the comparatively small amount of territory involved, the marginal economic importance of the German colonies, and Germany’s early loss of its colonies following defeat in World War I. Yet Germany’s colonial empire is significant to both modern European history and the colonial histories of Africa and Asia. Indeed, it is impossible to understand the histories of modern Germany and its former colonies without also understanding the German colonial period.

German liberals began discussing the acquisition of colonies as early as 1848, and the idea of colonialism reemerged in the 1860s as a subject of interest to certain German constituencies, such as industrialists and the Prussian military establishment. It was not until after German unification in 1871, however, that colonialist agitation reached a higher pitch in domestic politics. The development of the colonialist movement after 1871 was due to the convergent interests of several groups, including commercial and industrial representatives, tropical trading interests, and German emigrationists.

In the 1860s and 1870s, several organizations were founded to promote German colonial interests. These early examples became models for the later Deutsche Kolonialgesellschaft, formed in 1887 by the members of two existing colonial organizations. This organization, which remained the most vocal and steadfast advocate of colonialism throughout the imperial period, lasted until the Third Reich, when it was subsumed under the national socialist organizational apparatus. Carl Peters, one of the group’s initial leaders and perhaps the most notorious figure in German colonial history, played a formative role in the ideological development of the German colonialist movement as a propagandist, but he also played an active role in the actual territorial acquisition of Germany’s East Africa colonies. He and several like-minded associates undertook a series of treaty-signing expeditions in 1884 that led directly to the German possession of Tanganyika. Chancellor Otto von Bismarck had staunchly opposed colonial expansion until 1884, but for a combination of domestic and foreign policy reasons that have been much debated by historians, he changed his mind in 1884, setting Germany on its path to formal colonialism.

Chancellor Bismarck officially declared a protectorate over portions of southwest Africa in 1884. The establishment of protectorates over the West African areas that later became known as Togo and Cameroon followed later that year. In February 1885, Bismarck also declared a protectorate over mainland East Africa, and he later placed its administration under the newly created German East Africa Company. In each case, the establishment of protectorates over these territories followed the signing of individual “treaties” with local African leaders. These treaties were of dubious character, since the African leaders who signed them generally had no authority to grant land concessions to the Germans and certainly could not have known what the German legal concepts in the treaties involved. Nevertheless, these pieces of paper served as the foundation for German colonial rule over these four disparate regions of Africa.

In the Pacific, Germany acquired northeastern New Guinea in 1884 and added the Mariana Islands, Caroline Islands, and Palau Islands to German New Guinea in 1899. It also occupied and leased the Chinese city of Qingdao and its hinterland in 1897 and annexed the islands of Savaii and Upolu as German Samoa in 1900. This annexation rounded out Germany’s possessions for the remainder of its tenure as a colonial power. The Pacific islands remained the most economically unimportant in the German colonial constellation, though they did feature in political debates in the Reichstag over the citizenship rights of the “mixed-race” offspring of German men and Asian women.

In November 1884, Bismarck hosted the Berlin Conference, at which the Great Powers of Europe decided how best to proceed with the colonial occupation of Africa while at the same time avoiding potentially disastrous conflicts among themselves. Although Bismarck achieved his goal of preventing a major European conflagration over the colonies, the doctrine of “effective occupation” that emerged from the conference committed Germany to a more expensive colonial project than he had planned for.

Between 1884 and 1907, Germany attempted to fulfill its effective occupation requirements in its various African colonies by fighting a series of wars of “pacification” and launching “punitive expeditions” against numerous peoples who opposed the German presence and the economic, social, and political changes the colonial regime demanded. German colonialists also attempted to set up the fundamental economic and political elements necessary to effectively administer the colonies and to encourage more settlers. German military commitments to securing colonial territories culminated in two major rebellions in two separate colonies—German South West Africa and German East Africa—that began in 1904 and 1905, respectively. In German South West Africa, first the Hereros and then the Namas rose in open and coordinated rebellion against the Germans, and they met with some initial successes. However, after German reinforcements arrived in the summer of 1904, they defeated the Hereros at Waterberg Mountain, surrounded them there, and drove the remaining force into the Omaheke Desert, where most of them died of thirst and starvation. In October 1904, General Lothar von Trotha, the German commander, issued his infamous “extermination order,” in which he ordered that all Hereros were to be shot regardless of combatant status. In the end, about 80 percent of the Hereros and 50 percent of the Namas died either in the war itself or in its aftermath, when those who survived were confined in disease-ridden concentration camps on the coast or used as forced laborers. In East Africa, the Maji Maji Rebellion, which mainly involved the southern portion of the colony, broke out in 1905. As in South West Africa, the military suppression of this rebellion required the use of reinforcements. The main part of the uprising was put down by April 1906. Up to 100,000 Africans died in the conflict, and the famine and disease that followed it unleashed massive starvation in the southern region. Although relatively few Germans died in these conflicts, the expenses incurred and the publicity surrounding the alleged atrocities committed by German troops provoked much domestic discussion about Germany’s colonial project.

These military activities, the brutal treatment of the subject African populations involved, and a series of colonial scandals caused by official misconduct on the part of colonial military officers and administrators provoked substantial debate and crisis in the Reichstag, raising questions about colonial policy and parliamentary oversight. The turmoil eventually resulted in Chancellor Bernhard von Bulow’s dissolution of the Reichstag and the election of the “Bulow bloc”—which included all political parties except the Catholic center and the Social Democrats—based on a patriotic, procolonialist platform. Between 1907 and 1914, German colonial administrators and governors sought to develop the colonies so that they would be self-sufficient and economically productive for Germany. By 1913, however, the colonies still required subsidies in order to function, and profits from trade in the colonies were negligible.

In 1914, World War I erupted, and the German colonies came under attack by Allied forces almost immediately after war was declared in Europe in August 1914. Togo and the Pacific possessions fell to Allied occupation in late 1914, but South West Africa and Cameroon were not conquered until 1915 and 1916, respectively. In German East Africa, a legendary force led by General Paul von Lettow-Vorbeck held out against a harried multinational Allied force until after the European armistice in 1918. At Versailles, Germany petitioned to have its colonies returned to it, but the Allies argued that Germany was not fit to continue to administer colonies. Accordingly, its colonies were taken and divided among the Allies as mandates of the League of Nations. For Germany’s former colonies, the mandate period entailed learning how to live under new colonial administrations and the different practices of a new set of colonial practitioners. Although Germany’s formal period of colonialism had now come to an ignoble end, the colonies remained a prominent feature in German politics during the Weimar and Nazi eras, when they became symbols of the perceived wrongs done to Germany during World War I and at Versailles.
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German Nationalism

German nationalism was an ideological sense of German self-identification, pride, and destiny that impelled Germany’s role in European affairs as well as its expansion into overseas colonies such as South West Africa.

Germany had consisted of a loose confederation of sovereign states until its unification in 1871. After unification, German Chancellor Otto von Bismarck focused on consolidating Germany’s nationhood and exerting its increasingly powerful influence within strictly European affairs. He therefore initially resisted incurring the costs and diplomatic and military distractions that overseas possessions might entail, especially since the German navy was as yet no match for its British counterpart. Accordingly, Germany was a latecomer to colonial expansion in Africa compared to Britain, France, and Belgium.

However, numerous lobbying groups for national commercial interests argued that German nationalism and continued economic preeminence in Europe necessarily demanded an activist, expansionist policy of overseas colonization, particularly in the midst of an accelerating European “Scramble for Africa.” If Germany were to attain its nationalist ideals in Europe, they contended, it would have to assert itself as an economic and military power on a global stage in competition with Britain and France.

The German Colonial Association was one of a number of like-minded lobbying organizations that aimed to direct a national effort toward colonization projects and strengthen the economic and intellectual connections of Germans abroad with the Fatherland. Under the insistent pressure of such groups, which included eminent men with influence in the government, Bismarck relented and indeed hosted the Berlin Conference (1884–1885) at which European powers regulated the partition of Africa into spheres of influence. By the end of the 1880s, Germany had established colonies in South West Africa, East Africa, the Cameroons and Togoland in West Africa, as well as in Asia and the Pacific.

Concerned to limit the burdens of financing a new overseas empire, Germany relied on private companies and individuals to establish its colonial presence. In Bismarck’s view of colonial expansion, the missionary and the trader were to precede the soldier. Bismarck was not interested in exercising direct control over colonies but in creating stable conditions for conducting the business of German settlers and entrepreneurs. In 1883, for example, merchant and arms-dealer Adolf Luderitz acquired rights to the harbor at Angra Pequena (modern Luderitz) in South West Africa, inducing Bismarck the following year to declare the area a protectorate of the German Empire, though South West Africa, with an area half again the size of Germany, had only a small German population of missionaries, traders, and prospectors.

However, the private enterprises failed to perform to expectations. They typically were undercapitalized for the functions of colonial administration and the development of infrastructure, such as railroads. They were also undermanned and inadequately equipped to deal militarily with native resistance. In German South West Africa, the Herero Revolt of 1904–1905 exposed the need for direct German management and investment in the colony. Once troops had been committed and sacrificed in the war, administration of the colony by Germany became an issue of national pride and security.
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German Settlers 

A German presence in South West Africa first took hold in the 1840s when the Rhenish Missionary Society built numerous mission stations throughout Herero and Nama territories. These German settlers supported themselves by managing general stores at which they exchanged clothing, goods, and firearms and ammunition to the natives in exchange for cattle and sheep.

Adolf Luderitz, the most notable of an influx of professional merchants who complemented the efforts of the merchant missionaries in the region, bought the cove of Angra Pequena (modern Luderitz) in 1883 from the Nama chief Joseph Fredericks and established a trading station, which German chancellor Otto von Bismarck declared a German protectorate the following year. Bismarck had resisted government assumption of the costs of acquiring and administering colonial possessions, but he extended German “protection” to territories first acquired by German capitalists such as Luderitz in order to forestall other nations from claiming those regions.

Luderitz bought up much of the rest of the coast by August 1884, perhaps with a greater eye toward claiming possible mineral wealth than on trading, farming, or herding. His land purchases were formalized through treaties of protection with native chiefs, though the chiefs had no authority to alienate ancestral lands and the colonial officials had no authority to promise imperial protection to the chiefs. In the view of German colonials, though, the treaties kept the chiefs from making agreements with other nations and allowed German nationals to carry on trade without hindrance.

The eventual aim of the colony was for white settlers to take possession of the land by restricting Africans to reserves and otherwise dispossessing them and reducing them to laborers. Some extremists advocated exterminating the natives. However, settlers numbered only about 2,000 persons in 1896, including 250 soldiers. Pushing too aggressively against the Herero and Nama might have provoked a military resistance that the Germans were not yet strong enough to suppress. Governor Theodor Leutwein therefore viewed the dismantling of native power as a gradual project, which he carried out through a combination of force and diplomacy and by playing indigenous rivals against each other. His patient policy nonetheless exasperated many settlers who agitated for faster acquisition of native lands.

An outbreak of the rinderpest cattle disease in 1897 dramatically shifted the balance of power between Africans and settlers. German cattle had been vaccinated and were comparatively unaffected but the disease destroyed much of the herds and therefore the wealth of the Herero. Many were forced to sell cattle and land and to become wage laborers for the first time. The devastating blow to Herero political and economic might coincided with an increase in the white population. The first women recruited to the colony arrived in 1898, and the total population of Germans, Boers, and English reached 5,000 people before 1904. Soldiers stationed in the colony were also allowed to acquire farms. Schutztruppe soldiers in fact constituted the majority of settlers, and they pressed for larger holdings. With the outbreak of the Herero Revolt in 1904 the colonial administration announced that all tribal land would be expropriated and made German, a decision formalized in December 1905.
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Goering, Heinrich

Heinrich Goering was imperial commissioner of German South West Africa from 1885 to 1890.

Heinrich Goering was born in Germany in October 31, 1838. He received a doctorate in law, for which reason he is often referred to as Dr. Goering. He was a combatant in both the Austro-Prussian (1866) and Franco-Prussian (1870–1871) War, but his career had been that of a provincial judge until he entered the German foreign service. His distinguished abilities led to his appointment as the first resident commissioner of South West Africa, where he arrived in 1885 with a staff of two.

As a German protectorate, Southwest Africa was not directly ruled by Germany. Instead, Germany sought indirectly to ensure tranquil conditions for German settlers and missionaries, and to forestall foreign intrusions, especially by the British. To those ends Goering was charged with concluding “protection treaties” with the African tribes. The Africans understood such protection as ensuring German assistance in defeating their native enemies, a promise that Goering, lacking soldiers and arms, could not fulfill. The Germans, in contrast, regarded the treaties as a means to preclude foreign influence and to pacify the Africans as German settlers and commercial interests continued to flow into the region.

The Witbooi tribe of the Nama repeatedly rejected Goering's treaty offers. However, following a skirmish with the Witbooi, at which Goering himself happened to be present, Maharero of the Herero was induced to conclude a treaty with the Germans in 1885. Three years later, though, he annulled the treaty when he had come to realize that Goering could neither protect him from the Nama nor provide him with the men, money, and materials with which to protect himself. In addition, Maharero expelled Goering from Herero lands.

Goering returned to the protectorate in 1890 in an effort to allay Herero resentment provoked by the high-handed actions of newly arrived Captain Curt von François. Goering wrote Hendrik Witbooi in May 1890 to demand that he cease his raids against the Herero. Witbooi cited Goering’s communication in a letter of his own to Samuel Maharero, who had succeeded to the chieftainship of the Herero on his father Maharero’s death. Hendrik Witbooi derided the renewed Herero treaty with the Germans, pointing out that a combined German-Herero defeat of the Witbooi would only free the Germans to turn on the Herero. The Herero and the Witbooi would eventually conclude a peace pact in November 1892.

Meanwhile, in 1890, a gathering of Herero chiefs demanded that Goering explain the nature of the protection guaranteed by the treaties. Goering reiterated promises of concrete protections but almost immediately left southern Africa for good. Where Goering had relied on diplomacy, if for no other reason than the lack of military force at his command, his successor François would escalate German-African relations into armed conflict with his unprovoked assault on Witbooi headquarters at Hornkrans in 1893.

Goering became German consul in Haiti before retiring in 1895. He died in Munich in December 7, 1913. His son, Hermann Goering, became a top Nazi official.
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Herero Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the

German propaganda in the Herero War of 1904 utilized inflammatory, racially charged disinformation to arouse and shape public support for the war. Much of the information originated among settlers and authorities in German South West Africa and was submitted to officials in Germany, where it was then disseminated to the press as part of a concerted government campaign of atrocity propaganda against the Herero.

On January 12, 1904, the Herero, led by Samuel Maharero, rose up in arms in response to ongoing losses of land and cattle to white settlers. A particular catalyst was the colonial government’s announcement of plans to restrict the Herero to comparatively small reserves in order to assign much of the best farming and grazing land to white settlers. Estimates vary, but 100 to 200 German settlers were killed in the immediate outburst of the rebellion. The Herero targeted German men, having given orders to spare women and children, missionaries, and non-Germans.

The early successes of the Herero intensified settler fear of and animosity toward the Africans. Many of the Germans had already considered the colonial government of Theodor Leutwein too lenient in neutralizing the locals in order to advance white settlement. The new killings, however, added urgency to pleas to German authorities to respond severely to the rebels by executing their chiefs, confiscating their land and cattle, and forcing the Herero into wholesale servitude as laborers. Others went further by demanding that all of the Herero be deported, or hanged or shot without quarter. It should be noted, however, that some colonists, missionaries among them, regarded the prospect of eventual German retribution with grim apprehension.

Two thematic strands interwove the wildest German accounts. One was that of the conflict as a race war between civilized Germans and barbarous, even brutish and subhuman, Negroes. In that view, the war in German Southwest Africa was desperate enough in itself, for the Herero, as savages, could not be expected to respect the rules of war. However, the local conflict also threatened to ignite a continent-wide struggle between Africans and Europeans to determine whether the black or the white race would ultimately prevail in Africa. Suppressing the Herero rebellion would help ensure white supremacy everywhere. A second theme was that of claiming that horrific atrocities were perpetrated by the Herero against the settlers, particularly the mutilation and butchering of German men and women by even the Herero women. German officialdom ensured that reports of such atrocities were published in Germany’s newspapers, despite efforts by some in the colonies to disprove those reports as fabrications.

One effect of the atrocity propaganda in the German homeland was to condition young soldiers being shipped to the colony to accept orders to engage the enemy, including noncombatants, with implacable ruthlessness. Certain soldiers later expressed revulsion at bayonetting old women and babies, or shooting or hanging Herero men, or driving women and children into the desert to die. Nonetheless, they followed orders, such as those issued by Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha after the Battle of Waterberg, that were designed not just to subjugate but virtually to exterminate the Herero.
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Herero Lawsuits against Germany

In June 2001, the Herero tribe, along with the Herero People’s Reparations Corporation, filed a $2 billion civil law suit against three German companies; the plaintiffs argued that these corporate entities had aided and abetted the Herero Genocide, which occurred roughly between 1904 and 1908. At least 65,000 Hereros were killed. In September 2001, the plaintiffs filed another civil suit, also in the amount of $2 billion, against the German government. The lawsuits represented an attempt by the Herero people to collect reparations for their losses and suffering during the genocide.

The suit against the German government was initially filed in the U.S. Superior Court of the District of Columbia, but it was subsequently transferred to the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia (a federal tribunal). The suit against the German corporations was filed in the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of New York and the U.S. District Court of New Jersey. The three companies named in the suit were Deutsche Bank AG, Woermann Line, and the Terex Corporation. The suit against Terex was later withdrawn when it was determined that the modern-day company was not the direct lineal descendant of the corporation in question, and did not have the same management structure as the 1904 company named in the suit. The defendants chose to sue for reparations in U.S. courts under the Alien Torts Statue, a relatively obscure law on the books since 1789 that permits American courts to adjudicate human rights cases brought forth by foreign citizens for events that occurred outside the United States.

The Hereros had attempted to redress their grievances in international tribunals, but their suits were turned down because of a general statute of limitations. Because the genocide occurred a century prior to the suits being filed, no witnesses, victims, or perpetrators were still alive to provide corroborating testimony. The Hereros had also asked the German government directly for reparations, but that request was summarily rejected. The plaintiffs posited that because Germany (and other nations) had been forced to pay reparations for past events (like World War I and World War II), their request was little more than a continuation of a long-standing international precedent. The Germans’ unwillingness to entertain the idea of giving reparations to the Hereros raised prickly racial questions. Some argued that the Germans paid reparations in the past because the payments went to European nations peopled heavily by whites. The refusal to pay in the Herero case, it has been suggested, was driven by the fact that the Hereros are black Africans. Others have asserted that it is unfair and counterproductive to ask people to pay for the sins of their distant forbearers.

The German government has steadfastly denied that a genocide took place, and after the suits were filed, it asked the Hereros to retract the suits, pointing out that it had sent development aid to Namibia, although the amount of money expended was nowhere close to what the Hereros sought in reparations. In 2004, the German government publicly expressed regret for the events in question for the first time, although it did not specifically claim that a genocide had occurred.

The Herero lawsuits were all unsuccessful. In June 2004, the suit against the German government was dismissed for “failure to state an actionable claim.” The case was appealed all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court, which refused to hear the case. In January 2006, the case against the Woermann Line was dismissed, citing among other things that the statute of limitation had expired. In April 2006, the case against Deutsche Bank AG was also dismissed, on the basis of the earlier rejections of the other cases. The cases nevertheless raised interesting questions concerning atrocities, genocides, and war crimes committed in the distant past. Meanwhile, numerous experts and legal scholars claim that the Hereros are entitled to reparations under modern international law and statutes dating back to the genocide itself.
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Herero Revolt

The bloodiest and most protracted colonial war in German South West Africa, the Herero Revolt resulted in the death of two-thirds of the Herero and half the Nama peoples.

The origins of the Herero Revolt date to the mid-1890s when pastoralist tribes in South West Africa, now Namibia, came under pressure from business interests and growing numbers of German settlers who wanted their cattle, land, and labor either for railroad construction or the creation of white-owned ranches and farms. This pressure intensified in 1897 as a result of the outbreak of a Rinderpest epidemic that decimated the region’s cattle population and led the German colonial administration to seize tribal lands and relocate the inhabitants onto reservations. Although billed as a means of containing the Rinderpest epidemic, the administration’s sale of seized property made it clear that in reality the creation of the reservation system was little more than an effort to provide cheap land and cattle to settlers. The resultant African hostility over the loss of their property was soon compounded by rapidly increasing debt incurred in an effort to rebuild their lost herds, perpetually low wages on white-owned farms, and a growing awareness of racial inequalities within the legal system.

This long-simmering resentment finally erupted into violence in January 1904, when the Hereros, under the command of Chief Samuel Maherero, rose up and attacked and killed more than 100 German settlers near the town of Okahandja. Thereafter, superior numbers and the inexperience of their opponents enabled the Hereros to roam at will until the June 1904 arrival of 15,000 German reinforcements under the command of General Lothar von Trotha, an experienced officer who had seen service in German East Africa and China’s Boxer Rebellion. Shortly after his arrival in the colony, Trotha engaged and defeated the main Herero force at the Waterberg River in August 1904, driving the survivors into the desert where many died of starvation. Two months later a new uprising by the Namas broke out in the southern portion of the colony. Although their traditional rivalry prevented the Namas and the surviving Hereros from joining forces, during the next several years both tribes fought a running guerrilla war against the German colonial forces. Determined to suppress both rebellions, Trotha unleashed a genocidal reprisal campaign that quickly decimated both the Herero and Nama peoples, eventually provoking a public outcry that led to both his recall to Berlin in 1906 and the Dernburg reforms that unfolded the next year.
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Hereros

The Herero and related peoples are among the main ethnic groups in Namibia and represent about 7 percent of the total population, or about 100,000 people. The Herero, Himba or Ovahimba, Tijimba, and Mbanderu all speak a common language usually called Herero. The Herero language belongs to the western branch of the Bantu family and seems to have linguistic connections to the Ovambo and the Luba-Lunda of central Africa.

The Herero and other related peoples raised cattle and migrated from around the Lakes Region of Central Africa in southern Zambia in the 16th century. During their migration, the Herero abandoned agriculture and concentrated on cattle as their main economic base. Initially, they were able to push the Khoisan peoples they encountered out of the grazing areas of the Namibian Highlands until they met the Nama Khoikhoin, who were able to access guns from European traders in the Cape Colony. Herero expansion was halted and they even lost some lands to the Nama. Their rather isolated location allowed them to escape enslavement by Arabs and Swahili from East Africa or Portuguese from Angola. They were not contacted by Europeans until the end of the 19th century, when Germany took the area as part of their colony Sudwest Afrika.

The Herero are patrilineal and were either nomadic or seminomadic pastoralists. As a result, their settlement pattern tended to be small, extended family units called ozonganda rather than the large intense settlements of agriculturalists. The ozonganda is headed by a male and his wives, children, and his unmarried sisters live in it. Cattle play a major role in Herero life and are the measure of a man’s wealth. Large herds are common and one man may own over 1,000 head of animals. Herero, like other cattle people in Africa, generally did not eat their animals, but today many are commercial livestock producers.

Following the rinderpest plague and conflict with the Germans, most of their cattle either were lost to the Europeans or died of disease. Cattle formed the basis of their traditional religion, and without their cattle, many Herero converted to Christianity. In addition, cattle lost their sacredness, opening the way for commercial ranching. The Himba are the only part of the Herero who have maintained their cultural purity and represent the traditional belief system. The Himba are well known for their leather and metal bead items, especially of jewelry, which has become an item of tourist interest.

The Herero resisted German control, and in 1904 to 1905, they rose in a bloody revolt that resulted in the death of 75 percent of the Herero people. War began over land rights and Germany’s General Lothar von Trotha’s strategy was to not only defeat them, but to exterminate them. He drove the Herero into the desert and denied them access to water. Those who were captured were put in concentration camps. To further the defeat of the people, captured women were forced to remove the flesh from the skulls of those killed so they could be shipped back to Germany for scientific purposes. Those who could, fled across the border into British-controlled Bechuanaland (modern Botswana) where they survived by hiring themselves out as farm laborers mainly on Batswana-owned farms. The Himba in their remote isolation were left more or less undisturbed until recent decades, when their pastoral lifestyle was intruded upon by Namibian resistance groups.

In the 1920s, a form of Herero “nationalism” developed in the creation of a “national” dress as well as in political terms. National Herero dress is best seen in women’s clothes, which were an adaption of what was worn by German colonial women of the 1890s. It consists of a long dress or skirt reaching to below the ankles, a high-buttoned shirt or top with long sleeves and a headdress made of cloth that comes to two side points looking a bit like horns. The Herero played a major role in the founding of the South West People’s Organization (SWAPO), which fought for Namibian independence. Once Namibia gained independence, Herero have pushed the Germans for compensation for the 1904–1905 genocide, and though the German government did offer a public apology in 2004, they have refused to pay any compensation. In 2008, the Namibian ambassador to Germany demanded the return of Herero skulls collected by German institutions during the 1904–1905 war.
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Hornkrans Massacre (1893)

The 1893 Hornkrans Massacre was a surprise attack on a Witbooi village by German forces under the command of Major Curt von François. The assault, which killed few Witbooi warriors but left many women and children dead, initiated armed warfare between Germans and Africans and galvanized native resistance to the German colonialists.

In 1888, the so-called Witbooi tribe, a Nama people who had spent much of the 19th century at war with the Hereros, established a fortified headquarters at Hornkrans (Hornkranz, Hoornkranz, Hoornkrans) in southern Namibia. The site was well suited for raiding Herero cattle and for attacking those Nama who failed to recognize Witbooi authority.

The Germans had pursued a divide-and-conquer policy of offering treaties to various factions among the warring Nama and Herero. The treaties ostensibly provided the Africans German protection from one another but in fact furthered their submission to German rule. Hendrik Witbooi, chief of the Witbooi, had warned that those cooperating with the Germans against their traditional enemies would someday find that their true enemies were the Germans.

In April 1892, Herero commandos under the authority of Samuel Maharero attacked Hornkrans. They failed to storm the village but made off with a number of cattle. However, on their way home, they were in turn attacked by German settlers, who killed two Herero, seized much of the livestock, and went unpunished by German authorities. The incident was a revelation for Samuel Maharero, who had believed himself under German protection. Newly distrustful of the Germans, Maharero soon thereafter negotiated a peace treaty with Hendrik Witbooi, allying key elements of both the Herero and the Nama.

The prospect of a unified native resistance was unsettling to the Germans. Captain Curt von François requested Berlin to send more soldiers. In March 1893, 216 men and officers arrived in South West Africa as reinforcements. Within a week, François and his troops set out secretly and arrived early in the morning of April 12 at Hornkrans. As the inhabitants slept, the Germans opened fire from three sides, under orders from François to annihilate the Witbooi tribe.

Most of the Witbooi warriors escaped but some 80 women and children died at Hornkrans and a like number were captured. Hendrik Witbooi himself lost a 12-year-old son, while his wife and daughter were taken prisoner. The Germans looted the village, tore it down, and set it afire.

François proclaimed the incident a major victory that had broken the ability of the Witbooi to offer further resistance. But the Witbooi almost immediately captured many of the Germans’ horses. With the Germans immobilized, the Witbooi were free to raid the countryside, all the while attracting more native warriors to their cause. Within six months of the massacre, Hendrik Witbooi’s forces had doubled.

In Germany, not the massacre itself but the embarrassing failure of François to bring the war to a conclusive end induced Chancellor Leo von Caprivi to send Major Theodor Leutwein to South West Africa, where he soon replaced François and pursued new methods of pacification.
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Hottentot Revolt

The Hottentot Revolt was a 1904–1907 uprising of the Nama against German rule in South West Africa. The rebellion ended with the surrender of the Nama following the death of prominent Nama chief Hendrik Wittbooi.

The Hottentots (or Khoikhoi, in their own language) are members of an ethnic group represented chiefly by the Nama in the south of German South West Africa, distinct from the Bantu-speaking Herero in the north.

In January 1904, Samuel Maharero of the Herero revolted against German rule. Seeking to magnify the African resistance, he wrote to Hendrik Witbooi, chief of the Witbooi Nama, appealing to Witbooi to join him in taking up arms against the Germans. “Let us die fighting,” he said, rather than submit to further mistreatment by the Germans. However, Witbooi never received Maharero’s letter, and the Herero embarked alone on a war that would end disastrously for them at Waterberg in August.

On October 3, though, Witbooi himself broke his treaty with the Germans and rebelled. He was disturbed by continuing mistreatment of his people by the Germans, a new hardline German administration, atrocities against the Herero, and reports that the Germans intended to turn on the Nama as soon as they had finished with the Herero. In a few days, the Nama had killed 40 German soldiers and civilians. The Witbooi Nama were quickly joined by other Nama tribes, including the Fransman Nama, led by Simon Kooper (Kopper).

German commander Lothar von Trotha was surprised that the destruction of the Herero had not cowed the Nama but had instead stiffened their resolve to resist. Unlike the Herero, the Nama avoided pitched battles, where German machine-guns and artillery could have proved decisive. They resorted instead to ambushes of soldiers and quick strikes against farms and supply wagons, stealing horses and cattle and then withdrawing into the desert. Less at home in the desert to begin with, the Germans could not follow the Nama far lest their supply lines become overextended and their rear exposed. Criticism of von Trotha’s management of the war mounted, and he was relieved of his duties in the fall of 1905.

Shortly later, however, in October, the aged Hendrik Witbooi was mortally wounded in an attack on a supply convoy. Weary of war, the Nama under his son, Isaak Witbooi, surrendered in November 1905, yielding their arms and horses, and agreeing to resettlement.

The Germans changed their tactics against the remaining Nama bands. They removed from Namaland the horses and cattle that the Nama targeted for stealing and reselling in order to buy supplies. They also adopted “flying squads,” with one squad pursuing a Nama band across a zone and then relinquishing pursuit of the increasingly exhausted Africans to a fresh squad in the next zone. By the end of 1906, almost all other Nama had also surrendered, except Simon Kooper, who retreated into British Bechuanaland (modern Botswana). In March 1907 the German government declared German South West Africa pacified.

Some estimates are that over half the Nama population perished in the revolt.
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Kooper, Simon

Simon Kooper was chief of the Franzman Nama who led a determined and protracted resistance against the Germans during the Herero Revolt.

Simon Kooper was born sometime before 1860. In 1863, Simon Kooper (or Cooper, Kopper, or Koper) became captain or chief of the Franzman clan of the Nama, named after a previous leader, Willem Franzman. Kooper established a permanent settlement at Gochas in 1889. He supported Hendrik Witbooi, leader of the Witbooi Nama, in an unsuccessful resistance effort against the Germans. In 1894, though, under pressure from Theodor Leutwein, the new governor of German South-West Africa, Kooper signed a protection treaty acknowledging the suzerainty of Germany.

However, when Nama resistance to the Germans flared up anew in late 1903 and early 1904, led by Hendrik Witbooi again and Jakob Marengo of the Bondelswarts Nama, Kooper joined them, as did some other, but not all, Nama subtribes. The Franzman Nama were the largest member of the alliance, with 600 to 700 armed men.

After breaking the resistance of Samuel Maharero and the Herero at Waterberg the previous August, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha assumed the command against the Nama in the south in April 1905. The Nama fought a guerrilla-style war with the German Schutztruppe through much of 1905. Hendrik Witbooi, though, died in battle in October 1905 and the Witbooi Nama surrendered soon thereafter. Facing defeat by the Germans, Marengo retreated to the Cape Colony and surrendered to the British, where he was held in prison till June 1907. On his release, he resumed his attacks on the Germans till he was killed in October 1907. Kooper himself surrendered for a month but escaped the Shark Island concentration camp to resume his struggle in May 1907 as the leader of the last active band of Nama rebels.

Kooper withdrew into British Bechuanaland (modern Botswana) where the arid conditions helped protect him from the Germans as he continued to attract armed supporters and conduct sporadic raids. In response, Captain Friedrich von Erckert organized and trained camel-riding troops for use in a desert campaign against Kooper. On March 15, 1908, the Germans caught up to Kooper near Seatsub, some 90 kilometers into Bechuanaland. In the ensuing battle, casualties were heavy on both sides and von Erckert was killed. Kooper and a number of his men managed to escape, but the surviving band was of little threat to the Germans afterwards.

The German incursion into British territory in pursuit of Kooper was a violation of international law. The British, however, did not protest and indeed the British Bechuanaland police brokered a deal in 1909 by which Kooper agreed not to attack the Germans any further in return for a modest annual pension. Kooper died in Botswana in January 31, 1913.

KARL A. YAMBERT

See also: Leutwein, Theodor; Maharero, Samuel; Nama People, Genocide of; Schutztruppe; Waterberg, Battle of; Witbooi, Hendrik


Further Reading

Drechsler, Horst. “Let Us Die Fighting:” The Struggle of the Herero and Nama Against German Imperialism (1844–1915). Berlin: Academie-Verlag, 1996.

Wallace, Marion. A History of Namibia: From the Beginning to 1990. New York: Columbia University Press, 2007.




L

Leutwein, Theodor

Theodor Leutwein was a German army officer, military commander of German South West Africa (1894–1904), and governor of the German colony from 1898 until 1904. Although Leutwein was not officially named governor until 1898, he acted as the de facto governor beginning in 1894, after colonial administrator Kurt von François left for Germany.

Leutwein was born on May 9, 1849, in Strumpfelbronn, Germany, the son of a Protestant pastor. He joined the Prussian army in February 1868 and rose steadily through the ranks. He became a captain on January 15, 1884, a major on January 27, 1893, a lieutenant colonel on May 22, 1899, and a colonel on June 16, 1901. He also attended the German Military Academy at Berlin.

Leutwein was detailed to German South West Africa in November 1893, arriving in the colony the following month. He would be tasked with establishing a full-fledged colonial administration and aiding German settlers, who had begun to arrive in the region in increasingly large numbers. In early 1894 he became commander of German colonial forces; meanwhile, on January 27, 1893, he was made a major general. Leutwein’s administrative set-up was decentralized, with three regional administrative centers reporting to his office directly.

The general soon began to establish policies that came to be known as the “Leutwein System,” which combined diplomacy, military force, and divide-and-conquer policies toward the Hereros, Namaquas, and other native peoples. Before long, Leutwein’s policies had alienated German settlers for being too permissive toward the native population. Specifically, they complained that the system had not resulted in land cessions large enough to satisfy colonial settlers, meaning that their business ventures—chiefly cattle raising—were not profitable enough. On the other hand, Leutwein’s policies proved terribly disruptive to native peoples; they also brought sporadic warfare and violence, which further disrupted native society.

At first, Leutwein attempted to bribe and coerce the Hereros into selling their cattle to the Germans (which collectively were estimated to number some 500,000). When he encountered resistance to this, he instead began forcing the Hereros to sell their land to German settlers. This resulted in over grazing, which achieved Leutwein’s original goal, but over a longer period of time. Leutwein often favored one local chief over the other in an effort to achieve his aims and coerced or bribed a number of tribes into ceding huge tracts of land to the Germans; in return, they were given reservation lands and a security guarantee by the German government, most of which were never honored. These policies precipitated numerous armed clashes between German military forces and natives as well as intertribal and interclan warfare.

The 1896–1897 Rinderpest epidemic decimated Herero cattle herds, and a simultaneous drought and locust invasion forced many Hereros to sell their land and become laborers for German settlers. Meanwhile, Leutwein initiated the first railroad project in the region, linking the coast with the interior portions of German South West Africa. A major native uprising in 1903 marked the nadir of Leutwein’s administration and ushered in the Herero Genocide of 1904–1908. Leutwein attempted to quash the rebellion by force, but when that had not ended it, he seemed open to a negotiated settlement. In June 1904, Leutwein was replaced by General Lothar von Trotha, who had no intention of negotiating an end to the conflict. Instead, he seemed determined to annihilate the Hereros by force.

Leutwein returned to Germany in the summer of 1904. Two years later, he published an autobiography. Leutwein died on April 13, 1921, in Freiburg, Germany.
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Lindequist, Friedrich von

Fredrich von Lindequist served as colonial governor of German South West Africa during the Herero Genocide.

Friedrich von Lindequist was born on September 15, 1862, at Wostevitz, Germany, on the Baltic Sea, bordering Denmark. Like most colonial officers and high-ranking bureaucrats, he was born into the German aristocracy and enjoyed all the benefits that this status entailed. His uncle, Oskar von Lindequist, was a personal friend of Reich Chancellor Leo von Caprivi, and this relationship allowed Lindequist access to a job at the Colonial Department in Berlin—generally a fast route to advancement in the civil service.

Lindequist arrived in German South West Africa at the end of 1893. Due to his legal background he was installed as a provincial judge. During this time, he impressed Governor Theodor Leutwein, a key bureaucrat in the colonial administration. In 1896, at the age of 34, he was appointed permanent deputy to the governor. The German settler community in Windhoek was small and intimate in this period, and Lindequist befriended many of the local settlers.

In 1899, Lindequist was announced as the new German Imperial consul to the Cape Colony. It was a lucky break since such postings in the diplomatic corps were usually reserved for more senior officials. On October 12, 1899, only a few months after he arrived in Cape Town, the three-year Anglo-Boer War started.

In the course of his six-year tenure with the Imperial consulate he continued to assert political influence in German South West Africa. He maintained close ties with the settler community, and lobbied in support of their interests with Berlin. In mid-1904, for example, he backed a call for a preemptive strike on the Nama population, which may inadvertently have been a factor in the subsequent Nama uprising.

In November 1905, von Lindequist took over the civilian administration of Namibia. The colonial department decided to split the administrative and military command that had both previously been vested with the governor. Lindequist travelled via sea from Cape Town and, between Luderitz and Swakopmund, had the company of the departing Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha.

Whereas von Lindequist in official and unofficial German histories of the war has been described as the bringer of peace and stability to the colony, this does not paint the full picture of his legacy. As has been remarked in the memoirs of Ludwig von Estorff, von Lindequist essentially continued the extermination process that had been started by von Trotha. His strategies, among other things, included the continuation and escalation of the concentration camp policy used with deadly effect by von Trotha, as well as the sequestration of Herero and Nama lands and livestock. Notably, Lindequist’s civil administration blocked an effort by the military under Colonel Berthold Deimling to close down Shark Island concentration camp in Luderitz—an effort started by missionary petitions.

In 1907, von Lindequist continued his rise through the ranks of the colonial department, as he was appointed undersecretary of state at the Colonial Office, under Bernhardt Dernburg. In 1910, von Lindequist was again promoted to the highest colonial office, secretary of state for colonial affairs. Although he very publicly fell out of favor with Kaiser Wilhelm II in 1911, he continued to affect influence in German foreign policy up until his death in June 1945.
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Maharero

The first paramount chief of the Herero, Maharero (or Kamaherero) shook off Nama dominion and consolidated the Herero nation. By the time of his death, however, it was not the Nama but the Germans who posed the greatest threat to Herero independence.

Maharero was the son of Tjamuaha, a tributary of Jonker Afrikaner, chief of the Oorlam Nama, born circa 1820. When Tjamuaha and Jonker Afrikaner both died in 1861, Maharero succeeded his father and initiated a bid for Herero independence from the Nama. In June 1863 the Nama were defeated at Otjimbingwe and Jonker Afrikaner’s son and successor, Christian Jonker, was killed. He was succeeded by his brother, Jan. In that battle, a central role on the side of the Herero was played by the private army of Charles John Andersson and Frederick Thomas Green, traders who hoped that loosening the grip of Nama power would open the region to mining and trade. The Herero were also supported by the missionaries of the Rhenish Mission Society, who wished to weaken the Nama lest they impede eventual German colonization.

Continuing his conflicts with the Nama, Maharero dispensed with the services of the traders, expanded the territory under his control, and established his capital at Okhandja, at a remove from strong missionary influence. Nonetheless, in 1870 Maharero and Jan Jonkers Afrikaner turned to the missionary Carl Hugo Hahn to broker a peace between them. The peace lasted 10 years, until hostilities were renewed over cattle and grazing lands. In August 1880, on the order of Maherero, more than 200 Nama in and around Okahandja were killed. One who escaped the killings was Hendrik Witbooi, who would assume leadership of the Witbooi Nama and continue armed struggles against Maharero.

The German flag was raised over the new colony of South West Africa in August 1884. Maharero signed a protection treaty with the Germans in 1885, evidently believing that he would thereby receive their assistance in subduing Hendrik Witbooi and the Nama. Maharero ceded no land to the Germans and in fact ordered all German officials to leave. As abettors of the Germans, the missionaries had earned Maharero’s distrust. He allowed them to remain but ordered the closure of their school at Okhandja.

The Germans saw the treaty less as a pact of military aid to Maharero and more as a means to ensure South West Africa for themselves in the scramble among European powers to annex and colonize African territories. Maharero was disappointed by the lack of German support against the Nama. He revoked the mining rights that had been granted to a German mining company and then renounced the protection treaty itself in 1888. Underscoring his rejection of the Germans, Maharero awarded important prospecting and mining concessions to English adventurer Robert Lewis. Lewis had long been an advisor and provider of arms to Maharero, and had worked to advance British interests and subvert German efforts in the region. However, Maharero reaffirmed his treaty with the Germans in 1890.

Maharero died October 7, 1890, and is buried in Okhandja alongside his father. He was succeeded by his son, Samuel Maharero.

KARL A. YAMBERT
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Maharero, Samuel

Samuel Maharero was a Herero chief who was largely responsible for the 1904 uprising against German colonial rule in South West Africa (now Namibia), which triggered the Herero Genocide. Samuel Maharero was born in 1856 in southwestern Africa, the son of Maharero (Kamaharero), an important chief of the central Hereros. As a youth, Samuel Maharero attended Lutheran schools run by European missionaries, where at one point he was being groomed for the ministry. He was given the European name of Samuel upon his baptism. In 1880, when his elder brother Wilhelm was killed during a raid against an enemy tribe, Samuel became his father’s principal adviser.

During the 1880s, as the Germans began to show increased interest in the region, the elder Maharero entered into a security treaty with the Germans, although at the time they were unable to provide protection because they had no troops in southern Africa. In 1888, Maherero repudiated the agreement while Samuel counseled him to begin talks with the British. This development prompted the Germans to send a small detachment of troops, which also encouraged German settlers to establish homesteads in the area.

In 1890, Samuel Maharero’s father died, and he assumed his position as chief. In 1894, General Theodor Leutwein, the head of German armed forces and de facto governor, decided to support Maharero in the internecine native conflicts. This strengthened Maharero’s position, perhaps artificially so. Maharero initially enjoyed a fairly cordial working relationship with Leutwein, but a series of troubling developments that devastated the Hereros economically and socially soon unraveled that. German encroachment on tribal lands, a devastating Rinderpest epidemic, increased indebtedness among the Hereros, large land sales to German ranchers, cattle raiding, and other events led to mounting unrest among the Hereros.

By 1903, the Germans had hinted that they hoped to establish reservations for the Hereros and other tribes while opening up tribal lands for European exploitation. By now, Maharero had become a somewhat reluctant leader of a planned insurrection. The rebellion was set to begin on January 12, 1904. Maharero had instructed his men not to touch European missionaries, women, or young children. The goal was to hit German farms and garrisons hard, forcing the Germans to agree to a negotiated settlement. The first days of fighting saw scores of Germans killed or wounded. At first, Maherero’s forces had the upper hand in the fighting, but Leutwein rallied his troops and began forcing Herero troops into a running withdrawal. At the same time, the German administrator seemed to hint that he would entertain a negotiated end to the hostilities.

That did not come to pass, however, because Leutwein was removed from office in June 1904 and replaced by the iron-fisted General Lothar von Trotha, who vowed not only to end the rebellion but to exterminate the Hereros. Maharero’s forces sought refuge at Waterberg, where they were decisively defeated by German troops on August 11, 1904. Maharero’s men were ill-prepared for the battle, and it has been posited that the chief was still holding out for a negotiated truce.

Maharero and some of his men managed to escape, and he ultimately lived in exile in British-held Bechuanaland (modern-day Botswana). There the chief lived an impoverished existence until his death in Serowe on March 14, 1923. Although he had longed to return to his homeland, his requests were routinely denied. Meanwhile, von Trotha embarked on a murderous policy toward the natives who had remained in South West Africa, presiding over a genocide in which 80 percent of the Hereros and 50 percent of the Namas (Namaquas) perished between 1904 and 1908.
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Maji Maji Revolt

The Maji Maji Revolt in the summer of 1905 by the southern provinces of Germany’s East Africa (currently Tanzania) colonies against a new tax system, the plantation economy, and the use of forced labor, highlighted the lengths the German military was willing to go to avoid oversight from the Reichstag. The plantation economy in particular forced the tribes in the area, who had practiced a nomadic lifestyle, to adjust their way of life, and among other things, disrupted gender relations within the tribes. The Kaiser sent two cruisers and 150 marines to reinforce the colony, but Chancellor Bernhard von Bulow was told that the cruisers and men exceeded the peacetime budget, and so found means within the military budget to pay for the mission without asking the Reichstag for more money. But in doing so, he created the type of divided command that would continue to haunt Germany’s military in the future. German forces used to quell the rebellion included both German colonial soldiers and African allies of Germany.

The revolt was a response not only to the changes in native society demanded of the inhabitants, but a religious uprising as well. A spiritual leader, calling himself Bokero, claimed to have found a substance he called “war medicine,” that would turn the German bullets into water. Armed with courage and this “war medicine,” Bokero’s poorly armed but numerous followers attacked small outposts and cotton plantations. This included Samanga in July of 1905. During this initial phase of the rebellion, Bokero was captured and hanged, but the rebellion spread. In particular, the addition of 5,000 warriors from the Ngoni tribe worried the German colonial troops. However, with the help of some loyal tribesmen and superior technology, especially machine guns, the Germans were able to eliminate the Ngoni as a threat. The use of machine guns disillusioned the rebels to the use of the “war medicine” or Maji (water) that the rebellion was named after.

After the governor of East Africa, Count Gustav Adolf von Gotzen, received 1,000 reinforcements, he moved against the rebels in south. Not only did they use their superior weaponry to disburse rebel gatherings, but they began a systematic campaign of destroying the food supplies of the natives. The rebels experienced successes as well. An ambush by the Rufiji River was the most notable success for the insurgents, and breathed new life into the rebellion.

Unlike the South West Africa campaign, extermination was never the stated goal of von Gotzen and his subordinates. However, they did intentionally starve the local tribes, and the death toll in East Africa actually exceeded that of Lothar von Trotha’s 1904–1905 campaign. The campaign of starvation and guerilla warfare lasted until August 1907. By that time, 15 Europeans, 389 African soldiers, and between 200,000 and 300,000 rebels had lost their lives.

In the aftermath of the rebellion, the German colonial government made several key reforms so that by the beginning of World War I, German East Africa was considered a model colony. A change in governorship was key, but the spirit of the tribes inhabiting the colonial territory was broken by the crushing of the rebellion.

Years later, Tanzanian nationalists would point to the uprising as a unifying event for the multiple tribes that participated. Scholars have questioned this interpretation, however, by pointing out how the rebellion was crushed in part, due to disagreements between tribes on battle strategies and tactics. They also note the difference in religion as evidence of the confederate, rather than unified, organization of the insurgents.

While similar in geography and time period, there were key differences between the two African colonial wars. The biggest, of course, were the differing goals of the German commanders in their approach to the rebellions. Von Trotha’s attempt to exterminate the Herero and the subsequent starvation of prisoners in the collection camps stood not only as an example of colonial brutality, but highlighted the uneasy coexistence between military and civilian authority. The carte blanche given to the military as long as it was at war provided an incentive for von Trotha to insist that the rebellion was not quelled until the general staff in Berlin stepped in. The collection camps also demonstrated how civilian interests in extracting labor from the natives clashed with von Trotha’s interest in punishing and annihilating the rebels.

The debates in the Reichstag reflected the German civilian unease and opposition to von Trotha’s tactics. The requirement that the Reichstag appropriate funds for Germany’s colonial adventures meant that German colonial goals were unrealistic fantasies from their inception. Despite the Kaiser’s admonition in the “Hun speech,” service in Germany’s colonies required large amounts of sacrifice in comparison to service on the European continent. A lack of provisions, poor logistics, the constant bickering between civilian and military leadership, and orders to engage in cruelty that many of them found initially distasteful ensured that few German colonial soldiers looked back on their service abroad fondly. In fact, the poor conditions for German soldiers has been blamed by some scholars for the escalation in violence in the colonies, especially in German South West Africa. While Germany received the colonies in part because of its desire to participate on the international stage, the lack of settlers and funding meant that German control over its territory was always tenuous and vulnerable to rebellion.

By comparison, German East Africa’s war received almost none of the scrutiny that the South West African war did. In part, the absence of a controversial figure like von Trotha took the sting out of criticism at home. The ability of Governor von Gotzen to quell the rebellion with a minimum of Reichstag funds kept the war out of the parliamentary debates, and therefore subdued civilian criticism. And the relatively humane treatment and stated goals of the German East African government contrasted markedly with its sister colony. At the same time, the loss of life in the second war was actually greater than during von Trotha’s campaign. And the successful quelling of the Maji-Maji rebellion institutionalized the use of starvation as a weapon against civilian populations that German commanders continued to use throughout the first half of the 20th century.
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Medical Experiments

In late 19th-century Germany, the Social Darwinian notion and the advent of eugenics gave rise to a wealth of race theories in disciplines such as ethnology and medical anthropology. Inspired by the works of Charles Darwin, Thomas Huxley, and Francis Galton, among others, scholars like Ernst Haeckel and Felix von Luschan amplified and popularized these ideas, creating a new credo for a generation of German race scientists.

Hippocrates is supposed to have said that “war is the only proper school for a surgeon” and evidently Western medicine owes much to the imperial wars, enslavement, and colonization of peoples in the southern hemisphere, which gave frequent opportunity for medical research, experimentation, and learning. In being the first major German military campaign for 30 years, the Namibian anticolonial uprising of 1903–1908 and its aftermath presented the new generation of German race scientists with a unique opportunity to test their theories. As tens of thousands of indigenous Namibians were killed in the theater of war or methodically worked to death in the concentration camps, German scientist vied for and often gained access to the profusion of human death.

Soldiers and officers from the Schutztruppe, were often responsible for the collecting and distribution of body parts to scientists and collectors abroad. Felix von Luschan, for example, is known to have procured a shipment of Herero skulls through Lieutenant Zuern of Okahandja, the man partly responsible for the Herero uprising. The traffic in skulls, which had likely started based on such private initiative, was later sanctioned by the colonial administration that oversaw the shipment of crates full of skulls from concentration camp prisoners to Germany. In fact a postcard was produced depicting soldiers posing in front of the drying skulls.

Whereas skulls were easily transported across the oceans, cadavers and body parts were not; unless meticulously preserved they would invariably rot, rendering them useless. Among the German rank were a large number of medical officers who facilitated the shipment of preserved body parts like brains, penises and noses to Germany. By 1906 research on cadavers was endemic. According to German medical statistics a total of 778 autopsies were conducted in the concentration camps. The medical officer in the Shark Island concentration camp, Doctor Bofinger, experimented on living and dead prisoners in his search for the cure for scurvy. The methodologies of such studies, which, for example, weighed brains to compare intelligence, were naively quantitative and essentially bogus.

Once the war was over, and the threat posed by Herero and Nama power/resistance was gone, some scientist made the trip to the colony, to conduct research currently in practice. In 1908, the Freiburg anthropologist Eugen Fischer set out to study the effects of racial mixing, which he focused mainly on the Baster community in Rehoboth, south of the colonial capital Windhoek. Fischer’s research was lauded as seminal in the field of racial hygiene and he later rose to infamy as one of the leading experts in this pseudoscientific field during Adolf Hitler’s Third Reich, directly influencing Nazi policy.
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Missionaries

Colonial Namibia was host to a number of international mission societies, most prominently the London, Wesleyan, Rhenish and Finnish Missionary Societies as well as the Roman Catholic Mission. The first missionaries to arrive in Namibia were the Albrecht brothers of the London Missionary Society (LMS) who in 1805 settled at Bydeverwacht. The most prominent, however, was the Rhenish Missionary Society (RMS) from Barmen (now Wuppertal) in Germany. In 1840, the LMS handed over its operations to the RMS. The handover marked a new push to Christianize the Nama communities of south and central Namibia. By the 1850s, the RMS started its work with the Herero communities of central and northern parts of the territory.

By mid-century, most of the larger Nama and Herero settlements had a local missionary who was seen, pragmatically, as a means of attracting trade from the Cape Colony. The education offered to the children of the elites was another reason why missionaries were generally coveted. As such good rapport was, generally, built between missionaries and the local leaders.

During the anticolonial wars of 1903–1908, the special relationship between the missionaries and the local African communities was severely tested. At the early phases of the Herero Revolt, the missionaries tried to lobby the colonial administration for a negotiated settlement to the conflict, offering itself as go-between. The German government ignored this offer favoring instead a total military annihilation of the Herero people. In December 1904, when the military strategy had largely failed and the Extermination Order was revoked, the German Kaiser and the Reich Chancellor ordered that the missionary society should assist in the mollification of the Herero. The intention, which was likely not immediately clear to the missionaries themselves, was that the Herero would be ushered into the network of concentration camps being set up in the major towns and settlements of the colony.

Although there are recorded cases of missionaries acting with the military patrols tasked with the collection of Herero communities from the bush, their main role was to care for and convert prisoners in the camps. In this period their had a fairly benign role and much of the evidence about the conditions in the camps stem from missionary sources. Importantly, the missionaries were vocal opponents of the methods utilized by Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha’s military regime. Similarly von Trotha tried to limit the involvement of the missionaries.

In November 1905, the first civilian Governor, Friedrich von Lindequist, arrived in the colony. His new strategy for the pacification of the Hereros relied heavily on their involvement. Shorly after his arrival, Lindequist held a conference with the RMS in which he laid out his plans. The missionaries were tasked with the collection of the Herero communities that remained in hiding.

In the following weeks the military withdrew to their garrisons and a note was drawn up in Otjiherero declaring that von Trotha had left and that peace had come. To spread the message groups of Herero prisoners attached to the mission stations were sent into the bush. They further promised that food and blankets were available at the mission stations of Omburo and Otjihaenena. The missionaries were very successful and between December 1905 and April 1907 more than 12,000 Hereros reported in at mission stations.

The arrangement with the mission covered over a false peace. The Herero only remained at the mission stations for a short period of time before soldier arrived who transported them to the concentration camps, or to one of the large railway projects. The lethal trickery employed by the Rhenish mission and the Lindequist administration cost thousands of lives. Although some ambivalence about its role is evident in missionary sources form the time, it was officially cast, in the RMS newsletter for example, as a mission of peace.
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Morenga, Jacob

Jacob Morenga was a Nama (Namaqua) military leader and a key player in the Herero-Nama Revolt against German rule in South West Africa (modern-day Namibia).

Jacob Morenga (sometimes spelled Jakob Marenga) was born circa 1875 in southwestern Africa, a member of the Nama group, which lived in close proximity to and sometimes among the Hereros. He received some education at missionary schools and for a while worked as a miner. However, as the Germans consolidated their power during the 1890s, he became determined to fight German colonizers. His determination became more evident by the late 1890s, after a cattle epidemic, failed crops, and mass land sales to German colonists began to erode the Hereros’ and Namas’ economic and social systems. By the early 1900s, Morenga had begun to plan or participate in a number of small, local insurrections against the Germans. His tactical prowess and penchant for carrying out skillful and effective guerilla raids soon caught the attention of German officials, who dubbed him the “Black Napoleon.”

As the Hereros began to plot a major rebellion in 1903, Morenga worked with Herero leaders, including Samuel Maharero, to forge a military alliance between the Namas and Hereros. The two groups, however, conceptualized the insurrection quite differently; the Hereros favored open, set-piece battles with German troops while Morenga and most of the Namas hoped to engage the Germans in guerrilla-like warfare. Nevertheless, the two groups coordinated the rebellion as best they could. It began in earnest in January 1904.

Morenga worked closely with Hendrik Witbooi, a Nama military leader of great ability. Morenga’s hit-and-run tactics were so effective that a special election in the German Reichstag had to be held after German troops in the colony suffered serous losses. Morenga was briefly taken prisoner by British forces near the South African border, but he managed to escape and raised more men for the guerilla army. After Witbooi was killed in action in October 1905, Morenga became the de facto head of the Nama army. In May 1906, however, following the Battle of Roosyvlei, Morenga was driven out of South West Africa; he took up temporary residence in South Africa.

Morenga now retreated to the Kalihari Desert, where he began to plot more attacks against German forces in South West Africa. The British did not want the guerilla leader in their colony, however, so British and German troops mounted a concerted effort to track him down. On September 20, 1907, Morenga was shot and killed during a gun battle at Eenzaamheid. His death was a severe blow to the ebbing insurrection, which by the next year had been completely and brutally suppressed.
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Nama People, Genocide of

The Nama (Namaqua) Genocide took place in German South West Africa (modern-day Namibia) roughly between 1904 and 1908; it was part of the larger Herero Genocide. The Nama people are a distinct ethnic group who at the turn of the 20th century resided chiefly in southern Namibia, Botswana, and South Africa. Like the Hereros, the Nama were principally herders and subsistence agriculturalists. As a result of German policies, approximately one-half of all the Namas living in Namibia (some 10,000) died during the genocide.

Like the Hereros, the Namas had begun to suffer significant losses of territory and wealth because of a series of natural and man-made calamities beginning in the 1890s. These included a Rinderpest Epidemic that decimated the Namas’ herds of cattle, drought, locust infestations, and encroachments onto their land by German colonists. The Rinderpest Epidemic had been especially unsettling, as it forced a number Namas to sell ancestral lands to the Germans for pennies on the dollar. This deprived the Namas of their principal livelihood and further empowered the German colonialists. As a result, some Namas began to violently resist the German occupation, and in 1903 several Nama tribes, led by Hendrik Witbooi, openly warred with the Germans. The Hereros, meanwhile, decided to revolt as well. By January 1904, when the general insurrection began, some Nama groups joined the struggle and allied with the Hereros. The Namas specialized in mounting guerrilla raids against the Germans; these were led mainly by the capable Nama leader Jacob Morenga, whom the Germans dubbed “black Napoleon.”

The general Herero Revolt prompted swift action on the part of the Germans, and by the end of 1904 General Lothar von Trotha has assumed control over German South West Africa. He soon issued orders that the Hereros were to be pursued and essentially exterminated. On April 22, 1905, he broadened his order to include all Namas found at large in any German-held area. Several thousand Namas were killed within a year, either in battles or skirmishes or after fleeing for refuge in nearby desert areas. Trotha had ordered the desert sealed off, preventing the Namas and Hereros who had escaped there from leaving. With little food and almost no water, thousands died of starvation, thirst, or exposure. Some reports suggest that German soldiers purposely poisoned desert wells.

Other Namas were used as force laborers on German railway projects or in mines, where several thousand more likely died. Still others were herded into filthy, overcrowded concentration camps, where the mortality rate was more than 42 percent. There scores of internees died from starvation, communicable diseases, unhygienic conditions, lack of medical care, and punishment meted out by camp guards. The camps were dismantled beginning in 1908, by which time at least 10,000 Namas had died.
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Namibia: Genocide and the Second Reich (Documentary, 2005) 

Sixty-minute documentary released by the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC) in 2005 and directed by David Adetayo Olusoga that provides the first in-depth film examination of the 1904–1908 Herero/Nama Genocide in German South West Africa. For decades, the genocide in what is now Namibia remained largely forgotten, and successive German governments refused to admit that a genocide occurred. Between 1904 and 1908, German colonial officials presided over a policy of extermination toward the Herero and Nama people that resulted in the eradication of nearly three quarters of the Herero population and perhaps one half of the Nama population. In all, as many as 80,000–100,000 people were killed.

Namibia: Genocide and the Second Reich utilizes written testimony from African survivors of the genocide as well as interviews with survivors’ descendants to tell the story of the killings. The director did not refrain from depicting disturbing or graphic imagery as he focused chiefly on the five concentration camps into which the Herero and Nama were herded between 1904 and 1908. The camps had a mortality rate of more than 42 percent due to rampant disease, lack of medical care, malnutrition, forced labor, and beatings/punishment. German officials gave each internee a number and recorded the death of each person, regardless of the immediate cause, a chilling precursor to the Nazi Holocaust. The documentary demonstrates how the Germans developed a finely tuned mechanism for mass murder.

The latter part of the film features interviews with representatives of the modern reparations effort, which so far has failed to exact any money from the Germans. It also depicts footage from 2004, when the German ambassador to Namibia, Wolfgang Massing, expressed regret for the genocide. This was the first official statement of regret by the German government in more than a century. Finally, the documentary explains the need for land reform in Namibia, where most of the nation’s productive land is owned by Europeans, who make up just 6 percent of the country’s population.
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Okahandja Concentration Camp 

Perhaps the least well known and least documented of the many concentration camps in German South West Africa was the Osona camp in Okahandja, some 70 kilometers north of Windhoek. It is likely that this camp was less well-documented due to the strategic military importance of Okahandja during the Herero Revolt, which limited access for nonmilitary personnel.

The Osona camp was first set up by General Lothar von Trotha, who, before the battle at Ohamakari on August 11, 1904, asked for the building of an enclosure large enough to contain any potential prisoners-of-war brought back from the Waterberg campaign. Osona remained a major camp throughout the war.

As was the case in other major towns, Osona was actually comprised of a number of separate camps. According to Missionary Inspector Spiecker, who visited the camp in July 1905, there were four camps in total. Spiecker did not use the term Konzentrationslager to describe the camps—which was the normal term—but rather described them as Kraals, a word usually relating to enclosures for cattle.

The first camp was run by the Rhenish Mission and was built to house those who were not deemed fit for labor, meaning the very young and the very old.

The second camp was the main POW camp and as such was heavily guarded by the military. At any given time the camp housed between 800 and 900 prisoners, the majority of whom were women and children.

The third camps housed sick and dying prisoners. In the early parts of the war, little to no medical attention was afforded the infirm prisoners. The construction of a separate camp was likely done to avoid contamination of healthy, workable prisoners as well as the German garrison.

The last camp was the so-called Police Camp falling outside the purview of the military. It housed a couple of hundred free “natives,” mostly Damara speakers.

At the time of Spiecker’s visit there were an estimated 2,000 Herero prisoners in these camps. Similar to Windhoek and Karibib camps, the Osona camp complex in Okahandja gradually became a transit center for prisoners who were ushered on to the railway and general infrastructure projects introduced by Friedrich von Lindequist in early 1906.

A number of notable prisoners were interned at Osona, including the wife and daughter of Samuel Maharero, the paramount chief and military leader of the Herero campaign as well as Chief Zeraua of Omaruru.
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Onganjira, Battle of

The Battle of Onganjira was a 1904 engagement during the Herero Revolt in South West Africa in which the forces of German Imperial governor Theodor Leutwein repulsed the ambush of a united Herero force under Samuel Maharero.

Responding to the outbreak of Herero hostilities on January 12, 1904, Berlin sent reinforcements of men, horses, and machine guns to German South West Africa. Leutwein tried to negotiate a settlement with Maharero, recognizing that a campaign of extermination would deprive the colony of cattle breeders and laborers. Maharero replied in a letter that it was the whites who had precipitated the war by killing Hereros with guns and harsh imprisonment, and that white traders exacted exorbitant numbers of Herero cattle as compensation for the credit they advanced Hereros. Meanwhile, Kaiser Wilhelm II’s government ordered Leutwein to cease negotiations and engage his Schutztruppen and Imperial German troops immediately in offensive action against the enemy.

Several Herero chiefs and their followers joined Maharero near Onganjira, where Leutwein then made his advance. The Herero dug trenches and built a kilometer-long barricade of thorn bushes from which on April 9 they ambushed and tied down the forward units of the German column and then attacked the enemy left flank. Herero women chanted “Who owns Hereroland? We own Hereroland!” as the battle raged. Only the arrival of the artillery and machine guns saved the column. Despite twice charging the German battle line, the Herero ultimately withdrew in the face of the superior German firepower, retreating to Oviumbo, where four days later they would again oppose the Germans.
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Oviumbo, Battle of 

The Battle of Oviumbo was an engagement during the Herero Revolt in which united Herero forces under Samuel Maharero ambushed a German column under the command of German Imperial Governor Theodor Leutwein. The battle was closely fought until the Germans performed a tactical withdrawal. The failure to achieve a clear victory over the Hereros at Oviumbo led to Gen. Lothar von Trotha’s assumption of military command in German South-West Africa and his implementation of a policy of extermination of the Hereros.

Following the Battle of Onganjira on April 9, 1904, the Hereros under Samuel Maharero and several allied chiefs moved northeast to Oviumbo. The Herero had thousands of captured cattle to tend, they wished to preserve a line of retreat east to Bechuanaland (modern Botswana), and they sought to draw any pursing German forces away from the railroad lines of supply and communication. Accordingly, in contrast to the offensive actions they had conducted immediately after the outbreak of hostilities on January 12, 1904, the Herero were now employing tactics of withdrawal combined with guerrilla strikes and ambushes.

Leutwein and his column of Schutztruppe and Imperial German troops pursued the Herero to Oviumbo. On April 13, as the thirsty horses and troops approached a waterhole, they were met with fire from Hereros concealed in the bush that ringed the water on three sides. The conditions made it difficult for the Germans to bring their artillery and machine guns to bear effectively on the enemy, and it was likewise suicidal to consider advancing into the bush against the hidden Hereros. The battle was evenly fought till Leutwein broke the stalemate by ordering his troops to withdraw.

Back in Berlin, the German command considered the battle an embarrassing defeat. Making matters worse, another German column had been ambushed and mauled at Okaharui on April 3, and then fell victim to an epidemic of typhus that required the entire force to be quarantined and then disbanded. As a result of battle casualties, illness, and quarantine, one-quarter of the effective troops in German South West Africa were suddenly out of action.

Displeased with the failure at Oviumbo and the accumulating difficulties in the campaign against the Hereros, the Foreign Office in Berlin announced that Leutwein would remain as governor but that military command would devolve upon Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha. An additional 20,000 men would also be deployed to German South West Africa.

Von Trotha was an austere Prussian officer with experience in the ruthless suppression of both an East African rebellion and the Boxer Rebellion in China. Leutwein, realizing that his own policy of combining military coercion with diplomatic suasion was about to be supplanted by an implacable policy of extermination, made one final but futile attempt to convince the Hereros to make peace before von Trotha arrived to assume command. In November 1904, Leutwein was forced out as governor for challenging von Trotha’s openly avowed extermination policy toward the Hereros.

KARL A. YAMBERT

See also: Herero Revolt; Leutwein, Theodor; Maharero, Samuel; Onganjira, Battle of; Schutztruppe


Further Reading

Bridgman, Jon. The Revolt of the Hereros. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981.

Gewald, Jan-Bart. Herero Heroes: Socio-Political History of the Herero of Namibia. Athens: Ohio University Press, 1999.




P

Pan-Africanism

Pan-Africanism is a complex of policy orientations toward Africans both on the continent of Africa and in diaspora that have successively emphasized greater protection of black rights within African colonies, eventual independence for the colonies, and increased cooperation among independent African nations.

Though it was popularized by Marcus Garvey in 1920, the slogan “Africa for the Africans” was first used in connection with re-immigration schemes in Sierra Leone and Liberia in the mid-19th century. It captures an aspect of the Pan-African concept that predates the rampant European colonialism of the Scramble for Africa between 1881 and World War I. The first widely noted use of the term Pan-African itself derives from the Pan-African Conference organized by Henry Sylvester-Williams in London in 1900. There, W. E. B. Du Bois delivered his address “To the Nations of the World,” calling on Britain to give the rights of responsible government to its black colonies in Africa and the West Indies, and urging Germany and France to develop prosperity, progress, and justice in their African colonies.

After World War I, issues of European imperialism’s impact on African aspirations for self-rule gained prominence. Du Bois organized a series of Pan-African Congresses (PAC), beginning in Paris in 1919 as the Treaty of Versailles was being negotiated by the victorious Allies after World War I. The Paris PAC requested that former German colonies be turned over to an international organization rather than to various colonial powers, and it declared its support for an Africa ruled by the consent of the Africans; the 1921 PAC would amend this resolution to urge ultimate direct rule by Africans themselves.

The 1919 PAC was largely ignored by the European and American powers. However, the German colonies in West and East Africa were assigned to Britain, France, Belgium, and Portugal, to be administered as League of Nations mandates till capable of standing alone as independent nations. Reacting in part to the British Blue Book’s documentation of the abuses of the Herero and Nama by the Germans, German South-West Africa was mandated to the adjoining Union of South Africa. Because of its perceived limited capability for self-government, South West Africa was the only African colony to be designated a Class C mandate, the least advanced toward independence. It would become a de facto province of South Africa until gaining independence as Namibia in 1990.

Subsequent PACs were held in 1921 (London, Brussels, and Paris), 1923 (London and Lisbon), and 1927 (New York). In 1945, after the intervention of the Great Depression and World War II, another PAC was held in Manchester, England, this time with a radicalized agenda that demanded the termination of colonialism in Africa. With the rapid emergence of newly independent nations in Africa, the Organization of African Unity (OAU) was organized in 1963 as a Pan-African association seeking an end to all remaining colonialism on the continent and promoting cooperation among African states. It was replaced by the African Union in 2002.
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Pangermanism

Political movement that emerged in late-19th-century Germany and anticipated National Socialism by its combination of an aggressive commitment to “Germanness” along with racial nationalist, anti-Slavist and antisemitic ideas, as well as with the promotion of war as a means of attaining imperialist objectives. Pangermanism contributed directly to the outbreak of the two world wars. Concerning the history of its focal idea, Pangermanism can be traced back to early-19th-century Romantic nationalism. While until the end of the 18th century there existed only a rudimentary imaging of what was later grasped as “the German people,” some poets and writers, as, for example, Ernst Moritz Arndt and Johann Gottlieb Fichte, moved that idea into the center of their artistic and political statements. The wars of liberation against Napoleon made possible the imaging of a “German people,” a process that was accompanied by dissociation from and hostility against the French and the Jews. The foundation of the Prussian Empire (1871) gave this aggressive nationalism a further boost and strengthened those views according to which Germany was also entitled to “a place in the sun.”

Among the various political and ideological tendencies and organizations that promoted militant nationalism and the militarization of the German Reich, the Alldeutsche Verband (All-German Association or Pan-German League) became the symbol of Pangermanism. Under the leadership of Ernst Hasse (1846–1908) and Heinrich Class (1908–1939), the Pan-German League propagated the whole range of “‘national’ issues,” from the area of military, naval, colonial, and foreign policy, to the treatment of the outposts of “Germanness” abroad, the glorification of German “civilization,” and the education of the German public to a strong sense of “national identity.” The huge majority of the members of the Pan-German League belonged to the upper bourgeoisie, with some industrialists as financial supporters. Its total membership fluctuated between 21,000 (1891), 5,000 (1893), and 22,000 (1901). Including members of associated organizations, its membership reached well up to 130,000 in 1905. Local groups existed not only in Germany but also, for example, in Antwerp (Belgium), Cape Town (South Africa), and Austria, where Georg Ritter von Schoenerer became an active crusader for Pangermanism. Despite its not being a mass organization, the Pan-German League nevertheless had a rich and varied propaganda apparatus at its disposal, the Alldeutsche Blatter being its main publication. It could rely on more than 30 members of the Reichstag and was able to establish a well-coordinated cooperation with the German State Department in the years before World War I.

The idea of large German colonies was only part of a much broader concept of a Pan-German empire. Its core philosophy was the objective of a maximum expansion of German Lebensraum, if necessary by force of arms, and the consequent Germanization of territories in Europe and overseas. When colonial enthusiasm faded away, the Pan-German League intensified its racial nationalist minority politics on the European continent. For example, with regard to the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the Pan-German League painted the picture that the Magyar and Slav parts of the population would soon be in a majority over the Germans and struggled to prevent the assimilation of Germans living in Austria-Hungary. This agitation, complete with racist slurs on Magyars and Slavs, aimed at the protection of the racial nationalist status quo of the Germans and at the re-Germanization of Austro-Hungarian domestic policy, and favored the dominance of the Austrian Germans in the country in order to safeguard German imperialism on the European continent.

All of this was accompanied by intense rabble-rousing propaganda against those who were accused of being the “enemies within,” especially the Social Democrats and the Jews. The Jews were attacked because they were associated with liberalism and cosmopolitianism. Accordingly, during the July crisis in 1914, General Gebsattel, the deputy president of the Pan-German League, demanded that, in order to secure the future of the German people, the “solution of the Jewish Problem” should be given the highest priority. In Ernst Hasse’s racial nationalist ideology, which focused on the aim of breeding a “pure race,” the Jews were also regarded as the main enemy.

World War I became the first attempt to carry out the imperialist concept of Pangermanism. The Pan-German League was strongly in favor of a resolute naval and colonial policy and, once again, stood up for an extreme annexationism policy that would enable “German Lebensraum” to be enlarged. The Baltic States, for instance, had been chosen for the settling of German farmers. The Imperium Germanicum that the Pangermanists hoped to achieve by means of war included an extended Germany dominating Continental Europe, a colonial empire on the African continent as well as a number of naval bases and, via Sudan and Suez, a link with the Middle East. The defeat of the imperialist German empire was a major setback for the Pan-German League, and after the 1918 democratic revolution the league set up a new program in August 1919, now demanding the restoration of the empire as well as the re-creation of a strong army and the recovery of former German territories. Instead of the democratic system of the Weimar Republic a dictatorship was favored, and the racist nationalist tendencies contained strong antisemitic currents. The Pan-German League thus paved the way for the National Socialists, and Hitler took up Pangerman ideas in Mein Kampf.

The National Socialist dictatorship not only radicalized some strands of Pangerman ideology but also started a second attempt to install an Imperium Germanicum by force of arms. Although the Pan-German League was dissolved by an order of Reinhard Heydrich in March 1939, its ideas of expansion and occupation, of expulsion and settlement, found its (radicalized) continuation in the Nazi wars of aggression and the activities of German administrative bodies such as the Reichskommissar fur die Festigung des deutschen Volkstums (Reich Commissioner for the Strengthening of German Nationhood), founded in 1939. Part of the SS, this huge organization had far-reaching competence in Germany and inside the occupied territories to deport, expel, or resettle Jews and Poles and, as a countermove, to settle Volksdeutsche (“ethnic Germans”) from the eastern parts of Europe in the now enlarged state territory of Nazi Germany. As many as 900,000 Volksdeutsche were resettled.

While the Pan-German League was not refounded after 1945, other organizations that have their historical roots and organizational precursors in the same set of ideas have been newly established—for example, the Verein fur das Deutschtum im Ausland (VDA; Organization for Germans Abroad) in 1955. For decades the VDA supported Germans and Germanness all over the world by giving organizational and financial support to activities and institutions that encourage the use of the German language and foster (what is said to be) traditional German culture. In the 1990s the mainly state-sponsored VDA came under criticism over the involvement of far-rightists in its activities.
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Racism

Racism is a doctrine of classifying and responding to people according to their biological or ethnic backgrounds—their “races”—rather than by recognizing their individual attributes. Racist ideologies sometimes sustain social hierarchies in which members of one race are systematically privileged over members of one or more other races. Such systems of institutionalized racial rankings are common in colonial situations, such as was the case in German South West Africa.

Awareness of race is ancient. In the 19th century, however, ideologies of race drew upon a burgeoning number of theories that relied upon the history and science of the day to explain the origins and differences of the races. In An Essay on the Inequality of Human Races, for example, French social thinker Arthur de Gobineau postulated three primary races—white, black, and yellow—and explained the rise and decline of civilizations according to his theories of inherent racial traits and their dilution through race mixing. The attention to racial differences in turn contributed to schemes that ranked the several races as superior or inferior to each other, and led to preoccupations with racial purity. In Gobineau’s view, an ancient Indo-European “master race” occupied the highest rank among the races, as evidenced by the superior civilization and technology that its purest descendants, the “Aryan” peoples of Europe, had attained. German biologist Ernst Haeckel categorized humans into 10 races, with Caucasians on the upper echelon. He advocated theories of the separate origins and evolutions of the races (polygenism), a doctrine that lent itself to assertions that the “lower” races were separate from other humans and less evolved from animals, thus implying that their members were less than fully human.

Another dimension of 19th-century racial conceptualizations grew out of social Darwinism, a misapplication of Charles Darwin’s theory of natural selection in biological species to the realm of social groups. In social Darwinism, the idea of “survival of the fittest” (a phrase coined by social theorist Herbert Spencer) encouraged the conviction that conflicts between social groups, including nations and races, were part of a natural and desirable process, for they advanced strong and superior groups while displacing or eliminating weaker and therefore inferior groups.

Europe’s imperialism brought its racial attitudes into pragmatic confrontation with the world. Notions of racial supremacy were part of a constellation of motive forces driving European efforts to conquer and civilize other peoples. However, the reverse causality also obtained: colonial contexts sometimes transformed the awareness of racial differences into overt racism. Beset by the moral quandaries and practical uncertainties of conquest and rule in far-off and alien corners of the globe, colonizers anxiously resorted to rigidifying loosely held racial opinions into institutionalized racist policies to maintain their sometimes tenuous rule and to legitimate their exercise of power upon the colonized.

The Germans annexed South West Africa as a protectorate in 1884 with the long-term goal of converting it to a white settler colony, despite the considerable presence of the Herero and the Nama. The attitudes of German colonists reflected a fundamental ambivalence between removing the Africans through eventual deportation or extermination once the white population grew capable of accomplishing either goal, or dispossessing the Africans and assigning control of their lands to whites. In the latter eventuality, the landless blacks would be retained to form an underclass of workers on white-owned farms and other enterprises. Either end—elimination of the black race or the stratification of the colonial society into black workers and white owners—was racist in its intent, though not all Germans embraced such views, and certainly Germans were not alone in implementing racist policies in their colonies.

Blacks in South-West Africa were often denigrated as baboons or vermin. They suffered a variety of cruelties under the Germans, including sjambokking (floggings), rapes, casual murders, vigilante hangings, and summary executions. They were tricked or coerced into entering agreements that cost them their land or cattle. However, what made German South West Africa an expressly racist society was the skewing of the justice system in favor of the whites. Blacks could rarely expect to win suits against whites, for whom charges were often dismissed or light sentences were levied for even grievous offenses against blacks. Though he was powerless to control the courts, colonial governor Theodor Leutwein himself recognized that racial hatred was rooted in the colony’s very framework of justice, where it corrupted the relations between Germans and Africans.

With the outbreak of the Herero Revolt in January 1904, fabricated reports of Herero atrocities against German settlers were relayed to Germany. The propaganda alluded to rapes and murders but also to supposed instances of the torture of soldiers, mutilation of victims, and butchering of bodies, portraying Africans as savages incapable of respecting the rules of civilized conduct accepted by white races.

Leutwein’s successor, Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha, carried racist policies to a ruthless new level on his arrival in South West Africa in 1904 to put down the Herero Revolt. Trotha had previously helped suppress the Wahehe Rebellion in East Africa and the Boxer Rebellion in China. From those experiences he forged a worldview in which African uprisings were the beginnings of a potentially cataclysmic war between the races that could end only with the destruction of either the blacks or the whites. Determined to ensure ultimate white victory, Trotha routed the Herero in the decisive Battle of Waterberg, drove the survivors into the desert, and blocked their access to waterholes. He followed by issuing a proclamation in October 1904 that cited purported Herero atrocities and expelled the Herero from the colony. To enforce the expulsion, Trotha ordered any male Herero found within German boundaries shot, and any women and children driven back into the desert, where he knew most would die.

The German government mitigated Trotha’s policy by allowing mercy to be extended to those Herero who voluntarily surrendered. However, by some estimates the conduct and aftermath of Trotha’s racial war of expulsion and extermination resulted in the deaths of 80 percent of the Herero population, making it the first genocide of the 20th century.

KARL A. YAMBERT

 See also: Herero Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the; Herero Revolt; Leutwein, Theodor; Social Darwinism; Trotha, Lothar von


Further Reading

Drechsler, Horst. “Let Us Die Fighting:” The Struggle of the Herero and Nama Against German Imperialism (1844–1915). Berlin: Academie-Verlag, 1996.

Gould, Stephen Jay. The Mismeasure of Man. New York: Norton, 1981.



Reparations Claims

Reparations claims are demands for compensation from a state to redress or “repair” wrongs committed by that state. Reparations have commonly been paid by defeated states to compensate victorious states for the costs of war, as when Germany was forced to accepted responsibility for losses and damage suffered by the Allies following World War I. However, since the 1948 United Nations Declaration of Human Rights and the contemporaneous codification of genocide and crimes against humanity, reparations have often been sought by peoples (or their descendants) on the basis of alleged violations of their human rights. The Jewish Holocaust is the archetype of this kind of reparation. Since 1953, West Germany (and subsequently reunified Germany) has paid billions of dollars to Israel and Holocaust survivors as reparation for the persecution of Jews under the Nazis.

In 2001, the Chief Hosea Kutako Foundation, representing the Herero of Namibia (the former German South West Africa), lodged a legal claim of $2 billion against two German companies and another $2 billion claim against the German government for their respective roles in the 1904–1907 genocide against the Herero. The Foundation is a private organization, not a state, and it accordingly has no standing to submit claims to the International Court of Justice. It therefore filed suit in U.S. courts under a 1789 law, the Alien Torts Claims Act, which gives U.S. federal courts jurisdiction over claims of violations of the law of nations. However, by treaty, the United States and Germany can each decline to submit to the other’s jurisdiction, which Germany has done in this instance, prompting the dismissal of the case against it. To date, the remaining claims against the German companies have not been adjudicated.

In August 2004, 100 years after the Herero uprising began, Germany accepted its historic and moral responsibility for the Herero genocide with a formal apology. Germany is Namibia’s principal donor country, and acknowledges that it owes that aid as a special responsibility because of its former colonial connection to Namibia. However, Germany denies legal liability for the genocide, essentially contending that the 1948 UN Genocide Convention cannot be applied retroactively to crimes committed before 1948.

That contention, however, is countered by the precedent of Germany’s own payment of reparations to Jews, Jewish organizations, and Israel for crimes committed prior to 1948. Likewise, Germany was signatory to treaties that antedated the Herero Revolt and that even then proscribed actions which might today be construed as genocide or other war crimes. For example, the 1884–1885 Berlin Conference, which established European spheres of colonial influence in Africa, obliged its signatories, including Germany, to preserve native tribes. The friendship and protection treaty concluded between Germany and the Herero in 1885 arguably also placed the Herero within the scope of international laws protecting indigenous Africans.

The reparation claims of the Herero, who are a minority in Namibia, lack the backing of even the Namibian government, because the prosecution of any case against Germany could endanger the flow of voluntary German aid to all Namibians.
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Rinderpest Epidemic

The Rinderpest epidemic of the late 1890s wiped out as much as 80–90 percent of cattle and other susceptible animals in sub-Saharan Africa. It caused wholesale disruptions to native African societies, including the Herero and Namaqua (Nama) peoples in German South West Africa. Also known as steppe murrain or cattle plague, Rinderpest is a virulent infectious disease that affects domestic cattle and buffalo as well as antelopes, deer, wildebeests, and giraffes. The virus, Morbillivirus, is closely related to canine distemper and measles (a human virus). The plague is transmitted chiefly by contact and contaminated water; it is also thought to be transmittable through the air.

Rinderpest originated probably in the seventh century CE; it wrought periodic havoc on domestic cattle, particularly in Europe, during the 1700s. There were three major outbreaks there during that century, and during 1865–1866 all of Great Britain endured a Rinderpest epidemic. As late as the early 1980s, Rinderpest killed an estimated $500 million worth of cattle in Africa. Today, the virus has been virtually eradicated by means of mass inoculation of domestic cattle. The last known report of the disease occurred in 2001.

During 1896, a major Rinderpest outbreak began in southern Africa as well as the Horn of Africa. By early 1897, the epidemic had begun to affect animals in lands inhabited by the Hereros and Namaquas in German South West Africa. Within a year, the virus wiped out at least 50 percent of the region’s cattle, including Herero and Namaqua herds (the size of the Herero herd alone was estimated at 500,000 head). Because the native population relied on cattle almost exclusively for its economic wellbeing, the epidemic brought major social disruptions and worsened the already-tense relationship between the Hereros and German colonists. Drought and locust infestations only made the situation worse.

Now heavily indebted, and with their wealth greatly diminished, some Hereros began to engage in cattle raiding; others sold land to the Germans or became laborers on German-owned ranches. Although the epidemic was ruinous for the Hereros and Namaquas, the Germans benefitted by purchasing huge tracts of native land that had previously been unavailable to them. This development increased their power over the native peoples. At the same time, Germans began using native land to graze their own cattle, usually without paying rent or an indemnity. This caused outrage among many Hereros and Namaquas, the by-product of which was increased violence between the natives and their German occupiers. The cattle shortage also brought a spike in beef prices, which mainly benefitted the Germans. Finally, the Rinderpest epidemic compelled the Germans to build the region’s first railroad, linking the coast with the interior, because the lack of draft animals all but stopped overland transport.
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Rohrbach, Paul

Paul Rohrbach was a German colonial economist and propagandist who asserted the moral right of the white race to dispossess or even exterminate so-called inferior races, especially in Africa.

Paul Rohrbach was born in Latvia in June 29, 1869. A journalist and political essayist, he also wrote of his extensive travels in China and Africa. In 1903, Rohrbach was named head of the Settlement Commission in South West Africa and was given a budget of 300,000 marks to encourage German colonization. He participated in the 1904 Herero War and chaired the commission overseeing damage payments to settlers after the war.

Rohrbach’s chief notoriety today stems from his race-theory justifications for the colonial policies of the Germans and indeed of the white races generally, notably in his book German World Policies (1912, English translation 1915). In Rohrbach’s view, the colonization of parts of Africa such as South West Africa, East Africa, and South Angola would prove vital to Germany’s emergence as a world power. The colonies would expand German ideals globally and provide material resources to the home country. Africa might be expected eventually to support one to 2 million Germans, in Rohrbach’s estimation. These millions would provide wealth to Germany disproportionately greater than could a like number of Germans at home because, first, the act of emigration to the colonies would itself select for particularly enterprising individuals in the colonies. And second, the overseas Germans in Africa would represent the mere tip of a population pyramid that would consist of a minority of white owners directing a large class of black laborers to achieve white-defined economic goals.

Rohrbach considered lands under native African control to be underutilized, and argued that they would be put to better use supporting families of immigrant German settlers. Should the German people renounce their chance to grow stronger and gain “elbow room,” he asked rhetorically, simply because a tribe of backward Africans was living a useless existence on land where 10,000 German families might flourish?

But even if the lands were put to the same use, such as for grazing cattle, whites still had a stronger moral claim to the land, Rohrbach maintained. No misconceived philanthropic impulse, he argued, could prove to reasonable people that preserving the primitive life of the Africans was more important to the future of mankind than the expansion of the white races.

Rohrbach noted that extermination of the numerous Africans was impossible, except in the possible case of troublemaking Bushmen, and native populations needed to be maintained in any case to provide hard and semiskilled labor for white upper classes. Nonetheless, he advised, under certain conditions it might be necessary to preserve peaceful white settlement by eradicating native tribes.

Rohrbach’s racial attitudes are sometimes characterized as precursors to, or inspirations for, Nazi racial theories and policies. He himself was associated with Nazi Germany’s efforts to “Germanize” territory annexed from Poland in 1939 by resettling Germans on lands previously owned by Poles and Jews who had since been expelled or killed. Rohrbach died in Germany in July 19, 1956.
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Schutztruppe

The Schutztruppe was a colonial armed force in German East, West, or South West Africa prior to Germany’s loss of its colonies at the end of World War I.

Each Schutztruppe (“protection force”) command, though organizationally separate from the German army, consisted of European officers, including medical and veterinary staff. The enlisted ranks were generally locally recruited, though in German South West Africa relations with the natives had degenerated to the point that few locals were mustered in. The colonial force there chiefly comprised volunteers from German regiments, along with some Boers and Afrikaners displaced by the British in the neighboring Cape Colony.

The German South-West African soldiers were structured into companies of mounted infantry, including a company that rode imported camels. They carried carbines and revolvers and were accompanied by an artillery company as well as a number of Maxim machine guns.

The expansion of colonists in German South West Africa had led to conflict with the area’s seminomadic cattle-herding natives, which prompted the creation of the Schutztruppe in 1895. The Schutztruppe moved to secure plains and grazing lands for farmers and settlers as they expanded inland. Indeed, many settlers were former troopers themselves.

The continuing loss of land and cattle to the settlers provoked an Herero uprising at Okahandja on January 12, 1904, in which 100–200 German colonists quickly lost their lives, though English, Boers, missionaries, and women and children were spared. Berlin immediately sent Governor Theodor Leutwein additional artillery and machine guns, 1,000 horses, and over 1,500 new troops, augmenting the force under his command to 2,500 men.

Leutwein organized a three-column offensive and set out in pursuit of the Herero. The east column suffered heavy casualties in battles at Owikokorero and Okaharui in March 1904, and then was incapacitated by typhus. The west and main columns joined forces and, by dint of the superior firepower afforded them by their artillery and machine guns, fought their way out of an Herero ambush at Onganjira in early April. Ambushed again four days later at Ovimbo, where the terrain rendered artillery and machine guns ineffective, Leutwein withdrew from the battlefield, called off the offensive, and awaited further reinforcement.

General Lothar von Trotha replaced Leutwein as military commander in June. With fresh reinforcements he was able in August to encircle the Herero, who were dug in at the Waterberg Plateau. He bombarded them with artillery and drove the survivors into the Omaheke Desert where most of them starved or died of thirst. It was at that time that von Trotha issued the order to shoot any Herero found within German borders. About a 1,000 Herero, including the leader Samuel Maharero, were able to cross the desert into Bechuanaland, but by 1905 some three-quarters of the Herero were dead.

In World War I, the Union of South Africa, acting on behalf of the British government, invaded German South West Africa. The highly trained and mobile Schutztruppe was able to harass the numerically superior South Africans and strategically retreat but the last Schutztruppe unit was compelled to surrender in July 1915.
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Scramble for Africa

The scramble for Africa was an ambitious and aggressive plan that resulted in the partitioning of one of the largest continents of the world. Fueled by European industrialism and market forces of the late 1800s, the partitioning of the African Continent demonstrated the power of European colonialism.

In the late 1800s, imperialism motivated such nations as the United Kingdom, France, and Germany to occupy unindustrialized regions around the world and claim them as colonial possessions. The conquered territories served their purpose, as European countries utilized the colonies’ natural resources for their industrial complexes. European colonists justified their actions with Social Darwinism; through natural selection, they argued, the “stronger race” of Europeans would inevitably conquer the “weaker race” of Africans.

Another factor in European colonization was the role of missionaries. Adopting a more compassionate form of Social Darwinism, missionaries felt their purpose was to uplift and civilize Africans by bringing Christianity to Africa and converting natives who practiced traditional African religions. Eventually, missionaries became an integral part of African life as they brought such Western institutions as health clinics, schools, social services, and churches to African villages.

Serious European colonization of Africa began in 1876, when Belgium held the Brussels Geographical Conference, resulting in the formation of the African International Association. In 1879, the association hired Henry Morton Stanley to explore the Congo. Portugal followed suit by sponsoring a series of African expeditions that resulted in the annexation of independent estates in Mozambique by 1880. France expanded its territorial holdings in 1879 by laying claim to parts of western Sudan, Egypt, Tunisia, and Madagascar. The United Kingdom signaled the beginning of its conquest of Africa by occupying Egypt in 1882.

Because of territorial disputes regarding European colonization in Africa, German prime minister Otto von Bismarck proposed an international conference to settle questions regarding boundaries and claims. Held between November 1884 and February 1885, the Berlin Conference involved 14 nations, including the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, and France. The conference resulted in laying down the guidelines for European colonization, borders, navigation, and trade in Africa.

With the conference, Europe partitioned the entire continent of Africa. Within 30 years of the conference, Africa was divided into more than 50 separate countries under colonial rule. European military forces were quickly deployed into Africa to enforce the new provisions and to protect the interests of the colonizing countries. Africans who opposed European colonization were brutally suppressed by the military, who used such advanced weaponry as the Maxim and Gatling machine guns. Most of Africa remained under colonial rule until the 1950s, when African nationalist movements began fighting for independence.
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Second German Empire 

The Second German Empire, or Second Reich, existed from 1871 until 1918. (The Holy Roman Empire is sometimes called the First German Empire, as its power was centered in the German states for centuries.) Born in victory over the French and destroyed by defeat in World War I, the Second German Empire heralded the maturation of Germany into a powerful, modern nation-state.

Otto von Bismarck created the Second German Empire for Wilhelm I of Prussia. Skillfully manipulating events, Bismarck excluded Austria from a unified Germany and drew the smaller states into confederation with Prussia. Using the Franco-Prussian War of 1870 as pretext, the North German Confederation joined with Bavaria and formed the empire with Wilhelm as the emperor (kaiser). The empire had a parliament (Reichstag) with limited powers and a federal council (Bundesrat) that consisted of representatives of the states. Prussia held a disproportionate majority in the Bundesrat, and it responded directly to the wishes of Wilhelm. Bismarck became the imperial chancellor, a position he held until 1890, when the new kaiser, Wilhelm II, dismissed him.

A number of significant developments occurred during the history of the Second German Empire. Prussian leadership encouraged the spread of heavy industry throughout Germany. Drawing on its massive coal and iron reserves, Germany soon became the leading industrial power on the continent. In industrial production, Germany surpassed France and challenged Great Britain for the premier position among the European powers. Its industrial might translated into tremendous military power as Germany built a massive navy and equipped its large standing army with the most modern weapons available.

Germany also began to acquire overseas colonies in the southwestern Pacific and east central Africa during this period. Under Bismarck’s leadership, Germany became a major player in European diplomatic affairs. Bismarck authored the system of alliances that dominated the European strategic scene until World War I. In domestic affairs, although certainly not a bastion of personal freedom and civil liberties, Germany became a world pioneer in social insurance and early welfare systems.

The Second German Empire did not survive Germany’s defeat in World War I. A number of factors, most notably the failure of the government to ensure the domestic food supply during the war, caused widespread dissatisfaction with imperial rule. The system that placed all power in the hands of the kaiser also left no one else to blame when affairs went badly. As defeat became imminent and Allied armies began to invade German soil in November 1918, a mutiny among naval officers quickly spread into nationwide public demonstrations. Kaiser Wilhelm II chose to abdicate a few days later, and the empire collapsed. A democratic republic replaced the empire.
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Shark Island Extermination Camp

Shark Island was a concentration camp located at Luderitz Bay in German South West Africa. Luderitz Bay, also known as Angra Pequena, was the southernmost seaport in the German colony of South West Africa. It lies in a barren natural harbor wedged between the southern Namib Desert and the Atlantic Ocean. The town was named after Adolf Luderitz, the Bremen-based businessman who first created a beachhead for German annexation of the territory.

The Nama uprising in the south of the colony in October 1904 increased the strategic importance and size of Luderitz town almost overnight. From being a dormant outpost it rapidly became the main supply line for the colonial army, the Schutztruppe, in the campaign against the Nama. There were several military installations in the town, chief among which was the supply command of the Rear, the Etappenkommando. The responsibility for the containment, care and utilization of the several thousand prisoners-of-war sent to the town fell to the supply command.

At the edge of the harbor, sheltering the town from the gale-force winds blowing in from the South Atlantic, is a rocky outcrop known as Shark Island. The Luderitz concentration camp was placed at the western-most tip of the island, which is fully exposed to the elements and surrounded by icy waters on three sides.

There were several reasons why prisoners were sent to Luderitz. It was a remote town surrounded by desert, which prevented attempts of escape. More importantly though, the prisoners, who were mainly women and children, were forced to build up the local infrastructure of the town, which until recently had been an insignificant outpost. The need for labor increased manifold by early 1906 when the German Reichstag in Berlin approved the construction of a railway between Luderitz and Keetmanshoop in the interior. This railway was built on the backs of prisoners-of-war, of whom some 2,000 people died in the process.

From missionary accounts it is known that mortality on the island was extraordinarily high from the outset. In the annual report for Luderitz district during 1906, compiled by local government officials, the concentration camp was given the nickname “Death Island.”

In September 1906, some 2,000 Nama, mainly from the Witbooi, Bethanie and Veldshoendrager communities arrived in the southern town. They had been banished to Shark Island by the colonial Governor, Friedrich von Lindequist, who deemed them too weak to perform meaningful labor. Instead, he hoped that their numbers might be reduced somewhat in order to bring down the costs of a potential future deportation to another German colony. In other words, he expected a number of them to die.

The Nama, who were separated from the Herero prisoners by a barbed wire fence, very quickly started to break down as a result of the climate, the violence of overseers, bad and sparse food rations, the forced labor and the spread of viral diseases and bacterial infections. By the end of the year, Missionary Nyhof could report to his headquarters in Wuppertal that “the nation is doomed,” counting upwards of 18 deaths per night. By March, 1,200 of the Nama had died with a further 120 so sick that they were expected to die soon. The majority were women and children.

The camp was closed in April 1907 by the recently appointed head of the colonial army Major von Estorff, who overruled the civil authorities in Windhoek by refusing to perform this “hangman’s duty” as he phrased it. One of the more notable causalities of the Island was Bethanie leader and famed guerrilla fighter Cornelius Fredericks.
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Slave Labor

Between 1905 and 1908, bolstered by a war economy and the systematic abuse of labor from the concentration camps, the German colony of South West Africa transformed from an untamed outpost into an advanced settler state complete with modern infrastructure in only a few years. The transformation was secured on the backs of thousands of prisoners of war who were forced to toil on construction projects around the colony. In return for their labor the prisoners received only rations and shelter, neither of a sustainable quantity or quality.

In March 1905, the German colonial government in South West Africa issued a new ordinance, specifying the parameters of the trade in prisoner labor from the camps. The system allowed the colonial government, through the military supply command, to rent out prisoner on a daily, weekly or monthly basis to farmers, private businesses, large companies, and individual settlers. The revenue collected under this scheme was dubbed “Head Tax” [Kopfsteuer] with a fixed monthly rate of 10 Reich Marks per prisoner, whether man or woman.

Forced labor was such an integral part of the concentration camps concept that camp ledgers divided prisoners into two categories: work-able and the work-unable. Whereas the work-able were considered a valuable government commodity, the unable were seen as an unwanted expense for the colonial government that had to pay their rations. The workable were sent to work on the large infrastructure programmes, while the unable were left in the concentration camps or, like the Nama, sent to Luderitz where it was hoped they would eventually die.

The largest supply of prisoners went to the railway projects in central and southern parts of the colony, which were operated by private companies such as Lenz Co. and Arthur Koppel Co. Several thousands Herero and Nama prisoners were forced into moveable labor camps along the railway. In Ludertiz, 67 percent of all prisoners working on the railroad died as a result.

The prisoner-of-war (POW) status was revoked for the Herero in early 1908. Yet many of those who had been rented out by the government were forced to sign contracts with their employers and thus forced to continue their work. Conditions suffered on farms and in the hands of settlers.
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Social Darwinism

Social Darwinism is a sociological/political construct derived from Charles Darwin’s pioneering work on evolution. Social Darwinism is the extension of Darwin’s theory of evolution to human societies. It asserts that races, nations, and civilizations evolve in a way that is similar to the evolution of biological species. Social Darwinism holds that because of a process of natural selection, fitter races and societies survive while others are extinguished, the process leading to the progressive improvement of humanity. Social Darwinism was tailor-made for the leaders of industrialized Western states seeking justification for their control of less developed nations. Thus, when the Spanish-American War raised the question of whether the United States ought to acquire an overseas colonial empire, Social Darwinism was used to support the imperialists’ position.

In The Origin of the Species (1859), Darwin largely avoided extending his theory to human beings, either to their biological evolution or to the understanding of human social relations. Darwin’s original theory asserts that each species is not permanently fixed; that is, existing species can evolve, new species can develop from existing ones, and species can become extinct. These possibilities arise because all living things are engaged in a struggle for existence and survival. Certain biological variations in an individual member of a species will result in advantages that allow that individual to adapt better to its environment, and thereby to survive and procreate. Such individuals transmit these adaptive traits to their offspring, which eventually results in more members of the species who have them. The species as a whole, then, gradually changes, which makes it more likely to survive. Darwin called this process “natural selection.”

Furthermore, Darwin wrote that “the theory of natural selection is grounded in the belief that each new variety, and ultimately each new species, is produced and maintained by having some advantage over those with which it comes into competition; and the consequent extinction of less favored forms almost inevitably follows.” In The Descent of Man (1871), Darwin explicitly applied his theory of evolution to human beings. While Darwin limited himself to discussing the biological development of human beings, he acknowledged that variations in body and mind would prove advantageous to certain individuals and their races.

Working independently of Darwin, the English philosopher and political theorist Hebert Spencer developed a similar theory of evolution, a central feature of which was his concept of the “survival of the fittest,” a term that he— and not Darwin—coined. Spencer was the first to conceive of human societies as natural organisms to which the theory of evolution would apply. Human societies, too, adapt to their environments. Being engaged in a struggle for existence with one another, societies become ever more complex and advanced. Competition between societies, then, is natural and even essential for progress, with fitter societies becoming dominant and progressive, while those that cannot compete are forced out of existence or are subjugated by the fitter races. When Darwin published his theory of natural selection, which supplied a biological mechanism for evolution, Spencer eagerly incorporated it into his own theory.

Social scientists sought to understand the full implications of Darwin’s and Spencer’s works for human societies. Incorporating elements of both, their efforts led to the development of Social Darwinism. Social Darwinism combines the central concepts of the struggle for existence, natural selection, and the survival of the fittest into a comprehensive account of the evolution of human races and societies. Special attention is given to the dominance of some races and societies and the subjugation or extinction of others. Differences in religions, ethics, political systems, as well as the rise and fall of empires and civilizations, are explained by evolutionary forces working at both the biological and social levels. According to Social Darwinists, there is nothing exceptional about human beings, then, that excludes them from the evolutionary process, neither having been specially created by God nor having developed unique intellectual capacities that allow them to intervene in the process. Both human biology and human societal development are products of natural and necessary evolutionary processes. To what extent Darwin himself could be deemed to have been a Social Darwinist remains a debate among scholars.

The deterministic arguments of Social Darwinism, especially the concept of the survival of the fittest, were employed both to justify and to condemn war and its outcome among races and nations. On the one hand, Social Darwinism suggests that war is merely part of the universal struggle for existence and that nature tends to hand the victory to the superior race or nation. Winning wars and acquiring an empire, then, are evidence of a higher order of evolution of one’s race, nation, or civilization, an indication of its biological, social, political, ethical, or intellectual advantages. On the other hand, Social Darwinism could suggest that war is dysgenic, ensuring the slaughter of the best individuals (the healthiest, the most courageous, and the most public-spirited). From this point of view, war is contrary to natural selection in so far as it destroys the fitter members of society while it is the less fit left at home who survive and procreate. Such arguments both for and against war were common in Europe shortly after the appearance of Darwin’s and Spencer’s theories, and they were adopted in U.S. debates about beginning a war with Spain and pursuing a colonial empire abroad.

Social Darwinism became a popular and respected viewpoint in the United States in the last decades of the 19th century, especially as a result of the work of the U.S. sociologist William Graham Sumner. Theories of racial superiority, however, certainly existed before Social Darwinism arose. A theory of Anglo-Saxon superiority was already prevalent, and Social Darwinism was used to lend support to it and to encourage international expansion. The increasing success of the United States as a result of major struggles (such as the Revolutionary War, the acquisition and settling of the Western territories, and the Indian Wars) suggested to Social Darwinists that U.S. society was superior to those it was displacing, conquering, or otherwise surpassing. Unlike many other arguments used in support of racial superiority, however, Social Darwinism provided a natural, scientific, and universal framework to justify war, conquest, and empire. Like those who adhered to the concept of Manifest Destiny—the belief that the United States was supernaturally ordained to conquer the continent—Social Darwinists similarly believed that the United States was naturally ordained to become a colonial power.

U.S. domination and expansion were seen to be natural and inevitable, because there were forces of nature at work that were beyond human control. Furthermore, the recognition of the superiority of U.S. society created a moral obligation to bring civilization to people around the world, like in the Philippines, Guam, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii, all of which were acquired as a result of the Spanish-American War. On the other hand, for anti-imperialists opposing expansionist foreign policy Social Darwinism provided arguments against war and empire. For example, some anti-imperialist Social Darwinists claimed that war is dysgenic, while others were concerned that the acquisition of colonies would lead to the conferring of U.S. citizenship upon less advanced or inferior races, resulting in the deterioration of U.S. society. Ultimately, Social Darwinism was employed more effectively by imperialists. It lent the authority of science to the justification for war and U.S. empire. While Social Darwinism was influential nationally at the end of the 19th century, it was relatively short-lived. After World War I, its popularity declined precipitously as the United States returned to a more isolationist foreign policy.

The theory of Social Darwinism further evolved in Germany in the early 20th century. As imperialists sought colonies in order to maintain Germany’s status as a great power, the ideas of lebensraum and Social Darwinism developed as a means of justification. In their opinion, Germans needed living space and, as a superior race, were entitled to take it from the inferior Herero and Nama peoples. The subsequent concentration camps, starvation rations and, ultimately, genocide were merely means to this end. The Herero Genocide would prove to be a chilling precursor to Nazi conceptions of Social Darwinism, whereby Germans were not merely entitled to take what they wanted from “inferior” races, but were obligated to actively exterminate them in order to preserve their own superiority. General Lothar von Trotha, in fact, who presided over the Herero Genocide, saw the revolt as the beginnings of a racial struggle.
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South West Africa

The Germans first gave the name South West Africa to the protectorate they acquired in 1884. Their territory expanded until it included all of what is now Namibia except for the port of Walvis Bay, which was under Cape Colony and then South African rule. When South Africa conquered the German-ruled territory, it took over the name South West Africa and applied to it the entire country, including Walvis Bay. From the late 1960s, an alternative name, Namibia (from the Namib Desert), was adopted by the United Nations, and in the 1980s, South Africa came to accept the new name, although South West Africa was still used in some cases until the decision to withdraw from the territory was taken in 1988.

South African troops conquered the territory from the Germans during World War I, and after five years of military rule, the territory was granted as a C-class mandate, a status reserved for former German colonies, to South Africa by the League of Nations in 1920. South Africa continued many of the previous German practices, extended the system of reserves, and introduced more white settlers from the Union of South Africa. Resistance by the Bondelswartz and other indigenous people was put down harshly.

When the league dissolved, the South African government of General Jan Christian Smuts hoped to be able to annex the territory, and it formally applied to the newly formed United Nations in 1946 to do just that, but its request was refused, largely on the grounds that the indigenous people had not been adequately consulted. The UN instead asked South Africa to place the territory under its trusteeship system, which provided for eventual independence for such territories. When South Africa refused to do so, a long legal battle ensued, in which the International Court of Justice at The Hague handed down a series of judgments on the status of South West Africa. In 1966, the court decided that it had no legal standing in a case that turned on whether South Africa was governing the territory in the spirit of the mandate. The UN General Assembly then unilaterally terminated the mandate, a decision that was, a few years later, ratified by the Security Council. In 1971, that ratification was, in turn, given legal validity by the International Court of Justice. In the same year, a general strike of Namibian workers posed a new threat to South African rule in the territory.

In the face of these developments, the South African government decided to abandon its policy of seeking to incorporate ever larger pieces of the territory under its own administration, as a de facto fifth province. It decided instead that the territory should remain as one entity, despite the application there of a policy that established Bantustans on the South African model, in which black Africans were forced onto the poorest lands. An ethnically based advisory council was established, and in 1975, a conference of ethnic representatives was called in the Turnhalle building in Windhoek. When it seemed that the Turnhalle meeting might produce an internal settlement, in which the South African government would give independence to a local client group (the Democratic Turnhalle Alliance, or DTA), the so-called Western Contact Group was formed. Consisting of the five Western countries that were then members of the UN Security Council, this group was to press for a form of independence that would mesh with the UN demand for a transfer of power to the people of the territory under the terms of Security Council Resolution 385 of 1976.

In April 1978, Security Council Resolution 435 provided a formal basis for joint UN–South African administration during a transition period in which the UN would provide a monitoring team and a force to keep the peace. The South African government accepted this plan in April 1978, although in the years that followed, South African government spokespeople offered numerous reasons why the plan could not be implemented. Thereafter, raids were launched against the bases of the South West African Peoples Organization (SWAPO), conducted by South African forces from northern Namibia and, from 1980, South West African forces under South African command. Brutal repression was used in northern Namibia in an attempt to destroy SWAPO, while at the same time the DTA and other groups were built up in an effort to form an anti-SWAPO alliance. Finally, as the result of an agreement signed in December 1988 between South Africa, Angola, and Cuba (the latter having sent forces to defend the Marxist government of Angola against South African attacks), the date for implementation of the agreement was fixed for April 1989. Namibia became independent in March 1990, and Walvis Bay was incorporated into the new country in 1994.
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Swakopmund Concentration Camp

Founded in 1892, Swakopmund lies at the mouth of the ephemeral Swakop River that runs seasonally from the central plateau to the Atlantic Ocean. The river is mainly dry and in colonial times was the main transport route to the colonial capital Windhoek. Unlike the British-owned enclave of Walvis Bay, some 30 kilometers to the south, Swakopmund did not have a natural harbor. Instead the large Woermann ocean liners connecting the colony with Germany were offloaded via flat-bottom boats pushed through the often-rough surf.

The official policy to introduce concentration camps was implemented from January 1905 onwards, but in Swakopmund there had been Herero prisoners since the start of the Herero Revolt. The majority of these were workers who had been employed at the coast, many doing railway work. In August 1904, as a measure of control, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha issued orders that the Hereros should bear numbered brass tags with the inscription G.H. (Gefangener Herero). Some of the early prisoners-of-war were also interred in the cargo hull of two anchored Woermann ocean liners.

From January 1905 onwards, large numbers of prisoners were transported to Swakopmund by rail. The first rudimentary concentration camp was placed at the northern entrance of the town, but due to soil pollution it was soon moved to the beach where more permanent structures were constructed out of corrugated iron sheets and blankets.

As in the other major towns, the main purpose of the camp was to provide labor to build up the local infrastructure and buildings. Sexual and physical abuse was not uncommon as noted by countless eyewitnesses. Mortality statistics kept by the Swakopmund Rhenish missionary Heinrich Vedder indicate how bad conditions were. At the end of 1905 as many as 800 prisoners out of the estimated 1,000 had died. The dying was so commonplace that the military issued preprinted death certificates with the words “death through exhaustion,” “bronchitis” or “scurvy” written on them.

Apart from the maltreatment and forced labor, the food was a contributing factor in the high mortality. Rations consisted mostly of rice and flour. Rice was a foodstuff that was not familiar to the prisoners and without proper cooking utensils both rice and flour were near impossible to prepare—as noted by the missionaries.

The missionaries, who were allowed to work among the prisoners, were very vocal about the treatment and the high mortality. Due to pressure from the missionary headquarters in Wuppertal, the colonial authorities commissioned a report into the matter. The author of the report, which appeared in June 1905, Dr Fuchs, blamed the military for its neglect and noted that the deaths were entirely preventable. The report was widely ignored and the modus operandi of the military was essentially sanctioned by German authorities in Windhoek and Berlin. As a result the dying in the Swakopmund concentration camp and the other camps around the colony continued unabated for a further three years.
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Trotha, Lothar von

Lothar von Trotha was the German commander who suppressed revolts of the Herero and the Nama in South West Africa in 1904–1905, and whose extermination orders contributed to the deaths of thousands.

Von Trotha was born on July 3, 1848, in Magdeburg, a city in the Prussian province of Saxony. He served with distinction in the Austro-Prussian and Franco-Prussian wars that led to the unification of Germany in 1871. As Germany began to acquire colonial possessions, von Trotha participated in quashing the Wahehe Rebellion in German East Africa and the Boxer Rebellion in China. He was called upon to perform a similar function in German South West Africa, where Governor Theodor Leutwein faced a stubborn revolt of the Herero.

Leutwein had maintained a carrot-and-stick policy toward the Africans, combining diplomacy with military coercion to keep the tribes in check, as well as following a divide-and-rule strategy by playing indigenous rivals against each other. Despite a number of years of comparative peace, however, the Nama and Herero had been stirred to discontent by increasing white encroachments against African lands and cattle. Open hostilities erupted suddenly on January 12, 1904, with the murder of a number of German settlers by Hereros under Samuel Maharero. Leutwein and the Schutztruppe, the colonial armed force, engaged the Herero in battles at Onganjira and Oviumbo, but achieved no conclusive victory.

On his arrival in South West Africa, von Trotha rejected Leutwein’s flexible approach to dealing with the African chiefs, eschewing anything but outright conquest. Supported by 15,000 new reinforcements from Germany, he routed the Herero at Waterberg in August 1904. Survivors of the battle fled into the Omaheke Desert, where von Trotha’s troops pursued them and killed men, women, and children alike. The Germans also blockaded the desert to prevent the return of the natives, and fenced off or poisoned water holes. As a result, thousands of Herero died of thirst or starvation as well as from the direct actions of the German soldiers.

On October 2, 1904, von Trotha issued a proclamation declaring the Herero to be German subjects no longer. Within German boundaries, he ordered every male Herero shot, and all Herero women and children to be driven back into the desert, where, he admitted, it was best that they die. Leutwein and others had sought a victory that would preserve the Herero as an eventual labor force for the colony. In contrast, von Trotha openly pursued the extermination of the Herero nation to ensure white victory in an impending race war that he had predicted some years earlier in a report from East Africa.

Von Trotha had less success confronting the rebellious Nama, who lived in more remote areas and engaged in hit-and-run guerrilla warfare rather than massing for a decisive battle. The war against the Nama lingered on even after von Trotha returned to Germany in November 1905. In 1910, he was promoted to general of the infantry. He died on March 31, 1920, in Bonn, Germany, of typhoid fever.

Von Trotha’s proclamation was cancelled by the German Kaiser in December 1904, who allowed for merciful treatment for those Herero who might voluntarily surrender. Nonetheless, perhaps 65,000 Herero, or 80 percent of the prewar population, as well as some 10,000 Nama, died in the war and in labor and concentration camps.
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Waterberg, Battle of

The Battle of Waterburg was a decisive victory by the Germans over the Herero in 1904. As consequences of the battle (also known as the Battle of Ohamakari), Herero resistance was snuffed out and many thousands of Herero were killed by the Germans, perished of hunger or thirst in the desert, or died as German slave laborers.

The German Herero war was precipitated by Herero attacks on German settlers on January 12, 1904. Despite earlier collaboration with the German colonial government, the Herero, led by Samuel Maherero, arose in armed rebellion against the ongoing loss of their grazing lands and water sources to white settlers, and in reaction to the announcement that the government intended to concentrate the Herero in relatively small and poorly resourced reserves while building railroads and furthering white access to the colony’s best lands.

Some 200 German settlers were killed during or shortly after the initial attack, though the rebellion’s leaders also directed their warriors to spare non-Germans, missionaries, and women and children. The governor of German South West Africa, Theodor Leutwein, assembled his colonial armed force, the Schutztruppe, and set off in pursuit of the Herero. After two fierce encounters at Onganjira and Oviumbo in April, the Herero withdrew to the Waterberg Plateau while Leutwein suspended his campaign and requested reinforcements from Berlin.

The German government responded by sending fresh troops as well as additional artillery and machine guns. Though Leutwein remained governor, the military command passed to Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha. Von Trotha was a veteran of Prussian wars and of suppressions of the Boxer Rebellion in China and indigenous uprisings in German East Africa. He was under orders to eschew negotiations with the Herero and to subdue them by force of arms.

Von Trotha spent three months transporting soldiers and supplies to Waterberg in anticipation of surrounding the Herero and forcing their surrender. The Herero evidently expected to negotiate and, despite the long buildup of German forces in their vicinity, were relatively unprepared for battle, especially on the unprecedented scale being mounted by von Trotha. On August 11, 1904, German artillery began bombardment of the Herero. A gap was inadvertently left in the German lines, through which most Herero and their cattle escaped into the Omaheke Desert. The Germans blockaded the routes of return from the desert and barricaded or poisoned wells. Among the survivors were Samuel Maharero and about a 1,000 of his followers, who managed to cross the desert to British Bechuanaland (modern Botswana) where they were allowed to remain after pledging not to resume their rebellion.

On October 2, 1904, von Trotha issued an order that any (male) Herero found within German borders was to be executed, and that women and children were to be driven away. Thousands perished in the desert from hunger or thirst, or by being killed directly by the Germans. Thousands more, mostly women and children, were placed into concentration camps, where the mortality rates were appallingly high. The 1985 United Nations Whitaker Report estimates that approximately 65,000 Herero, or 80 percent of the total population, died between 1904 and 1907.
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Wilhelm II 

German emperor and king of Prussia. Born in Berlin on January 27, 1859, Friedrich Wilhelm Viktor Albert of Hohenzollern was the son of Crown Prince, briefly Emperor (1888), Friedrich Wilhelm and Crown Princess Victoria, eldest daughter of Queen Victoria of Britain. Many historians have focused on Wilhelm II’s birth, childhood, and particularly his family relations as factors shaping his character. His birth was complicated, leaving attending doctors fearful that he and his mother would die. Some have even speculated that Wilhelm was oxygen-deprived at birth, suffering brain damage. He was born with a withered left arm, the result of neurological defects that also left him with neck problems. These disabilities posed serious obstacles in a society fixated on physical and mental strength. However, the young Wilhelm overcame them and excelled in sports. Well educated and widely read, he also developed a forceful personality and was determined to have things his own way. Chancellor Otto von Bismarck, who encouraged this tendency in him, said that Wilhelm “wanted every day to be a Sunday.”

Wilhelm was fascinated by everything military, including uniforms. As kaiser he possessed a uniform for every German regiment as well as naval and foreign uniforms. The success of the Prussian army in wars against Denmark (1864), Austria (1866), and France (1870–1871) led to the unification of the German states but also reinforced in Wilhelm the belief that the military was the centerpiece of the state and would be the means whereby Germany would take its rightful place in the world. Yet it should not be said that Wilhelm was inevitably destined for war. He was also affected to a degree by his parents’ insistence on a liberal, progressive education from his civilian tutors, out of which grew a genuine sense of social responsibility. In the end, however, the martial tendencies prevailed.

Wilhelm’s larger family also had significant bearing on his character. His cousins included Czar Nicholas II of Russia and King George V of England. Even before he became emperor, Wilhelm was exposed to this family and its diplomacy, heading important missions to Russia in 1884 and 1886 at the request of his grandfather, Emperor Wilhelm I of Germany, with whom he developed a close relationship. In fact, the connection between the two aggravated Wilhelm’s parents to the point that by the mid-1880s they barely spoke with their son. In effect, Wilhelm and his father became rivals within the German court.

When Wilhelm I died in 1888, Wilhelm’s father assumed the throne as Friedrich III. Friedrich and his wife Victoria had hoped to take Germany in a liberal direction, but he ruled for just 99 days before dying of cancer of the throat on June 15. Friedrich and his wife had hoped to make Germany more in the image of Britain, so his death was a great tragedy for those favoring more liberal institutions.

Wilhelm now assumed the throne at age 29 as Wilhelm II, emperor of Germany and king of Prussia. Initially the new kaiser was dependent on Imperial Chancellor Bismarck, who had encouraged his absolutist tendencies in order to annoy Friedrich. It was not long before Wilhelm and the “Iron Chancellor” clashed over Wilhelm’s initial liberal attitude toward socialism and Bismarck’s reactionary opinion on the subject, but the dissension was primarily due to their age difference and forceful personalities. In 1890 Wilhelm forced Bismarck’s resignation and in effect began his personal reign. Perhaps ironically, Wilhelm modeled himself after Bismarck, later admitting that the chancellor was the most important influence upon his life.

Wilhelm was, however, no Bismarck. His erratic pursuit of sometimes inconsistent policies alienated would-be allies and left Germany isolated, save for Austria-Hungary. Bismarck had crafted an intricate system of alliances predicated on keeping France in check through secret treaties with Russia and Austria-Hungary. He had also focused on maintaining good ties with Britain, which necessitated that German militarism, especially naval construction, and colonial ambitions be restrained. Wilhelm disregarded both principles and pursued aggressive foreign policies. He was determined, through his Weltpolitik (world policy), to make Germany the preeminent world power. In 1890 he allowed the Reinsurance Treaty between Germany and Russia to lapse, casting Russia adrift and into the arms of France.

Wilhelm’s attempts to draw Britain into an alliance also failed, largely due to the kaiser’s pursuit of colonies in Africa, the Pacific, and China—where he thought Germany would win its “place in the sun”—but, even more significantly, due to his decision to expand the German Navy. The kaiser, and his able Minister of Marine admiral Alfred von Tirpitz, sought nothing less than to make Germany the world’s preeminent naval power. As the German Army had raised the nation to first place in Europe, so the Imperial German Navy would make it the number one world power. Far from forcing the British into alliance with Germany as Tirpitz claimed it would, this policy drove Britain to side with France. For Britain, an island nation dependent on imports of food and raw materials, maintaining the world’s most powerful navy was a necessity. In domestic affairs, Wilhelm’s early liberalism gave way to conservatism by 1894.

Wilhelm’s dismissal of Bismarck in 1890 allowed him to pursue a new course in foreign policy during which he actively sought to develop its colonies in order to better compete in great power politics. As the Germans further exploited South West Africa, in 1904 a revolt led by Samuel Maharero developed amongst the Herero peoples. Wilhelm’s order to General Lothar von Trotha was merely to use any means necessary in order to crush the revolt. When Trotha began his campaign of extermination, Wilhelm was fully aware of the nature of Trotha’s policies. Having been advised by Chancellor Bernhard von Bulow that Trotha’s policies were at best inhumane, modern scholarship has suggested that the order to annihilate the Hereros was by the order of Wilhelm himself, and Trotha was merely carrying out those orders, particularly since Trotha was subordinate only to the kaiser as opposed to any other civil authority. Still, whether Wilhelm had intended the resulting genocide is still open to debate.

Because Wilhelm’s policies had left Germany with only one ally, Austria-Hungary, they made Germany in effect a prisoner of the Dual Monarchy’s policies. This meant that Germany was increasingly dragged into supporting Austria-Hungary in the Balkans, an area that, in Bismarck’s view, was not worth the “bones of a single Pomeranian grenadier.” When the Austro-Hungarian leadership decided to embark on a preventive war against Serbia following the June 28, 1914, assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand, the kaiser supported it, endorsing the German government’s so-called blank check. Later, as this third war in the Balkans threatened to become a world war, Wilhelm joined with Britain in trying to moderate the Dual Monarchy’s policies, but his efforts were too little and too late.

During the war the kaiser receded into the background. Under German Army chief of staff Field Marshal Paul von Hindenburg and First Quartermaster General der Infanterie (equivalent to U.S. lieutenant general) Erich Ludendorff, Germany in effect passed under a military dictatorship in which the two men forced adherence to their own policies by repeatedly threatening to resign. By 1918 Wilhelm was largely a figurehead. With Germany clearly defeated militarily and with civil unrest threatening revolution within Germany itself, the kaiser’s political advisers urged him to abdicate. He refused to do so and even suggested that the army continue the war. Ultimately this decision was taken for him when on November 9 the leaders in Berlin announced the formation of a German republic and the abdication of the kaiser. Wilhelm was given permission from the Dutch government to go into permanent exile in the Netherlands.

Despite subsequent Allied attempts to extradite him as a war criminal, Wilhelm remained in the Netherlands for the next 23 years, long enough to watch Adolf Hitler rebuild the German military and lead the nation into another world war. Controversial to the end, Wilhelm once commented that Hitler represented a “succession of miracles,” although on other occasions he vehemently denounced Hitler as a dictator and warmonger. Wilhelm never accepted blame for his policies that brought about World War I, insisting that he was just one player in a very large and complicated game. He died in Doorn, Holland, on June 3, 1941.
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Windhoek Concentration Camp

The largest single population of Herero and Nama prisoners of war (POWs) were held in Windhoek, the colonial capital. Windhoek had two military run concentration camps, and a number of smaller private camps. The main camp, which started operating around February 1905, was located on a hill overlooking the town next to the main military installation, known today as the Alte Feste (the old fort). The other camp, which was likely started as an overflow facility in 1906, was placed on a flat plain in the hills northwest of the main railway station.

The key catchment areas of the camps were eastern and north-eastern parts of the colony, especially along the ephemeral Black and White Nossob rivers. The prisoners were largely captured Herero communities who had fled the Waterberg attack, or were people still living in eastern Hereroland who may or may not have taken part in the war. Between December 1905 and April of 1907, the missionary collection point of Otjihaenena was responsible for a large influx of Herero prisoners of war (POWs) to the camp. Notably, as was the case in all camps, only one in three prisoners were adult males.

In 1906, the two camps held an average of 5,000 people with more than 7,000 being counted in April of that year. In contrast, the European population of the town of Windhoek was approximately 3,000. The containment was therefore as much a security measure as it was a military strategy. The large fluctuation in the number of prisoners was caused by the onward transport of able-bodied prisoners to the railways and other infrastructure projects as well as a high mortality rate.

Both archival and oral sources point to commonplace sexual abuse of female prisoners both by the close by garrison and the settlers, who routinely rented prisoners from the camp for domestic chores. According to a comprehensive medical report covering the period 1904 to 1907 (the Sanitaets-Bericht) the transmission of sexual diseases from and to the camps was a major cause of morbidity in Windhoek during 1906.

The camps themselves were rudimentary at best. The accommodation consisted of crude round huts or Pontoks, made up of blankets, animal skins and branches, which offered only little protection from the extreme climate. A lack of sanitary facilities, bad food and poor rations compounded the situation, leading to outbreaks of dysentery, pneumonia, influenza, and syphilis.

As had been the case in the South African concentration camps during the Boer War, the concentration of people in a confined area resulted in a rapid spread of communicable diseases. Rather than improve camp facilities, however, the colonial government increased tighter controls on traffic to and from the camp in order to minimise the risk of infection to the German population. Whereas we do not have complete mortality figures for the two concentration camps, it is known that in peak months like September 1906 more than eight people died per day.

CASPER W. ERICHSEN
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Witbooi, Hendrik 

Hendrik Witbooi was chief of the Witbooi clan of the Nama, and the foremost leader of African armed resistance against German colonizers in South West Africa.

Hendrik Witbooi was born about 1830. He assumed de facto powers as chief of the Witbooi in 1884 while his father still lived. In October 1885, as Witbooi met with the Herero chief, Maharero, in the presence of Dr. Heinrich Goering, a gunfight erupted in which two of Witbooi’s sons were killed. Witbooi withdrew but promised to return, ready for war. Maherero chose that opportunity to sign a protection treaty with Goering.

Goering tried to induce Witbooi, too, to conclude a treaty with the Germans. However, Witbooi was more foresighted than other African leaders in recognizing that, despite the differences fueling intertribal antagonisms among the Africans, it was the Germans who would ultimately prove the enemy of all of the Africans. He warned both Maharero and his son, Samuel Maharero, against allowing the Germans to use the treaties to take their land and usurp their right to rule. Witbooi and Samuel Maharero eventually concluded a peace treaty of their own in November 1892.

The new commissioner of German South West Africa, Captain Curt von François, failing to conclude a treaty with Witbooi and concerned about a Herero–Nama alliance, abandoned diplomacy. In the morning of April 12, 1893, his troops attacked Witbooi’s headquarters at Hornkrans without warning or provocation, initiating an era of armed conflict between Germans and Africans. Witbooi and most of his warriors escaped, but 150 Nama died in the assault, including 78 women and children.

Witbooi seized the initiative in the aftermath of the massacre by capturing many German horses and conducting hit-and-run raids throughout the country. Germany replaced the ineffective François with Major Theodor von Leutwein. After a September 1893 battle in which both sides suffered severe casualties, Witbooi and Leutwein agreed to a treaty by which the Nama were allowed to retain their horses and guns.

The Witbooi remained faithful to the treaty for ten years, even assisting the Germans against uprisings among other Nama clans. In return, during the Herero revolt of 1904, Leutwein disobeyed orders and declined to disarm the Witbooi. Thus, when Leutwein was replaced by the more implacable General Lothar von Trotha, Witbooi felt the loss of a trusted bond with the German colonial command. He learned from Nama who had fought with the Germans against the rebelling Herero that the Germans spoke openly of turning on the Witbooi once the Herero were conquered. In response, Hendrik Witbooi rose in revolt in October 1904, and soon attracted large numbers of Nama to his side.

In contrast to the pitched battles that typified the German campaign against the Herero, Hendrik Witbooi relied on guerrilla raids and ambushes. It was during an attack on a German convoy of supply wagons in October 29, 1905, that the elderly Witbooi was wounded and soon died.

Hendrik Witbooi, along with Samuel Maharero, is one of nine national heroes honored at the Heroes’ Acre monument near Windhoek, Namibia.

KARL A. YAMBERT
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Women and Children

The anticolonial wars fought between 1903 and 1908 in present-day Namibia resulted in extraordinarily large numbers of noncombatant causalities, as was typical of colonial warfare. Contrary to the International convention on the conduct of war on land (Hague I: 1899) which safeguarded the rights of noncombatants as well as combatant prisoners-of-war, and which, incidentally, did not apply to colonial wars, the German military specifically targeted noncombatants in Namibia.

The disregard for noncombatants in the German army command is evident right from the outset of the campaign. In April 1904, the German artillery pounded the large Herero settlement around the waterholes of Onganjira, while in August a much larger German troop deliberately shelled the 40,000-strong encampment of Herero at the Waterberg plateau. And subsequently, during the mass escape of Herero into the waterless Omaheke Desert, thousands of women and children died of thirst and exhausting alongside their male companions. The expressed rationale for such military tactics was to force an unconditional surrender or, alternatively, a total destruction of the Herero campaign.

Women and children were given more consideration in the deployment of Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha’s infamous Extermination Order in which it was specified that Herero women and children were not to be shot but only to be shot at in order to turn them away from the German colony and into the desert—where they would likely die.

From October 1904 onward the Namibian anticolonial wars were characterised by a series of skirmishes and guerrilla-style attacks, with few outright battles occurring. The German army spent most of their campaign in pursuit of fleeing groups of militants in a dry and difficult terrain. Initially such guerilla groups included women and children, but as the German ranks swelled and the frequency of skirmishes increased, the noncombatants were increasingly left behind. The women and chldren were either escorted to the safety of the British territories of Bechuanaland and the Cape Colony or left behind at settlements in the hope that they might receive a fair treatment by the German military.

In January 1905, the German command, on orders from the Kaiser, erected a number of concentration camps around the colony. Perhaps the most surprising fact of this period, is that upwards of 75 percent of the so-called prisoners-of-war who occupied these camps were women and children. Despite an early promise about the safety of Herero and Nama women and children made to the missionaries by the Kaiser and Reich Chancellor Bernhard von Bulow, this evidently did not materialize.

In the concentration camps, the prisoners-of-war suffered subpar conditions and were forced to hard, unpaid labor building railways, piers, jetties, and buildings. Women were not spared this treatment and were, moreover, subjected to sexual and physical abuse by their captors.

In August 1906, three migrant workers from Cape Town wrote about what they witnessed in the harbor town of Swakopmund:

“These unfortunate [POW] women are daily compelled to carry heavy iron for construction work, also big stacks of compressed fodder. I have often noticed cases where women have fallen under the load and have been made to go on by being thrashed and kicked by the soldiers and conductors. The rations supplied to the women are insufficient and they are made to cook the food themselves. They are always hungry, and we, labourers from the Cape Colony, have frequently thrown food into their camp. The women in many cases are not properly clothed. It is a common thing to see women going about in public almost naked. Have also noticed that . . . old women are also made to work and are constantly kicked and thrashed by soldiers. This treatment is meted out in the presence of the German officers, and I have never noticed any officers interfering.”
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Was the Destruction of the Hereros Simply a Part of the Colonial Process, or Was It a Deliberate Policy of Genocidal Annihilation?

Introduction

German colonial policy in German South West Africa was shaped by the prevalent racist views held by much of German society in regards to Africans, as well as by the concept of Lebensraum (“living space”). Social Darwinist worldviews about the inferiority of non-Europeans coupled with the belief that Germans had the right to conquer and expand its domain amid the greater European “scramble for Africa,” fueled Germany’s drive for expansion in sub-Saharan Africa in the late 18th and early 19th centuries. Already viewing the local indigenous populations as inferior races, German colonial military authorities were ruthless in their pacification campaigns, most notably in the 1904 Herero Revolt. Through the use of superior military force, the subjugation of the civilian population, and the ability to cut off combatants and noncombatants from food supplies, the Herero were subjected to famine, mass murder, and other atrocities. In addition, many captive Herero were sent to concentration camps, characterized by poor living conditions, which contributed to disease and the eventual death for many.

As part of the German colonial authority in South West Africa, the German military, missionary groups, and scientists, all played a role in the Herero Genocide. The German military (the colonial Schutztruppe) carried out eliminationist tactics on both Herero combatants and civilians, following the notorious Vernichtungsbefehl (extermination order) issued on October 1, 1904, by Lt. Gen. Lothar von Trotha. German missionaries used their role as intermediaries to help collect Herero civilians, which would later be sent to concentration camps. German scientists studied Herero corpses, using their skulls and other body parts for medical experiments. Many of these studies were to sustain already existing racist scientific theories, such as eugenics, that purported the inferiority of the African in contrast with the superiority of the white European “Aryan.” Taking these factors into consideration, it raises the question: Was the destruction of the Hereros simply a part of the colonial process, or was it a deliberate policy of genocidal annihilation?

In her Perspective essay, Susanne Kuss argues that the context of war shaped the circumstances that led to the Herero Genocide. German colonial authorities were faced by an escalating situation with the Herero Revolt, which led them to enact severe actions against Herero combatants and civilians. Thus, the context of colonial warfare shaped the decisions made by the German military that ultimately led to the genocide.

In contrast, in his Perspective essay, Tim Stapleton argues that German ideas on race shaped their colonial policy. In this manner, it was seen as necessary to enact severe military measures against the Herero during the 1904 revolt in order to impose order, with Lt. Lothar von Trotha’s extermination being a clear example of the German intent to commit genocide.

Perspective 1: Influence of War on German Colonial Policy

The clear priority of all the European colonial powers in the era of high Imperialism was the long-term consolidation of their position in their extra-European possessions. Faced with the problem of governing expansive territories with insufficient personnel resources, the colonial state was always a weak state. Combined with a paternalism based on theories of racial superiority, these realities produced an excessively violent form of rule, manifested for example in an extensive regime of corporal punishment and a semipermanent state of warfare. Masked by euphemism, such campaigns of “pacification” were conducted on an almost weekly basis. Involving such actions as the burning of huts or the sequestration of cattle, these measures were viewed as legitimate forms of punishment for the “recalcitrant.”

Such limited actions escalated into full-scale colonial war only following expansion in the duration and scale of the conflict, a consideration which applies to both the Herero and Nama war in German South West Africa (1904–1907) and the Maji-Maji War in German East Africa (1905–1908). Both escalating into extreme violence, this is defined as such by the implementation of measures aimed at ends other than the achievement of military success. This included plunder, requisitions, executions, massacres, and a comprehensive strategy of scorched earth.

The high levels of death registered in German South West Africa—conservative estimates place the loss of life at between 50 and 60 percent of the prewar Herero and Nama populations—justifies its classification as a genocide. Genocide is the targeted killing of a particular group posing no threat to its enemies and not offering any resistance. With state sanction and driven by a racial ideology, a war can be conducted as a war of extermination. Examples include the campaign conducted by the German Wehrmacht on the Eastern front after 1941. Unlimited in any way by a clear set of realizable aims, such a war seeks not a defined military victory, but the physical destruction of the largest possible proportion of both enemy forces and the civil population.

The only undertaking of its sort to end in genocide, the war in German South West Africa assumes a unique position in the sequence of German colonial wars. Explanations for this development usually advance a variation on the infamous Sonderweg thesis, involving a military mindset with a pronounced disposition to radical solutions. This view portrays the Nama and Herero genocide merely as a precursor to the more extensive program of murder unleashed by the Third Reich 40 years later. However, the clearly unique nature of the German campaign in German South West Africa in international comparison and a generational gap between 1904 and 1941 combine to negate the explanatory power of such a theory. The assumption of a unique and murderous German military mindset is manifested neither in the archival evidence or the contemporary military discourse.

In view of the systematic weaknesses of this continuity theory and the broad generalizations which they produce, a more profitable approach requires closer analysis of the war in German South West Africa. Both the initial local engagements and the subsequent battle at Waterberg in August 1904 were fought with standard military means in pursuit of an orthodox outcome. The escalation of the violence in what had previously remained a conventional campaign came only after the loss of the Battle of Waterberg. Moreover, although instructing the German troops to show no quarter to women and children, the openly genocidal “extermination proclamation” of October 1904 did not initiate any military action, and served rather to legitimate actions already undertaken. The death of some 50 percent of African prisoners in the prison of war camps (built on orders from Berlin) followed from neglect. Although constituting a genocide, the outcome of the war was rooted not in a corresponding intent present from the outset, but the effects of conventional warfare, vicious counter insurgency measures and an inhumane prison policy.

The conduct of all German colonial wars was influenced by the nature and quality of German military training and equipment. Unprepared for the new conditions in which they found themselves and imbued with contemporary racist assumptions, the arrival of such agents in and their interaction with a unique setting presented the potential for extreme violence. This was compounded by the tendency pronounced amongst European military thinkers in general to invoke the specter of “African warfare” as a justification for barbarity. Painting Africans as responsive only to a “firm hand,” they argued that clemency would generate only greater resistance.

The unique local context provided by the war in German South West Africa becomes clear only after consideration of German attitudes towards their possession and the local situation which it presented. Colonized as late as 1884, it was long viewed with little enthusiasm by policy makers in Berlin. With few natural resources and vast expanses of semi-inhabitable land, some 200,000 natives lived in an area two and a half times the size of Germany. Eventually planned as a colony of white settlement, the German military intended to populate it with former colonial soldiers.

A small force in this vast landscape, the tactics of the German military could only ever constitute a response to the actions of its enemy. Indeed, the set-piece battle at the Waterberg was made possible only by the concentration of the Herero in this area. Had they remained mobile and dispersed, the German military would have remained unable to launch their preferred response. Following this inconclusive engagement, the German pursuit of the Herero into the Omaheke desert was followed by widespread death amongst the Herero from privation. Those attempting to leave the desert were shot.

Having arrived in an unclear military situation, German forces perceived immanent danger. Prevented by inhospitable conditions from supplying their men with sufficient water and plagued by typhus, the German units were soon subject to considerable reduction. Fighting for access to scarce water resources, and thus unable to employ the standard colonial tactic of a scorched earth, the German soldiers feared for their very survival. Exhibiting a typically Clausewitz-inspired dread of defeat, the German authorities in Berlin anticipated the painful loss of face involved in loosing to what they considered as “savages.” The laughingstock of British and French military and public opinion, both the German High Command and the local commander, Lothar von Trotha were prepared to countenance any measures as long as they promised success.

Any explanation of the extreme violence meted out by the German military during the war in German South West Africa cannot focus exclusively either on the inherent violence of European colonialism or any degree of express genocidal intent on the part of the German military. Moreover, any reference to putative a priori considerations and mindsets supposedly present in the German military establishment is of even less explanatory value. The escalation of violence into genocide after the German failure at Waterberg was the product of a number of situative decisions. Although prepared to mete out considerable violence, the German forces did not do so until prompted by a mixture of local and international factors: the number of composition of their opponent; the tactics with which they were faced; the geography and cultural geography of the theatre of war; awareness of the plans to settle the colony; the size and composition of German the forces; the intensity of disease suffered by the white German force; the physical and mental condition of the German soldiers; and the significance attached to the conflict in both Germany and further a field.

This combination of factors produced a unique and unforeseeable dynamic. Genocide remained a constant possibility yet was at no point inevitable. Indeed, this consideration applies to all colonial wars fought by the various imperial powers. The genocide was therefore not the product of specifically German military mindset or form of warfare but the interaction of German imperialism with the specific conditions experienced in German South West Africa.

SUSANNE KUSS

Perspective 2: Racism and the Herero Genocide

After the Holocaust, international law defined genocide as an attempt to exterminate in whole or in part a racial, ethnic, national or religious group by killing or causing physical or psychological harm, imposing conditions intended to bring about destruction, preventing births and transferring children to another group. Although the German campaign against the Herero and Nama in South West Africa (modern-day Namibia) between 1904 and 1907 took place before the term genocide was coined, it corresponds to the above definition and happened within the context of the European conquest in Africa.

In 1884, Germany, a newly united European power that suddenly entered the race for colonies in Africa and Asia, declared a protectorate over what is now Namibia. The Herero leader Maherero accepted German authority just before his death in 1890 but the Nama leader Hendrik Witbooi stubbornly refused to submit. From April 1893 to September 1894 Witbooi’s Nama fought a guerrilla war against the Germans and surrendered after they lost key waterholes. In 1896, Samuel Maherero, son of the late Herero leader, emerged as the victor of a Herero civil war and repaid German assistance by allowing settlement in his southern territory. Unlike Germany’s other African colonies, South West Africa had a dry climate and lacked tropical disease which encouraged the German government to see it as a place for European settlement like the neighboring British colonies and the Boer republics in which Africans provided labor for European farms and mines. By 1897, there were some 2,600 Europeans living in the colony and the local German military consisted almost entirely of Europeans.

The Herero and Nama came under pressure at the turn of the 19th and 20th century. European settlement grew as Boers displaced by the South African War of 1899–1902 entered South West Africa and in 1903 the Germans announced plans to expand settlement by building a railway though Herero territory and placing the Herero in reserves. Rendered destitute by the Rinderpest cattle epidemic of 1896–1897, many Herero and Nama gave away more land to settlers and became indebted to European merchants. When the colonial administration announced in 1903 that it would cancel the debts, European traders hired off-duty soldiers to collect them all at once which led to mass seizures of livestock and violence against the Herero. This sparked the Herero rebellion, which began in mid-January 1904 with a surprise attack on Europeans that claimed the lives of 150 men but spared women and children. There were about 7,000–8,000 Herero combatants half of which possessed firearms and limited ammunition. The German force consisted of 800 regulars, the same number of reservists, 400 armed settlers and 250 African scouts supported by a few cannon and machine guns. To make matter worse, at the outbreak of the Herero Revolt, Governor Theodor Leutwein and most regular soldiers were in the south suppressing a rebellion by the Bondelswarts. In late January and early February the Germans relieved the besieged posts at Okahandja and Windhoek, and several companies of marines were landed. During February and March reinforcements and heavy weapons arrived from Germany. With 2,500 men, Leutwein organized two columns that attempted to encircle the Herero during March and April but withdrew because of Herero attacks and disease within German ranks.

In June 1904, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha, one of Germany’s few generals experienced in colonial warfare who had fought in East Africa and China, arrived in South West Africa with more reinforcements and replaced Leutwein. Von Trotha answered directly to Kaiser Wilhelm II who had given him a free hand to crush the rebellion. With a colonial force that was now 10,000 strong supported by over 30 artillery pieces, von Trotha launched an offensive against the Herero who took refuge in the northeast on the Waterberg Plateau on the western edge of the Omaheke area of the Kalahari Desert. Since the railway did not yet extend further inland than Windhoek, German forces took three months to reach the Waterberg. In mid-August, six German columns, with a total of 1,500 soldiers equipped with machine guns and cannon, converged on the Herero who had 4,000 to 6,000 men armed with rifles and thousands more noncombatants. The main German column under von Trotha advancing from the south overcame stiff Herero resistance to capture the important waterholes at Hamakari and bombarded Herero positions. The next day Samuel Maherero led his people east through a gap in German lines and into the Omaheke Desert. Historians disagree over whether the gap was purposely created by von Trotha to force the Herero into the desert or inadvertently opened by the late movement of a German column. Nevertheless, the Herero were driven into the desert and attempted to march 320 kilometers to seek safety in British Bechuanaland (now Botswana). German soldiers prevented the Herero from using wells and many died of thirst in the desert.

On October 2, 1904, von Trotha, who saw the conflict as a “race war,” issued an “extermination order” in which he declared all Herero, including women and children, in German territory would be shot. The next day, Witbooi’s Nama rebelled, given German brutality against the Herero, rumors that they would be disarmed, the threatening movement of German soldiers into Nama territory and Christian millenarian prophecies. Von Trotha disarmed the Nama scouts working for the German army and in April extended his extermination order to Witbooi’s people. Avoiding the sort of pitched battle that had gone badly for the Herero, some 1,000 to 2,000 Nama horsemen fought a guerrilla war of over 200 small engagements against 15,000 German troops who resorted to scorched-earth tactics. Although Nama resistance began to wither after an 80-year-old Witbooi was killed in late October 1905, German forces continued operations until March 1907 and some fighting continued for another year.

Colonial concerns about eliminating the labor supply caused the German imperial government to rescind von Trotha’s extermination order at the end of 1904, but the military cordon that confined the Herero to the desert and kept them away from water sources was not lifted until the end of 1905. Herero and Nama prisoners were herded into concentration camps where they became slave workers on the railway or victims of medical experiments. By March 1907, some 7,600 out of 17,000 camp inmates had died. At Shark Island, perhaps the world’s first extermination camp located in Luderitz Bay, 3,000 Herero and Nama died from cold, hunger, disease, violence and exhaustion. From these Herero dead, decapitated heads were studied by German scientists fascinated by racial theories. Some Nama prisoners were deported to the West African German colonies of Togo and Cameroon, where most died of tropical disease. Though the numbers have been debated, it is likely that around 60,000 Herero and 10,000 Nama died during the conflict, which represented a majority of each population. The postrebellion labor shortage in South West Africa, described as “the peace of the graveyard,” incited the Germans to extend their rule north over the Ovambo. In 2004, the German government officially apologized for the genocide committed in Namibia a century earlier.

The German response to the Herero and Nama rebellions was the first genocide of the 20th century and foreshadowed the Holocaust for four decades later. Von Trotha’s “extermination order” clearly signifies intent to eliminate the Herero people and the German tactic of driving them from water sources and into the desert were conditions meant to cause destruction. While African rebellions were common in this early period of colonial rule, it was rare for European officials to order the extermination of African subjects who constituted the main source of labor or cash crops for the developing colonial economy. There were many reasons why the German response to the Herero and Nama rebellion turned genocidal including Germany’s colonial inexperience, the dominance of the German military, the policy of South West Africa as a settler colony and desire to remove Africans from their land.

TIMOTHY J. STAPLETONn


Documents

1. General Lothar von Trotha, "Extermination Order"

The German commander in chief of military forces in South-West Africa between 1904 and 1907, Lieutenant General Lothar von Trotha had a single aim in mind for his role: to destroy utterly the Herero people while at the same time crushing their rebellion and intimidating other local peoples into not following the Herero example. On October 2, 1904, he issued an order calling for the Hereros’ extermination: in the three years that followed, not only had the Herero uprising been put down, but the Herero people had effectively been destroyed as a viable population, too. The account here recounts his “Vernichtungsbefehl” (“Extermination Order”), and adds some of his other comments relating both to it and to the conflict in general.

I, the great general of the German troops, send this letter to the Herero People. Hereros are no longer German subjects. They have murdered, stolen, they have cut off the noses, ears, and other bodily parts of wounded soldiers and now, because of cowardice, they will fight no more. I say to the people: anyone who delivers one of the Herero captains to my station as a prisoner will receive 1000 marks. He who brings in Samuel Maharero will receive 5000 marks. All the Hereros must leave the land. If the people do not do this, then I will force them to do it with the great guns. Any Herero found within the German borders with or without a gun, with or without cattle, will be shot. I shall no longer receive any women and children; I will drive them back to their people or I will shoot them. This is my decision for the Herero people.

The Great General of the Mighty Kaiser

This order is to be read to the troops at quarters with the additional statement that even if a trooper captures a captain of the Hereros he will receive the reward, and the shooting of women and children is to be understood to mean that one can shoot over them to force them to run faster. I definitely mean that this order will be carried out and that no male prisoners will be taken, but it should not degenerate into killing women and children. This will be accomplished if one shoots over their heads a couple of times. The soldiers will remain conscious of the good reputation of German soldiers.

There is only one question for me: how to end the war? The ideas of the governor and the other old African hands and my ideas are diametrically opposed. For a long time they have wanted to negotiate and have insisted that the Hereros are a necessary raw material for the future of the land. I totally oppose this view. I believe that the nation as such must be annihilated or if this is not possible from a military standpoint then they must be driven from the land. It is possible by occupying the waterholes from Grootfontein to Gobabis and by vigorous patrol activity to stop those trying to move to the west and gradually wipe them out. . . . My knowledge of many central African peoples, Bantu and others, convinces me that the Negro will never submit to a treaty but only to naked force. Yesterday before my departure I ordered the execution of those prisoners captured and condemned in the last few days and I have also driven all the women and children back to the desert to carry the news of my proclamation. . . . The receiving of women and children is a definite danger for our troops, to take care of them is an impossibility. . . . This uprising is and remains the beginning of a racial war.

The mighty and powerful German Emperor will grant mercy to the Hottentot people and will spare the lives of those who voluntarily surrender. Only those who at the beginning of the uprising murdered whites or ordered others to do so will forfeit their lives in accordance with the law. I announce this to you and further say that those few who do not submit will suffer the same fate that befell the Hereros, who in their blindness believed that they could carry on successful war with the mighty German Emperor and the great German people. I ask you where are all the Hereros today, where are their chiefs? Samuel Maherero, who once called thousands of head of cattle his own, is now harried like a wild beast and driven over the border into English territory. He has become as poor as the poorest field Herero and possesses nothing. It is the same with the other chiefs, the majority of whom have lost their lives, and the Herero people too have been annihilated—part of them dying of hunger and thirst in the desert and part murdered by the Ovambos. The Hottentots will suffer the same fate if they do not surrender and give up their weapons. You should come with a white piece of cloth on a stick together with your whole village and nothing will happen to you. You will get work and receive food until the war ends at which time the Great German Kaiser will regulate anew the conditions in this land. He who believes that mercy will not be extended to him should leave the land for as long as he lives on German soil he will be shot—this policy will go on until all such Hottentots have been killed. For the following men, living and dead, I set the following price: Hendrik Witbooi—5000 marks; Stürmann—3000; Cornelius—3000; for the other guilty leaders—1000 each.

 Source: German Federal Archives, Imperial Colonial Office, Vol. 2089, 7 (recto).

2. Peter Moor's Account

Peter Moor was a German naval infantryman from Kiel, who served as a foot soldier during the Herero war in German South-West Africa in 1904–1905. As one of the first of the reinforcements sent from Germany after the outbreak of the rebellion, he was in the thick of the initial phases of the conflict and the subsequent pursuit of the Herero into the Kalahari Desert. He related the account of his experiences to a well-known writer of patriotic novels, Gustav Frenssen (1863–1945) in 1906. The book was translated into English by Margaret May Ward in 1908, and sections of it were later incorporated into the British government’s Report on the Natives of South-West Africa and Their Treatment by Germany (London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1918).

The next morning we ventured to pursue the enemy. We left our unmounted men with the sick and wounded in camp and set out towards the east, two hundred horsemen in number. But our horses were weak, half-starved, or sick, and the region into which we were advancing was a waterless land and little explored. The ground was trodden down into a floor for a width of about a hundred yards; for in such a broad, thickly crowded horde had the enemy and their herds of cattle stormed along. In the path of their flight lay blankets, skins, ostrich feathers, household utensils, women’s ornaments, cattle and men dead and dying and staring blankly. A shocking smell of old manure and of decaying bodies filled the hot, still air oppressively.

The further we went in the burning sun, the more disheartening became our journey. How deeply the wild, proud, sorrowful people had humbled themselves in the terror of death! Wherever I turned my eyes lay their goods in quantities; oxen and horses, goats and dogs, blankets and skins. And there lay the wounded and the old, women and children. A number of babies lay helplessly languishing by mothers whose breasts hung down long and flabby. Others were lying alone, still living, with eyes and noses full of flies. Somebody sent out our black drivers and I think they helped them to die. All this life lay scattered there, both man and beast, broken in the knees, helpless, still in agony or already motionless; it looked as if it had all been thrown down out of the air.

At noon we halted by water-holes which were filled to the very brim with corpses. We pulled them out by means of the ox-teams from the field pieces, but there was only a little stinking, bloody water in the depths. We tried to dig deeper, but no water came. There was no pasturage, either. The sun blazed down so hot on the sand that we could not even lie down. On our thirsting, starving horses, we thirsting and starving men rode on. At some distance crouched a crowd of old women, who stared in apathy in front of them. Here and there were oxen, bellowing. In the last frenzy of despair man and beast will plunge madly into the bush somewhere, anywhere, to find water, and in the bush they will die of thirst.

We rode on till evening. . . .

Toward evening, when I was ordered to ride in the bush with four men as a flank protection,—for we were shot at now and then,—we chanced to see a Cape wagon behind some high bushes, and we heard human voices. Dismounting, we sneaked up and discovered six of the enemy sitting in animated conversation around a little camp-fire. I indicated, by signs, at which one of them each of us was to shoot. Four lay still immediately; one escaped; the sixth stood half erect, severely wounded. I sprang forward swinging my club; he looked at me indifferently. I wiped my club clean in the sand and threw the weapon on its strap over my shoulder, but I did not like to touch it all that day.

The ground was everywhere bare, yellowish brown and stony; the sparse grass had been eaten, burned, or trodden down. Dead cattle lay about everywhere. The hoarse bellowing of dying oxen quavered horribly through the air. The bush got thinner, often opening into a great clearing.

Entirely forsaken in the scorching sun lay a two-year-old child. When it caught sight of us, it sat up straight and stared at us. I got down from my horse, picked the child up and carried it back where there was a deserted fireplace near a bush. It found at once the remainder of a root or a bone, and began to eat. It did not cry; it did not show fear, either; it was entirely indifferent. I believe it had grown there in the bush without human help. . . .

When it came to my turn to watch and I went outside, the night was so bitter cold that I made all sorts of motions to keep a little warmth in my body. I even climbed twice on a low, tumble-down anthill and watched the fires which here and there in the distance shone through the darkness. While I was thus gazing, however, I was struck by the fact that one fire was burning not far from us in the thick bush. I remembered when I was relieved, and told the lieutenant, who was sitting on the ground by our burned-out fire.

Before dawn we got up, discovered the exact place in the bush, and stealthily surrounded it. Five men and eight or ten women and children, all in rags, were squatting benumbed about their dismal little fire. Telling them with threats not to move, we looked through the bundles which were lying near them and found two guns and some underclothing, probably stolen from our dead. One of the men was wearing a German tunic which bore the name of one of our officers who had been killed. We then led the men away to one side and shot them. The women and children, who looked pitiably starved, we hunted into the bush. . . .

We rode on. The guardsman pointed once or twice into the bushes; I looked over there. Then we reached the summit and then looked attentively out over the plain, which lay in boundless extent an absolute stillness, like a yellowish grey sea. The long rays of the setting sun lay upon it like strips of thin, bright shining cloth.

We sprang off our horses, loosened the girths, and lay down on the ground. The guard’s horse began to sniff at his face, but he did not notice it; he was already asleep. The lieutenant stood up again and said to me: “Get up! If we fall asleep, we shall sleep all night and then we are lost.” I rose, and we both stood awhile with benumbed senses in a state between sleeping and waking. The sun sank in a dull glow; the air grew cooler, and the horses got somewhat more lively and began with weary steps to nibble a few little bushes.

After a while the Africander woke and asked in a woe-begone voice if I had a drop of water. I said: “No.” He said “The lieutenant has some, then.” Again I said, “No.” Then he said he could hold out no longer without water—he had trusted too much to his strength, he should have to die here. The lieutenant, who had dozed standing by his horse and holding onto the saddle, woke and said consolingly: “Cheer up! We shall start at once. Then we are off for home, for the war is now really over.” “Yes,” said the guardsman, “it is over; forty thousand of them are dead; all their land belongs to us. But what good does all that do to me? I must die here.” He begged mournfully: “Have you not a single drop of water?” The lieutenant shook his head: “You know I have none. Rest a little longer; it is night, and that will refresh us.” The guardsman got up with difficulty and went with bent back down the slope to one side where there were some bushes. I said “What does he want? I believe he is out of his senses and wants to search for water.”

At that moment there came from the bushes into which he had vanished a noise of cursing, running, and leaping. Immediately he reappeared, holding by the hip a tall thin negro dressed in European clothing. He tore the negro’s gun from his hand and, swearing at him in a strange language, dragged him up to us and said: “The wretch has a German gun, but no more cartridges.” The guardsman had now become quite lively, and began to talk to his captive, threatening him and kicking him in the knees. The negro crouched, and answered every question with a great flow of words and with quick, very agile and remarkable gestures of the arms and hands. “He says he has not taken part in the war.” Then he asked him some more questions, pointing towards the east; and the negro also pointed towards the east, answering all sorts of things of which I understood nothing. The guardsman said: “He is stuffing me with lies.” This went on for some time. I can still hear the two dry, shrill voices of the German and the native. Apparently the guardsman at last learned enough, for he said: “The missionary said to me, ‘Beloved, don’t forget that the blacks are our brothers.’ Now I will give my brother his reward.” He pushed the black man off and said: “Run away!” The man sprang up and tried to get down across the clearing in long, zigzag jumps, but he had not taken five leaps before the ball hit him and he pitched forward at full length and lay still.

I grumbled a little; I thought the shot might attract to us the attention of hostile tribes who had perhaps stayed behind. But the lieutenant thought I meant it was not right for the guardsman to shoot the negro, and said in his thoughtful, scholarly way: “Safe is safe. He can’t raise a gun against us any more, nor beget any children to fight against us. The struggle for South Africa will be a hard one, whether it is to belong to the Germans or to the blacks.”

 Source: Gustav Frenssen, Peter Moor’s Journey to Southwest Africa: A Narrative of the German Campaign, London: Constable, 1908, pp. 189–193; 204–205; 229–232

3. Hendrik Fraser's and Daniel Esma Dixon's Account

When South Africa, acting at the request of the British government in 1918, produced a report detailing Germany’s treatment of its colonial subjects in South-West Africa, a series of interviews took place with a variety of people who had witnessed the genocide of the Herero and Nama peoples between 1904 and 1907. The opportunity was created to take statements under oath of some 50 African witnesses and victims, as well as several others. These were later incorporated into the British government’s Report on the Natives of South-West Africa and Their Treatment by Germany. Hendrik Fraser was listed as a “Bastard” (of the tribe of those who were descendants of Cape Afrikaner men and indigenous African women), and hailed from Keetmanshoop. Daniel Esma Dixon, a transport driver, came from Omaruru.

HENDRIK FRASER:

When I got to Swakopmund I saw very many Herero prisoners of war who had been captured in the rebellion which was still going on in the country. There must have been about 600 men, women and children prisoners. They were in an enclosure on the beach, fenced in with barbed wire. The women were made to do hard labour just like the men. The sand is very deep and heavy there. The women had to load and unload carts and trolleys, and also to draw Scotch-cart loads of goods to Nonidas (9–10 kilos. Away) where there was a ehav. The women were put in spans of eight to each Scotch-cart and were made to pull like draught animals. Many were half-starved and weak, and died of sheer exhaustion. Those who did not work well were brutally flogged with sjamboks. I even saw women knocked down with pick handles. The German soldiers did this. I personally saw six women (Herero girls) murdered by German soldiers. They were ripped open with bayonets. I saw the bodies. I was there for six months, and the Hereros died daily in large numbers as a result of exhaustion, ill-treatment and exposure. They were poorly fed, and often begged me and other Cape boys for a little food. . . . The soldiers used the young Herero girls to satisfy their passions. Prisoners continued to come in while I was there; but I don’t think half of them survived the treatment they received.

After six months at Swakopmund I was sent to Karibib towards the end of September 1904. There I also saw an enclosure with Hereros waiting for transport to Swakopmund. Many were dying of starvation and exhaustion. They were all very thin and worn out. They were not made to work so hard at Karibib, and appeared to be less harshly treated. . . .

In March 1905 I was sent from Karibib and accompanied the troops of Hauptmann Kuhne to the Waterberg. I then saw that the Germans no longer took any prisoners. They killed all men, women and children whom they came across. Hereros who were exhausted and were unable to go any further were captured and killed. At one place near Waterberg, in the direction of Gobabis, after the fight at Okokadi, a large number (I should say about 50) men, women and children and little babies fell into the hands of the Germans. They killed all the prisoners, bayoneted them.

On one occasion I saw about 25 prisoners placed in a small enclosure of thorn bushes. They were confined in a very small space, and the soldiers cut dry branches and piled dry logs all round them—men, women and children and little girls were there—when dry branches had been thickly piled up all round them the soldiers threw branches also on top of them. The prisoners were all alive and unwounded, but half starved. Having piled up the branches, lamp oil was sprinkled on the heap and it was set on fire. The prisoners were burnt to a cinder. I saw this personally. The Germans said, “We should burn all these dogs and baboons in this fashion.” The officers saw this and made no attempt to prevent it. From that time to the end of the rising the killing and hanging of Hereros was practically a daily occurrence. There was no more fighting. The Hereros were merely fugitives in the bush. All the water-holes on the desert border were poisoned by the Germans before they returned. The result was that fugitives who came to drink the water either died by poisoning or, if they did not taste the water, they died of thirst. . . .

DANIEL ESMA DIXON:

I was present at the fight at Gross Barmen, near Okahandja, in 1904. After the fight the soldiers (marines from the warship Habicht) were searching the bush. I went with them out of curiosity. We came across a wounded Herero lying in the shade of a tree. He was a very tall, powerful man and looked like one of their headmen. He had his Bible next to his head and his hat over his face. I walked up to him and saw that he was wounded high up in the left hip. I took the hat off his face and asked him if he felt bad. He replied to me in Herero, “Yes, I feel I am going to die.” The German marines, whose bayonets were fixed, were looking on. One of them said to me, “What does he reply?” I told him. “Well,” remarked the soldier, “if he is keen on dying he had better have this also.” With that he stooped down and drove his bayonet into the body of the prostrate Herero, ripping up his stomach and chest and exposing his intestines. I was so horrified that I returned to my wagons at once.

In August 1904, I was taking a convoy of provisions to the troops at the front line. At a place called Ouparakane, in the Waterberg district, we were outspanned for breakfast when two Hereros, a man and his wife, came walking to us out of the bush. Under-officer Wolff and a few German soldiers were escort to the wagons and were with me. The Herero man was a cripple, and walked with difficulty, leaning on a stick and on his wife’s arm. He had a bullet wound through the leg. They came to my wagon, and I spoke to them in Herero. The man said he had decided to return to Omaruru and surrender to the authorities, as he could not possibly keep with his people who were retreating to the desert, and that his wife had decided to accompany him. He was quite unarmed and famished. I gave them some food and coffee and they sat there for over an hour telling me of their hardships and privations. The German soldiers looked on, but did not interfere. I then gave the two natives a little food for their journey. They thanked me and then started to walk along the road slowly to Omaruru. When they had gone about 60 yards away from us I saw Wolff, the under-officer, and a soldier taking aim at them. I called out, but it was too late. They shot both of them. I said to Wolff, “How on earth did you have the heart to do such a thing? It is nothing but cruel murder.” He merely laughed, and said, “Oh! These swine must all be killed; we are not going to spare a single one.”

I spent a great part of my time during the rebellion at Okahandja, loading stores at the depot. There the hanging of natives was a common occurrence. A German officer had the right to order a native to be hanged. No trial or court was necessary. Many were hanged merely on suspicion. One day alone I saw seven Hereros hanged in a row, and on other days twos and threes. The Germans did not worry about rope. They used ordinary fencing wire, and the unfortunate native was hoisted up by the neck and allowed to die of slow strangulation. This was all done in public, and the bodies were always allowed to hang for a day or so as an example to the other natives. Natives who were placed in gaol at that time never came out alive. Many died of sheer starvation and brutal treatment. . . . The Hereros were far more humane in the field than the Germans. They were once a fine race. Now we have only a miserable remnant left.

 Source: Union of South Africa, Report on the Natives of South-West Africa and Their Treatment by Germany, London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1918, pp. 100; 66–67.

4. 1985 UN Whitaker Report, "Revised and Updated on the Question of the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide"

These 11 paragraphs from the overall report of more than 90 pages produced by the Special United Nations Rapporteur Benjamin Whitaker addressed two central issues: (1) “The crime of genocide and the purpose of this study” [#14–#16]; and (2) “The concept of genocide” [#17–#24]. Regarding genocide as “the ultimate crime and the gravest violation of human rights,” this report was intended “to deter violence by strengthening collective international responsibility and remedies.” Thus, it was to be “a warning directed against violence” in order “to deter terrorism or killing of whatever scale, and to encourage understanding and reconciliation.” Committing itself to “the primacy of right to life,” conceptually, the report references examples of genocide throughout human history, including references in the Hebrew Bible/Old Testament, the Holocaust against the Jews and the Porrajmos against the Roma during World War II, the Herero Genocide, the Armenian Genocide, the Ukrainian Pogrom, the Paraguayan Massacre, the Cambodian Genocide, and the genocide against the Bah’ais in Iran.

Part I: Historical Survey

A. The Crime of Genocide and the Purpose of this Study

	14. Genocide is the ultimate crime and the gravest violation of human rights it is possible to commit. Consequently, it is difficult to conceive of a heavier responsibility for the international community and the Human Rights bodies of the United Nations than to undertake any effective steps possible to prevent and punish genocide in order to deter its recurrence.
 	15. It has rightly been said that those people who do not learn from history, are condemned to repeat it. This belief underpins much of the Human Rights work of the United Nations. In order to prescribe the optimal remedies to prevent future genocide, it can be of positive assistance to diagnose past cases in order to analyse their causation together with such lessons as the international community may learn from the history of these events.
 	16. Genocide is a constant threat to peace, and it is essential to exercise the greatest responsibility when discussing a subject so emotive. It is certainly not the intention of this Study in anyway to comment on politics or to awaken bitterness or feelings of revenge. The purpose and hope of this Study is exactly the opposite: to deter future violence by strengthening collective international responsibility and remedies. It would undermine this purpose, besides violating historical truth as well as the integrity of United Nations Studies, were anybody guilty of genocide to believe that international concern might be averted or historical records changed because of political or other pressure. If such an attempt were to succeed, that would serve to encourage those in the future who may be contemplating similar crimes. Equally, it is necessary to warn that nothing in these historical events should be used to provide an excuse for further violence or vendettas: this Study is a warning directed against violence. Its object is to deter terrorism or killing of whatever scale, and to encourage understanding and reconciliation. The scrutiny of world opinion and an honest recognition of the truth about painful past events have been the starting point for a foundation of reconciliation, with, for example, post-war Germany, which will help to make the future more secure for humanity.


B. The Concept of Genocide

	17. Amongst all human rights, the primacy of the right to life is unanimously agreed to be pre-eminent and essential: it is the sine qua non, for all other human rights (apart from that to one’s posthumous reputation) depend for their potential existence on the preservation of human life. Every right can also only survive as a consequence of the exercise of responsibilities. The right of a person or people not to be killed or avoidably left to die depends upon the reciprocal duty of other people to render protection and help to avert this. The concept of this moral responsibility and interdependence in human society has in recent times received increasing international recognition and affirmation. In cases of famine in other countries, for example, the States parties to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in “recognizing the fundamental right of everyone to be free from hunger” have assumed responsibility to take “individually and through international co-operation” the measures required “to ensure an equitable distribution of world food supplies in relation to need”. The core of the right not to starve to death is a corollary of the right not to be killed, concerning which the duty of safeguarding life is recognized to extend not just to the individual’s or group’s own Government but to the international community as well.
 	18. More serious problems arise when the body responsible for threatening and causing death is- or is in complicity with—a State itself. The potential victims in such cases need to turn individually and collectively for protection not to, but from, their own Government. Groups subject to extermination have a right to receive something more helpful than tears and condolences from the rest of the world. Action under the Charter of the United Nations is indeed specifically authorized by the Convention on the Prevention and Protection of the Crime of Genocide, and might as appropriate be directed for example to the introduction of United Nations trusteeship. States have an obligation, besides not to commit genocide, in addition to prevent and punish violations of the crime by others; and in cases of failure in this respect too, the 1948 Convention recognizes that intervention may be justified to prevent or suppress such acts and to punish those responsible “whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials or private individuals”.
 	19. The Convention on Genocide was unanimously adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on 9 December 1948, and therefore preceded albeit by one day the Universal Declaration of Human Rights itself. While the word “genocide” is a comparatively recent neologism for an old crime, the Convention’s preamble notes that “at all periods of history genocide has inflicted great losses on humanity, and being convinced that, in order to liberate mankind from such an odious scourge, international co-operation is required”.
 	20. Throughout recorded human history, war has been the predominant cause or pretext for massacres of national, ethnic, racial or religious groups. War in ancient and classical eras frequently aimed to exterminate if not enslave other peoples. Religious intolerance could also be a predisposing factor: in religious wars of the Middle Ages as well as in places in the Old Testament, some genocide was sanctioned by Holy Writ. The twentieth century equally has seen examples of “total wars” involving the destruction of civilian populations and which the development of nuclear weapons makes an almost inevitable matrix for future major conflicts. In the nuclear era, indeed the logical conclusion of this may be “omnicide”.
 	21. Genocide, particularly of indigenous peoples, has also often occurred as a consequence of colonialism, with racism and ethnic prejudice commonly being predisposing factors. In some cases occupying forces maintained their authority by the terror of a perpetual threat of massacre. Examples could occur either at home or overseas: the English for example massacred native populations in Ireland, Scotland and Wales in order to deter resistance and to “clear” land for seizure, and the British also almost wholly exterminated the indigenous people when colonizing Tasmania as late as the start of the nineteenth century. Africa, Australasia and the Americas witnessed numerous other examples. The effect of genocide can be achieved in different ways: today, insensitive economic exploitation can threaten the extinction of some surviving indigenous peoples.
 	22. But genocide, far from being only a matter of historical study, is an aberration which also is a modern danger to civilization. No stronger evidence that the problem of genocide has—far from receding—grown in contemporary relevance is required than the fact that the gravest documented example of this crime is among the most recent, and furthermore occurred in the so-called developed world. Successive advances in killing-power underline that the need for international action against genocide is now more urgent than ever. It has been estimated that the Nazi holocaust in Europe slaughtered some 6 million Jews, 5 million Protestants, 3 million Catholics and half a million Gypsies. This was the product not of international warfare, but a calculated State political policy of mass murder that has been termed “a structural and systematic destruction of innocent people by a State bureaucratic apparatus”. The Nazi intention to destroy particular human nations, races, religions, sexual groups, classes and political opponents as a premeditated plan was manifested before the Second World War. The war later offered the Nazi German leaders an opportunity to extend this policy from their own country to the peoples of occupied Poland, parts of the Soviet Union and elsewhere, with an intention of Germanizing their territories. The “final solution” included (as evidenced at the Nuremberg trial), “delayed-action genocide” aimed at destroying groups’ biological future through sterilization, castration, abortion, and the forcible transfer of their children. The term genocide, with also its concept as an international crime, was first used officially at the subsequent International Tribunal at Nuremberg. The indictment of 8 October 1945 of the major German war criminals charged that the defendant had:
 “conducted deliberate
 The concluding speech by the British Prosecutor stated that:
 “Genocide was not restricted to extermination of the

 	23. The present two German Governments have been unflinching in their acknowledgment and condemnation of these guilty events, in their efforts to guard against any repetition of them or of Nazism. The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany had stated that official action will be taken, without the need for complaint from any member of the public, to prosecute people who seek to deny the truth about the Nazi crimes. President von Weizsacker in a forthright recent speech to the Bundestag made clear his belief that his countrymen must have known during the war of the fate of the Jews:
 “The genocide of the Jews is without example in history . . . at the end of the war, the whole unspeakable truth of the holocaust emerged. Too many said they knew nothing, or had only an inkling of it. There is no guilt or innocence of a whole people because guilt, like innocence, is not collective but individual. All those who lived through that time with full awareness should ask themselves today, quietly, about their involvement.”

 	24. Toynbee stated that the distinguishing characteristics of the twentieth century in evolving the development of genocide “are that it is committed in cold blood by the deliberate fiat of holders of despotic political power, and that the perpetrators of genocide employ all the resources of present-day technology and organization to make their planned massacres systematic and complete”. The Nazi aberration has unfortunately not been the only case of genocide in the twentieth century. Among other examples which can be cited as qualifying are the German massacre of Hereros in 1904, the Ottoman massacre of Armenians in 1915–1916, the Ukrainian pogrom of Jews in 1919, the Tutsi massacre of Hutu in Burundi in 1965 and 1972, the Paraguayan massacre of Ache Indians prior to 1974, the Khmer Rouge massacre in Kampuchea between 1975 and 1978, and the contemporary Iranian killings of Baha’is. Apartheid is considered separately in paragraphs 43–46 below. A number of other cases may be suggested. It could seem pedantic to argue that some terrible mass-killings are legalistically not genocide, but on the other hand it could be counter-productive to devalue genocide through over-diluting its definition.


 Source: UN Whitaker Report on Genocide, E/CN.4/Sub.2/1985/6, 2 July 1985, paragraphs 14 to 24, pages 5–10. Used by permission of the United Nations.
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Preface 

Genocide is a global problem of the first magnitude. It has been for hundreds, if not thousands, of years, but in the 20th century it assumed hitherto unparalleled dimensions. Numerically, more people were murdered at the hands of others, as part of deliberate policies, than at any other time in recorded history.

While the 20th century was the century of total war— two global conflicts that began in Europe in 1914 and 1939 testify to that—it was also, concurrently, the century of genocide. The destruction of entire human groups, as policy, saw mass annihilation on a scale much greater than that of military deaths in wartime. And not only that: frequently, war (whether international or civil conflict is immaterial) served as a mask for genocide, even though the nature of genocidal destruction is such that war need not be present in order for genocide to take place.

While whole libraries of studies have been written attempting to analyze the actions of governments, responses of bystanders, and failures to rescue the victims, collections laying out both the key reference entries and the major primary source documents of genocide are relatively rare. The purpose behind a collection of this kind is itself singular: to provide, in an easy-to-read format, the most important reference entries and documents about the century of genocide. It is intended that this will be of particular benefit to teachers and students, as well as to those not engaged in the formal study of genocide but who are interested in learning more. Much thought was put into the selection of primary source material; not only have we provided important official statements, acts, memoranda, reports, and the like, we have also included a number of personal accounts from those who were in some way involved in the genocides under examination. These range from those who were victims to those who were witnesses—and, in some cases, even to those who actually perpetrated the genocide. It is hoped, by doing so, that we have managed to retain something of the very necessary human dimension of what genocide really is: a thoroughly antihuman activity that is, in its essence, all too human is its execution.

When considering what content to include in this encyclopedia, it was decided from an early date that we would adhere to the widely accepted UN definition of genocide, as embodied in the UN Convention. The definition, located at Article 2, is as follows:


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



	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Based on this definition, the encyclopedia includes the following genocides, in alphabetical order: Armenia (1915–1923), Bosnia (1992–1995), Cambodia (1975–1979), Darfur (2003–2006), East Timor (1975–1999), Guatemala (1981–1983), Herero (Namibia) (1904–1907), the Holocaust (1941–1945), Kurdistan (1988), and Rwanda (1994).

Despite our use of the term, it must be pointed out that the UN definition of genocide is imperfect, and has been interpreted in various ways by politicians to rationalize their own agendas. There is tremendous debate over what constitutes genocide. At least one scholar has argued that there are only three historical case studies that can truly be termed genocide: Armenia, the Holocaust, and Rwanda. Critics might argue that there is no justification for including Bosnia, Cambodia, Darfur, East Timor, Guatemala, Kurdistan, or Namibia in this encyclopedia. For these latter cases, the applicability of the UN Convention can be debated or questioned, but we should certainly not discount them. We also should not dismiss other events that some consider genocide. For that reason, we have included in Appendix I over one hundred reference entries on other atrocities, massacres, and war crimes that do not neatly fit the UN definition of genocide.

Some scholars place the issue of “intentionality” at the forefront of their genocide definitions. In other words, they believe that an event only qualifies as genocide if there is proven intent to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Unfortunately, there is often no “smoking gun” that leads back to the government or groups responsible for genocidal violence, making it difficult to prove that a perpetrator possesses the requisite intention to destroy a victim group based on his or her nationality, race, ethnicity, and/or religion. However, in criminal law a repeated pattern of actions resulting in the same outcome is frequently adjudged to infer intent on the part of a perpetrator, regardless of an expressed statement of intent. It is therefore our judgment that the events covered in this encyclopedia all conform, in one way or another, to the UN definition of what constitutes genocide.

In assembling this work, two people have provided particular assistance that it is our pleasure to acknowledge. Padraic (Pat) Carlin, our editor at ABC-CLIO, has at all times been professional while keeping a benevolent eye on the time and personal demands that can sometimes draw professors’ attention away from deadlines and other publishing obligations. We are indeed grateful to Pat for all his support and his gentle (though necessary) prodding.

At a time when help was sorely needed, Paul Bartrop’s graduate student at Florida Gulf Coast University, Sara Gottwalles, stood up and provided invaluable assistance in tracking down some hard-to-come-by documents, as well as helping to supplement the list on her own initiative. We are both personally grateful to Sara for adding to her workload, while holding down two jobs and writing her thesis, in order to help us with this project.

The entries and documents included here provide some of the most horrible reading conceivable. Horrible because of its content, yes; but also horrible because it not only happened, but isn’t science fiction. The entries and documents point to events that were all too real, took place within living memory, and—tragically—are still with us today. It is in the hope that such reference material and primary source documents will one day only be historical rather than contemporary, that we dedicate this volume to our grandchildren. May they, and their generation, not know a world in which genocide is a fact of their daily lives, as it has been in ours.

Introduction 

Genocide is a new word for an ancient practice, and has taken many forms in the far distant and too recent past. Death and destruction, in which innocent people were killed (often in large numbers), had always occurred during wartime. Massacres and other violations of human rights on a massive scale also frequently occurred, in which noncombatants were often deliberately targeted. But war was not, and is not, the same as genocide. This must be understood clearly. Even World War I, the greatest conflict in history up to that time—a war which resulted in the death of nearly 10 million combatants—hit civilians to the extent of 5 percent of all those who died. While this was to rise enormously as the 20th century proceeded (World War II, e.g. saw a 60 percent death rate of all casualties), it should be borne in mind that death on such a scale was essentially a phenomenon of the modern era. Genocide, though while occurring often throughout history, reached its zenith during the 20th century.

This new word—genocide—was coined by Polish-Jewish-American lawyer Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959), who has, together with his voluminous writings (much of which went unpublished during his lifetime), become the subject of renewed scholarly and popular interest. Now recognized as the “father” of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948, awards have been given in his name, biographical accounts of his fascinating life have been published, and edited and commented upon texts of his writings on genocide have now appeared in print.

With regard to the specific genocides included in these volumes, we offer the following overviews. It is important to note that all of them have been—and remain—the subject of much scholarly and other investigation, and continue to generate both controversy and fresh insights.

The Herero of German South-West Africa

The German assault against the Herero people in 1904–1907, in Germany’s colonial possession of South-West Africa (now Namibia), was the 20th century’s first true instance of genocide. During this time, the destruction of up to 80 percent of the total population took place. The devastation was not isolated, as at least 50 percent of the Nama, or “Hotten-tot,” population, were also wiped out at this time.

In January 1904, the Hereros rebelled with the intention of driving the Germans out of their historic lands. At this time, according to the best estimates, the Hereros numbered some 80,000. After a German counterattack, reinforcement, and a widespread campaign of annihilation and displacement that forced huge numbers of Hereros of both sexes and all ages into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert, tens of thousands perished. The situation was exacerbated by the policy of German General Lothar von Trotha (1848–1920), who arrived on June 11, 1904, with more than 14,000 troops, and ordered that all waterholes be located and poisoned in advance of the arrival of those Herero who might have survived the desert. Von Trotha saw the only military solution as one of extermination and annihilation, as his infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (“Extermination Order”), issued on October 1, 1904, demonstrated.

Before his return to Germany, initially in disgrace but rather quickly rehabilitated, von Trotha was also responsible for the death of thousands of Nama people, with over half the population destroyed during that year alone.

The second stage of the genocide saw the introduction and implementation of so-called concentration camps and work camps under his successors. Together, these might more appropriately be termed “death camps,” as diseases such as typhoid were rampant, together with other debilitating conditions such as malnutrition, extreme overwork, and constant brutality to men, women, and children.

By the time the uprising was over, the Herero and Nama populations had been destroyed by military action, starvation and thirst, disease, and by overwork in the concentration and labor camps. Evidence exists of medical experiments having been carried out as well, and of sexual crimes committed against Herero women. In 1911, when a count was made of the surviving Herero, only about 15,000 could be found. The vast majority of the rest had been killed, either directly or indirectly, by German forces over the preceding half-dozen years, though the majority of the killing had taken place during the years 1904–1905. Though somewhat contested, scholars remain divided on the issue of whether or not the behavior of the Germans in South-West Africa later set the stage for the Nazi assault on the Jews and others.

The Ottoman Genocide of Christians

Genocide was committed against the Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian populations of the Ottoman Empire by the regime of the Committee of Union and Progress (Ittihad ve Terakki Jemyeti ), also known as the Young Turks, in the period following April 24, 1915. According to most accounts, closer to 1.5 million Armenians were slaughtered as a direct result of deliberate Turkish policies seeking the Armenians’ permanent eradication.

Massacres of Armenians had already been carried out by different regimes within the Ottoman Empire during two time-frames, between 1894–1896, and 1909. In the first, Sultan Abdulhamid II carried out a series of pogroms, the worst occurring in 1895. Estimates of those killed range widely, from anywhere between 100,000 and 300,000, with thousands more maimed and rendered homeless.

The massacre of 1909, by contrast, which occurred in the region surrounding the city of Adana, was largely the result of civil strife between supporters of the Sultan and the Young Turk reformers, in which the Armenians appeared to be scapegoats for both sides. The Adana Massacres claimed possibly up to 30,000 victims.

The reasons for these persecutions are varied. As the size of the Ottoman Empire shrank during the 19th century, conditions deteriorated for the Christian minority populations as well, who became scapegoats blamed for the deterioration of the empire. With the weakening of the Sultan’s authority and respectability, a militant group of Turkish nationalists, the Young Turks, launched a revolution in 1908. Their goal was to create a modern, revitalized and pan-Turkic empire that would stretch all the way to Central Asia. The revivified Turkish state would thus need to be modernized: to achieve this, the Young Turks saw that the state would have to become militarized, industrialized, and much more nationalistic. Led by the triumvirate of Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat Pasha (1874–1921), Minister of War Ismail Enver Bey (1881–1922), and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal Pasha (1872–1922), the new regime instituted a plan that would transform the multicultural Ottoman society into a much more homogeneous Turkish and Islamic one.

The year 1915 saw a massive military defeat for Turkey at the hands of the Russians at the Battle of Sarikamish (December 22, 1914, to January 17, 1915) in the Caucasus Mountains, and further defeats in Egypt and Sinai in February. On April 20, an Armenian revolt occurred in the city of Van, and on April 25, 1915, British, French, Indian, Australian, and New Zealand (ANZAC), and Newfoundland troops landed on the Gallipoli Peninsula. The Young Turk leadership considered the regime—indeed, the Empire— to be in a state of dire peril.

Looking for a scapegoat, the Young Turk government responded swift ly and forcefully. They implemented confidential plans that had been formulated in secret party meetings several months earlier. On the night of April 24, 1915, some 250 Armenian leaders in Constantinople were arrested, in an action that precipitated the genocide to follow. Scarce military resources were then diverted to the campaign of murdering the Armenian and other Christian populations. These measures saw all the relevant agencies of government directed toward the singular aim of totally destroying the Armenian population.

At the same time as the Armenian Genocide, the Young Turks also carried out genocides against the empire’s Assyrians, and the Pontic and Anatolian Greeks.

In all cases, most fatalities occurred as a result of death marches into the Syrian desert. These were the victims of heat, starvation and thirst, exposure, and incessant brutality at the hands of their captors.

The eventual result was a loss of life—in a relatively short space of time—of what had hitherto been unimagined proportions. The worst of the killing was over within about 18 months, but this did not stop the killing, and Armenian and other communities in various parts of the empire, where they were found, continued to be attacked up through the early 1920s. Today—a century later—the modern Turkish state refuses to acknowledge that what transpired at the hands of its predecessors was, in truth, genocide.

The Nazi Holocaust of the Jews

The Holocaust is the term in English most closely identified with the attempt by Germany’s National Socialist regime, together with its European allies, to exterminate the Jews of Europe during World War II. While an exact number of those murdered is impossible to determine, the best estimates settle at a figure approximating 6 million Jews, 1 million of whom were children under the age of 12 and 0.5 million of whom were aged between 12 and 18.

On March 20, 1933, Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) announced the establishment of the regime’s first concentration camp, Dachau, while others quickly followed. These were places of political imprisonment. Jews started being victimized from 1935 onward, due largely to the effects of the so-called Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race, according to which the formal status of Jews was defined and put into practice.

The first large-scale arrests of Jews were made after November 9, 1938, in an event that has gone down in history as Kristallnacht, the “Night of Broken Glass.” The pogrom resulted in greater concentrated destruction than any previous anti-Jewish measure under the Nazis, and spelled out to those Jews who had up to now thought the regime was a passing phenomenon that this was not the case.

Henceforth, Jews were targeted for the sole reason of their Jewishness: not what they did, but who they were. From now on, physical acts of an antisemitic nature became state policy.

The outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, saw the establishment of a system of ghettos in occupied Poland from October 1939 onward. Here, Jews were persecuted and terrorized, starved, and deprived of all medical care. From the summer of 1942 onward the ghettos began to be liquidated, with the Jews sent to one of six death camps located throughout occupied Poland.

Prior to this, however, mobile killing squads known as Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), accompanying the German military during the Nazi assault on the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941, had been at work murdering all Jews found within their areas of control. The Einsatzgruppen would round up their captive Jewish populations—men, women, and children—take them outside of village and town areas, force the victims to dig their own mass graves, and then shoot them to death. When the repetition of that activity provided psychologically troublesome, mobile gas vans using carbon monoxide poisoning were brought in both to remove the intimacy of contact and to sanitize the process. It is estimated that between 1941 and 1943 the Einsatzgruppen were responsible for the death of more than 1 million Jews.

It is not known precisely when the decision to exterminate the Jews of Europe was made, though best estimates settle on sometime in the late spring or early summer of 1941, commensurate with Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union (“Operation BARBAROSSA,” June 22, 1941). At a conference convened by SS General Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942) held at Villa Wannsee, Berlin, on January 20, 1942, the process was systematized and coordinated among Nazi Germany’s relevant government departments, and, in the months following, a number of camps were established in Poland by the Nazis for the express purpose of killing large numbers of Jews. These six camps— Auschwitz-Birkenau, Bełzec, Chełmno, Majdanek, Sobibór, and Treblinka—were a departure from anything previously visualized, in both their design and character. These were the Vernichtungslager, the death (or extermination) camps.

These camps were institutions designed to methodically and efficiently murder Europe’s entire Jewish population. Mass murder took place in specially designed gas chambers, employing either carbon monoxide from diesel engines (in fixed installations or mobile vans) or crystallized hydrogen cyanide (“Zyklon B”) which on contact with air oxidized to become hydrocyanic (or prussic) acid gas.

As the Nazi armies on the eastern front began to retreat before the advancing Soviet forces (and later from American and British troops in the west), renewed efforts were made to annihilate Jews while there was still time. Then, in March 1944, a shock of cataclysmic proportions then fell upon the Jews of Hungary, the last great center of Jewish population still untouched by the killing. Over 500,000 Jews were annihilated in the space of four months, in the fastest-killing operation of any of the Nazi campaigns against Jewish populations in occupied Europe.

With the Soviet armies advancing toward Germany through the second half of 1944, the evacuation of Auschwitz, the largest of these killing centers, was ordered for January 17, 1945. The earliest date of free contact with Soviet forces was January 22, 1945; when the site was formally occupied two days later, there were only 2,819 survivors left. Most of the prisoners had already been evacuated so as not to fall into Russian hands.

The evacuations have properly been called death marches, as vast numbers of prisoners died or were killed while en route. When the prisoners arrived at their new destination their trials were hardly eased, as they faced massive overcrowding in the camps to which they had been evacuated.

Painfully slowly, as German units both west and east surrendered, the camps were liberated, and with their liberation—and the end of the war—the objectives of those who shaped the post-1945 became dominated by the call for “Never Again.” As time wore on, however, this became more and more muted owing to the onset of the Cold War. The traumatic effects of the Holocaust reverberate in Jewish communities today around the world, but most especially in the state of Israel and the United States, Jewry’s two largest population centers.

The Cambodian Genocide

In April 1975, a Communist tyrant named Pol Pot won a bloody civil war in Cambodia, and began one of the most radical and dramatic attempts at remodelling an existing society the world had ever seen. In taking the Cambodian people back to the Year Zero, as he put it, at least 1.7 million (and possibly up to 2 million) people lost their lives. This would appear to be a clear-cut case of genocidal mass murder, though for some, there is a major difficulty associated with appreciating the massive human destruction that took place, based around the question of whether or not the events of that terrible time can be described as genocide according to the definition embedded in the United Nations Convention on Genocide. Some scholars, however, have chosen to label it a case of either “auto-genocide” or “self-genocide.”

The difficulty lies in the fact that the majority of the deaths that took place at the hands of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge were perpetrated against his own Khmer (Cambodian) people. Most of the victims were not targeted for reason of their membership of any of the groups identified under the United Nations definition, but were instead killed for social or political reasons. We are therefore confronted with a primary definitional issue: under what circumstances may we depart from the UN definition in order to apply the classification of genocide to an event of massive human destruction, and what are the implications of our doing so? Under international law, of course, no charge could stick, particularly in a case where those killed came from a political or social group. The task would be made harder again if there was any doubt as to the perpetrator’s intention. Pol Pot intended to create a new type of communist utopia, to be sure; but did he intend to annihilate millions of his own people in order to do so—and were his victims targeted for the sole reason of their existence? The answer for Cambodia is, sometimes, yes, and at other times no. The issues of target group and of intent are key points of difficulty militating against a satisfactory blanket application of the UN Convention.

The East Timor Genocide

While the cataclysm of Cambodia was being played out, another Cold War genocide was taking place elsewhere in Asia, in the former Portuguese territory of East Timor. In 1975, one of the political factions jockeying for power in the aftermath of Portuguese decolonization, FRETILIN ( Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor), declared the territory’s independence. Within weeks Indonesian military forces invaded, declared East Timor to be that country’s 27th state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights abuses which resulted in the death of up to 200,000 people—about a third of the pre-invasion population.

For many years the international response to what was happening in East Timor was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the large nation to its north. United Nations resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw were ignored, and the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach be seen by the Indonesians as a reason to look elsewhere for support, trod soft ly on the whole issue. Only in 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression and the threat of another outbreak of genocidal violence, was East Timor freed. In 2002 the first parliament, elected by universal suffrage and guaranteed by the United Nations, took its place in the community of nations.

The Guatemala Genocide

Throughout the late 1970s, the 1980s, and into the early 1990s, government death squads and governmentsupported militias in the Central American country of Guatemala killed up to 200,000 people, primarily impoverished Maya residing in tiny countryside villages. They were victims of terror, extrajudicial killings, hundreds of massacres, and, ultimately, genocide.

During the 1960s and 1970s Guatemala experienced a period of almost unbroken military rule. By way of response, political activism, in the form of Catholic “liberation theology,” emerged. This emphasized solidarity with the poor, employed Marxist analysis to critique capitalist exploitation, and organized local development projects. The movement spread throughout the Guatemalan highlands, and at the same time opposition guerrilla organizations extended their reach into the Mayan regions.

On March 23, 1982, following a disputed presidential election, General José Efraín Ríos Montt (b. 1926) seized power in a coup d’état. A military junta immediately suspended the constitution, shut down the legislature, set up secret tribunals, and began a campaign against political dissidents that included kidnapping, torture, and extrajudicial assassinations. At first, many welcomed Ríos Montt’s tough approach, as it portended an end to corruption. Moreover, he appeared to have a vision for Guatemala that included education, nationalism, an end to want and hunger, and a sense of civic pride that until now seemed to have been lacking.

However, a number of guerrilla factions that predated his ascent to power united as a group called the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity organization (URNG). They denounced the junta and intensified their attacks against the central government.

On April 20, 1982, the military high command officially launched Operation “VICTORIA 82” (“Victory 82”), a campaign designed to destroy the support base of the guerrillas. The slaughter that followed was aimed directly at those of Mayan descent who eked out an impoverished existence in the highlands where the insurgency was being carried out, and civilian villages were attacked in large numbers.

Little or no distinction was made, inducing widespread terror. Ríos Montt’s regime saw the bloodiest single period in Guatemala’s independent history. Maya suspected of sympathizing with the leftist antigovernment guerrillas were killed en masse and subjected to atrocities that included mutilation, torture, and rape. Hundreds of villages were destroyed by government troops, and up to a million Maya were displaced from their homes. It is estimated that more than 600 individual massacres took place in the Mayan highlands, including the widespread killing of women, children, and the elderly. And this, it should be pointed out, was but a part of a much larger civil war that plagued Guatemala between 1960 and 1996, during which time at least 200,000 people were killed.

The Kurdistan Genocide in Iraq

The Kurds are the largest national entity in the world without a sovereign state of their own. Comprising anywhere between 25 million and 35 million people living primarily in four nation-states—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—they are a Muslim people who do not see themselves as Arabs and are united by language, culture, and history.

Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein (1937–2006) possessed what can only be described as an outright hatred of the Kurds. Ali Hassan al-Majid (1941–2010) commonly known as “Chemical Ali” was minister of defense in Saddam’s Ba’ath Party regime and, in addition to being Saddam’s cousin, was one of his senior advisers and a brutally tough “enforcer” for the regime.

In March 1987, al-Majid was given the post of secretarygeneral of the Northern Bureau, the location of Iraqi Kurdistan. He issued orders for the Kurds to vacate their ancestral villages and homes, and to move into camps where they could be controlled by the Iraqi government. Those who refused to move from the “prohibited zones” were deemed traitors and targeted for annihilation. The Iraqi attack, when it came, included gassing and machine-gunning Kurds after they had been captured and taken to remote locations. The campaign, which began in 1987, was code-named al-Anfal, the title of one of Saddam’s favorite chapters (Sura) from the Qur’an, referring to the “bounties of war.”

The campaign continued through 1988, and saw Iraqi troops, military police, and reserve forces of the National Defense Battalions destroy a thousand or more Iraqi Kurdish villages and kill nearly 200,000 people, most of whom were unarmed and many of whom were defenseless women and children. Those who survived were, generally, forced into areas bereft of water, food, housing, or medical care. The genocide took place within the space of just six months. For international observers, there was little doubt that the Iraqi campaign was systematic, state-driven, and genocidal in nature.

It was here that al-Majid earned his nickname of “Chemical Ali,” from the crime for which he was finally convicted: attacks in which he ordered the indiscriminate use of chemical weapons such as mustard gas, sarin, tabun, and VX against Kurdish targets.

Included among those killed were some 5,000 who died on March 16, 1988, when the town of Halabja was saturated with chemical weapons. The attack on Halabja was the largest chemical weapons assault directed against a civilian-populated area in history. For many people, the attack on Halabja is considered to be separate event from the al-Anfal genocide, though the destruction took place simultaneously with the broader campaign.

By 1988, up to 4,000 villages had been destroyed, at least 180,000 Kurds had been killed and some 1.5 million had been deported to the south of Iraq.

The Bosnian Genocide

The disaster of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in the former Yugoslavia, dominated international news for much of the 1990s. It was the first outbreak of genocide taking place in Europe since the Holocaust, and involved the killing and displacement of Bosnia’s Muslims (Bosniaks) by both local Serbs and Serbian forces from the Yugoslav National Army. These actions were justified by the perpetrators on the grounds of ethnoreligious ideology and the need to acquire (or retain) territory seen as sacred by the Serbs. The questions thrown up by the genocide were many, but of greater concern was the position of the bystanders. In a world climate, especially among Western nations including the United States, which pledged after the Holocaust that such a phenomenon would never again be permitted to happen, efforts to stop the genocide while it was in progress were neither effective nor quick to emerge.

The genocide in Bosnia, between April 1992 and December 1995, was yet another case of international inaction in the face of massive human rights violations. The Western powers, led by the UN, the European Community, and NATO (and preeminently, the USA and Britain), failed consistently both to resolve the war and to stop the killing. Diplomatic efforts were subjected to ridicule, and military efforts reached their lowest ebb with what was effectively the surrender, by Dutch peacekeepers acting as part of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), of the so-called safe haven of Srebrenica in July 1995. In the days following this surrender, nearly 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were hunted down and killed; it was the greatest massacre on European soil since World War II.

The Rwandan Genocide

The international community’s guilty conscience, if indeed one existed, did not help the Tutsi population of the tiny African country of Rwanda between April and July 1994. All it took was one little spark for an intricate machinery of death to swing into operation, and this happened on April 6, 1994, with the assassination of Rwanda’s authoritarian president, Juvénal Habyarimana (1937–1994).

Once in train, the genocide could only have been stopped by outside intervention—but this, when it came, did not arrive from the West, but rather from an army of Tutsi rebels known as the Rwandan Patriotic Front, who had grown up outside the country, the legacy of earlier anti-Tutsi pogroms.

In the space of 100 days, perhaps as many as 1 million people were killed in a genocide that shocked the world. Dumbfounded, the United Nations did practically nothing to stop the killing until the two peoples involved— extremist Hutu killers on the one side, and innocent Tutsi and moderate Hutu victims on the other—had exhausted the killing machine. The killings were for the most part done by hand, with the murderers using machetes (pangus) or nail-studded clubs (masus). There was nothing sophisticated or “clean” about these murders, though the genocide was carefully planned in advance, to such a degree that death lists of names marked for murder had already been prepared long before the killing actually began.

The Genocide in Darfur

In the first years of the 21st century, the Government of Sudan (GOS), aided by Arab militias known as Janjaweed (“devils on horseback”), carried out a campaign of terror, economic destruction, rape, and murder against the non-Arab “black Africans” of Sudan’s Darfur region.

Roughly the size of France, Darfur is located in the western part of Sudan. Prior to the outbreak of violence in 2003, the population of some 6 million people consisted of dozens of different tribal groups, of which 39 percent were considered “Arab” and 61 percent were considered “non-Arab” or “black African.” Due to intermarriage, distinctions owe more to lifestyle differences and cultural affiliation than race. Darfuri Arabs tend to lead nomadic lives, herding cattle and camels throughout the region, while non-Arabs tend to be sedentary farmers.

Beginning in 2003, the regime of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir engaged in a scorched earth campaign against the black Africans of Darfur. For years, the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa ethnic groups had been calling on the government in Khartoum to help them develop the region through the building of roads, schools, and hospitals. They were also aggrieved that Arabs were given preferential treatment over black Africans.

A rebel group, the Sudanese Liberation Army, was formed, and in early 2003 began carrying out attacks against government and military installations. Al-Bashir recruited nomadic Arabs to join forces with GOS troops to fight the rebels, but instead the army and the Janjaweed militias carried out a scorched earth policy against all black Africans, which saw the indiscriminate killing of men, women, and children. Young girls and women were raped. Plunder was widespread prior to hundreds of entire villages being torched. By 2006, estimates of those killed ranged upward to 400,000, with over 2 million Darfuris internally displaced and another 250,000 in refugee camps in Chad.

Eyewitness accounts describe how Sudanese government forces and Janjaweed would sweep into villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, frequently, murdered. These tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands. Once gone, Arab populations would resettle the land, effectively eradicating the rebels’ power base. Even today the United Nations has been reluctant to declare—and therefore, act upon—this tragedy as genocide, with far too many individual nations following suit.

The Century of Genocide?

It would seem as though the century between 1904 and 2004 was a century in which genocide characterized world events. Indeed, the cases reflected in these volumes, as well as in the massive scholarly and popular literature related to the field (including films both documentary and fiction), all testify and provide concrete evidences of this reality.

More disturbing, however, is that contemporary nation-states appear to have learned little if anything in a preventative sense from previous genocides; if anything, the opposite appears to be the case. It might well be that successful genocides appear to inspire later iterations, almost as if only the génocidaires do their homework in a truly significant and meaningful way. Furthermore, political gridlock on an international level (i.e., the ongoing reluctance of nation-states to label these events as what they truly are—genocides) appears to manifest itself continuously by a failure to intervene during the worst excesses of mass slaughter; it seems as if state actors only to flex their political and military muscle after the fact when the greatest numbers of casualties have already taken place.

Then, too, while the work of such scholars as Israel W. Charny (b. 1931) in Israel and Franklin H. Littell (1917– 2009) in the United States vigorously pursued the idea of a Genocide Early Warning System, neither the United Nations collectively nor individual nation-states have seriously sought to adopt such instruments. Much scholarly work has been done since the latter half of the 20th century to isolate those recurring factors which, when actualized, would lead and have led to these various genocides. More controversial, however, have been the questions of both prevention and intervention. Questions such as the following have dominated discourse: At what point in the genocidal process do the surrounding nation-states intervene to prevent further slaughter? What of those further away? What other options (e.g., economic boycotts, trade embargos, bank account freezes) are available to halt the process of genocide? Regarding intervention: At what point does knowledge of what is about to transpire and/or is transpiring early on energize others to act?

Finally, there is the question of humanitarian aid during a given genocide—despite the horror stories of repeated failures to get the aid of those most in need (specifically food, water, and medical supplies) and corruption of government workers at all levels siphoning off such good for their personal and familial use. Coupled with this is the ongoing (the keyword here being “ongoing”) support on all levels once the genocide is over. What obligations and roles do the various nation-states of world assume in respect of rebuilding efforts? And for how long? Are those most responsible for bringing about the cessation of a given genocide also responsible for the judicial system of punishments? And for how long?

Questions such as these and others reflect the seriousness with which these volumes and the publisher, editors, and contributors have attempted to address these tragedies and their ongoing blights on any sense of civilization’s progress. Our hope is that by educating a new generation to what has transpired in the century just concluded we can break this cycle of violence, death, and destruction and move humanity forward positively.


Holocaust


Essays

Holocaust Overview 

The Holocaust is the term in English most closely identified with the attempt by Germany’s National Socialist regime, together with its European allies, to exterminate the Jews of Europe during the period of World War II—particularly during its most destructive phase between 1941 and 1944. While an exact number of those murdered is impossible to determine, the best estimates settle at a figure around 6 million Jews, 1 million of whom were children under the age of 12 and half a million of whom were aged between 12 and 18.

While the term “Holocaust” has entered common parlance to describe the event, two other terms are also employed, particularly within the Jewish world. The Hebrew word Churban, or “catastrophe,” which historically has been employed to describe the destruction of the two temples in Jerusalem, is one of these; the other, utilized increasingly by Jews, is the Hebrew term Shoah (“calamity,” or, sometimes, “destruction”).

The first step on the road to the Holocaust can be said to have taken place on the night of February 27, 1933, when the Reichstag building in Berlin, the home of the German parliament, was burned in a fire. The day after the fire, on the pretext that it had been set by communists and that a left-wing revolution was imminent, newly appointed chancellor Adolf Hitler persuaded President Paul von Hindenburg to sign a Decree for the Protection of the People and the State, suspending all the basic civil and individual liberties guaranteed under the constitution. It empowered the government to take such steps as were necessary to ensure that the current threat to German society was removed. In a mass crackdown, hundreds were detained in the first few days, and tens of thousands in succeeding weeks.

Then, on March 20, 1933, Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler announced the establishment of the first compound for political prisoners, about 15 kilometers northwest of Munich, on the outskirts of the town of Dachau. Other camps soon followed, among them Oranienburg, Papenburg, Esterwegen, Kemna, Lichtenburg, and Borgermoor. These camps were originally places of political imprisonment. In their most basic sense they removed political opposition from the midst of the community and intimidated the population into accepting the Nazi regime.

Jews had often previously been arrested for transgressing within the framework of the existing political classifications, but from 1935 onward they were frequently being victimized for their Jewishness alone. This was due largely to the effects of the so-called Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race. According to these laws, the formal status of Jews in the Nazi state was defined and put into practice. Jewish businesses were boycotted, Jewish doctors excluded from public hospitals and only permitted to practice on other Jews, Jewish judicial figures were dismissed and disbarred, and Jewish students were expelled from universities. Jews were increasingly excluded from participation in all forms of German life. The Nuremberg Laws also withdrew from Jews the privilege of German citizenship. It became illegal for a Jew and a non-Jew to marry or engage in sexual relationships. Life was to be made so intolerable for Jews that they would seek to emigrate; those who did not often found themselves arbitrarily arrested and sent to concentration camps. These arrests did not become widespread until 1938, and in most cases the victims were only held for a short time. The emphasis was to terrorize them into leaving the country.
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The first large-scale arrests of Jews were made after November 9, 1938, as “reprisals” for the assassination of consular official Ernst vom Rath by Jewish student Herschel Grynszpan in Paris. The event precipitating these arrests has gone down in history as Kristallnacht, the “Night of Broken Glass.” The resultant pogrom was thus portrayed as a righteous and spontaneous outpouring of anger by ordinary German people against all Jews, even though for the most part it was Nazis in plain clothes who whipped up most of the action in the streets. The pogrom resulted in greater concentrated destruction than any previous anti-Jewish measure under the Nazis and spelled out to those Jews who had up to now thought the regime was a passing phenomenon that this was not the case.


[image: A pedestrian looks at the wreckage of a Jewish shop the day after Kristallnacht in Berlin, on November 10, 1938. Kristallnacht was the night that Nazis rampaged and looted Jewish businesses and attacked Jewish people living in Germany and Austria. (AP Photo)]
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Henceforth, Jews were targeted for the sole reason of their Jewishness. Prior to the Kristallnacht, Nazi persecution of Jews was not premised on acts of wanton destruction or murder; the November pogrom, however, had the effect of transforming earlier legislative measures against Jews into physical harassment on a broader and more indiscriminate scale. From now on, physical acts of an anti-Semitic nature became state policy. At the same time that Germany’s Jews began frantically seeking havens to which they could emigrate in order to save their lives, however, the Western world began to close its doors to Jewish immigration. And, with Hitler’s foreign policy appetite growing and new areas becoming annexed to the Third Reich, the number of Jews coming under Nazi control increased to less manageable proportions.

The outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, saw the establishment of a system of ghettos in occupied Poland from October 1939 onward, in order to confine Poland’s Jewish population. Here, they were persecuted and terrorized, starved and deprived of all medical care. From the summer of 1942 onward, the ghettos began to be liquidated, with the Jews sent to one of six death camps located throughout Poland.

Prior to this, mobile killing squads known as Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), accompanying the German military during the Nazi assault on the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941, had been at work murdering all Jews found within their areas of domination and control. The initial means by which they operated was to round up their captive Jewish populations—men, women, and children—take them outside of village and town areas, forcing the victims themselves to dig their own mass graves, and then shooting them to death. When the repetition of that activity proved psychologically troublesome, mobile gas vans using carbon monoxide poisoning were brought in both to remove the intimacy of contact and sanitize the process. While technologically at times quite inefficient, from an economic perspective it was cost-effective regarding the use of both men and material.
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It is estimated that between 1941 and 1943 the Einsatzgruppen were responsible for the death of more than 1 million Jews. It is not known precisely when the decision to exterminate the Jews of Europe was made, though best estimates settle on sometime in the early fall of 1941. At a conference held at Wannsee, Berlin, on January 20, 1942, the process was systematized and coordinated among Nazi Germany’s relevant government departments, and in the months following a number of camps were established in Poland by the Nazis for the express purpose of killing large numbers of Jews. These six camps—Auschwitz-Birkenau, Belzec, Chelmno, Majdanek, Sobibor, and Treblinka—were a departure from anything previously visualized, in both their design and character. With the exception only of Auschwitz, these camps were different from all others in that they did not perform any of the functions—political, industrial, agricultural, or penal—attributed to those farther west or north. These were the Vernichtungslager, the death (or extermination) camps.

The death camps were institutions designed to methodically and efficiently murder millions of people, specifically Jews. These mass murders took place in specially designed gas chambers, employing either carbon monoxide from diesel engines (either in fixed installations or from mobile vans) or crystallized hydrogen cyanide (known as Zyklon-B) which on contact with air oxidized to become hydrocyanic (or prussic) acid gas.

As the Nazi armies on the Eastern Front began to retreat before the advancing Soviet forces (and later from American and British troops in the west) renewed efforts were made at annihilating Jews while there was still time. Then, in March 1944, a shock of cataclysmic proportions fell upon the Jews of Hungary, the last great center of Jewish population still untouched by the Holocaust. Some 400,000 Jews were murdered in the space of four months, with the killing facilities working nonstop, day and night. This was the fastest killing operation of any of the Nazi campaigns against Jewish populations in occupied Europe.

When viewing this campaign and the means employed to attain it, one reservation must be made: Bełzec, Treblinka, Sobibor, and Chelmno had by this time already been evacuated. Only Auschwitz remained to carry out the massive undertaking during the spring of 1944, as April had already seen the start of the evacuation of Majdanek. With the Soviet armies continuing their advance toward Germany throughout the latter half of 1944, the position of Auschwitz itself seemed uncertain, and the complete evacuation of the complex was ordered for January 17, 1945. The earliest date of free contact with Soviet forces was January 22, 1945; when the site was formally occupied two days later, there were only 2,819 survivors left.

Any prisoners still alive in the eastern camps at the end of the war were evacuated by the Nazis so as not to fall into the hands of the advancing Russians. These evacuations have properly been called death marches, as vast numbers of prisoners died or were killed while en route. Evidence that the Nazis tried to keep their prisoners alive is scant; any prisoners who did not make it to their final destination were treated with the same contempt as they would have been had they remained in the camp. Evacuated in the winter and early spring of 1944–1945, they had to contend with bitter cold, fatigue, hunger, and the SS guards, as well as their own debilitated condition, and for those who had already reached the limit of their endurance the death marches could have only one result. For others, the experience represented yet another challenge which had to be overcome. Often, the Russians were so close while the prisoners were marching away that the sounds of battle could be clearly distinguished, further adding to their distress. When they arrived at their new destination their trials were hardly eased, as they faced massive overcrowding in the camps to which they had been evacuated.

The prisoners, dropped into places like Bergen-Belsen to await liberation through death or an Allied victory, had little time to wait in real terms, though each day dragged by unendingly. Painfully slowly, as German units both west and east surrendered, the camps were liberated. On April 12, 1945, Westerbork was set free. The day before, Buchenwald’s inmates rose against their SS guards and took over the camp, handing it to the Americans on April 13. Belsen was liberated by the British Army on April 15, and on April 23 the SS transferred Mauthausen to the International Committee of the Red Cross. The next day, Dachau was overrun by the U.S. Army. Five days later, on April 29, Ravensbruck was liberated. Theresienstadt was handed over to the Red Cross by the Nazis on May 2, and on May 8 American troops occupied Mauthausen—the last major camp to be liberated in the west.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Holocaust Causes 

The reasons leading to the Holocaust that have been cited by historians are multi-faceted. For many years, scholars of the Holocaust were roughly grouped as either being “intentionalists” or “functionalists.” The former grouping includes those who see the Holocaust as an event primarily centered in the person of Adolf Hitler, his anti-Semitism, and his commitment to bringing to realization a world “cleansed of Jews” (Judenrein). Functionalists, on the other hand, argue that the Holocaust was not the result of a planned, carefully organized, or orchestrated agenda of Hitler because of his overwhelming anti-Semitism, but was instead an evolving and sometimes even chaotic program of death and destruction which really began to assert itself only after the invasion of Soviet Russia in June 1941, prior to which it was done by low-level bureaucrats in a somewhat haphazard and inefficient manner. (A third strand of historians falls somewhere in the middle of the two camps, acknowledging and building their own interpretations on the strengths of each of the other groups’ perspectives.)

Beyond these interpretations, it can certainly be said that the roots of the Holocaust were actually very long. Nazi anti-Semitism built on a much longer-lasting hatred of the Jews as a people and Judaism as the religious/cultural/social traditions of the Jewish people, but with an
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important variation. The origins of anti-Jewish antipathy can be traced back to the Hebrew Bible, but with the birth and success of Christianity, and the New Testament’s orientation of the Jews as being primarily responsible for the murder of Jesus, anti-Semitism took on a religious or theological expression. By the Middle Ages, the violence of religious anti-Semitism saw Crusades, pogroms, and persecutions based on the false charge that Jews needed to murder innocent Christian children to drain their blood for the preparation of unleavened bread during Passover, as well as the charge that the Jews poisoned wells resulting in the Black Death (bubonic plaque) which ravaged Europe during the middle of the 14th century. While throughout much of European Christendom the Jews were demonized for their religion, however, this in itself does not explain the Holocaust. Conversion to Christianity, in most cases, spared the convert from any further harassment.

Along with being forbidden from owning and farming land, however, the rise of mercantilism and capitalism in Europe left unconverted Jews, who could not join guilds, as economic (as well as religious) outsiders. The secularization of civil society accompanying the European Enlightenment, which saw the waning of the Church’s power, brought new forms of social and political anti-Semitism to the fore. The ultimate expression of anti-Semitism, which saw Jews as a biological category and Jewish identity as innate, created the preconditions for the most virulent and violent expression of anti-Semitism: that of the racial anti-Semitism of the Nazis.

Much discussion regarding the roots of the Holocaust lies in impact of the Versailles Peace Conference of 1919 and the radicalization of German nationalism. The Treaty of Versailles was signed by a defeated Germany and the victorious allies of France, Britain, and the United States on June 28, 1919. According to the terms of the treaty, Germany was to surrender Alsace-Lorraine, Eupen and Malmedy, northern Schleswig, Holstein, West Prussia, Posen, Upper Silesia, the Saar, Danzig, and Memel; reduce its standing army to only 100,000 men; admit to full responsibility and guilt for World War I; and pay massive reparations, among other clauses.

Hitler referred to Versailles as a “Diktat,” and he was motivated to utilize the document as one of the primary arguments for revenge against Jews, communists, socialists, and others who, he said, not only contributed to Germany’s defeat in 1918, but were primarily responsible for the country’s continuing social, political, economic, and military devastation during the years before he became German chancellor in 1933. In large part, Hitler looked at Versailles as an instrument of “world Jewry’s” attempt to reduce Germany to a vassal state. This, added to the general anti-Semitism that certainly preceded Hitler’s ascent to office, provided an important outlet for his racial views of the world.

In this context, the Nazi ideology of Hitler must be considered. The following essential features of Nazism, in particular, stand out: racial anti-Semitism; Social Darwinism and eugenics, in which civilization could be understood as an ongoing struggle for the survival of the fittest and most adaptable, coupled with a process of selective breeding of the human species; and a mythical understanding of the German people (the “Volk”) and its inherent right to integrate into those populations which are truly Germanic (i.e., “Aryan”) and to occupy by right the land required for their growth, expansion, and creation of the unique community. The granite foundation upon which these ideas rested was racism, which viewed the world in terms of superior and inferior human groups. Most of the latter of which had only one function—to serve the former. The exception was the Jews, who had no place in the Nazi new order.

The Jews’ presence was seen as a racial problem of the first magnitude. The only way to resolve it was to arrange for their total disappearance from Germany. Different solutions were tried: voluntary emigration, forced emigration, and a variety of plans for deportation—to “the East,” to Poland, to Siberia, and to the island of Madagascar. All these plans had to be dropped, however, owing to the outbreak of war in 1939.

The Nazis had already gained experience with systematic mass murder in the form of the so-called euthanasia program (code-named “T-4”). According to this, physically and mentally disabled Germans were murdered by the state in the name of “selective breeding” for biological “purity.” Later, during World War II, this quest would be translated into outright extermination.

Finally, the suffering of the German people during the Depression, which led to massive hardship and poverty throughout much of society, permitted the transference of blame by the Nazis onto the Jews as a minority who were disproportionately represented in the professions, providing them with greater wealth and access to privilege.

Taking the Holocaust to mean the mass extermination of the Jews by the Nazis and their allies, it can be said that the process really began only after Operation BARBAROSSA, the German invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941. The invasion was accompanied by a Fuhrerbefehl (order) from Hitler in which he reinforced his often proclaimed role as Savior of Europe against Bolshevism. Prior to BARBAROSSA, on June 6, 1941, Hitler issued his Kommissarbefehl (“Commissar Order”), in which he directed that any Soviet cadres and political leaders captured would be summarily executed. By extension, within the Nazi conception of communism, this included all Jews, as they were viewed as the chief disseminators of Bolshevik ideology.

Accordingly, special mobile killing squads, the Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), were established to accompany the combat troops of the German Army close behind in the weeks following BARBAROSSA. These squads were tasked with the total annihilation of all Jews in the areas to which they had been allocated responsibility. Between 1941 and 1943, it is estimated that more than 1 million Jews were murdered. While this was not in itself one of the causes of the Holocaust, it nonetheless precipitated the massive murderous action that were to have their greatest expression in the death camps established by the Nazis in Poland during 1942.

Overall, it can be said that some of the more important causes of the Holocaust can be found in the long, sordid history of Christian anti-Semitism; the advent of political and racial anti-Semitism; Social Darwinism; extreme nationalism; totalitarianism; industrialism; and the nature of modern war. The simplest answer, of course, lies with Hitler and the Nazis, but this raises more questions than it answers. Hitler was the driving force behind the obsessive and fanatical Nazi persecution and ultimately also the mass slaughter of the Jews, but he could not achieve his ambitions alone. In order to learn what allowed Hitler and his party to implement their ideas, deeper causes must be considered.
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Holocaust Consequences 

The period of National Socialist rule in Europe was a time of immense upheaval and dislocation, occasioned by deliberate political violence. It was at first confined to Germany, then spread to Austria, then Czechoslovakia. Its brutality was, until 1939, almost solely directed against political opponents (and later, Jews). The aim of the SS was the elimination of every trace of actual or potential opposition to Nazi rule, even from those “enemies” who posed a threat through their very existence, in a situation where any traditional concept of justice was put aside. The Nazis intended that all opposition would be crushed. The regime’s totalitarian style of government control thus served the purpose not only of intimidating all those under Nazi control so that they accepted the authority of the government without question; it also enabled the wholesale removal of entire populations that stood in its way.

Clearly, when considering the consequences of the Holocaust, we must first consider the enormous loss of life generated by Nazi rule. Owing to the industrialized and impersonal nature of Nazi mass murder, historians have found it difficult to provide a single, definitive figure of Jewish losses, though most estimates have settled at around 5.7 million (78 percent) of the 7.3 million Jews who inhabited the countries and regions of what became German-occupied Europe. These losses included the Jews of Poland (up to 3 million lost from a prewar population of 3.3 million), Hungary (at least 550,000 from a prewar population of 825,000), Lithuania (at least 140,000 from a prewar population of 168,000), the Netherlands (100,000 from a prewar population of 140,000), Romania (up to 275,000 from a prewar population of 609,000), and the Soviet Union (over 1 million from a prewar population of 3.02 million).

Owing to the fact that the Nazis transported the majority of their victims from one place to another in order to murder them, the names of some localities will forever be associated with mass annihilation and human destruction. The six death camps established by the Nazis in Poland—Auschwitz-Birkenau, Treblinka, Sobibor, Belzec, Chelmno, and Majdanek—became the site of the most horrific, purposeful, and sustained killing in the 20th century. At least 3 million people, it is estimated, were killed in these and other murderous locations. In the Soviet Union, at least another 1.4 million Jews were murdered by the Einsatzgruppen, while in the ghettos established throughout Eastern Europe perhaps up to 700,000 were killed through various means.

The loss of two-thirds of European Jewry—representing more than one-third of the entire world’s Jews in 1939—led to devastating results from which the global Jewish population has not yet recovered. In 1939, there were 17 million Jews in the world, and by 1945 only 11 million. The loss of so many lives deprived the world of generations unborn, talent that did not see realization, and contributions to civilization that were never made. Most of the survivors, particularly in East European countries, found they did not have homes to which they could return. Not only had their countries been devastated by the war, but in many cases they were not welcomed back into their original communities.

As a result, the Holocaust impacted the European Jewish community long after the killing stopped, as it ended communal life that in some cases stretched back beyond a thousand years. The war left 250,000 displaced Jews languishing in camps awaiting a new home. While a new dispersal out of Europe took place, the Holocaust also served to hasten the return of Jewish populations to the Jews’ ancestral homeland in Palestine, which by 1948 had become the independent Jewish state of Israel. An important consequence of the Holocaust thus saw an end, in part, of the Jewish Diaspora (even though the majority of the world’s Jews continue to live outside of Israel, it is in most cases by preference rather than by any sort of official dictate forbidding them from doing so). The distribution of the Jewish population now is completely different from what it was before World War II. Europe, where the Jewish presence was thoroughly devastated, gave way to Israel and the United States as the new major centers of Jewry.

Beyond the killing, the Holocaust had other consequences affecting the way in which people thought about the very nature of the world’s population. Prior to the Holocaust, the Nazi belief in eugenics, the science (some say pseudo-science) advocating the use of practices aimed at improving the genetic composition of a population, was a given within racial conceptions of the world. Rassenhygiene (as it was termed in German) was understood to mean the improvement of the human species through selective breeding and the elimination of those hereditary factors which “weakened” the species. By the time the Nazis assumed power in 1933, they were able to apply such ideas to so-called “racial” categories, specifically Jews and Roma. Nazi scientists and propagandists were thereafter able to “prove” the inferiority of non-Aryan peoples, and thus lay the groundwork for the latter’s ultimate extermination.

After the Holocaust, notions of eugenics and racial superiority were thoroughly discredited. Ideas of racial anti-Semitism were exposed as thoroughly fallacious, and the thought that a “superior” race could be bred artificially was brought to an absolute end (other than in the view of those who refused to see the political dimensions of where their thinking could lead, namely, to the Nazis’ agenda of annihilation).

Another important consequence of the Holocaust came as a result of the very destruction itself. After six years of total war—and its accompanying massive loss of life—the Holocaust awakened the conscience of humanity. In 1945, there seemed to be no difficulty in people identifying the horror for what it was. People knew instinctively what the carnage represented for the future of the world, and in Allied capitals reports through both official channels and the media had already been conveying for some time the realities of the Nazi Holocaust as evidence of one of the worst expressions of inhumanity. From this, the cry of “Never again!” was raised, resulting in two important initiatives: the quest for post-Holocaust justice, and a search for ways to ensure that the Holocaust or something similar could never recur.

Already in 1944 the term “genocide” had been coined by Polish-Jewish legal scholar Raphael Lemkin; now, at the end of the war and in response to the revelations exposed with the liberation of the Nazi concentration camps, the Allies conducted the Nuremberg Trials between October 18, 1945, and October 1, 1946—prosecutions of 22 leaders of Nazi Germany by a court named the International Military Tribunal (IMT). Nuremberg was more than simply a trial sitting in judgment on the Holocaust, as nothing was seen in the first instance as being more criminal that the Nazis having foisted a war of aggression upon a world which had previously been clearly committed to avoiding it. In the popular awareness, however, the Nuremberg Trials were seen as a judgment on the Holocaust, owing to the shocking revelations and film footage that came to light in evidence. The Charter of the Nuremberg Trials was unprecedented in international law, and a vital step on the road to a universal anti-genocide, anti–crimes against humanity, and anti–war crimes regime that would be binding upon all. This would see its crowning moment in 2002, with the institution of the International Criminal Court in The Hague.

In this sense, an important consequence of the Holocaust was the emergence of a worldwide civil rights movement after 1945. While the Nuremberg Trials came to an end in 1946, enshrining the principle of individual responsibility for war crimes and crimes against humanity, two other crucial legacies were instituted by the United Nations (UN) two days apart in December 1948: the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (December 9, 1948) and the Universal Declaration on Human Rights (December 10, 1948). With these, it seemed as though the world’s conscience had learned an important lesson from the ashes of the Holocaust: namely, that a repetition of the horrors of the Holocaust would not be tolerated again. Sadly, although an awakening such as this was long overdue, the message did not penetrate to all sectors of society, as the genocides of the second half of the 20th century were to testify.
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Holocaust Perpetrators 

The National Socialist German Workers’ Party controlled Germany from 1933 to 1945, and during that time the Nazis persecuted and murdered political opponents, Jews, homosexuals, Roma, Slavs, and German citizens with mental and physical disabilities. Despite a recent trend to include all those killed by the Nazis as victims of the Holocaust—thus leading some to refer, erroneously, to “11 million Holocaust victims”—the clearest definition of the Nazi terror lay in the deliberate attempt to annihilate every Jew who fell into the Nazi net. No other group was targeted in this way.

The Holocaust was thus a time in which the most revolting mass atrocities were committed by humans against other humans. Who were the perpetrators of these crimes? For the mother forced to choose between two children on the ramp at Auschwitz, it was the Nazi doctor forcing the choice; for the adolescent girl torn from the embrace of her little sister because she was old enough to work while the younger girl was not, it was an SS officer; for the old man beaten to death by the side of the road by a Nazi soldier because he couldn’t move fast enough when ordered to, it was that soldier; and for the newlyweds who were forced into the squalor of the ghetto where the bride watched her husband die of starvation and disease, only to die herself soon afterward, the Holocaust was represented by the soldiers who brought them into this condition.

Moreover, one did not have to be a German in order to be a Nazi. This was made clear through the experiences Jews had with the Arrow Cross Party in Hungary, the Hlinka Guard in Slovakia, anti-Semitic Poles who denounced Jews to their German occupiers, Vichy French officials and police, Ukrainian collaborators, and so on. For many people who never saw a Nazi German, the Holocaust was visited upon them by a wide variety of messengers.

While an immediate response to the question of who the perpetrators of the Holocaust were might settle on the person of Adolf Hitler, it must always be borne in mind that Hitler could not have achieved the destruction of the European Jews unaided. Within Nazi Germany, all sectors of society played their role in planning, facilitating, and executing what was euphemistically termed the “Final Solution.” They ranged from the major leaders of the Nazi Party—Hitler, Heinrich Himmler, Hermann Goering, Josef Goebbels, Reinhard Heydrich, and many others—through bankers, senior officers of the German Army, police, civil servants, university academics, railway men, chemists, doctors, journalists, engineers, and the judiciary. Not all were necessarily aware of the full extent of the role they were playing, but all fit into the bigger picture, and few questioned what the logical outcome of their actions could be.

Perhaps the most important agent of death was the SS (Schutzstaffel), an arm of the Nazi Party that was formed in 1923 as a specialized unit of 50 men to act as Hitler’s personal bodyguard. After Hitler’s failed putsch of November 11, 1923, the SS was banned, but it was reconstituted under the leadership of Himmler as a racially elitist unit in 1929, the inspiration for which may have come from his own Roman Catholic upbringing and his admiration for the military strength and obedience of the Jesuit order. In its creation, Himmler conceived of a paramilitary organization consisting of members of high moral caliber, honesty, decency, committed to the Nazi vision and agenda, and thoroughly anti-Semitic in orientation. Its infamous black uniform and Totenkopf or “Death’s Head” insignias were introduced in 1932. By 1933, it was a force of more than 200,000 men. Under Himmler’s guidance, the SS not only developed the Nazi concentration camp system, but also took responsibility for staffing the camps, instituting the discipline policies within them, and planned how best to exploit the prisoners as slave labor.

From the summer of 1941 onward, the SS took control of the annihilation of Europe’s Jews, first through the Einsatzgruppen and then, after 1942, through the extermination camps located in Poland. Thus, those primarily responsible for the murder of European Jewry in the various slave labor, concentration, and death camps came from the ranks of the SS. After the war, at the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, the SS was formally declared a criminal organization and disbanded. Himmler committed suicide, but the overwhelming majority of SS members were never brought to trial.

Many Nazis of high rank (though not Hitler or Goering), as well as many members of the SS, were well educated. Goebbels held a PhD from the University of Heidelberg; Himmler studied agronomy at the Munich Technische Hochschule (now the University of Technology, Munich); and Hans Frank, appointed governor-general of occupied Poland, was a lawyer, as were a majority of the 15 attendees at the Wannsee Conference in January 1942. Alfred Rosenberg, the Nazi Party’s leading racial ideologue, possessed a PhD in engineering from a university in pre-revolutionary Russia. Three out of the four commanders of the Einsatzgruppen operating in the Soviet Union had earned doctorates. The list goes on. These were all part of a genocidal project that formed a central platform of the Nazi state.

After the war, it was recognized that many people involved in the process of murder had volunteered eagerly to be part of the process. Others, however, always saw themselves as simply obeying orders, such as several members of Reserve Police Battalion 101, a unit of 500 middle-aged, lower- and lower-middle–class family men from Hamburg who were drafted into the so-called “Order Police” and were active in murdering up to 38,000 men, women, and children in 1942 and 1943. A variety of hypotheses can be proffered regarding their behavior: wartime brutalization, racism, segmentation and routinization of their tasks, careerism, obedience to authority and orders, ideological indoctrination, conformity, quasi-military status, and a sense of elitism. No single explanation, however, provides an all-embracing explanation, and this can be extrapolated beyond this single unit.

Throughout Nazi-occupied Europe, there were many ordinary people who enjoyed the power Nazi authority gave them, while others employed the situation for personal gain. Perpetrators and collaborators were to be found in every country, and the Nazis relied on them in order to carry out their terrible acts against individuals and communities across Europe.
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Holocaust Victims 

The Nazi regime is responsible for the death of up to 11 million civilians, from all parts of occupied Europe. About two out of every three Jews living in Europe before the war were killed in the Holocaust. By 1945, nearly 6 million Jewish women, men, and children (1 million younger than 12 years of age, and half a million between the ages of 12 and 18) had been murdered as a deliberate policy intended to completely destroy what the Nazis saw as the “Jewish race.” All of Europe’s Jews were lined up for destruction: the sick and the healthy, the aged and the young, the rich and the poor, the religiously observant as well as converts to Christianity.

At least two out of every three Jews living in Europe before the war were killed in the Holocaust, but the destruction was not spread evenly. Despite the Nazi ambition to wipe out all of Europe’s Jews, most of those who survived lived in areas not occupied by Germany: Allied states such as Britain and the eastern areas of the Soviet Union, or neutral states like Spain, Turkey, Portugal, Switzerland, and Sweden. Most of Denmark’s Jews were rescued en masse through being smuggled to Sweden, while the Jews of Bulgaria were saved owing to a refusal on the part of the Bulgarian government to allow their deportation. Tens of thousands of Jews also survived in German-occupied Europe. Some survived in the forests, fighting the Nazis as partisans (though this was extremely hazardous, and many were killed by non-Nazi and non-German anti-Semites); others lived in hiding or managed to hold on as prisoners in concentration camps until liberation.

Millions of others, including Roma, German, and Austrian homosexuals, political dissidents, Russian prisoners, and Germans with physical or mental disabilities, also lost their lives, though the fundamental difference between their fate and that of the Jews is that the latter were targeted on account of their very birth, a fact embedded into the core of Nazi ideology.

Starting with the Nuremberg Race Laws of 1935 and aided by theories of eugenics, Social Darwinism, and post-Enlightenment thinking regarding the progress and scientific perfectibility of human beings, the Nazis turned to the physical sciences for solutions to their question of how to improve society. The Nazi conception saw that all human life constituted an ongoing confrontation for supremacy between competing races of people, a Rassenkampf, or “racial struggle,” and that this struggle was both typified by and expressed at its most extreme through an abiding conflict between the Aryan “race” and the Jewish “race”—a conflict forced by the Jews for the purpose of subverting the perfect world order in which the Aryans should, by virtue of their superiority, rightly predominate. The Rassenkampf was relentless, and had to be fought until the death of one of the two parties. The racial struggle, of necessity, had to be genocidal in scope; neither compromise nor mercy would ever be possible if the required victory was to be achieved.

[image: ]

From early experiments in the mass killing of Adolf Hitler’s own people (the so-called “T-4” or euthanasia program), such efforts were incorporated into all Nazi actions by the Nazis (and their allies), thereby transforming beliefs into concrete actions. These actions took place through the Jews’ ghettoization, the onset of the Einsatzgruppen on the Eastern Front, and the introduction of death camps throughout Poland. From 1941 onward, the killing of Jews was conducted systematically in virtually all areas of Nazi-occupied territory, frequently with the active cooperation of local collaborators.

On January 20, 1942, a meeting of 15 high-ranking Nazis, representing the leading departments and agencies responsible for Jewish affairs in the Nazi empire, met at a villa in Wannsee, Berlin, to coordinate the actions required for the mass murder of the Jews. The minutes of the meeting made it clear that the Nazis intended to carry their “Final Solution to the Jewish Question,” to Britain and all the neutral states in Europe, such as Ireland, Switzerland, Turkey, Sweden, Portugal, and Spain.

Once it had begun, the killing was at its most severe in Eastern Europe (and Hungary, in Central Europe, from March 1944 onward). About 5 million Jews were killed there, including 3 million in occupied Poland and over 1 million in the Soviet Union. Hundreds of thousands of Jews from the Netherlands, France, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, and Greece were also murdered, for the most part deported to the Nazi killing centers in Poland. The Jews of Romania were also slaughtered between 1941 and 1944, with at least 270,000 Romanian Jews killed at the hands of Romanians and German Nazis.

Given this, it must be at all times remembered that the Holocaust was a deliberate and explicit attempt by the Nazis to destroy completely and permanently a Jewish presence in Europe. While others—the disabled, Roma, Poles and other Slavs, Jehovah’s Witnesses, homosexuals, dissenting clergy, communists, socialists, “asocials,” and political opponents of all sorts—were also persecuted and in many cases murdered in huge numbers, it was the campaign against the Jews that was the ideological “ground zero” for Nazi racial ideology. That others were murdered, often on a genocidal scale, should be remembered and acknowledged; but it was only the Jews who were murdered as part of a calculated policy of genocide.

Some scholars have argued that the Roma should also fall into this category. In late 1942, SS Chief Heinrich Himmler ordered that all Roma would be deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau, where they were set aside in a special “Gypsy camp” (Zigeunerlager). Most sent there did not live to see the liberation, killed by gassing, through disease, debility, or hard labor. Overall, the number of Sinti, Roma, and Lalleri whose lives were lost during what Roma refer to as the Porrajmos (“The Devouring”)—that is, the whole period of the anti-Roma persecution by the Third Reich—is difficult to determine. As far as scholars can estimate, the number lies anywhere between a quarter and a half a million, representing a percentage higher than that of most victims of the Nazis.

The fundamental difference between the experience of the Jews and the Roma, however, is that the Jews formed for the Nazis a cosmic force that had to be destroyed for the good of all civilization, whereas the Roma were victimized and murdered on grounds of behaving in unsettled ways that did not fit ordered German social norms, of perceived inferior or mixed heredity, or of “innate criminality.”
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Holocaust Bystanders 

Even though the perpetrators of the Holocaust saw themselves as noble servants undertaking a necessary racial struggle for the future of all mankind, their victims obviously did not agree. Nor, for the most part, did the vast majority of bystanders, though all too often they were either frozen into immobility by the sheer horror of what they witnessed, or silently acquiesced to the Nazis’ actions. While in occupied Europe many agreed that the deeds being carried out were vicious, violent, inhumane, and morally wrong, it took exceptional courage and commitment to stand against them.

During the Holocaust, a bystander was one who was at least aware of the perpetration of the Nazis’ crimes but did nothing to halt them. In that regard, bystanders were neither perpetrators, collaborators, nor victims. Individuals and organizations (for example, the churches) became bystanders for various reasons. Some, for example, were hostile toward the Jews though not sufficiently so as to want to carry out harmful actions against them, for whatever reason. As in any society, some were simply apathetic with regard to what was happening to “the other.” Others—often a majority—genuinely feared for their lives or those of their loved ones should there be repercussions for speaking out against the Nazi measures (and, even more so, for attempting to halt them). Further, the benefits that some people received through the dispossession and murder of the Jews added to the mix of why a person might stand by and not wish to get involved. There are, of course, many other reasons as to why bystanders did not speak out or act on the behalf of the persecuted Jews of Europe. None of this, of course, is to excuse their behavior, though it does help to explain their motives, decisions, and lack of action.

Another category of bystander was those who knew what was happening, tried to inform the world of what they knew, but were helpless in their efforts. Take, for example, Gerhard Riegner, the Swiss representative of the World Jewish Congress, and author of the now-famous Riegner Telegram of August 29, 1942. Acting upon information received from a German industrialist who knew at first hand of Nazi plans for the extermination of the Jews, Riegner sent a cable to a number of Allied governments alerting Western leaders of Nazi plans—which, by that stage, were already well underway. The communication was sent to Rabbi Stephen S. Wise in the United States and Samuel Silverman, a member of Parliament in Great Britain. Wise forwarded the cable to the U.S. State Department, after which months of delay ensured that no action was taken to save the lives of millions of Jews at that time being murdered in what was the most intensive period of sustained Nazi killing. Riegner, from Switzerland, had to watch helplessly while this was being played out, in what was for him a time of immense and depressing frustration.

While the Holocaust did not introduce the phenomenon of the bystander, it nonetheless illustrated the consequences of indifference and passivity toward the persecution of others. There could be little doubt that the vast majority of people in Germany and occupied Europe were aware, to at least some extent, of how the Nazi regime was treating the Jews. The largest of the groups involved in the Holocaust were the bystanders.

One of the many factors militating against action was bystander ignorance. Nazi actions, though coordinated throughout the Reich, were not conveyed to the peoples over whom the Nazis ruled, and the Nazis had effectively taken over all news outlets in Germany by the mid-1930s. Within Germany, people could only act on the information they had available to them—and no-one, outside of a very few at the highest levels of the government, had any idea of the “big picture.” Once war broke out in 1939, control over information became oven tighter and spread throughout all of occupied Europe. The Nazi regime used tactics of fear and terror to suppress any possibility of resistance or rescues, and for the most part (with a few important exceptions) any efforts to do so were only localized and not national in scale. All too often, moreover, there were no means to resist, and some bystanders were literally paralyzed with fear or helplessness.

A major concern in studies of bystander behavior relates to the question of why bystanders remain passive—of why they do not help when a fellow human being is facing a dangerous situation. By way of response, some have considered the question of apathy as being an important indicator of behavior: genocide thereby became possible through an unquestioning obedience to evil leaders. Yet bystanders were often more than just cooperative citizens of Nazi Germany, Austria, or the German-speaking areas of the Reich; they all too often were encouraged not to get involved by collaborationist governments and their church leaders.

Nevertheless, the pressures of being and remaining a bystander were too much for some people. The pressures of wartime—and, frequently, the intimacy of occupation—sometimes led those who had stood back to eventually become resisters of the Nazis, or rescuers of Jews. At other times, through their actions in standing by, many became victims themselves, as in the case of those caught in reprisal roundups by Nazis. By trying to live their lives beyond the fray, adopting a life of “business as usual,” and not appearing to be conspicuous, some bystanders in fact made targets of themselves through their very anonymity—another tragic dimension of inaction in the face of Nazi terror.

Individuals, groups, and entire nations were forced to make choices as to whether or not to resist the Nazis and rescue Jews (and other victims), and knowing about their persecution but deciding to remain silent often became a daily torment. The issues raised by such situations raised profound moral and civic questions, though often people were under too much stress to consider them at the time. Under what circumstances could injustice and Nazi violence be confronted? Further, knowing of this, was it possible to do anything as long as the injustice was sustained? As with all such moral questions, the answers were not—and are not—easy to resolve and must be considered on a case-by-case, and individual-by-individual, basis.
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Holocaust International Reaction 

The role of the international community (including international organizations) is highly complex and detailed, and cannot be summarized easily. Before 1939, the major international responses to the Nazi persecution of the Jews in Germany and Austria ranged between avowed horror on the one hand and indifference on the other. Rarely was any serious action taken against the Nazi regime, though in the early days several Nazis were concerned that internal anti-Semitic measures might have a negative impact on Germany’s economy should other countries respond to defend the Jews’ human rights. Such action, however, never materialized.

The major response to Nazi measures against the Jews during the 1930s took the form of restrictive refugee immigration policies. Just as the Nazis were keen for Jews to leave Germany, most countries of the world sought to deny them entry. The Évian Conference, called by U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt in March 1938 and convening in July of that year, saw delegates from 32 countries meet to consider the resettlement of Jewish refugees from Germany and Austria. By the end of the nine-day meeting, no resolution for the alleviation of Jewish distress was reached, affirming for Adolf Hitler and the Nazis the unwillingness of Western democracies to extend themselves on behalf of the Jews.

Once the war broke out in September 1939, however, the Allies were keen to find ways to paint their enemy in the worst possible light, and they used the Jewish question as a means to do this. Still, they did not extend their own efforts to helping rescue Jews. The preference was always to assert that the best way to help the persecuted of Europe was to win the war, and that no other distraction could be allowed to stand in the way of achieving that objective.

On December 17, 1942, by which time Nazi Germany had deported more than 2 million Jews to death camps (and several hundred thousand more had been murdered by Einsatzgruppen and police battalions), a joint statement was made simultaneously in London, Washington, and Moscow condemning the Nazi mass murder of the Jews. The statement identified specifically that the crimes being described were targeting Jews—not Allied nationals or citizens, but, explicitly, Jews. Second, the Allies promised to punish those perpetrating the crimes identified. And third, they had no hesitation in employing the word “extermination” to describe what they had by that stage categorized.

Such condemnation, the most damning indictment issued against Nazi mass murder to date, was in fact to be the only multilateral denunciation of German actions toward the Jews throughout the duration of the Holocaust. Before this time and subsequently, no other inter-Allied declaration mentioned the Nazi extermination of the Jews in this manner.

Jewish hopes were buoyed by the announcement, however, and at another conference, convened by Britain and the United States and held in Bermuda on April 19, 1943, some anticipated that definite action on behalf of the Jews would follow. The supposed purpose of the conference was to discuss the Jewish plight, but, held at this remote site in order to control the flow of information by the news media, no official representatives of Jewish organizations were permitted to attend, and the agenda was severely curtailed. The particularity of specifically Jewish sufferings was masked by use of the term “political refugees.” The conference placed more attention on prisoners of war than on refugees; the possibility of Palestine, then under British control, as a site for refugees was not discussed; there was no debate entered into regarding any direct negotiations between the Allies and Germany; and even discussions of sending food parcels to those already incarcerated in the concentration camps was curtailed. At its conclusion, on May 1, 1943, the Bermuda Conference was viewed as more of a public relations exercise than a serious attempt to address the issue.

On another level, alternative approaches to assisting Europe’s Jews saw requests to bomb the rail lines leading to Auschwitz (and even the camp itself), as well as the refusal of the United States to enter into negotiations with the “Architect of the Final Solution,” SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Adolf Eichmann, to “sell” the Jews of Hungary late in the war in what became known later as the “Blood for Goods” scheme. Only in 1944, under pressure both inside and outside his government, did President Roosevelt call into being the War Refugee Board, which, ultimately, was responsible for the saving of 200,000 victims.

While the record of Allied governments’ efforts in saving Jews was on the whole poor, international bodies such as the Roman Catholic Church and the International Committee of the Red Cross were hardly better—though both organizations have worked hard since 1945 to rehabilitate their reputations.

At the Vatican, Pope Pius XII, who was intensely opposed to communism, theologically conservative, and disposed toward Germanophilia, repeatedly refused to offer any public condemnation of the Nazi assault against the Jews. Some have argued that his public silence and failure to speak out, given his position as the acknowledged moral voice of the Western world’s conscience, could possibly have lessened the tragedy. His supporters, on the other hand, hold that the actions of the Vatican to give comfort and succor to Jews, much of it in secret, were all done with the pope’s knowledge and support.

The International Committee of the Red Cross, which also had a huge role to play internationally as the world’s premier humanitarian organization, did not issue a public appeal on behalf of the Jews, claiming that its policies of neutrality, impartiality, and confidentiality had to be measured against whatever good it was capable of doing—and what the effect would be if it was denied access to prisons, detention centers, concentration camps, and the like during the war. The Red Cross’s ability to see to its core tasks—monitoring of prisoner conditions, carrying messages between prisoners and their families, advocating more humane conditions, providing food and other “comforts” for prisoners, and delivering emergency aid to victims of armed conflicts, among others—was put under immense strain during the Holocaust, when the Red Cross’s mandate did not extend to civilian prisoners. Many critics, however, have argued that the Red Cross failed during the Holocaust to live up to its core mandate of serving populations in danger. In an official statement made on January 27, 2005, the Red Cross stated that Auschwitz represented the greatest failure in the history of the organization.

Overall, one of the key questions coming from the Holocaust has to be whether or not Allied actions—beyond winning the war—could have prevented the Holocaust or reduced the number of those murdered by the Nazis and those supporting them throughout occupied Europe. While there is no easy answer to this in view of the fact that things did not work out that way, there can be little doubt that the silence and inaction of the world community, in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary, resulted in the avoidable loss of countless lives.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Timeline

January 5, 1919

The German Workers’ Party (DAP) is founded by Anton Drexler and Karl Harrar.

March 1920

The DAP is renamed. It becomes the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (NSDAP), better known as the Nazi Party.

July 1921

Adolf Hitler becomes the chairman of the NSDAP.

1923

Julius Streicher begins publishing the weekly Der Sturmer.

November 9, 1923

Hitler leads an attempt to overthrow the government of Bavaria. He fails.

July 19, 1925

The first of two volumes of Hitler’s Mein Kampf is published.

May 25, 1926

Sholom Schwartzbard assassinates Symon Petlyura. He is found not guilty by a French jury, claiming to have been avenging the deaths of 15 family members killed in pogroms. With this case, Raphael Lemkin notes there are no laws or legal processes to pursue perpetrators of acts of large-scale national, religious, or racial violence.

1927

The Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology is founded.

1928

Joseph Goebbels becomes the head of propaganda for the NSDAP.

1930

The League of German Girls is founded. Der Mythos des XX Jahrhunderts (The Myth of the Twentieth Century) by Alfred Rosenberg is published.

January 23, 1930

Wilhelm Frick becomes the first NSDAP member to become a minister in the provincial government.

1931

The Sicherheitsdienst (SD) is established.

1933

Circulation of Der Sturmer increases to 20,000.

January 30, 1933

The Nazi Party wins 33 percent of the Reichstag election vote. Hitler becomes chancellor of Germany. Frick becomes minister of the interior.

February 28, 1933

A national emergency is declared following the arson of the Reichstag building.

March 20, 1933

The concentration camp at Dachau is established.

March 27, 1933

The Enabling Act is passed.

April 1933

Hermann Goering establishes the Gestapo.

April 1, 1933

Jewish businesses are boycotted across Germany.

May 1933

The Institute for Sexual Research, run by Magnus Hirschfeld, is ransacked by students belonging to the National Socialist Party.

May 10, 1933

Books written by Jews and “undesirables” are publically burned.

July 1933

The Law for the Protection of Offspring with Hereditary Defects is passed, forcing many to be sterilized.

September 22, 1933

The Haavara Agreement is signed.

November 1933

Criminals and other “asocials” are placed in concentration camps.

January 26, 1934

Germany and Poland sign a non-aggression pact.

June 30, 1934

Sturmabteilung (SA) leadership is purged during what becomes known as the “Night of the Long Knives.”

August 2, 1934

German president Paul von Hindenburg dies. Hitler declares the office of president abolished, and names himself fuhrer.

1935

Triumph of the Will is released.

September 15, 1935

The Nuremberg Laws are announced.

December 31, 1935

Jews holding civil service positions in Germany are dismissed.

1936

Heinrich Himmler organizes the Reich Central Office for Combating Homosexuality and Abortion. Robert Ritter heads the newly established Racial Hygiene and Population Biology Research Unit.

Summer 1936

The Olympic Games are held in Berlin.

July 1, 1936

Hitler Youth membership becomes compulsory for all Aryan boys.

October 25, 1936

The Rome–Berlin axis is created.

March 21, 1937

Mit Brennender Sorge, a statement by Pope Pius XI, is released.

July 19, 1937

The concentration camp at Buchenwald is established.

March 13, 1938

The Anschluss begins.

July 6, 1938

The international Évian Conference begins in France to discuss the situation of Jewish refugees. No country is willing to accept the refugees.

August 8, 1938

Mauthausen concentration camp is established.

September 27, 1938

German Jews are banned from practicing law.

October 5, 1938

Passports belonging to German Jews are marked to indicate their identity.

November 9, 1938

Kristallnacht occurs in Germany and Austria. Some 91 Jews are killed, and many more are arrested; 267 synagogues are destroyed.

November 12, 1938

Retail businesses are forcibly transferred from Jewish owners.

November 16, 1938

Jews are banned from attending German schools.

December 2, 1938

Gypsies are required to be registered.

January 1, 1939

Jews are banned from working with Germans under the Measure for the Elimination of Jews from the German Economy.

March 15, 1939

Germany invades Czechoslovakia.

March 28, 1939

Germany cancels its non-aggression pact with Poland.

May 15, 1939

The first prisoners arrive at Ravensbruck.

May 17, 1939

The MacDonald white paper is issued.

June 1939

The S.S. St. Louis, a ship carrying 936 Jewish passengers, returns to Europe after being denied entry into the United States and Cuba.

August 23, 1939

The Nazi-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact is signed. Poland is divided.

September 1, 1939

Germany invades Poland. A curfew is imposed on German Jews.

September 3, 1939

France and Great Britain declare war against Germany.

September 27, 1939

Jewish councils are established in Poland. Adam Czerniakow becomes president of the Jewish council in the Warsaw Ghetto.

October 1939

Hitler authorizes the euthanasia of those considered unworthy to live.

October 8, 1939

A ghetto is established in Piotrkow Trybunalski, Poland.

November 9, 1939

Lodz is annexed by Germany.

December 12, 1939

Labor camps are organized throughout Poland. Jews between the ages of 14 and 60 become forced laborers.

1940

Oskar Schindler buys an old kitchenware factory, which supplies the German Army. Schindler hires Jewish workers, deeming them essential to the war effort and protecting them from death or imprisonment. Jew Suss is produced.

February 8, 1940

A ghetto is established in Lodz.

April 1, 1940

Thousands of refugees are permitted into Shanghai.

April 9, 1940

Denmark and southern Norway are occupied by Germany following invasion.

May 7, 1940

Nearly 165,000 inhabitants are sealed in the Lodz Ghetto.

May 10, 1940

The Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg are invaded by German forces.

May 12, 1940

Germany invades France.

May 16, 1940

AB-Aktion is launched by Hans Frank.

May 20, 1940

Auschwitz is established.

May 27, 1940

Theodor Eicke and his unit murder 100 British POWs at Le Paradis.

June 10, 1940

Italy declares war against Britain and France.

June 15, 1940

The Soviet Union occupies Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia.

June 22, 1940

France surrenders to Germany. General Henri-Philippe Pétain leads the pro-Nazi government established in Vichy.

June 27, 1940

Romania cedes provinces Bessarabia and Bukovina to the Soviet Union.

July 1940

Chiune Sugihara of the Japanese embassy is permitted to extend his stay in Lithuania. During this time, he issues over 2,000 travel visas to Jewish refugees against the wishes of Japan.

August 39, 1940

Hungary annexes Transylvania.

September 7, 1940

German forces begin aerial bombings in Great Britain.

September 27, 1940

Japan joins the Axis powers.

November 4, 1940

Jewish civil servants in the Netherlands are dismissed.

November 16, 1940

The Warsaw Ghetto, containing nearly 500,000, is sealed.

February 21, 1941

Some 398 Jewish men are taken from Amsterdam and sent to Buchenwald.

February 25, 1941

An anti-Nazi strike is held in Amsterdam.

March 1, 1941

The construction of Birkenau begins.

April 6, 1941

Approximately 145,000 Jews are taken to concentration camps following the invasion of Greece and Yugoslavia. Bulgaria annexes Thrace and Macedonia.

June 22, 1941

Germany violates its non-aggression pact with the Soviet Union and invades (Operation BARBAROSSA). Hungary joins the Axis side.

July 1941

Léon Degrelle founds the Walloon Legion.

July 17, 1941

Einsatzgruppen soldiers are ordered to execute captured communists and Jews.

July 31, 1941

Adolf Eichmann is made head of preparations for implementing the “Final Solution.”

August 1941

The Jasenovac concentration camp, overseen by Miroslav Filipovic, is opened.

September 1941

Varian Mackey Fry is deported back to the United States after aiding the rescue of nearly 4,000 Jews.

September 1, 1941

The German euthanasia program is formally ended, following the deaths of some 100,000 people.

September 19, 1941

German troops occupy Kiev.

September 29, 1941

The Einsatzgruppen murders some 34,000 Jews near Babi Yar.

October 1941

Romanian and German forces massacre an estimated 50,000 Jews in Odessa.

October 28, 1941

Approximately 9,000 Jews are killed outside of Kovno.

November 8, 1941

Plans are made for the creation of a ghetto in Lvov.

November 24, 1941

Theresienstadt concentration camp is established.

December 7, 1941

The Fog and Night directive begins.

December 7, 1941

Japan attacks Pearl Harbor, drawing the United States into World War II.

December 8, 1941

Chelmno extermination camp becomes fully operational. Some 320,000 Jews will be killed here.

December 11, 1941

Germany declares war on the United States.

1942

The death penalty is instituted in Germany for those found guilty of homosexual acts.

January 16, 1942

Deportations from Lodz begin.

January 20, 1942

The Wannsee Conference takes place.

February 23, 1942

Some 768 Jewish passengers, after being refused entry into Palestine, drown when the Sturma sinks off of the Turkish coast.

March 17, 1942

Killings begin at the Belzec extermination camp; 600,000 are murdered there by the time it closes in December.

May 1942

The extermination camp at Sobibor is opened.

May 27, 1942

Reinhard Heydrich’s car is ambushed. He is seriously wounded in the attack and dies shortly thereafter. In response to his death, German soldiers destroy Lidice, murdering its inhabitants.

July 1942

Eighteen hundred Jews are massacred in Josefow, Poland, by German Reserve Battalion 101.

July 14, 1942

The mass deportations of Dutch and Belgian Jews to Auschwitz begins.

July 16, 1942

Over 4,000 children are taken from Paris and sent to Auschwitz.

July 16, 1942

Some 12,887 Jews in Paris are sent to Drancy.

July 22, 1942

The mass deportation of Jews from the Warsaw Ghetto to Treblinka begins.

July 23, 1942

Czerniakow commits suicide.

July 28, 1942

The Jewish Combat Organization is formed.

August 1942

Factories are opened at Lodz. Janusz Korczak and 200 orphans under his care are gassed in Treblinka.

August 29, 1942

The Riegner Telegram is sent.

October 15, 1942

The SS slaughters 25,000 near Brest-Litovsk.

October 25, 1942

The deportation of Norwegian Jews begins.

November 19, 1942

The Soviet Army begins its counteroffensive at Stalingrad, causing the German Army to begin its retreat.

November 26, 1942

About 900 Norwegian Jews avoid being sent to Auschwitz and flee to the safety of Sweden.

January 1943

Mordechai Anielewicz leads the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising.

January 18, 1943

Renewed deportations of Jews from the Warsaw Ghetto begin following a visit from Himmler.

January 22, 1943

Deportations from the Warsaw Ghetto end, following the deaths of 50 Nazi soldiers.

February 2, 1943

German forces surrender at Stalingrad.

February 16, 1943

Eicke dies when his aircraft is shot down.

February 22, 1943

Christoph Probst and Hans and Sophie Scholl are executed after admitting to distributing White Rose pamphlets.

February 26, 1943

The first gypsies arrive at Auschwitz.

April 5, 1943

Approximately 4,000 Jews are massacred in the Ponary Woods, outside of Vilna.

April 13, 1943

Mass graves are discovered in Katyn, Poland.

April 19, 1943

Deportations renew in the Warsaw Ghetto. Britain and the United States begin the Bermuda Conference.

May 1943

Joseph Mengele becomes senior physician of the women’s section of Auschwitz.

May 1, 1943

The Bermuda Conference ends. A refugee camp is established in North Africa.

May 8, 1943

Nazi forces capture the Jewish Fighting Organization’s headquarters. Anielewicz is among the dead found there.

May 12, 1943

Samuel Zygielbojm commits suicide.

June 1943

The liquidation of all ghettos is ordered by Heinrich Himmler.

June 2, 1943

Three thousand Jews are killed following resistance in Lvov. Another 7,000 are sent to Janowska.

July 1943

Operation AKTION 1005 begins.

August 2, 1943

Jews at Treblinka rebel.

August 15, 1943

An uprising begins following Odilo Globocnik’s order to evacuate Bialystok.

August 23, 1943

Frick is named Reichsprotektor of Bohemia and Moravia.

September 3, 1943

The Allies invade southern Italy.

September 8, 1943

Italy surrenders to the Allies and declares war against Germany. Nazi forces enter northern Italy.

September 23, 1943

Vitka Kempner leads Jews from the Vilna Ghetto into the surrounding forests, sparing them from slaughter.

October 1943

Operations begin at Birkenau, also known as Auschwitz II.

October 1, 1943

German police begin deportations of Danish Jews. The population of Denmark responds with a rescue effort that saves the lives of 7,200—90 percent of the Jewish population.

October 14, 1943

An uprising at Sobibor takes place. Some 300 Jews and Soviet prisoners escape.

October 16, 1943

Italian Jews are rounded up and sent to Auschwitz.

October 30, 1943

The Moscow Declaration is signed.

November 1943

Soviet forces liberate Kiev.

December 1943

Rudolf Hoess becomes chief inspector of all concentration camps.

1944

Raphael Lemkin’s book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress, introducing the term “genocide,” is published. Circulation of Der Sturmer rises to 400,000. Schindler moves his factory to Brunnlitz to create munitions. He brings 1,100 of his Jewish workers to the new location. Himmler becomes commander of Army Group Vistula.

January 1944

U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt creates the War Refugee Board. Raoul Wallenberg is made its head.

February 1944

Himmler bans Jewish inmates from serving as kapos in the concentration camps. Sexual contact between German Aryans and Slavs or Jews is made punishable by death.

March 19, 1944

Germany begins its occupation of Hungary. Eichmann supervises the deportation of Hungarian Jews.

April 7, 1944

The Auschwitz Protocols are reported by two Auschwitz escapees, Alfred Wetzler and Rudolf Vrba, in Slovakia.

April 29. 1944

Hungarian Jews are deported from Kistarcsa.

May 1944

Allied forces take no action to bomb rail lines to Auschwitz despite appeals from Jewish leadership.

May 15, 1944

Jews from Ruthenia and Transylvania are deported.

May 16, 1944

Germans offer to free 1 million Jews in exchange for 10,000 trucks. Allied forces refuse the offer.

June 1944

Seven Jews are killed in Rillieux following the murder of the minister of information of Vichy France.

June 23, 1944

The Swedish International Red Cross is allowed to visit Theresienstadt.

July 9, 1944

Raoul Wallenberg arrives in Hungary, where he distributes Swedish passports and sets up safe houses for Jews.

July 11, 1944

Deportations from Hungary are halted by order of Miklos Horthy.

July 20, 1944

German officers fail to assassinate Hitler.

July 24, 1944

Majdanek extermination camp is liberated by the Russians.

August 2, 1944

Germany destroys the Gypsy camp at Auschwitz, gassing some 3,000 in the process.

August 4, 1944

Police forces discover Anne Frank, her family, and the Van Pels.

August 23, 1944

Ion Antonescu is deposed and turned over to Soviet forces.

August 25, 1944

Paris is liberated.

October 7, 1944

The Sonderkommando at Auschwitz revolt. One of the gas chambers is destroyed; 15 SS guards and 400 Sonderkommandos are killed.

November 8, 1944

Deportations resume in Budapest.

November 28, 1944

Himmler orders the gas chambers at Auschwitz destroyed.

December 1944

Joseph Kramer is made commander of the Bergen-Belsen concentration camp.

December 12, 1944

Rozka Korczak arrives in Palestine.

January 6, 1945

Four women accused of supplying gunpowder to the Sonderkommandos for the revolt months prior are executed.

January 16, 1945

The Soviet Army bombs Auschwitz.

January 17, 1945

Wallenberg is arrested for espionage by Soviet forces.

January 18, 1945

The evacuation of Auschwitz begins.

January 19, 1945

The Soviet Army liberates Lodz.

January 28, 1945

Soviet forces liberate Auschwitz.

April 1945

Degrelle flees to Oslo, and then to Spain.

April 5, 1945

Approximately 8,000 are killed in the evacuation of 28,250 inmates from Buchenwald.

April 9, 1945

Mauthausen’s evacuation begins. Dietrich Bonhoeffer is hanged for his role in an attempt to assassinate Hitler.

April 11, 1945

American forces liberate Buchenwald.

April 12, 1945

Roosevelt dies and is succeeded as president by Harry S. Truman.

April 13, 1945

Soviets liberate Vienna.

April 15, 1945

British forces liberate the camp at Bergen-Belsen.

April 28, 1945

Benito Mussolini is assassinated.

April 29, 1945

Dachau and Ravensbruck are liberated.

April 30, 1945

Hitler commits suicide.

May 1, 1945

Goebbels kills his wife and children before shooting himself as Berlin is surrounded by the Soviet Army.

May 3, 1945

Theresienstadt is surrendered to the Red Cross.

May 5, 1945

Mauthausen is liberated.

May 7, 1945

Germany surrenders to the Allies in Reims.

May 9, 1945

Wilhelm Keitel signs surrender documents in Berlin, per the request of the Soviet Union. Goering surrenders himself to the U.S. military.

May 23, 1945

Himmler commits suicide.

July 1945

Pétain is tried for treason by France’s High Court of Justice. He is sentenced to life imprisonment.

August 8, 1945

The London Charter Agreement is signed.

September 1, 1945

Japan surrenders to the Allies after the United States detonates atomic bombs at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, ending World War II.

October 15, 1945

Pierre Laval is hanged.

October 18, 1945

The International Military Tribunal begins.

October 24, 1945

Vidkun Quisling is executed, after being found guilty of high treason.

November 17, 1945

A British military court tries Kramer and sentences him to death.

March 1946

Hoess is arrested.

April 1946

Kempner coordinates a Nakam attack, using arsenic to poison bread headed to Nazi officials held at Nuremberg. One hundred die, and thousands more are made ill.

June 1, 1946

Antonescu is executed in Bucharest following a guilty verdict in his May trial.

July 4, 1946

Forty-two Jews are killed in Kielce, Poland.

October 1946

Martin Bormann is sentenced to death in absentia.

October 1, 1946

The International Military Tribunal ends.

October 15, 1946

Goering commits suicide.

October 16, 1946

Frick, Keitel, and Rosenberg are hanged.

December 1946

The Doctors’ Trial begins. The Nuremburg Principles are adopted into international law.

1947

The Jewish Historical Documentation Center is created by Simon Wiesenthal.

April 15, 1947

Hoess is hanged at Auschwitz.

August 1947

The Doctors’ Trial ends. Seven doctors are sentenced to death, five are sentenced to life in prison, and others are given shorter prison sentences.

1948

Mengele escapes to Argentina.

May 14, 1948

Israel becomes a state.

1951

Israel establishes Yom Ha Shoah. Hannah Arendt publishes The Origins of Totalitarianism. The Conference on Jewish Material Claims Against Germany is created.

January 21, 1951

The United Nations (UN) Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide goes into effect.

1952

Diary of Anne Frank is published.

1953

Yad Vashem is established by the Israeli Parliament.

May 1960

Israeli intelligence agents kidnap Eichmann in Argentina and bring him to Israel to be tried for war crimes.

1961

Mengele flees to Paraguay.

May 3, 1961

The International Youth Centre at the Ann Frank House opens.

December 15, 1961

Eichmann is sentenced to death for war crimes.

May 31, 1962

Eichmann is hanged.

1972

Bormann’s body is identified by a state prosecutor.

1977

The Simon Wiesenthal Center is founded.

1978

Mengele flees to Brazil. Elie Wiesel is made chair of the Presidential Commission on the Holocaust.

February 7, 1979

Megele dies, drowning after a stroke.

October 1980

The U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council is established by Congress.

June 1981

Six thousand Holocaust survivors gather to attend the first International Gathering of Holocaust Survivors held in Jerusalem.

1985

Wiesel receives the U.S. Congressional Gold Medal of Freedom.

1986

Wiesel receives the Nobel Peace Prize.

October 14, 1988

The United States ratifies the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide.

1989

Paul Touvier is arrested. He is later charged with crimes against humanity.

March 13, 1990

Bruno Bettelheim commits suicide.

July 13, 1990

The Gayssot Act is passed in France.

1993

Schindler’s List is released.

April 1993

The U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum opens.

April 1, 1993

Degrelle dies in Malaga, Spain. It has been suspected that he has remained in Spain since 1946, but the Spanish government denies this.

1997

Life Is Beautiful is produced.

December 2004

The Holocaust memorial in Berlin is completed.

September 26, 2006

Aaron Barschak is among those protesting the sale of Hitler’s artwork at an auction in Cornwall.

August 31, 2007

Berlin’s largest synagogue is reopened, following its restoration.

October 28, 2007

A Holocaust museum is opened at Bergen-Belsen.

March 11, 2008

Belgium announces its intentions to pay $54 million to compensate Jews whose property and belongings were looted during World War II.

June 10, 2010

Stephen Tyrone Johns, a guard at the U.S. Holocaust Museum, is shot and killed.

November 2010

Three plead guilty to accusations of stealing the Arbeit Macht Frei sign at Auschwitz.

November 5, 2010

A mass grave is discovered in Romania.

December 2010

Germany doubles its funding for the home care of Holocaust survivors.

January 27, 2012

Norway formally apologizes for the atrocities and deportations that occurred during the Holocaust.
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André, Joseph

Father Joseph André was a Belgian Roman Catholic priest who helped save hundreds of Jews—mainly children—from deportation and likely death during World War II.

Joseph André was born on March 14, 1908, in Belgium and as a young man joined a Jesuit order in 1926 as a postulant. Plagued by poor health, however, he was compelled to leave the Jesuits two years later. Still committed to a religious calling, he entered seminary and was ordained a priest in 1936. For several years thereafter, Father André taught at a Catholic high school in Floreffe before being named curate (assistant pastor) of St. Jean-Baptiste Church in Namur, Belgium.

Father André was particularly committed to helping the poor and marginalized, and he was especially drawn to aiding Jews. Indeed, he had an abiding respect for Jewish religious and cultural traditions and was a strong advocate of religious freedom. Unlike some other Christian clergymen, Father André did not attempt to proselytize or convert Jews to Christianity. In the months leading up to the war, he had been operating a parish youth center, which would provide him with a perfect cover behind which he would build a significant child aid network designed to shelter and hide Jewish children after the Germans occupied Belgium in May 1940.

By early 1941, Father André had cobbled together a significant network designed to hide Jewish children from German occupation officials. He did so at great risk to his own safety, as aiding Jews could have resulted in his own arrest and deportation. Even more striking was the fact that Father André operated this network across the street from the local Nazi military commander’s office. Although the Gestapo (Nazi secret police) periodically suspected that something was amiss at the church across the street, the priest managed to elude serious scrutiny. He temporarily housed and fed Jewish children at his parish, sometimes going into the countryside to solicit food for them from Belgian civilians. When one young boy under his care became seriously ill, he personally took him to the hospital under a false name. The boy was treated and released without being detected.

Father André was in touch with many other parishes as well as convents and monasteries, where he would help transport Jewish children. He probably never had more than 20 children at his parish at any one time to avoid suspicion. He also placed children in the care of Belgian families that were willing to take them in on a temporary basis. It is not possible to say for certain how many children Father André helped, but it was certainly in the several hundreds.

Father André continued to administer to indigent Jews after the war, and from 1957 until his death in 1970 he served as the chaplain of the Namur jail. In 1967, Israel’s Yad Vashem, the Holocaust remembrance organization, recognized the priest as Righteous among the Nations. In 1968, he traveled to New York City at the invitation of the United Jewish Appeal, where he was lavishly praised for his efforts during the Holocaust. Father André died in Namur on June 1, 1970.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Anielewicz, Mordechai

Mordechai Anielewicz was the leader of the 1943 Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, when Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto attacked Nazi soldiers in January 1943 to avoid imminent deportation to the Treblinka death camp. Although the Nazis defeated the uprising in May, it served as a rallying force for further Jewish rebellions against the Nazis during World War II, and Anielewicz became a symbol of Jewish resistance.

Anielewicz was born into a Jewish working-class family in Wyszkow, Poland, in 1919. He attended a Hebrew high school in Warsaw and was briefly a member of Betar, a Zionist youth organization that advocated self-defense for Jews. At the time of the Polish invasion by Germany on September 1, 1939, Anielewicz was a leading member of the Warsaw branch of Hashomer Hatzair, a communist Zionist youth organization.

On September 7, 1939, Anielewicz fled Warsaw with some fellow members of Hashomer Hatzair and headed east to stay ahead of the German advance. He attempted to escape to Palestine in order to establish an escape route for other Zionist youths. However, he was caught by the Soviet Army at the Romanian border and put in a Soviet jail. After release, he went to Vilnius, Lithuania, which was part of the Soviet Union. Vilnius was a refuge for many Zionist youth groups and Jewish refugees.

By the time Anielewicz returned to Warsaw with his girlfriend, Mira Fuchrer, in January 1940, the Nazis had sealed off the ghettos and appointed a 24-member Jewish Council known as the Judenrat to administer the communities. Many Jews began to die of starvation and disease, as conditions in the ghetto worsened. Anielewicz became active in the underground movement in Warsaw and set out to organize a resistance movement. He requested that other Hashomer Hatzair members return to Warsaw to continue their activities. Anielewicz established Neged Hazerem (Against the Stream), an underground newspaper. He also organized a kibbutz and cells and started to transform Hashomer Hatzair into an armed resistance group. In addition, he studied Hebrew, sociology, economics, and history and began to write and give lectures to other Zionist groups.

By October 1940, the Schutzstaffel was deporting Jews to concentration camps, and Anielewicz stepped up his efforts against the Nazi occupiers. He established contact with the Polish government-in-exile in London. The exiled government ordered him to ally with Polish forces outside of the ghetto, but he was unable to carry out the orders. During the spring of 1942, Anielewicz helped establish a short-lived antifascist group, which was dispersed by the arrest of its communist members.

On July 22, 1942, the Nazis began mass deportation of Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto to the extermination camps in Treblinka, 50 miles northeast of Warsaw. The Nazis deported more than 5,000 Jews each day until September. During that time, Anielewicz had escaped to southwest Poland on an underground mission to organize other branches of his movement. Anielewicz returned to Warsaw to try to organize an armed resistance and found the ghetto devastated by the deportation of approximately 265,000 of the ghetto’s 330,000 Jews.

Most of the Jewish elders disapproved of armed resistance out of fear of provoking a devastating German retaliation. However, Anielewicz and Yitzhak Zuckerman established the Jewish Fighting Organization. There were also some other small, unarmed resistance groups. Anielewicz garnered support for an armed resistance to block deportation, and he reorganized his group. The members elected him chief commander of the Jewish Fighting Organization that November. The group was able to contact the Polish government in London and procure weapons in Warsaw.

In early January 1943, Heinrich Himmler visited the Warsaw Ghetto and ordered another deportation. The deportation began unannounced on January 18. In response, the Jewish Fighting Organization and several other small fighting groups began uncoordinated guerrilla warfare against the Nazis. Anielewicz developed a plan in which his fighters obeyed the deportation orders until they reached a certain part of town, where they received a signal to attack. Despite the death of all of the Hashomer Hatzair fighters except Anielewicz, many Jews escaped. The Nazis stopped the deportation four days later, after they had lost about 50 soldiers. Anielewicz and his fellow resisters thought this was a victory.

With the deception of peace, the Nazis then tried to coax the remaining Jews to board boxcars to Treblinka. Anielewicz continued to command underground operations, as the groups planned and prepared for further combat by procuring arms and building bunkers. In April, Himmler ordered the Warsaw ghetto cleared of all Jews before Adolf Hitler’s birthday on April 20. On April 19, the first day of Passover, more than 2,000 Nazi soldiers and Polish police began the final deportation. Approximately 1,500 Jews armed with 2 machine guns, 15 rifles, 500 handguns, hand grenades, and Molotov cocktails (homemade bombs) began to attack the force. The resistance achieved a remarkable victory on the first day, forcing the Nazis to retreat after attacking their tanks and artillery. The Nazis suffered heavy losses and left behind weapons.

The second day, the Nazis returned to drive the Jewish fighters from their hideouts by using gas, smoke bombs, and flame throwers. On the third day of battle, the Nazis used small patrols for street-to-street fighting. The Jewish resistance was outnumbered and outgunned. The Jewish fighters refused to surrender and often hid in sewers. The Nazis began to burn every house in the ghetto and flood the sewers in order to force them out. After the first few days of battle, Anielewicz moved from the streets to the headquarters of the Jewish Fighting Organization.

After a four-week battle in which the Nazis shelled and bombed the ghetto and killed 60,000 Jews, the Nazis captured and gassed the Jewish Fighting Organization’s headquarters at 18 Mila Street on May 8. There, they found Anielewicz and a number of other resisters dead. Many had committed suicide to avoid capture. On May 16, 1943, General Jurgen Stroop, the Nazi commander, reported that “the former Jewish quarter of Warsaw [was] no longer in existence.” The Nazis executed and deported the remaining Jews. Only about 100 survived. However, the uprising rallied other Jews to resist Nazi occupation.

Anielewicz’s last communication was a letter to Zuckerman, who was stationed outside the ghetto. He wrote: “The main thing is that the dream of my life has come true. I have had the fortune to set my eyes upon Jewish defense in the ghetto in all its greatness.” In Israel, Kibbutz Yad Mordechai was named after him, and a monument was built there in his honor.

PHILIP J. MCFARLANE
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Anne Frank House

Over 1 million people each year visit an unassuming canal house in Amsterdam to pay respects to Anne Frank, a young girl who has become a symbol of the Holocaust. During the German occupation of the Netherlands, Frank, a young Jewish girl, and her family hid in a secret apartment in Amsterdam. The Franks had fled Nazi Germany in 1933, after Adolf Hitler came to power, but the occupation of the Netherlands left them no further refuge. The apartment was their last hope. Frank was 13 when the family went into hiding in 1942, and she was only 15 when she died.

The canal house was built in 1635 and remodeled several times through the years. During one of these remodels, a small extension was built on the back, shielded from view by buildings in a quadrangle. The rest of the building housed Otto Frank’s spice business and its offices. As the arrests of Jews intensified under the Nazi occupation, the family went into the annex with the connivance of several of his employees.

On August 4, 1944, acting on a tip from a collaborator, the Nazi police broke into the secret annex and captured the two Jewish families that had been in hiding there, including the Franks. After terrorizing the employees and vandalizing the hidden apartment, they left. Shortly after the raid, Miep Gies, one of those who had smuggled food to the families, snuck into the apartment and gathered up the scattered pages of a diary that young Anne had been keeping. Fearful that the Gestapo would find it and hunt down those mentioned in it, she kept it in her home in an open drawer, which she guessed would cause the least suspicion.

The Franks and their companions, the Van Pels family and Fritz Pfeffer (whose names Anne changed to Van Daan and Albert Dussell in her diaries), were sent to concentration camps on the last transport to leave Holland, full of Jews bound for their deaths. Only Anne’s father, Otto, lived to be liberated from Auschwitz. All the others perished within a few days of one another. Anne and her sister died of typhus at Bergen-Belsen.

[image: ]

Anne Frank’s story is only one among thousands of similar stories during World War II. What set it apart and made Anne Frank a symbol of Jewish suffering during the Holocaust was her diary. After Gies returned the papers to Otto after the war, the diary was published in an edited edition and became an immediate international bestseller. It has appeared in 50 languages and was made into both a play and a film. In 1995, the complete edition was published. Personal and touching, the diary records the family’s life and her own maturing. It also relates the horrors of the Nazi occupation reflected in the lives of a small group of people who take on personality as the diary unfolds.

The diary is surprisingly well written for a young person, detailing Anne’s emergence from childhood to early womanhood. She explores her developing romantic feelings and her adolescent tensions with her mother. She speaks of her fear and the atmosphere of oppression that lay upon them in the annex. Prophetically, she wrote, “The perfect round spot on which we’re standing is still safe, but the clouds are moving in on us, and the ring between us and the approaching danger is being pulled tighter and tighter.”

The Anne Frank House was established in 1960, after a public outcry prevented the building’s demolition. Many of the stream of visitors are merely curious when they enter but fall silent as they move through the annex. The apartment has been left as it was at the end of the war, stripped of furniture but with many little reminders of the family. Anne’s movie-star posters are still pasted on the wall, along with a few mementos. The feeling of the place, above all, is claustrophobic. But somehow, what rings through is Anne’s triumphant testimony: “In spite of everything I still believe that people are really good at heart.” The Anne Frank Foundation, which owns the building, also engages in antiracist education programs and organizes traveling exhibits.

NORBERT C. BROCKMAN
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Anne Frank's The Diary of a Young Girl

Along with Elie Wiesel’s Night (1960), Anne Frank’s The Diary of a Young Girl is the most internationally well-known and well-received book addressing the reality of the Holocaust from the viewpoint of a young person’s trauma.

Born in 1929 in Germany, Anne Frank and her family—mother, father, and sister—went into hiding in a “Secret Annex” in a factory in Amsterdam, Holland, to escape the Nazis. A talented writer, the years encompassed by her diary were 1942–1944, when she was aged 13 to 15. In the diary, she records not only her thoughts, dreams, and aspirations, but also details of life in hiding, for this Jewish family and the others who would join them, along with the daily tensions among them. Although befriended by non-Jews, she, her family, and the other inhabitants were betrayed by a Dutch police officer and transported to Bergen-Belsen, where she died of typhus three months shy of her 16th birthday in 1945. The diary itself was retrieved after the war by her father, Otto Frank, the only member of the family to survive. The diary was edited by him and subsequently published in numerous languages beginning in 1952. In the United States it was turned into a stage version, originally by Meyer Levin, and later into a movie starring Susan Strasberg, daughter of famed director Lee Strassberg. Both versions provoked controversy, particularly over the universalization of her experiences versus the parochiality of her Jewish identity.

The Diary of a Young Girl has become a standard in both middle school and high school language arts curricula in many nations around the globe. In the Netherlands itself, the diary remains akin to a “book above reproach” (although a critical edition of the original manuscript was published there), and Anne herself has become something of an icon.

International Holocaust deniers continue to attack the authenticity of the diary, but to no avail. Objectively speaking, while acknowledging both its merit and popularity, The Diary of a Young Girl must not be equated with the whole of the Holocaust; it is a window of insight into one small part of the spectrum of the victims’ experiences, specifically those who went into hiding but, tragically, did not survive.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Anti-Semitism

As a consequence of the Holocaust, it is often assumed that anti-Semitism and fascism are synonymous, but in fact the situation is a great deal more complex. Although it was a major plank in the ideology of Nazism, “biological” anti-Semitism was not a major element in the worldview of Italian fascism until the late 1930s, by which time Benito Mussolini had already been in power for 15 years. In other words, Mussolini and his Fascist Party did not gain such support as they enjoyed in the general public on the basis of an overtly anti-Semitic platform, as the Nazis did, nor did their program once in office involve a campaign against Jews. Indeed, there were even Zionists attracted to Italian fascism. There was certainly a level of classic “anti-Judaism” among Fascist Party supporters and their leaders, but that was a common feature in all sectors of European society at the time. Mussolini himself had a Jewish mistress, Margherita Sarfatti, for more than 15 years, and he was quite happy for her to publish a (very adulatory) biography of him in 1925; it is impossible to imagine Hitler encouraging or permitting someone Jewish to write his biography. Indeed, Sarfatti prospered so much under Mussolini’s regime that she became one of the most powerful women in Italy in the late 1920s. Mussolini was certainly a racist with regard to black people in Ethiopia, but the list of his chosen enemies comprised mainly liberals, democrats, socialists, and freemasons rather than Jews, and a significant proportion of Italian Jews actually supported the Fascist Party until Mussolini’s introduction of anti-Jewish legislation in 1938. Mussolini’s list of “enemies” was much the same as Hitler’s, but he did not (as Hitler did) perpetually see lurking behind these enemies the figure of the Jew pulling the strings. Anti-Semitism cannot therefore be regarded as an essential part of the core of generic fascism—that is, of the shared nucleus of doctrines that were common to Italian fascism and German Nazism.


[image: Germans pass by the broken window of a Jewish-owned business that was destroyed during Kristallnacht. Kristallnacht, meaning “night of broken glass,” was a sudden and widespread assault on Jews and their property in Germany prior to World War II. (National Archives)]
Germans pass by the broken window of a Jewish-owned business that was destroyed during Kristallnacht. Kristallnacht, meaning “night of broken glass,” was a sudden and widespread assault on Jews and their property in Germany prior to World War II. (National Archives)



Anti-Semitism had been around for a long time when the Nazis appeared on the scene, but not as long as is generally thought. Strictly speaking, modern anti-Semitism has its roots in the Enlightenment, and Voltaire was the classic anti-Semite. Modern anti-Semitism, in fact, is a phenomenon of a very different kind from the traditional anti-Judaism with which it is frequently conflated, a phenomenon that can be traced back to pre-Christian antiquity. Many of those who write about this topic gloss over or ignore the crucial difference between anti-Judaism, which is hostility to Jews on account of their religion (predating the appearance of Christianity), and anti-Semitism, which is hostility to Jews (purportedly at least) on grounds of race—that is, that Jews are believed to be a corrupt and corrupting race whose blood contaminates that of “pure” races where there is intermarriage. The difference is crucial. From the anti-Judaist standpoint there is at least a way for Jews to redeem themselves: by conversion to Christianity. That route was taken by countless Jews down the centuries in Christian countries. Indeed, Margherita Sarfatti herself was baptized and received into the Catholic Church in the late 1920s. From the standpoint of biological anti-Semitism, however, there is simply nothing a Jew can do to integrate into society, because he is by virtue of his blood and race a harmful bacillus; the Holocaust was merely the chilling conclusion to an argument that the Nazis believed to be scientific, for they appealed both to currents within anthropology and to the ideas of Social Darwinism. Although baptized Jews initially escaped incarceration and deportation to the death camps, eventually they too were targeted for extinction. One of the most celebrated victims was the philosopher Edith Stein, a Jewish convert to Catholicism who had become a Carmelite nun.

Anti-Judaism as hostility to Jews on account of their religion can be traced back to antiquity. Originally it was provoked by the resolute monotheism that led the Jews to refuse to respect other gods than their own—and this kind of anti-Judaism can of course be found in the Old Testament. Christian anti-Judaism was hostility to Jews specifically on another religious ground: their rejection of the claim that Christ was the Messiah. This new variant of anti-Judaism became embedded in the Catholic world, subsequently being absorbed at the Reformation into Protestantism. Generally speaking, conversion of Jews to Christianity was regarded as perfectly acceptable, and biology was not an issue.

Paradoxically, the roots of the anti-Semitism embraced by Nazism are not to be found in this traditional Christian anti-Judaism at all, but in the opposite camp, in the campaign against the Christian faith waged by certain Enlightenment thinkers. These thinkers sought to undermine traditional Christianity and in particular the Catholic Church by destroying its foundation in the idea that the Israel of the Old Testament was a people to whom a special divine revelation had been given. In other words, although there appears on the surface to be a continuous tradition of hostility to the Jews in Europe, the anti-Semitism propagated by the Nazis actually arose out of a new movement of ideas that took its rise only with the Enlightenment and that had a new agenda: to pour scorn on the idea that the Jews were God’s chosen people and so to destroy Christianity and the churches. This movement saw that the New Testament made no sense without the Old Testament. Christians saw themselves as “the new Israel,” and they buttressed their claims about Christ by pointing to the way that his coming was a fulfillment of the words of the Hebrew prophets. Following the English deists, Voltaire ridiculed the idea that a tiny desert tribe in the Middle East could have been the bearers of divine revelation, mocking Israel’s political and cultural insignificance as contrasted with great and powerful civilizations like those of ancient Greece, Rome, and China. This was part of his program to rewrite the history of Europe: in place of the history in which the Bible and the rise and spread of Christianity played a central place, Voltaire put forward an account based on a humanistic appreciation of the literary, philosophical, and cultural glories of the historical empires. This was picked up by the celebrated British historian Gibbon, whose classic The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire largely blamed the rise of Christianity for the fall of Rome. For such thinkers, Christianity was penetrated with the “fanatical” and “barbaric” spirit of the ignorant desert people of Israel, and as such was the enemy of all true culture and civilization. Their association of Christianity and Judaism as common enemies of civilization was later to be picked up by the Nazis.

French Revolutionary leaders largely turned away from Voltairian anti-Judaism, however, and espoused the tolerantism inherent in the notion of the Rights of Man, which led them to introduce measures to grant citizenship rights to Jews. (This was one of the reasons for Nazi hostility to what the French Revolution represented.) The spread of the ideals of the French Revolution in Europe led to a gradual Europewide repeal of anti-Jewish legislation, and that enabled Jews openly to take up positions of leadership and influence in European societies for the first time in the course of the 19th century. That in itself began to provoke fresh resentment against them in some quarters. The international nature of Judaism made it into an object of suspicion to nationalism, which was in the ascendancy over much of Europe during the 19th century; at the same time, the pluralistic cultures that began to develop in the aftermath of the collapse of the old-regime idea of the “Christian state” proved unsettling for many Catholics and Protestants. A tendency developed among them to find comfort in conspiracy theories that blamed the new state of affairs since the French Revolution on targets with global networks, such as the Freemasons or the Jews or, later, the Bolsheviks—or all of them at once.

At the same time, the development of the “scientific” study of races in the 19th century (often itself motivated by a desire to “prove” crude racial theories) led some ideologues to a belief in a superior Aryan Nordic race whose healthy blood was threatened with corruption by intermingling with the inferior Semitic breed. (Of course, strictly speaking, the Jews are only one among many “Semitic” races, but the term anti-Semitic came to be used only in relation to the Jewish people.) Darwinistic ideas about the survival of the fittest sharpened and intensified the racial panics whipped up by anti-Semitic propagandists. It is no accident that it was a biologist (and, curiously, an Englishman, though one completely unknown in England) named Houston Stewart Chamberlain who wrote the bible of Nazi anti-Semites, The Foundations of the Nineteenth Century, a best-seller so successful in Germany that it even led the author into a prolonged correspondence with Kaiser Wilhelm II. Chamberlain and others like him tried to rebuild an acceptably “Aryan” or “Nordic” version of Christianity by severing Jesus entirely from Judaism. They built on the work of German Protestant critics of the Bible to preach that Jesus himself had not in fact been a Jew; to do this they exploited the idea of his Galilean origins: Galilee (in northern Palestine), it was claimed, having been inhabited by heathen, non-Jewish tribes, as opposed to Judah (in southern Palestine, around Jerusalem). There was said to be a pure, original version of the non-Jewish teachings of Christ, which had been traduced after his death by the Jew St. Paul.

The critique of the Old Testament and St. Paul by propagandists like Chamberlain and his acolytes actually followed the lines of a classic Protestant polemic against the Catholic Church. This polemic had assumed that the supreme difference between the Old Testament religion and the New (the authentic one as preached by Christ) resided in a polarity between a “materialistic” Old Testament religion based on “externalism” (rituals of purification, outward obedience to the law, a system of ritual sacrifices) and a New Testament religion based on inward spiritual values (inward purity of heart rather than outward purification rituals, obedience of the heart to God rather than outward conformity with the requirements of the law, etc.). It had long been a classic argument of Protestants that Catholicism had in fact lost sight of this inward religion of the heart and lapsed into a materialistic practice of rites and ceremonies (the sacramental system, and the like), which was nothing more than a replay of the old Judaism. Both these themes—the “materialism” of the Old Testament and the “Jewish distortion” of the authentic “spiritual” message of Jesus into the “materialistic” religion preached by the Catholic Church—were picked up by Nazi ideologues.

Nazi propagandists like Rosenberg followed in the footsteps of Chamberlain in arguing that it was the great hero Luther who had first led the Germans out of their Babylonish captivity to Catholic/Jewish materialism, preaching an inward spiritual religion against the materialistic focus on externals practiced by Catholicism and inspired by Judaism. In this view Luther was, however, only the pioneer; he was still himself not fully freed from the materialistic version of Christ’s teaching because he still continued to preach the reality of a divinely ordained positive religion based on a core of credal orthodoxy, and it was not until the 19th century that the significance of his emancipation from Rome was properly understood. Then it was finally grasped that Luther represented the resurgence of a peculiarly “Germanic” religious outlook definable simply as a magnificently unique inwardness and spiritual depth. This was claimed to be the true lost message of the real Jesus, who had in fact called for the complete obliteration of Old Testament “materialism” rather than for its incorporation into new rites and rituals as in the Christian churches.

This kind of traditional hostility to Jewish/Catholic “materialism” merged with the new “scientific” anti-Semitism in the approach of Nazi propagandists. Confusion has arisen because of the historical prominence of a parallel but rather different species of anti-Judaism in France in the late 19th century taken up by right-wing Catholics as part of their hostility against the secular governments of France. This was essentially a rerun of the old Catholic anti-Judaism, now dressed up in a different garb. Its foremost prophets were Alfonse Toussenel and Edouard Drumont. These writers and their imitators spread the fashion in French (Catholic) conservative circles of blaming the Jews for the French Revolution and for the “ills” of the republican secularist tradition that had emerged from it. Like Balzac and Carlyle and other satirists, they claimed that the 19th century was an era dominated by materialism and greed and financial speculation, a way of life that they contrasted starkly with the “noble” and “heroic” culture of an earlier pre-revolutionary age. (This was the kind of tune played by the Irish politician Edmund Burke in his celebrated attack on the Revolution in 1790, Reflections on the Revolution in France, which inspired generations of conservative hostility to the revolution.) They regarded the Jews as the very incarnation of this decadent spirit. Having emerged to prominence in the last quarter of the 19th century (when there was a Europewide upsurge in anti-Semitic propaganda following large-scale immigration of Jews into Western Europe after pogroms in the east), this brand of hostility to the Jews in France reached a paroxysm in the notorious Dreyfus case, which resulted in a defeat for the anti-Jewish lobby. That episode made a massive impact at the time and went down in history, partly owing to the onslaught against the anti-Semites by the novelist Emile Zola in his celebrated pamphlet J’Accuse. But the philosophy of those hostile to Jews in France at this point was poles apart from that of their epigones in Germany. The anti-Dreyfusards attacked the Jews as enemies of what they saw as the great traditions of French Catholic civilization; the anti-Dreyfusards were continuing the French Catholic Church’s long war against the French Revolution, its Enlightenment anticipators, and the secular republic that it had spawned. (The Church did not finally begin to come to terms with the republican status quo in France until the very end of the 19th century, when Pope Leo XIII called for an end to hostilities.)

The anti-Dreyfusards were in fact viscerally hostile to the Enlightenment. They were at the opposite pole from the specifically anti-Catholic anti-Semitism that inspired the Nazis, based on the “scientific” rationalist and secularizing movement of hostility to Christian teaching that had developed out of the Enlightenment. A German photograph from the 1930s shows a charabanc draped with a banner expressing hatred for “Jews and Jesuits,” and Rosenberg’s classic textbook of Nazism repeatedly brackets together these great enemies of Nazi values. The Jesuits were singled out as representative of the spirit of Catholicism because they were not subject to the episcopal hierarchies of the national churches but were directly answerable to the pope, so that they represented the very acme of that internationalism that the Nazis so detested.

The “scientific” argument for anti-Semitism prevalent in Germany and favored by the Nazis built on the work of a Frenchman, Arthur de Gobineau, who claimed that race alone is the decisive factor in the rise and fall of civilizations, rather than such things as governments, ideas, or the influence of religion. In Gobineau’s view, history shows that races rise to power in their pure state and fall when they have suffered contamination. He claimed that the purest contemporary race was the Aryans, believed to be the ancient forebears of the Anglo-Saxons. He argued that force and conquest were essential to the nature of the Aryans, aristocrats among their contemporaries. However, their racial purity was subject to contamination by interbreeding with lesser races, and that would spell their inevitable decay. Gobineau’s ideas were popularized in Germany by Ludwig Schemann, who evolved a classically antimodernist worldview that identified the horrors of modernity with values derived from technology and science. In 1925 he claimed that the prime need for the Germans was to rid themselves of the delusion that big cities, machines, and the emancipation of the Jews were signs of progress. The Nazis appointed Schemann to the Reichsinstitut for modern history, and he was awarded the Goethe Medal for his services to the nation and the race—though his hostility to technology and science was far from being embodied in Nazi practice.

In Chamberlain’s Foundations of the Nineteenth Century, the hypotheses of a “German” science and a “German” religion were used as weapons of anti-Semitic propaganda. Religiously speaking, the history of mankind was held to center on a bitter struggle between God as embodied in the Germanic race and the devil as embodied in the Jewish race. The Teutonic peoples had been bearers of all the best spiritual and cultural values in Greek and Roman civilization, but they were remorselessly opposed by the Jews with their materialism, shallowness, and culturelessness. The “scientific” backing for this thesis was to be found in the work of anthropologists going back to Franz Josef Gall, who conducted research that purported to indicate a relationship between external physical characteristics such as skull shapes and internal qualities of character. This built on a long anthropological tradition that had sought a racial classification of tribes and nations with attributions of superiority and inferiority.

The kind of anti-Semitism that the Nazis tapped into may be seen as a manifestation of the sort of social panic instigated a century earlier in Europe by the theories of the English demographer Thomas Malthus. In proposing his thesis that population was increasing much faster than the food supply, Malthus created a panic about overpopulation that has persisted to the present day. Those who subscribed to “scientific” racial theories that identified the Jews as the ongoing threat to the purity of a superior Aryan race naturally promoted a panic about a Jewish threat to civilization. Unfortunately, that panic met up with the anti-Judaism traditionally current in Christian societies, so that anti-Semitism actually increased the attractiveness of the Nazi movement to many active churchgoers, and even to church leaders. This was especially so when anti-Semitic propagandists claimed that Bolshevism too was a Jewish movement, since Christians were all too aware of the visceral hatred of Bolshevism for Christianity and the murderous and destructive measures being implemented by the Soviets to destroy the Christian faith in their country. The idea that Bolshevism was a “Jewish plot” could seem all too plausible to Christian believers at that time. In propagating anti-Semitism, Nazis could even seem then to be advancing the cause of the Christian faith. All too few Christian leaders in the German-speaking world resisted such conclusions, which proved equally attractive to many Christians in other parts of the world. The long-standing tradition of anti-Judaism as a response to the Jewish rejection of Christ (though it was an attitude not supported by the Bible, and especially not by St. Paul) was so widespread in Christian countries that the open advocacy of anti-Semitism did little to damage the image of Nazism worldwide and indeed to many was a positive commendation.

Some observers saw the Nazi exploitation of anti-Semitic feeling as a tactic intended to woo working-class support away from the socialists. On this argument, the Nazis had no intention of eliminating capitalism or marginalizing the big industrialists, so they needed to provide the workers with another scapegoat—hence the convenience of the Jews in that role. However, that in itself does not seem to explain the extreme lengths to which the Nazis went, diverting vital resources at the height of the war—when it would have made sense to throw every resource into the military struggle—to the business of exterminating Jews. It must be assumed that some among them at least believed fanatically in their own anti-Semitic ideology, which, allegedly based on scientific premises, they considered unanswerable. The fanatical extremes to which the Nazis went in their devotion of energies, manpower, transport, and other facilities to the business of the Holocaust has proved a very thorny issue for Marxist commentators on fascism, who prefer to locate the reasons for human actions in immediate or long-term material gain to the actors. In fact, the Holocaust does have its logic, however, if the Nazis did actually believe what they claimed to believe—that the Jews were the prime cause of the decay of European civilization, that they were a parasite in an otherwise healthy body, and that they must be exterminated with the same ruthlessness that a surgeon would apply to the excision of a cancer.

The main thrust of Nazi anti-Semitic policy was embodied in the Nuremberg Laws of 1935, which created two categories of German citizenship, relegating Jews to an inferior civic status. The Law for the Protection of Blood and Honor forbade intermarriage between the two categories. A further 250 decrees followed in the years up to 1943, excluding Jews from an increasing range of professions and posts, obliging them to wear the yellow Star of David, and confining them to ghettos. The final decree made them outlaws in Germany. In the meantime, the gas chambers had been busily implementing the decision of the Nazi leadership at the Wannsee Conference to embark on a systematic elimination of Jews from Europe by mass murder. Governments in all the invaded or occupied territories were pressured into taking part in the war of extermination against Jews, and in some cases the collaboration was enthusiastic. The Nazis were able to tap into a widespread suspicion of the Jews in Europe, but some countries were much less cooperative than others—a higher percentage of Jews was protected in France, the Netherlands, and Italy, for example.

Among Mussolini’s associates in the fascist leadership, Roberto Farinacci was one of the most violently hostile to the Jews: he was also known for being particularly pro-Nazi. The only major Italian ideologue sympathetic to fascism who espoused Nazi anti-Semitism was Julius Evola. Some among the tiny Italian Jewish population (47,000 in 1938) actually helped fund fascism in the early days, while by the mid-1930s about one in three Jewish adults was a member of the Fascist Party—a higher proportion than among the Gentile population. Ettore Ovazza, one of 230 Jews who took part in the March on Rome, later founded a stridently profascist journal. In 1933, Mussolini informed Emil Ludwig that anti-Semitism could not be found in Italy. He went on to observe that Italian Jews were good citizens, courageous soldiers, and prestigious academics, officers, and bankers. Biological racism had never been part of his program. Mussolini was at that time in fact somewhat contemptuous of Nazi racial theories. But in the late 1930s (when he had already been in power for 15 years) he became increasingly convinced of the need to ally with Nazi Germany, and (in part at least) for that reason he pronounced the “Manifesto of Fascist Racism” to win over Nazi sympathies. This manifesto spoke of the Jews as “unassimilable” and proscribed intermarriage between Jews and “Aryans.” A series of anti-Semitic decrees based on the Nazi model were then promulgated, introducing a variety of restrictions on Jews. In general these decrees were not enforced with anything like Teutonic thoroughness, however, and 80 percent of Italian Jews eventually survived the war, though most had had to go into hiding. Up to the collapse of his regime in 1943, Mussolini told his diplomatic representatives in areas controlled by Italy not to hand over Jews to National Socialist forces. Under the Salò Republic the atmosphere changed dramatically, and members of the regime turned to active collaboration with the Nazis in rounding up Jews and surrendering them to the German forces in Italy.

Hitler’s two pet hates were the Slavs and the Jews. The Slavs Hitler believed he could enslave—he admired the British Indian Empire and planned to imitate it in Russia, controlling a huge colonial territory with a small number of men, as the British had done in India. He did not want the Slavs eliminated; on the contrary, the idea was that they should be kept ignorant and unschooled, with just enough about them to enable them to act as lackeys and servants of the master race. And he knew that there would be nobody outside Russia who would care if that happened. But the Jews he could not control, because they were by definition and in very essence international. Nazism was hypernationalism; it exalted the German soul, but the Jews would forever be alien to that soul and could never be absorbed into it. In that light, we can see that Hitler must have considered that exterminating the Jews was contributing to the war effort, because the Jews would always potentially be stabbing Germany in the back, as he accused them of having done in 1918. In eliminating the Jews he was eliminating a fifth column and thereby, in his eyes, making a crucial contribution to an eventual German victory. This is yet another reminder of the way that bitterness among the generation that fought in World War I sought an outlet in scapegoating, the favorite scapegoat for the Nazis being the Jews.

But eliminating the Jews would still not eliminate the “Jewish” spirit, as represented by materialism, egalitarianism, and internationalism; Hitler’s Table Talk—transcripts taken down by official stenographers of his remarks made at dinner parties—makes it clear that the elimination of the Jews was but the prelude to an attack on the churches as propagators of the “Jewish” spirit, a campaign that Hitler planned to undertake once the war was over. In his mind, the two campaigns were two stages in the same battle for the establishment of a properly Germanic empire purged of all taint of alien elements.

After the war, anti-Semitism remained endemic in many places. For example, U.S. Hitler sympathizer and celebrated aviator Charles Lindbergh was living in a suburban enclave in Darien, Connecticut, that legally excluded Jews as well as blacks from owning property. The town was so notorious for its hostility to Jews that the makers of a film about anti-Semitism in the United States entitled Gentleman’s Agreement actually used it as the setting for the film. The horrors of the Holocaust only gradually began to emerge into the consciousness of the world after the war’s end. So appalling and indescribable did this genocidal project seem to most people, once knowledge of the facts was widely disseminated in the 1950s and 1960s, that anti-Semitism seemed unthinkable. During the 1960s, when the minority rights issue first became fashionable, stories of guest houses in the United States with signs saying “No Jews” became an occasion of shock-horror reactions among listeners. Legislative measures in various countries often made such public discrimination an offense. The mainline Christian denominations in Germany underwent a period of soul-searching about their past attitudes and attempted to make amends. However, anti-Semitism never went away; it has remained a particularly pronounced feature of neo-Nazism in the United States. In modern far-right Christian circles, some even hold to the theory that the Jewish race sprang originally from the sexual union of Eve with Satan.

In Europe, however, postwar fascism has generally focused on the issue of immigration in preference to that of anti-Semitism; indeed, it could be argued that the immigrant plays the same role for postwar fascism that the Jew played in prewar Nazism. Why should the modern fascist scapegoat the Jew when he knows that he can count on much more public sympathy by scapegoating the immigrant? However, desecration or vandalism of Jewish cemeteries is a not uncommon experience.

The issue of the past treatment of Jews in Europe is definitely a factor in the Middle East question. For many, support for Israel is a way of atoning for a sense of guilt about the Holocaust, but naturally Palestinians find that abhorrent; they argue that they are being made to pay the price for European guilt about something in which they had no involvement. Many Jews consider it important to distinguish between anti-Zionism (as rejection of the policies or goals of the state of Israel) and anti-Semitism. Equally, the existence of the State of Israel and of the Palestinian refugee campsite is made a reason for hatred of all Jews everywhere among many Muslim propagandists and their supporters; historical anti-Semitic libels, such as the Protocols of the Elders of Zion, continue to circulate freely in the Arab world.
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Antonescu, Ion

Romanian marshal and dictator. Born in Pitesti on June 14, 1882, to an aristocratic military family, Ion Antonescu graduated from Romanian military schools in Craiova (1902) and Iasi (1904). A cavalry lieutenant during the 1907 Peasant Revolt, he fought in the Second Balkan War and was an operations officer during World War I. From 1922 to 1927, he was military attaché in Paris, Brussels, and London. He was chief of the Army General Staff in 1933 and 1934.

As with most others among the nationalistic Romanian military elite, Antonescu favored British and French political influence. However, he closely monitored both the Third Reich’s ascendancy and the looming Soviet Union in his vigilance regarding Romanian territorial integrity, pragmatically preparing for a German accommodation should such a choice become necessary. As minister of defense, Antonescu became embroiled in and frustrated by the corrupt governing vicissitudes of King Carol II, especially after 1937. Protesting Carol’s February 1938 establishment of the Royal Dictatorship and his suppression of the fascistic Legion of Saint Michael (the Iron Guard), Antonescu defended the Iron Guard’s leaders in court and was briefly jailed and outposted to Chisinau (Kishinev) near the Soviet border.

Following the Soviet Union’s occupation of Bessarabia and the ceding of Transylvania to Hungary in the summer of 1940, in September Carol was coerced into naming Antonescu head of the troubled government before abdicating under pressure in favor of his son Michael, age 19. Antonescu’s title, Conducator, was the Romanian equivalent of Duce or Fuhrer, and he used his broad powers to oust the Iron Guard from government in January 1941. That June, he assigned 14 Romanian divisions to Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union, Operation BARBAROSSA. For reclaiming Romanian lands from the Soviets, Antonescu was proclaimed marshal by figurehead King Michael I on August 23, 1941. Antonescu continued to supply the German war effort with troops (ultimately, Romania lost substantially more men than Italy) in exchange for German military favor, but on the home front he sought to temper his ally’s overbearing appetite for Romania’s oil and agricultural bounty.

In coming to terms with Romania’s “Jewish question,” Antonescu—like Benito Mussolini in Italy—preferred his own solution to anything dictated by Berlin, employing policies that (officially) allowed Jews to emigrate in exchange for payment or to face deportation to Romanian-administered work camps in the Ukrainian region of Transnistria. Nonetheless, Antonescu’s regime was responsible for the deaths of more than 250,000 Romanian and Ukrainian Jews and Gypsies as a result of its “romanization” policies during 1940–1944, despite its refusal to join Germany’s “Final Solution” outright.

Antonescu was deposed by coup-installed King Michael on August 23, 1944, and was turned over to the occupying Soviet forces. His war crimes show trial, held in Bucharest during May 4–17, 1946, led to the death sentence, and he was executed there on June 1, 1946.

GORDON E. HOGG
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Arendt, Hannah

Hannah Arendt was one of the foremost political philosophers of the modern age. Her writings on the great problems of the mid-20th century—violence, genocide, and totalitarianism—became points of reference for all subsequent political theorists in the United States and around the world.
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Arendt was born on October 14, 1906, in Hanover, Germany. She studied at the universities of Marburg and Freiberg before earning a doctorate in philosophy at the University of Heidelberg in 1929. While at Marburg, Arendt studied with Martin Heidegger and also had a brief affair with the famous philosopher. As anti-Semitism began to reach dangerous levels with the official encouragement of the Nazi German state after 1933, Arendt was arrested for being a Jew. She managed to flee to France, where she continued her studies and became active within the Jewish community that was suffering a huge crisis by the late 1930s. She was arrested again during the German occupation of France during the first year of World War II but again escaped, this time to the United States in 1941.

In the United States, Arendt worked in the publishing industry for many years. From 1946 to 1948, she was an editor at Schocken Books. She wrote essays for Partisan Review, The Nation, and other leftist publications while teaching history at Brooklyn College and serving as director of research for the Conference on Jewish Relations. She became a U.S. citizen in 1951.

Also in 1951, Arendt published her seminal work, The Origins of Totalitarianism. This piece was the first significant essay on totalitarianism and established her reputation as an important political thinker. She held that modern mass society was the precursor of totalitarianism and that the obsessive pursuit of power in the 20th century made totalitarian states almost inevitable. She was among the first to articulate the similarities between Stalinism and Nazism, which were often thought to lie on opposite ends of the political spectrum.

None of Arendt’s subsequent work had the impact of The Origins of Totalitarianism, but it was all well received. Her next book, The Human Condition, was published in 1958. The year after it appeared, she was appointed visiting professor of political science at Princeton University, the first woman to ever reach that rank there. Also at Princeton, she delivered the lectures that were later collected in On Revolution, published in 1963.

From 1963 to 1967, Arendt was professor of political science at the University of Chicago. During this time, Adolf Eichmann, planner of the Nazi program for exterminating the Jews, was brought to trial in Jerusalem for these atrocities. Arendt’s thoughts inspired by this trial were first written for The New Yorker, then collected and published as Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil in 1964. A powerful book, its title phrase “banality of evil” is still used to refer to the way that horrendous acts are committed by ordinary people. Arendt portrayed Eichmann as an average bureaucrat rather than a psychopath. Even more controversial, she explored the complicity of the European nations and, in some cases, the Jews themselves, for the destruction of the Jews in Germany and Eastern Europe. The book cost her many friends.

Arendt continued to write essays and books on difficult topics, however, seeking to understand and explain the events of her time that many preferred to forget. Men in Dark Times appeared in 1968, On Violence in 1970, and Crises of the Republic in 1972. Having accepted a teaching position at the New School for Social Research in 1967, her collected lectures formed the basis of The Life of the Mind, which was edited by Mary McCarthy and published in 1979 after Arendt’s death on December 4, 1975, in New York City.
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Arouch, Salamo

Greek Jewish boxer who was interned for two years (1943-1945) at the Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp in southern Poland. There he agreed to box, and in doing so probably saved himself from the gas chambers. Salamo Arouch was born in Thessaloniki, Greece, in 1923, the son of working-class parents. Despite his small stature (he was only 5'6" tall), he began fighting when he was 14, quickly becoming a formidable boxer. By the time he was 17, he had become the Balkans’ light-middleweight champion and was undefeated.

In May 1943, Arouch’s life changed forever when German troops marched into Thessaloniki and began rounding up Jews for deportation to Nazi death camps. On May 15, Arouch, his parents, and four siblings arrived by train at Auschwitz. His three sisters and mother were promptly exterminated. Shortly thereafter, prison officials realized that Arouch had been a successful boxer, and they arranged a series of fights with fellow inmates to entertain prison personnel. He fought some 200 bouts, winning all but 2, which were deemed a draw. Arouch was spared hard labor as a result, and he was given the coveted position of file clerk. His father, meanwhile, was eventually gassed as his health declined, and his brother was shot to death for disobeying guards’ orders.

In January 1945, Arouch and the other Auschwitz survivors were liberated by Soviet troops. In April 1945, he met another death camp survivor—Marta Yechiel—and the two soon married. The young couple took up residence in Palestine, and Arouch participated in the 1948 Israeli War of Independence, following the founding of Israel. He remained in Israel thereafter, operating a moving and shipping company based in Tel Aviv. In 1989, Arouch’s experiences during World War II were documented in the film Triumph of the Spirit, with Willem Defoe playing Arouch. Arouch was an adviser to the film crew, which shot the movie on location at Auschwitz.

Arouch died in Israel on April 26, 2009.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Aryanism

Aryanism was one of the most important ideological elements in German National Socialism, and it remains important for many modern neo-Nazi movements in various countries today. Adolf Hitler and the early Nazi ideologues believed in an Aryan master race that had a mission to dominate all other peoples and races. The term Aryan was popularized in the late 19th century by the Anglo-German scholar Max Muller as an alternative to Indo-European. “Indo-European languages” were treated as a particular category of languages that included Sanskrit, Persian, Greek, Latin, Celtic, Teutonic, and Slavonic. Muller used the term Aryan only of language speakers, but others began to apply it to racial groupings, a practice that he himself never considered acceptable.

The story of how so-called Aryanism came to play such an important role in Nazi thinking is complex and goes back to the early modern era. In the 16th century, there developed in German-speaking Europe an aspiration to find ways of expressing the cultural unity of German-speakers, or “Germanness,” which some felt transcended actual territorial political divisions. That gave rise to attempts to “unmix” Germany as a melting-pot of different peoples in favor of a “pure Germanness.” The specifically “German” peoples were pictured as set apart from their neighboring peoples; the Germans were depicted as men who were original, rooted in the soil, free-spirited, and with a developed sense of honor, distinguished from other peoples by their positive qualities. Ulrich von Hutten contrasted the “manliness” of the Germans as a “world-dominating” people with the “womanliness” of the Romans. The development of the notion of a “German special way” in spirit, culture, and race was encouraged by the German Reformation, especially in its sectarian form. That movement soon acquired (as did later the whole Aryan myth) a decidedly anti-Church and anti-Roman tendency, on the basis of theories that claimed that the originally free Germans adhering to a “natural religion” had been weakened in spirit and enslaved by the yoke of the Roman Catholic Church and had become “mixed in” with other culturally inferior peoples. Some humanists saw German as “the language of heroes” and aspired to “purify” it from supposedly later admixtures. Even Leibniz believed that German was closer to the lost “Adamitic primitive language” than Hebrew or Arabic. When Aryan studies began in the 18th century, the Germans were portrayed as the leaders of the noble Aryan master race, set apart from other peoples by their “purity.”

Inspired by the discovery of new peoples and continents, and following older medieval theories according to which there were “pre-Adamitic peoples” who did not go back to the forefather Adam, some Enlightenment thinkers developed a theory of the distinct origins of the human races. This was intended as a rival to the Christian teaching that saw Adam and Eve as the original couple of all of humanity. These Enlightenment figures assigned to the blacks, whom they regarded as standing on a low spiritual level, all the lowly and primitive qualities, and to the creative white master races (Aryan and European) all the noble and higher qualities. Carl von Linnaeus, the great classifier of nature, called the European “inventive. . . white, full-blooded. He is governed by laws.” At the other end of his scale (below the intermediate stages of Americans and Asiatics) stood the African: “foolish, lazy, apathetic . . . black, phlegmatic . . . ruled by the arbitrary power of his master.” Pupils of Linnaeus developed dualistic theories according to which the whites were the original race while the blacks had emerged through a “mixture” of the whites with apes. David Hume called “Negroes and generally all other species of men . . . inferior to whites by nature. . . . There has never been a civilized nation of other than white skin, not even a single one, which distinguished itself in trade and thought.”

Again as part of an anti-Christian propaganda war, Voltaire attributed to the spiritual culture of India temporal precedence over biblical Hebrew culture, tracing “Abraham” back to the Indian “Brahma.” Along with other rather bizarre theoreticians, he inspired the German Romantics in their love affair with India.

In Germany, both Enlightenment and Romantic thinkers aspired to look beyond the Jewish-Christian horizon of the West. They were fascinated by the early Indian thinkers, now seen as the earliest representatives of a spiritual culture of humanity. India was regarded as the source of “the ways of humanity” and the “lawgiver to all peoples” in the words of travel writer Pierre Sonnerat. Johann Gottfried Herder inspired a Romantic cult of “Mother India”; India was for him both the source and place of origin of mankind itself and the source of the “religion of natural revelation,” of which the Hebrew Bible was only a “faithful copy.” For Herder, the Indians were perfect representatives of wisdom, science, nobility, and restraint; he celebrated the common origins of the “Indo-Aryans” and the racial and cultural-linguistic relationship between Indians, Persians, and Germans as representatives of the “high and noble.” Herder’s contemporaries at the German universities now sought to draw the outlines of an Aryan high culture that had developed separately from “Semitic” cultures and languages. In his work Uber die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier (On the Language and Wisdom of the Indians, 1808), Friedrich Schlegel claimed that a people of Aryan culture came from north India to the west, which meant that many ideas from ancient India were to be found among the old Germans.

His brother August Wilhelm Schlegel was the first to give the Aryan idea a nationalistic turn, making an association between the root “Ari” and the German word “Ehre” (“honor”). Through E. M. Arndt and F. L. Jahn, “Aryan” or “Indo-German” studies in Germany took on a decidedly anti-Semitic coloring by the mid-19th century, initially on the basis of the idea that the old Indian wisdom books represented the original revelation of God more perfectly than the Hebraic-biblical texts. This idea was formulated in increasingly dualistic terms: the original pure texts of the Indo-Aryans, a world-dominating master people, were watered down and falsified by the uncreative and ultimately culturally “parasitic” Semites.

The French historian Jules Michelet spoke in his Histoire romaine (1831) of the “long struggle between the Semitic world and the Indogermanic world”; for him, too, India was the “Mother of the Nations.” Other propagandists of Aryan studies, mostly theologians and Sanskrit scholars, constructed an “Aryan Christ” who had taught a master religion of the noble and the subjection of non-Aryan peoples—for example, the French Orientalist Ernest Renan, in his extremely successful work The Life of Jesus (1863–1883). Others accepted that the roots of Christendom were Semitic but argued that it had experienced its high point in the Middle Ages, when it was marked by the culture of the German Reich.

In the course of the 19th century, Aryan theories got mixed with a series of ideas prevalent at the time into an inextricable tangle; thus with race theory, which propagated the “racial pride” of the white races as the “motor of history”; with a crude form of Social Darwinism that started from the struggle of the races with each other; also with “physiological” anthropology, which argued from physical racial characteristics, especially through skull measurements, to the spiritual and ethical superiority of the whites or the inferiority of the blacks. In Germany, Great Britain, and France, anti-Semitic cultural theories constructed the “cultural genius” of the Aryans over against the “cultural sterility” of the Semites. The Genevan linguistics scholar Adolphe Pictet called the Aryans the “civilizers of the world”: “[T]he race of the Aryans, chosen before all others, is the most important tool of the plans of God for the destiny of humanity,” he wrote. For Gobineau, who brought together almost all of these theories and had his greatest influence in Germany, the white Aryan races had arisen in north India and were from the beginning led by “Providence” (later a favorite term of Hitler’s). Gobineau categorized nearly all known races according to the degree of their “mixture” with others, especially with Aryans or Semites. He saw in the “bastardizing of the Aryans” the main reason for the collapse of civilizations and cultures, which were condemned to general “mediocrity” by it. It was Gobineau who gave a history-of-philosophy orientation to the Aryan/Jewish polarity.

The theory of the different origins of the Aryan and Semitic peoples became virtually a religious dogma for all anti-Semitic currents in Germany. Prescription of the separation of races and depiction of the dangers of a “mixing of races” became a fixed idea, with prophets of doom forever repeating the claim that the “inferior races” damaged the “higher” ones. In the 19th century, race researchers had speculated that an Aryan woman who had been “tainted” even just once by a Jewish man could thenceforth bring into the world only “Jewish bastards.”

In parallel with the cult of the Germans in the second half of the 19th century there developed a no less exaggerated cult of the Aryans with religious-type features, and that also drew many representatives of early National Socialism under its banner. One of the main prophets was the German Orientalist Lagarde, who wanted to set the figure of Jesus Christ free from a Jewish context and outlined a Germanic or Aryan “religion of the future.” His example inspired a whole flood of writings that aimed at “Aryanizing” Jesus. Most of them were rather comical, such as the theory of Ernst von Bunsen, according to which the Bible had originated in an Aryan religion of the sun, and the first man, Adam, was an Aryan; the serpent in Paradise, by contrast, had been “Semitic.” The young Richard Wagner had in 1850 compared Christ to the highest German god, Wotan, while the expatriate Englishman Houston Stewart Chamberlain was a tireless “prophet of Aryanism” who claimed that he had “demonstrated” the “non-Jewish descent” of Jesus Christ. His anti-Semitic Foundations of the 19th Century (1899) had a direct influence (down to the choice of title) on Rosenberg’s “Myth of the Twentieth Century” and on his Aryan mysticism.

Clearly, then, in many respects the Nazi ideologues with their Aryan mystifications needed only to harvest where others—including some of the leading minds of the 19th and 20th centuries—had already sown. But in Mein Kampf, Hitler gave to the idea of the Aryan as “founder of culture” a peculiarly violent turn, claiming that the Aryan alone was worthy to bear the name “human,” so that all other peoples and races were no more than “subhumans.” This strict dualism between the “racially pure” Aryans and all others—especially Jews and Slavs—led in Nazism to the radical outlawing of all “non-Aryans” and to their enslavement and attempted annihilation. The “Aryan Paragraph” formulated for the first time in the Gesetz zur Wiederherstellung des Berufsbeamtentums (Law for the Restoration of the Civil Service) of April 7, 1933 (which went back to a demand of Georg von Schonerer in the 19th century), decreed that all civil servants of “non-Aryan descent” be retired. After this, the Aryan Paragraph served for the systematic outlawing of Jews from all areas of public life. The identification of Aryanism and Germanness was recognized by the National Socialist state in a memo from the Reich Ministry of the Interior of November 26, 1935, in which the concept “Aryan” was replaced by “of German blood,” and later by the formula “those belonging to German or related blood.” The accompanying “Aryan proof” obliged Germans, especially applicants for official posts, to show an unbroken “testimony of descent” of “Aryan purity of blood” of their ancestors back to the year 1800. Official Nazi linguistic usage designated the taking of Jewish property into Aryan hands as laid down in the Aryanizing Decrees of April 26 and November 12, 1938, as “Aryanization”: the alienation of Jewish property without compensation in favor of “Aryan members of the nation,” who could acquire alienated Jewish goods. This is a typical example of the way that the “Aryan” idea served the Nazis both as a propaganda tool in their war against the Jews and as a cover for robbery and exploitation.

MARKUS HATTSTEIN (TRANSLATED AND ENLARGED BY CYPRIAN BLAMIRES)
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Auschwitz

Auschwitz (Oswiecim in Polish) was the name given to a series of German concentrations camps in eastern Poland that served as one of the epicenters of the Holocaust. More Jews were killed in Auschwitz during the war than in any other single location. Since the victims came from every part of Europe, and because the camps were in operation longer than any other death camp, Auschwitz has come to symbolize the Nazi determination to destroy the Jews.

Understanding the history of Auschwitz is a challenge because of the complexity of its story. Initially, Auschwitz was established as a concentration camp for Polish soldiers and political prisoners. After June 1941, Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) were added to the prison population. During its first two years of its operation, little distinguished Auschwitz from any other Nazi camp, or indeed could predict the role it would play in the Holocaust. It must also be remembered that there was not a single Auschwitz, but rather three main camps—Auschwitz I, Auschwitz II (Birkenau), and Auschwitz III (Monowitz)—along with approximately 50 satellite camps located over a wide geographical region. Thus, even at the height of the killings, Auschwitz concentration and work camps continued to exist next to the Auschwitz death camp of Birkenau.
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In the winter of 1940–1941, the German chemical firm I. G. Farben, taking advantage of governmental tax breaks for industrialist building in the newly conquered territories, chose the Auschwitz area as the site for the construction of a new plant. The availability of a railroad junction and raw material, along with the chance to utilize cheap concentration camp labor, added to the allure of the area. A deal was made between I. G. Farben and the SS, whereby the latter would provide slave labor (drawn from Auschwitz inmates) and the company would pay the SS for the use of the workers. At the same time, SS chief Heinrich Himmler ordered the camp system expanded to accommodate over 100,000 inmates, probably in expectation of a massive number of Soviet prisoners.

In the fall of 1941, a local Nazi official, ordered to kill a number of Soviet POWs, decided to experiment with the use of Zyklon-B (a cyanide gas used for delousing). A small farmhouse was sealed off and thus the first tests with gassing prisoners was carried out on those considered subhuman (untermenschen) by Nazi ideology.

The context for these tests reflect why the history of Auschwitz, and thus Adolf Hitler’s Final Solution, are sometimes so difficult to comprehend. Although Hitler ordered the extermination of the Jews, there was no straight chain of command from the chancellory to guards at Auschwitz to gas Jews. The story of Auschwitz thus reflects how policy was set by the Nazi hierarchy, with its implementation left to local officials. In September 1941, when Hitler ordered the slaughter of Europe’s Jews, the gassing experiment at Auschwitz was being conducted independently of higher control.

Auschwitz seemed a logical place as a site for the implementation of the Holocaust because it was remote from major population centers and yet the presence of a rail line ensured that access was not subject to unreliable roads. When high-ranking Nazi officials learned of the effectiveness of Zyklon-B in killing Jews, they adopted it as the method of choice, thereby merging industrial production with mass slaughter.

While the first killings took place at Auschwitz I, Auschwitz II (Birkenau) became the focal point for the gassing of Jews brought from all over Europe. Initially, two converted farmhouses were employed in this task. By the middle of 1942, however, specially built gas chambers and crematoria were in use, enabling the Germans to gas and then incinerate several thousand people per day.

To clean the bodies out of the chamber and sort the clothes and valuables of those who were murdered, the Nazis created several groups of Sonderkommando (special squads) of prisoners. Periodically, these Sonderkommando were culled, along with prisoners from the other camps, in a process known as selection. The SS (and I. G. Farben) hoped that by replacing weak and ailing prisoners with slightly healthier inmates, they would be able to maintain production levels. The killing of the Sonderkommando also helped remove witnesses to the actual mechanism of mass slaughter. On October 7, 1944, however, members of the Sonderkommando revolted, not in any expectation of escape, but in order to destroy as much of the gas chambers and crematoria as possible. They were also hoping to buy time to bury manuscripts, evidence of the horrible work they were forced to carry out. Over 400 Sonderkommando were killed, along with approximately 15 SS guards. The manuscripts they hid were not discovered for more than a decade.

On January 6, 1945, four Jewish women who had smuggled gunpowder to the Sonderkommando for their revolt were executed in Auschwitz. They were among the last people killed in the camp, as the Nazis evacuated the area ahead of the advancing Red Army, destroying as much of the evidence of their genocide as they could. Many thousands of inmates who the Nazis forced to march back to the Reich perished along the way. Only a few hundred were found alive in the camp when the Red Army arrived at the end of January.

Much of Auschwitz has been preserved and serves today as a grim reminder of the efficiency of the German machinery of death.

FRED KROME
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Austria

Austria is a land-locked nation in central Europe, which had a 1939 population of some 7 million. Although most of its citizens were ethnically German, Austria had sizable minority populations that included Italians, Slavs, Romanians (including Roma), and Jews of varying ethnicities. Until World War I, Austria had anchored the far-flung Austro-Hungarian Empire; after that conflict, Austria became a singular sovereign state that had been forbidden from uniting with Germany, which lay to its north. The interwar years in Austria were not happy ones, however, and the small nation was wracked by economic crises and political turmoil.

After Adolf Hitler and the Nazis came to power in Germany in 1933, they carefully groomed Austria for eventual unification with Germany, a process known as the Anschluss. Hitler, himself an Austrian, ordered a propaganda campaign to prepare the Austrians for the Anschluss. Meanwhile, the Austrian Nazi Party, which was controlled by Berlin, made steady inroads into the Austrian political scene while Germany placed economic pressures on Austria and aided armed groups within Austria who were resisting leftist militias.

In 1938, the Anschluss became a reality when German troops swept in and Hitler himself declared the union on March 13. Many Austrians applauded the move, which was retroactively “vindicated” by a rigged plebiscite that showed that 99 percent of the voting population approved the Anschluss, a figure that was clearly too high. Jews and other minorities had been barred from voting. The incorporation of Austria into Germany proved catastrophic to Austrian Jews. The progrom known as Kristallnacht (“Night of the Broken Glass”), which occurred in November 1938, burned or destroyed nearly all of Vienna’s synagogues and looted or destroyed hundreds of Jewish-owned shops and businesses. Several thousand Jews were rounded up and sent to concentration camps in the east.

These tragic events commenced a huge exodus of Jews from Austria. Jews represented about 4 percent of the total Austrian population in 1938 and numbered some 192,000; however, the number of Austrian Jews plummeted by the beginning of 1940, when only 75,000 remained. Meanwhile, during the summer of 1938, the Nazis erected one of the first concentration camps that would be employed during the Holocaust—the Mauthausen complex—which was a forced-labor camp outside Linz. There, untold thousands would die between 1938 and 1945 from overwork, starvation rations, and illness and disease. Mauthausen actually increased exponentially in size during the war, as it became a major armament-producing center. There were at least 60 subcamps of Mauthausen by late 1944. Austria was also home to the Strassof and Lochau concentration camps.

As World War II ground on, Nazi policies toward Austrian Jews, Roma, and other people deemed “undesirable” gradually changed from emigration and expropriation to mass deportation to concentration camps and ghettos further to the east. Nearly 35,000 Jews who had remained in Vienna were forcibly deported between 1940 and 1942, and a great majority of them died. It is estimated that just 7,000 Jews were left in Austria by late 1942, a stunning 96 percent reduction of the pre-war population. The human losses involved with the Holocaust in Austria are frightening and incalculable, but the permanent destruction of Jewish culture in Vienna, which had historically been one of the great world centers of Judaism and Zionism, was nearly as complete.

As in almost all of the belligerent nations, Austria suffered heavy damage from the war, first by air raids beginning in 1943. The following two years would see even more destruction in heavy land combat. After Germany’s collapse in the spring of 1945, Allied armies overran Austria; by the late spring, the country had been divided among the Soviets, Americans, French, and British. Austria would remain occupied until 1955 and recovered slowly and fitfully from World War II. The Jewish population, however, would never recover, and the wealth of cultural and educational contributions that had been made by Austrian Jews would likewise never be revived.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Austrian Death Marches

Beginning in the summer of 1944, Hungarian Jews were carried off by the Nazis to Austria as forced laborers. Many of them were assigned to the building of the so-called Reich Defense Line on the then German-Hungarian border (also called “South East Rampart”; Südostwall). Those laborers, some of whom had already performed forced labor for the Hungarian army, were in very bad health. Hard work, little rest, and meager food rations had caused diseases, especially typhus, which became epidemic. By now, they had lost their “worth” as workers for the Nazis, so many of them were murdered. For example, in March 1945, in the little town of Rechnitz, Nazis killed 180 Jews. The next day, 18 Jews were forced to bury the bodies, after which they too were killed.

Many more crimes were committed when the front lines approached Austria in late March 1945. The work camps were closed, and the Jews were moved to the concentration camp at Mauthausen. Prisoners who were deemed too weak to survive the trip were killed. That happened, for instance, in the camp of Engerau near Bratislava/Slovakia, where nearly one in four prisoners had already died or were murdered before the evacuation of the camp began.

Comparable crimes were committed in other places, too. For example, near Persenbeug on the Danube River, 223 Jews were murdered by unknown members of the Schutzstaffel (SS) at the beginning of May 1945. The prisoners were not only killed in the vacated camps, but also on the way to Mauthausen. They had to walk and were not allowed to take the main roads, which were being used by the German Army; these marches on back roads were carried out in a most brutal and exhausting manner. The escorts, in most cases members of the SS or SA (storm troopers), and assisted by local units of the Nazi home guard (Volkssturm) or the local police (Gendarmerie), killed the weak and footsore prisoners, as well as many relatively healthy ones arbitrarily. Such atrocities took place on numerous transports (“death marches”) in Styria, Lower and Upper Austria, and in many other regions along the Eastern front of the Third Reich. The cruelest crime was committed on the Präbichl, a pass in the Styrian Alps near Eisenerz. Early in April 1945, members of the local SA fired their guns randomly at the passing prisoners, killing more than 200 of them.

The prosecution of these crimes fell under the jurisdiction of the Austrian People’s Courts (Volksgerichte) as well as special military courts of the Allied occupation powers. During the early post-war years, some Austrian war criminals received severe sentences for their acts. Out of the 43 death sentences handed down by the Austrian People’s Courts between 1945 and 1948, 15 were imposed on perpetrators who had committed crimes in the camps along the “South East Rampart,” or during the “death marches” after the evacuation of those camps.

MARTIN F. POLASCHEK
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Babi Yar Massacre

German mass shooting of Soviet Jews outside Kiev, Ukraine. Following the German Army’s invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, four Einsatzgruppen (mobile killing squads) entered Soviet territory, their task being the physical annihilation of Communist Party functionaries, Red Army commissars, the physically and mentally handicapped, partisans, and Jews.
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As the Wehrmacht drove ever deeper into the Soviet Union, the Einsatzgruppen followed, rounding up and slaughtering their intended victims in mass shootings. Consequently, by the time of their disbanding in 1943, when the war on the Eastern Front swung irreversibly in favor of the Red Army, the Einsatzgruppen—with the assistance of the German Army and a host of enthusiastic collaborators from the Latvian, Lithuanian, and Ukrainian populations—had committed a multitude of unspeakable atrocities and murdered an estimated 1.5 million Soviet Jews and others.

Among the numerous Einsatzgruppen crimes, the slaughter of Jews at Babi Yar in late September 1941—perpetrated by Colonel Paul Blobel’s Sonderkommando 4a, a subunit of Otto Rasch’s Einsatzgruppe C—was arguably the most notorious. On September 19, 1941, units of the German Army Group South occupied Kiev, the capital of Soviet Ukraine. In the days immediately following, a series of explosions rocked the city, destroying German field headquarters, burning more than one-third of a square mile of the Kiev city center, and leaving some 10,000 residents homeless. Although these explosions were likely the work of the Soviet political police, or NKVD, the Germans saw in them a convenient justification to massacre the city’s Jews, a task Blobel’s Sonderkommando would have carried out regardless.

After discussions between Blobel, Rasch, and Major General Kurt Eberhard, the German field commander in Kiev, the latter ordered the city’s Jews to assemble with their possessions—including money, valuables, and warm clothing—near the Jewish cemetery no later than 7:00 a.m. on Monday, September 29. The posted order indicated that the Jews were to be resettled and warned that failure to comply would be punishable by death.

Once assembled, Kiev’s Jews were marched to Babi Yar, a partially wooded ravine just outside the city. There, the Germans, following the procedure used by Einsatzgruppen since the mass shootings of Soviet Jews began in late June, forced the Jews to strip, dispossessed them of their belongings, and shot them to death in groups of 30 to 40 people. In the course of two gruesome days, Blobel’s men, relying exclusively on automatic weapons, murdered 33,771 innocent men, women, and children. Subsequently, they reported that the Jews had offered no resistance and until the last minute had believed they were to be resettled.

During the months that followed the initial Babi Yar Massacre, the Germans periodically used the ravine as a murder site, killing several thousand more Jews there, plus an untold number of Gypsies and Soviet prisoners of war (POWs). In July 1943, with Soviet forces having seized the military initiative and advancing rapidly, the Germans launched Operation AKTION 1005 to eradicate evidence of their crimes in the Soviet Union. Blobel, who had been released from his duties as commander of Sonderkommando 4a in early 1942 and transferred to Berlin, returned to Kiev, where he oversaw efforts to obliterate traces of the executions at Babi Yar. Throughout August and September, Blobel’s men and conscripted concentration camp inmates reopened the mass grave, crushed bones, and cremated the remains of the dead. Despite the Germans’ efforts to hide their crimes, significant evidence of the massacres remained and was discovered by Soviet forces following the liberation of Kiev in November 1943.

The Babi Yar Massacre of late September 1941 was not the largest German “special action” against the Jews. In October 1941, the Germans and their Romanian allies murdered an estimated 50,000 at Odessa. Nonetheless, more than any other, Babi Yar has come to symbolize an aspect of the Holocaust—mass shootings—that is invariably overshadowed by the horrors of Auschwitz and the other death camps.

BRUCE J. DEHART
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"Banality of Evil"

“Banality of evil” is a term and concept first coined by the noted political philosopher Hannah Arendt. The phrase is part of the subtitle to her award-wining 1963 book Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil, in which she detailed the war-crime trial of the infamous Nazi SS officer Adolf Eichmann. That trial took place in Israel in 1961. Arendt, a Jew who had fled Nazi Germany in 1941, was commissioned by The New Yorker magazine to cover the trial and write a detailed article on it; the book emerged from that article. Arendt’s unorthodox interpretation of Eichmann’s motives and actions upended the more traditional interpretations of Holocaust perpetrators, which at that time tended to portray them unerringly as evil, depraved, and psychopathic individuals.

Arendt concluded that Eichmann was neither inherently evil nor psychopathic. In fact, she asserts, he presented himself as a rather ordinary individual who demonstrated no inherent hatred toward Jews or guilt for the deplorable acts that took place on his watch and as a result of his orders. Eichmann had been primarily responsible for carrying out the Holocaust because he oversaw the deportation of Jews to concentration camps beginning in the early 1940s. She further argued that Eichmann’s seeming lack of anti-Semitism and his relative nonchalance toward Nazi ideology made the evil he unleashed seem “banal” because there appeared to be no psychological or moral explanations for it. And the fact that he felt no responsibility or guilt after the fact compounded that banality.

Arendt also asserted that Eichmann was incapable of independent thinking and was unable to connect and communicate with others outside a military setting. This rendered him more immune to the moral consequences of Nazi policies, and made it easier for him to carry out the Final Solution with no lingering guilt. She also ably demonstrated that Eichmann was not a bright man intellectually, which may have predisposed him to participate in activities that most people would have found repugnant. In the end, however, Arendt concludes that even though Eichmann appeared “normal” on the exterior, his complete willingness to follow morally repugnant orders indicated his exceptional inclination toward evil, not because it was ingrained in him, but because he chose not to recognize evil acts even as he carried them out.

Not surprisingly, Arendt withstood withering criticism for her “banality of evil” thesis. More recently, her ideas have found much traction among certain Holocaust scholars, most notably Christopher Browning, whose 1992 book Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland builds upon the premises of Arendt’s “banality of evil” theme. Arendt’s ideas regarding the Holocaust were frightening perhaps because she implied that the Holocaust could be repeated, and that many people could be complicit in such a cataclysm without consciously choosing to do so. Subsequent genocides in the Balkans, Rwanda, and Darfur have appeared to vindicate Arendt’s observations.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Barbie, Klaus

Klaus Barbie, the infamous “Butcher of Lyon,” was the head of the Gestapo in Lyon, France, and earned a reputation for his sadism and brutality during World War II.

Nikolaus Klaus Barbie was born on October 25, 1913, in Bad Godesberg, Germany. In 1923, he moved to Trier. Attracted to Nazism’s fierce nationalist ideology, Barbie joined the local Hitler Youth group in April 1933 and rose within its ranks. In September 1935, he joined the Schutzstaffel (SS) and was accepted into the Sicherheitsdienst (SD, Intelligence Service).

With the outbreak of war in 1939, Barbie rose quickly within the ranks of the SD. In May 1940, he was dispatched to the SD office in Holland. During his time in Holland, Barbie organized and participated in mass arrests and deportations of Jews. After being promoted to Obersturmfuehrer, Barbie next returned to Germany to receive training in counterinsurgency. In November 1942, Barbie was sent to Lyon and appointed head of the Gestapo.

In Lyon, Barbie became renowned for his brutal policies aimed at accused French resistance fighters and Jews. Prisoners were personally tortured by Barbie, including men, women, and children. In June 1943, he succeeded in capturing Jean Moulin, a leading member of the French Resistance. Mercilessly tortured, Moulin later died of his wounds.

Barbie also oversaw the deportation of Jews to the death camps in the East. In April 1944, he ordered the residents of the Jewish Children’s home in Izieu to be transported to Auschwitz. Forty-one children, ages three to eleven, were gassed. As American forces approached Lyon in August 1944, Barbie ordered the execution of 120 prisoners. Fleeing the city, he later returned to Lyon to execute 20 former collaborators.

Following the war, Barbie switched allegiance and provided information to both British and American intelligence. In 1949, France requested that Barbie be turned over to stand trial for his crimes. Stalling and bureaucratic red tape allowed Barbie time to flee to Bolivia with his family in 1951. Assuming the name Klaus Altmann, Barbie remained unidentified for 20 years.

In 1971, Nazi hunters Beate and Serge Klarsfeld succeeded in locating Barbie. Barbie, however, enjoyed the protection of Bolivia’s right-wing government. By the early 1980s, however, the moderate leftist-oriented government that replaced it proved far less hospitable to Barbie. Moreover, a Socialist government in France exerted pressure on the Bolivian authorities, who finally arrested and extradited Barbie in 1983.

On May 11, 1987, the trial of Barbie began in Lyon, France. He had already been tried and convicted in absentia by a French court, and now faced a sweeping indictment on charges of murder, torture, unlawful arrest, summary execution, and the deportation of dozens of Jewish children. Barbie was blamed for some 26,000 killings. His defense attorney, Jacques Verges, attempted to argue that Barbie was no worse than the people who had arrested and placed him on trial and that the charges were therefore hypocritical. Found guilty on July 4, 1987, Barbie was sentenced to life imprisonment. Imprisoned in Lyon Prison, Barbie died on September 25, 1991.

ROBERT W. MALICK
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Becker-Freyseng, Hermann

German physician who participated in medical experiments on concentration internees before and during World War II. Herman Becker-Freyseng was born in Ludwigshafen, Germany, on July 18, 1910, and received his medical degree from the University of Berlin in 1935. The following year, he was given the rank of captain in the Medical Service and was posted to the Department of Aviation Medicine, where he became an expert on the effects of high-altitude, low-pressure conditions on human beings. In the meantime, he had become a member of the Nazi Party.

Becker-Freyseng’s work became well known, if notorious, at Nazi concentration camps, where he either conducted or supervised a number of experiments involving unwilling prisoners. Through the use of various low-pressure chambers designed to mimic the effects of high altitudes on the human body, Becker-Fryeseng and his colleagues killed a number of prisoners at Dachau. Other experiments attempted to record the effects of extremely cold temperatures on the human body. One of his more sinister experiments involved forcing 40 internees to drink saltwater to measure their bodies’ reactions. Some also had saltwater injected directly into their bloodstreams. The subjects were then subjected to liver biopsies—without the benefit of anesthesia—to measure that organ’s reaction to the saltwater. All of the people involved ultimately died.

After World War II ended in 1945, Becker-Freyseng was taken into custody by U.S. occupation authorities and put on trial for his medical experiments, along with other Nazi doctors. In 1946, he was found guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity and sentenced to 20 years in prison. Shortly thereafter, however, American officials took the German doctor to the United States, where he was put to work in the fledgling U.S. space program. He was in fact one of a number of German scientists taken to the United States as part of Operation PAPERCLIP, which was designed chiefly to prevent such individuals from going to work for the Soviets during the early Cold War period. Becker-Freyseng died on August 27, 1961, in Heidelberg.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Belarus

A landlocked region situated in eastern Europe, Belarus was occupied both by Poland and the Soviet Union prior to the beginning of World War II in 1939. Between 1922 and 1939, the western portion of Belarus was controlled by Poland; the eastern part was controlled by the Soviets as the Belarusian Soviet Socialist Republic. Even before the war, Belarus was no stranger to anti-Semitism and atrocities against Jews. Part of the Pale of Settlement established by Russian empress Catherine the Great in 1791, the region of Belarus was home to a sizable Jewish population. However, beginning in the second half of the 19th century, pogroms aimed at Jews forced many to flee and resulted in severe persecution and even death to those who remained. Anti-Semitism waned a bit after Belarus became part of the Soviet Union, but by the early 1930s Josef Stalin’s government had adopted a harder line against Belarusian Jews.

When Germany attacked Poland in September 1939, a move that sparked World War II, part of western Belarus came under Nazi control. In June 1941, Germany invaded the Soviet Union, and Nazi troops overran all of Belarus by the end of August. Within weeks, the Germans began implementing the systematic eradication of Belarusian Jews and other “non-Aryan” individuals in the region. Minsk, the historic capital of Belarus, became one the largest Jewish ghettos in the east. As many as 150,000 Jews were concentrated there, and most were killed on site or died after deportation. Over a period of just three days in June 1942, the Germans killed some 30,000 Jews in Minsk alone. Thousands of others were sent to labor or death camps, where the vast majority perished.

Mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen) were primarily responsible for rounding up Jews and other “undesirables” during the early stages of the German occupation. They were frequently aided by non-Jewish locals, who were exhorted by the Germans to establish pogroms against Jews. As the occupation progressed, the mobile killing squads and German occupation officials supervised the mass murder of at least one million Jews in the region; some estimates place the total killed as high as two million. Many were killed in their own cities or towns, or in the Minsk ghetto—others died after being deported to concentration camps.

The brutal German occupation ended in the summer of 1944, as Soviet troops pushed the Germans west toward Germany. Minsk was retaken that July. The German invasion and occupation of Belarus decimated that region and its inhabitants. One-quarter of the total population died between 1941 and 1944, and perhaps as much as 90 percent of the Jewish population perished. Indeed, Belarus suffered more than any other Soviet republic during the war. The Germans completely destroyed 209 cities and towns, more than one million homes and other structures, and eradicated 85 percent of the region’s industrial capacity. The damage was so catastrophic that Belarus’s population remained below the pre-1939 level until 1971.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Belgium

Belgium is a small nation located in northwestern Europe. It is divided culturally and linguistically between Dutch-speaking Belgians in the Flemish provinces and French-speaking Walloons in Flanders and in the south. There were an estimated 90,000–100,000 Jews living in Belgium in 1939, many of whom were foreign nationals from Poland and other eastern European countries. A liberal and independent constitutional republic since 1830, Belgium largely avoided the widespread anti-Semitism that had swept other nations in the 20th century.

Despite Belgium’s declared neutrality, German forces invaded the country in May 1940 and quickly established a military occupation there. The country was administered by German occupation officials and the Belgian civil service, although most policies were set by the Germans. Although the Belgian government reestablished itself in exile in London, King Leopold III refused to leave Belgium, where he remained under loose house arrest.

The Germans wasted no time in implementing anti-Jewish measures once Belgium had been secured. Various religious ceremonies were banned, and Jews were forbidden from certain professions, including education, medicine, and law. The occupiers also expropriated Jewish property and businesses, confined Jews to inner cities, established curfews and, beginning in 1942, required all Jews to wear yellow badges in public, which identified them as Jews.

Even worse, by late 1943, German occupation officials began rounding up Jews and forcibly deporting them to concentration and death camps in the east. As many as 25,000 Belgian Jews were sent to Auschwitz, where nearly all were murdered. Other Jews were compelled to work at forced labor both within Belgium and beyond, and several thousand are estimated to have died from overwork or squalid living conditions.

Compared to other nations under Nazi occupation, Belgian Jews fared relatively well, thanks in part to a fairly robust resistance movement that developed soon after the German conquest. Jews and non-Jews alike participated in this movement, which was aided by the Catholic Church and the government-in-exile. Most Belgians refused to aid the Nazis in their attempts to identify, round up, and label Jews, and many Belgians actively helped Jews elude the Germans’ clutches, chiefly by hiding them or helping them to remain hidden. In all, perhaps 25,000–30,000 Jews from Belgium died during the war, almost all of whom had been deported to concentration camps. Those who remained in Belgium fared relatively well by comparison. The German occupation of Belgium ended when Allied forces liberated it in September 1944.
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Belzec

In early 1940, German officials built a number of forced labor camps along the Bug River. Just outside the village of Belzec, in southeastern Poland, the Germans erected a labor camp, which also served as the headquarters for all of the regional labor camps. Administered by the Schutzstaffel (SS), the camp at Belzec interned Jews from the Lublin district, where they were compelled to build various military facilities on the Bug River. By year’s end, the labor camp was deactivated; its laborers were either shot or deported to other detention facilities. In November 1941, the SS and local police officials began erecting an extermination camp at the site of the old labor camp. It was to be the Nazis’ first extermination facility. The new camp commenced operations in March 1942, when Jews deported from Lublin, Lvov, and Krakow began arriving by rail cars. Belzec quickly became a death camp, where several hundred thousand people were summarily executed.

Belzec was ideally suited as an extermination camp because it was situated less than one-quarter of a mile from a major rail line. The camp, which measured 886 feet per side, was supervised by 20–30 SS and police officers along with an auxiliary police unit of 90–120 men. This group was multiethnic, constituting Ukrainian and Polish civilians as well as former Soviet prisoners of war (POWs). Commanding the facility were SS major Christian Wirth (March–June 1942) and SS first lieutenant Gottlieb Hering (June 1942–June 1943). The Nazis went to considerable trouble to conceal the activities inside the facility in an effort to keep the local population in the dark about the mass killings there.

The Germans had the deportations and killing down to a science: trains of 40–60 boxcars, with 80–100 people per car, arrived at the Belzec station. The prisoners were brought into the facility, stripped of their possessions, and usually separated by gender (men were kept separate from women and children). Deportees were then forced to disrobe and told to walk through the “tube,” a narrow, concealed walkway that led to the gas chambers. The unsuspecting prisoners were told they were going to communal showers. Once a chamber was full, the doors were sealed and carbon monoxide gas was pumped into the room via a large machine. This process was repeated until all deportees were killed (a few, however, were temporarily spared to work in the prison). Prisoners were compelled to work in the killing areas, separating prisoners’ possessions, removing bodies from the gas chambers, and burying them in mass graves adjacent to the facility.

Fearful that their nefarious activities might be discovered, German officials ordered the mass graves exhumed in October 1942. The remains were incinerated in open-air furnaces, while machines were employed to crush any surviving bone fragments. Meanwhile, between March and December 1942 alone, at least 435,500 Jews, Poles, and Roma (Gypsies) were murdered at Belzec. Most had come from southern Poland, but there were also Jews from Austria, Germany, and Czechoslovakia. Meanwhile, by June 1943, conscript laborers had finished the task of exhuming bodies and burning them. The workers were subsequently shot or deported to other facilities. To mask their activities, German officials bulldozed the entire site, constructed a large home, and planted crops and trees. The Soviets uncovered the horrors of Belzec when they occupied the area in July 1944.
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Bergen-Belsen

Bergen-Belsen was a German concentration camp during World War II near the village of Bergen in northwestern Germany. It was originally designated a camp for political prisoners and had no gas chambers or crematoria. Prisoners were subjected to a very limited diet, and most deaths at the camp resulted from starvation, malnutrition, or diseases like typhus and dysentery that result from unsanitary water conditions. The guards at Bergen-Belsen were notoriously brutal, especially the female contingent, and the camp was considered an especially tough place to be imprisoned.

In December 1944, Joseph Kramer was transferred to Bergen-Belsen from Birkenau as camp commander, and the regime of brutalization increased dramatically. Kramer, who the British called “The Beast of Belsen,” created at Bergen-Belsen perhaps the most brutal of the concentration camps. Beatings, torture, random shootings, and senseless cruelty were the order of the day. The incompetence of Kramer’s administration was magnified as prisoners from other camps were sent to Bergen-Belsen beginning in the late winter of 1945.

Bergen-Belsen’s normal number of prisoners was about 10,000. As Allied armies threatened to capture various concentration camps on the Eastern and Western fronts, however, prisoners were moved to camps deeper in Germany, and by April 1945, Belsen held almost 80,000 prisoners in a space designed to hold barely one-tenth that number. The acute shortage of food became catastrophic under these circumstances, and Kramer lost control of the situation. The camp guards stopped keeping track of prisoners and decided to refrain from contact with them because they were afraid of catching typhus. Any semblance of order simply disappeared. No one disposed of the growing number of dead, and some prisoners reportedly resorted to cannibalism.

The British captured Bergen-Belsen in April 1945, and Kramer took the soldiers on a tour of his camp. There were about 30,000 starving and diseased survivors and about 35,000 corpses lying around the camp. It was one of the most horrifying scenes of the entire war. Kramer was sentenced to death by a British military court on November 17, 1945, and hanged a few days later.
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Bermuda Conference

The Bermuda Conference, held in Hamilton, Bermuda, from April 19 to April 30, 1943, was a joint Anglo-American meeting convened to discuss the plight of European Jews. By the latter half of 1942, grisly news of the Nazis’ plan to exterminate European Jewry had been made public. Although the American press tended to downplay these reports, the British press paid more attention to them. Before long, Anglican Church leaders and some political leaders in Parliament began lobbying Winston Churchill’s government to do something to alleviate the mounting humanitarian catastrophe in Europe. On March 23, William Temple, the archbishop of Canterbury, gave an impassioned speech to the House of Lords imploring the British government to address the Holocaust. His remarks received wide press coverage and prompted the British Foreign Office to propose an Anglo-American conference to address the issue.

From the start, however, the Foreign Office warned others in the British government, as well as the U.S. State Department, that if a comprehensive plan to rescue European Jews did come to fruition, it might force the Germans and their satellite collaborators to abandon their policy of extermination in favor of mass deportation. That would create a flood of several million Jews into areas and nations controlled by the Allies, which would quickly overwhelm Allied logistics, destabilize governments, and possibly further imperil Jewish refugees.

The Americans took several weeks to respond to the British proposal, and the Bermuda Conference did not begin until April 19. Both the British and American governments tried to lower expectations of the meeting and opted to keep its deliberations secret. Indeed, Bermuda was chosen as the venue largely because of its complete isolation and the lack of a large media presence. Although a number of Jewish organizations asked to participate in the meeting, the conference was limited strictly to government officials, and no reporters were permitted to attend the sessions. To further lower expectations, the conferees referred to the Jews only as “political refugees,” a vague and general term that could be applied to a large number of people, including non-Jewish prisoners.

The general topics of what to do with Jewish refugees who had been liberated by the Allies and what to do for Jews who remained under Nazi control were discussed, but no solutions were forthcoming. Furthermore, neither the Americans nor the British offered to raise their restrictive immigration quotas, and the British made it clear that they would continue the ban on Jewish immigration to Palestine, an area that they then controlled. The conferees did not even discuss sending food and other supplies to Jews interned in concentration camps. In the end, the only substantive agreements to emerge from the talks were policies dealing with prisoners of war, and the establishment of a small Jewish refugee camp to be located in northern Africa.

The Bermuda Conference was a major disappointment to British and American Jews and those who sought to aid Jews under the Nazi yoke. The conferees even failed to mention or acknowledge the start of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, which had commenced the same day the talks began, on April 19. A week after the conference ended, a U.S. Jewish-Zionist organization placed an ad in the New York Times sharply critical of the Bermuda Conference, claiming that the American government had broken promises made to the Jewish people and had all but ignored the suffering of European Jews.
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Bilecki, Julian

Julian Bilecki was a Pole who, along with his family, shielded 23 Jews on a farm near Podhajce (Eastern Galicia, Poland) during the Holocaust from 1943 until 1944.

Bilecki was born on the outskirts of Podhajce in 1928 to a poor farming family. Prior to World War II, Podhajce had been home to some 3,000 Jews, a number of whom the Bileckis had befriended. By the spring of 1943, however, the Nazis had either killed or deported the vast majority of Jews in the area. In June 1943, several of the Bilecki family’s Jewish friends arrived at their farm, along with a number of Jews whom the Bileckis had not known. Fearing for their lives, they asked the Bileckis for help. Without hesitation, the Bileckis took them in and vowed to keep them hidden from the Germans.

The logistics of hiding, feeding, and clothing 23 people were daunting, but a plan was quickly hatched. Julian Bilecki, just 15 years old at the time, helped prepare a hidden bunker in some nearby woods. Fearing that they would be caught harboring Jews, the Bileckis painstakingly rationed what little food they had so that they could feed themselves as well as their charges without raising suspicions. When the bunker was nearly discovered by a passerby, Julian Bilecki helped construct another one, this time completely underground, and very near to the Bilecki farmhouse. In the winter, to avoid leaving telltale tracks in the snow, Julian would jump from tree to tree while delivering food and other supplies to the Jews hidden in the bunker.

Several times a week, the Bileckis would gather after dark and sing hymns, read from the Bible, and pray for their Jewish friends; they would also relay to them any local news or developments about the war. Julian Bilecki was involved in every aspect of the subterfuge, which went on for nearly a year. Finally, in March 1944, Soviet troops moved into the area and liberated it; the 23 Jews who had lived in a bunker underground for more than 10 months were freed. The survivors stated categorically that if not for the Bileckis, they would have surely died at the hands of the Nazis.

After the war, the area in which Julian Bilecki had been reared became part of the Ukraine, which in turn was under Soviet domination until the early 1990s. Julian became a bus driver, earning a meager living. At the time of his retirement in 1992, he, along with six other Ukrainians, were declared Righteous among the Nations by Israel’s Holocaust remembrance authority, Yad Vashem. In 1998, the Jewish Foundation for the Righteous sponsored a reunion, bringing Bilecki to New York to meet with several of the Jews he had helped more than a half century before. The trip, which was the first time Bilecki had ventured out of his country, was widely covered by the American press. Meanwhile, Roman Bilecki, Julian’s brother, had also been honored for his efforts during World War II. Roman Bilecki had emigrated to New York after the war.
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Bingham, Harry

Harry Bingham IV was a U.S. diplomat who helped rescue as many as 2,500 Jews from deportation and possible death in France during World War II.

Hiram Bingham, who went by “Harry,” was born into a wealthy and prominent family on July 17, 1903, in Cambridge, Massachusetts. His father, Hiram Bingham III, had served as governor of Connecticut and as a U.S. senator; his mother was the heiress of Tiffany and Company. Harry Bingham graduated from Yale University in 1925 and then traveled widely. He also taught school and was a civilian secretary in the U.S. consulate in Kobe, Japan. Upon his return to the United States, he earned a law degree from Harvard Law School and then pursued a career in diplomacy.

Upon entering the U.S. Foreign Service, Bingham was first posted to the U.S. embassy in Beijing, China, where he cultivated a life-long interest in Eastern philosophy and religion. He later served in embassies in Warsaw, Poland, and in London, where he was third secretary beginning in 1934. In 1939, the year World War II began in Europe, Bingham was sent to the U.S. consulate at Marseille, France, where he would serve as vice consul. On May 10, 1940, German forces invaded France, defeating that nation in six weeks. The French negotiated an armistice agreement with Germany, and the country was divided by the collaborationist Vichy government and German occupation authorities. Many French Jews, as well as several thousand Jewish refugees from other countries, were now herded into squalid internment camps. Their ultimate fate was deportation to forced-labor or concentration camps in eastern Europe. Within weeks of the French defeat, several thousand French and foreign Jews clamored into Marseille to seek travel visas to the United States or other non-belligerent countries.

In the summer and fall of 1940, the U.S. government, which was not yet involved in the war, instructed its diplomats not to actively aid refugees. The reasoning for this was that the Americans hoped to continue their neutrality and maintain diplomatic relations with Vichy officials. Bingham, however, was deeply moved by the plight of the Jews in France, and he paid no heed to his orders. He personally visited some of the refugee camps, where hunger and disease were rampant and the general living conditions appalling. What he saw shocked him, and he successfully lobbied American relief organizations to rush food and other aid to the Jewish internees.

Bingham’s greatest contribution to the plight of the Jews in France was his eagerness to help them obtain passports and visas so that they could seek asylum in other nations, including the United States. Many of these documents were provided to “stateless” Jews, foreign nationals who had fled to France before the government fell in June 1940. It is estimated that Bingham personally guaranteed safe passage to as many as 2,500 Jews. Most had no money and only the clothes on their backs. Some, however, were famous—or would become famous—people, including the political philosopher Hannah Arendt, and the artists Max Ernst and Marc Chagall. Bingham went so far as to hide the novelist Leon Feuchtwanger in his home until he could secure passage for him to Spain. Bingham also worked closely with the American journalist Varian Fry, a renowned rescue worker in France.

In 1941, probably because it did not approve of his activities, the U.S. State Department reassigned Bingham to Portugal. He was later posted to Argentina, where he aided in the tracking of Nazi war criminals. Bingham retired in 1945 after he failed to receive a promotion. Thereafter, he dabbled in several business ventures and took up painting and cello playing. The retired diplomat spoke little about his role in the Holocaust, and it was not until after his death on January 12, 1988, in Salem, Connecticut, that his activities came to full light. In the early 1990s, his children found documents that Bingham had hidden in his home detailing what he had done during 1940–1941.

In 2005, Yad Vashem, Israel’s Holocaust remembrance authority, sent Bingham’s heirs a letter of appreciation. The following year, the Anti-Defamation League bestowed its “Courage to Care” award on Bingham, and the U.S. Episcopal Church declared him an American saint. In 2011, the Simon Wiesenthal Center remembered Bingham with its Medal of Valor Award.
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Birkenau

One of three Nazi extermination camps in southern Poland, situated some 37 miles west of Krakow. There were three separate concentration camps at the site—Auschwitz I, Birkenau (Auschwitz II), and Monowitz (Auschwitz III). The largest of the three, Birkenau was built to alleviate overcrowding at Auschwitz I; construction commenced in October 1941. Birkenau’s “provisional” gas chamber, in which prisoners were herded and killed, was operational by early 1942. It was known as the “little red house” because the Germans had converted a small brick house into a makeshift gas chamber. A second, larger gas chamber was constructed and became operational by June 1943; it remained Birkenau’s primary killing facility and was nicknamed the “little white house” because it was a converted brick house painted white. Prisoners were killed with a gas derived from prussic acid, but known by its brand name Zyklon-B. It was far faster and more efficient than carbon monoxide, which had initially been used to murder detainees in Nazi death camps. It is believed that as many as 1 million people were exterminated at Birkenau between 1942 and late 1944, when the Germans suspended operations there.

The process of mass killing at Birkenau was virtually identical to that in other extermination facilities. Prisoners typically arrived by rail—in overcrowded boxcars—and were separated by gender upon arrival. They were then ordered to surrender all personal possessions, disrobe, and move toward “communal showers,” a cruel euphemism for the gas chamber. After the detainees were killed by the poison gas, prison workers emptied the chamber of bodies and deposited them in large crematoria. By June 1943, Birkenau had four large crematoria, which operated almost around the clock. The vast majority of prisoners were Jews from Central and Eastern Europe, although there were also a large number of Roma (Gypsies) as well.

Like most of the Nazi death camps, Birkenau was staffed with Schutzstaffel (SS) officials along with locally recruited police forces. Prisoners also helped run the facility. Orderlies (kapos) helped maintain order and discipline in the barracks, while crematoria personnel (sonderkommandos) helped process newly arrived prisoners and readied them for the gas chambers. They also gathered detainees’ personal possessions, removed any gold that gassed victims might have had in their teeth, and moved the corpses into the crematoria. Including prisoners, Birkenau may have had as many as 2,000–3,000 workers. Prisoners who worked as workers were also killed on a regular basis, to be replaced by newly arriving prisoners.
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Blome, Kurt

Nazi German doctor and medical researcher who conducted or supervised unethical medical experiments on concentration camp internees. Kurt Blome was born in Bielefeld, Germany, on January 31, 1894. After his medical education and training, he was appointed deputy Reich health leader and head of cancer research in the Reich Research Council. The latter post was, however, a cover for Blome’s far more sinister undertakings. Blome would later confess that beginning in 1943 he had been ordered to conduct experiments with bubonic plague on concentration camp detainees. He also admitted to experimenting with various cancer-causing agents and biological and chemical substances. Among these were typhoid, cholera, anthrax, bubonic plague, malaria, and nerve agents like sarin and tabun. Prisoners were routinely exposed to or infected with these various diseases and agents to test the efficacy of vaccines and antidotes. Many of Blome’s experiments were conducted at the Dachau and Auschwitz camps during the war.

In May 1945, after the defeat of Germany, American military intelligence operatives arrested Blome in Munich. When his sordid past came to light, other U.S. intelligence agents interrogated him as well. They were chiefly interested in his knowledge of chemical and biological warfare. In 1947, Blome was acquitted during the so-called Doctors’ Trial, and it remains unclear if American officials intervened in the judiciary process because they saw Blome as a potentially valuable scientist for U.S. weapons projects. Just two months after his acquittal, U.S. chemical weapons experts interviewed him at great length. In 1951, Blome was asked to join the U.S. Army Chemical Corps, but was denied a visa to work in the United States. He was later arrested by French officials and was tried and convicted of war crimes. Imprisoned, Blome died in Dortmund, Germany, on October 10, 1969.
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Bormann, Martin 

Martin Bormann was a close friend of Adolf Hitler, and from May 1941 leader of the party chancellery and from April 1943 “secretary to the Fuehrer.”
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Bormann was born on June 17, 1900, in Wegelben. After World War I, Bormann was involved with different radical Right organizations and associations. In 1924, he took part in a lynching and was condemned to a year’s imprisonment. After his entry into the National Socialist Party in 1927, his career in the party began. In 1928, he was active in the party head office in Munich. After the rise to power of Hitler and the Nazi Party, he advanced in July 1933 to the position of chief of staff with Hitler’s deputy in the party, Rudolf Hess. In October 1933, he was promoted to the rank of a Reich leader of the Nazi Party. With the “Adolf-Hitler-Contribution to the German Economy” organized by Bormann in 1933, which brought money from employers into the party coffers, he demonstrated (not for the first time) his skills with financial affairs. In 1933, Hitler entrusted him with the administration of his own finances, and that brought him access to the Reich chancellor and to the close circle around him.

The powers of Hess’s staff, and later those of the party chancellery, were never clearly set out and were constantly extended. Its principal task was to implement the will of the party over the state apparatus. This meant participation in legislative activity, a deliberate assertion of influence over appointments, and frequent interventions on the state and party political levels. After Hess’s flight to England in May 1941, Bormann was appointed to succeed him. His department had the title of Party Chancellery and he himself the authority of a Reich minister, but his actual power went beyond his formal positions in the party and state apparatus. He has often been ascribed the role of actual deputy to Hitler—though that must be nuanced—and he was certainly one of the most influential individuals in the regime. This found expression in his subsequent appointment in April 1943 as “secretary to the Fuehrer.” Factors that assisted him in his rise to the position of gray eminence of the National Socialist state and confidante of Hitler were his administrative and financial abilities, his unscrupulousness and intriguing, and his unconditional loyalty to Hitler. He remained at Hitler’s side right up to the latter’s suicide, and he pursued to the end—though with decreasing success—the implementation of Hitler’s lunatic orders, including the destruction of Germany’s remaining infrastructure.

Bormann pursued the aims and the ideology of the Nazis with the utmost brutality. He pushed through the exclusion of the Christian churches from public life, favored extremely harsh treatment of the Slav population in the territories occupied by German troops, and an intensification of the anti-Semitic measures of the Nazi state. Bormann’s ultimate fate remained unclear for a long time. In October 1946, the International Military Tribunal in Nuremberg condemned him to death in absentia. In spite of frequent reports that Bormann had survived, the search for him proved fruitless. In 1972, the state prosecutor at Frankfurt came to the conclusion that a body found in that year in Berlin was unquestionably his. It is likely that at the beginning of May 1945, Bormann was killed in an attempt to escape the encirclement of Berlin. Doubts, however, have been repeatedly expressed as to this version, and a shadow of uncertainty over his final end still lingers.
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Bousquet, Ren 

Ren Bousquet, Secretary-general of the Vichy French police during World War II, was largely responsible for mass deportations of Jews from France.

Born in Montauban in the department of Tarn-et-Garonne on May 11, 1909, René Bousquet studied in Toulouse and received a bachelor’s degree in law. During the early 1930s, he served as chief of staff for several governmental ministers. In May 1936, Bousquet was named assistant bureau chief of the interior ministry.

Prior to the outbreak of World War II, Bousquet became secretary-general of the Marne Department. In May 1940, Nazi Germany invaded France. Following the September 1940 armistice, Henri Philippe Pétain, head of state for the collaborationist Vichy regime, named Bousquet prefect of the Marne. The following August, he became regional prefect of Champagne. Finally, on April 18, 1942, Prime Minister Pierre Laval named Bousquet secretary-general for police in the Ministry of the Interior.

Along with Laval and Louis Darquier, commissioner for Jewish Affairs, Bousquet entered discussions with his Nazi counterparts concerning the status of Jews in France. He held talks with Schutzstaffel (SS) official Reinhard Heydrich, Karl Oberg, head of the SS in France, and Heinrich Himmler, chief of the SS in Germany. Bousquet soon expanded the function of the French police and agreed to have his personnel partake in the round-up of Jews throughout France.

On July 17, 1942, Bousquet ordered the mass arrest of all foreign Jews in Paris, in what became known as the Vel’ d’Hiv Roundup. Consequently, approximately 13,000 Jews were arrested and deported. The Jews were sent to the Drancy Internment Camp in Paris and then taken to the Auschwitz Concentration Camp in Poland, where the vast majority were killed. During Bousquet’s term as secretary-general, the majority of the approximately 76,000 Jews to be deported from France were arrested.

In December 1943, under pressure from the Germans, Bousquet resigned his position. In June 1944, he was detained and sent with his family to a villa in Germany. In May 1945, after the end of the war in Europe, Bousquet returned to France and was arrested. In June 1949, Bousquet stood trial for treason before the High Court of Justice. He was found guilty of national indignity, but his five-year sentence was commuted.

After his trial, Bousquet launched a successful career in business and finance. However, in October 1978, Darquier gave an interview in L’Express revealing the entire degree of Bousquet’s involvement in the mass deportation of Jews. After a lengthy investigation, on March 1, 1991, Bousquet was indicted on crimes against humanity. On June 8, 1993, Christian Didier, a deranged writer, entered Bousquet’s Paris apartment, shooting and killing him. Consequently, Bousquet never stood trial for his wartime actions.
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Brack, Viktor 

Nazi war criminal and German government official. Viktor Hermann Brack was born on November 9, 1904, in Haaren (modern-day Aachen), Germany, and studied economics at a Munich university. He was soon befriended by Heinrich Himmler, for whom he worked for a time as a personal aide. Himmler would go on to become a high-ranking Nazi officer and official. In 1929, Brack joined the Nazi Party and subsequently became a member of the Schutzstaffel (SS). In 1932, he took a staff position at Nazi Party headquarters in Munich. In 1936, despite the fact that he had little medical or scientific experience, Brack, now a colonel, was appointed chief liaison officer with the health ministry in Berlin.

Beginning in late 1939, Brack was tasked with implementing the Nazi euthanasia program, known as Action T4. This effort resulted in the murder of at least 50,000 Germans and Austrians who were physically or mentally ill, political dissidents, or Jews or Roma (“Gypsies”). Soon, the euthanasia program was extended to the various Nazi concentration camps in Central and Eastern Europe, where internees who were either too sick or too old to work were systematically killed.

In 1941, Brack’s old benefactor, Himmler, sought ways to reduce the population of “feeble” individuals at concentration camps while at the same time retaining prisoners who were able to provide forced labor. Brack advocated a two-part system; the first part simply referred to the mass gassing of internees who were unable to work. The second part, aimed at useful laborers, would introduce forced sterilization to prisoners, so they would not be able to reproduce. Forced sterilization was carried out mainly through the use of massive doses of radiation aimed at internees’ sex organs. In some cases, male prisoners were physically castrated. This program saw widespread use at Auschwitz and Birkenau in particular. As many as 4,000 prisoners per day were sterilized between late 1943 and early 1945.

After the defeat of Germany, on May 20, 1945, Brack was taken into custody by U.S. counterintelligence officers. He was tried in the so-called Doctors’ Trial that began in late 1946, charged with various crimes against humanity. Found guilty in 1947, he was handed a death sentence. Brack died by hanging on June 2, 1948, in Landsberg am Lech, West Germany.
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Brand, Joel

Joel Brand was a Hungarian-born Jew and Zionist best known for his abortive effort to rescue Hungarian Jews from deportation to Nazi concentration camps in 1944. Brand was born on April 25, 1906, in Naszod, Transylvania, Hungary (now part of Romania), and moved to Germany with his family in 1910. At age 19, he travelled to the United States, holding a variety of odd jobs and joining the Communist Party. He subsequently travelled widely in Asia and South America, often as a sailor on merchant vessels. He did not return to Germany until 1930, when he secured a job with a telephone company and served as a Communist Party functionary. In late February 1933, only weeks after Adolf Hitler’s rise to power, he was arrested, along with hundreds of other communists and socialists. After his release from jail the following year, he settled in Budapest, Hungary.

In Budapest, Brand became an ardent Zionist and a member of a Marxist-Zionist political organization. He was also on the governing board of the Jewish National Fund. During the early 1940s, as the Nazis implemented their plans to exterminate European Jews, Brand also became heavily involved with the Hungarian Aid and Rescue Committee, a group that helped Jews in Nazi-occupied areas to seek refuge in Hungary. Brand’s world changed forever when the Germans invaded Hungary in March 1944. The invasion now imperiled all of the Jews living in Hungary.

Only weeks after the German occupation began, Brand, a leading Jewish leader in Budapest, was informed that Nazi SS official Adolf Eichmann, who had arrived in the city to oversee the mass deportation of Hungarian Jews, wished to meet with him. Brand was stunned to discover that Eichmann was offering to release as many as 1 million Hungarian Jews in exchange for 10,000 trucks and vast quantities of coffee, tea, and soap to be delivered by the Allies. Brand and Eichmann met several times between March and May, at which time Brand, who would be acting as an intermediary for high-ranking SS officials, including the powerful Heinrich Himmler, was sent to Vienna. There he allegedly met with U.S. intelligence operatives to set up a meeting between Allied and German officials in Istanbul, Turkey. At that meeting, the particulars of the Hungarian rescue mission (which the Germans called “blood for goods” would be ironed out). Some historians believe that Himmler and other German officials were using Brand to negotiate a larger deal in which Germany would secure a peace deal with the Allies, which would have left Hitler and the Soviets out.

Brand, however, was denied entry to Turkey because he had an invalid passport. In the meantime, Allied officials were wary of these machinations, believing Eichmann’s offer to be insincere, perhaps even a ruse to distract and divide the Allies. British foreign minister Anthony Eden flatly refused to investigate the offer, declaring that his government did not negotiate with the enemy. Even the Jewish Agency for Israel was suspicious of the offer, and it worked to prevent Brand from carrying out his mission. Brand pleaded with the Agency and the British government to permit him to return to Budapest, but his entreaties were denied. In June 1944, British officials arrested Brand in Aleppo (Syria) and detained him in Egypt. Later that summer, British intelligence leaked news of the German offer, which derailed Brand’s mission for good.

Released from British detention that same summer, Brand went to Palestine and tried—unsuccessfully—to enlist the help of the World Zionist Organization. Brand’s quest to ransom the Hungarian Jews failed, and for the rest of his life he harbored deep resentment and guilt over the affair. It is not known whether the Germans were serious about their offer, but the Allies, along with leading Jewish groups—refused to even entertain it, believing that it was a ruse and/or a propaganda ploy. Brand became an Israeli citizen in the early 1950s and died there on July 13, 1964.
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Brandt, Karl

Karl Brandt was a German war criminal who served as Adolf Hitler’s personal physician and participated in the Nazi T-4 “Euthanasia” program, which systematically murdered handicapped and mentally challenged individuals and others deemed “unworthy of life.”

Karl Brandt was born in Muhlhausen, Alsace-Lorraine, on January 8, 1904, and received his degree in medicine from the University of Freiburg in 1929. Brandt became an adherent of “racial hygiene” policies, which were based on a pseudoscience that contended that medical professionals could treat a nation or racial group in the same way that they treated an individual, by removing hereditary and other defects. In 1934, Hitler appointed him as his personal physician, and from that point on, Brandt became a member of Hitler’s inner circle. He appears to have been both a believer in eugenics and a career-minded opportunist.

In 1939, a request from a German family for the mercy killing of their handicapped child served as the pretext for the initiation of the Nazi “euthanasia” program. Brandt, along with Philipp Bouhler, head of Hitler’s Chancellery, was placed in charge of its planning and execution. They received a rare explicit authorization from Hitler, allowing them to “grant mercy deaths” to “incurable” patients, as of September 1, 1939. Brandt and Bouhler then organized what became known as Aktion T-4, which referred to the mass murder of mentally ill and handicapped German adults and children. This program eventually expanded into the gassing of patients at six euthanasia centers throughout Germany. Patients were also murdered by starvation and lethal injection at other institutions. Public concern forced the program underground, but Brandt soon expanded it in 1941 to include other nationalities. As euthanasia slowed, its specialists brought their expertise in killing to the extermination of the Jews.

By 1942, the ambitious and idealistic Brandt became chief of medicine and health for the Third Reich and was certainly the most powerful medical doctor in Germany. As such, he now presided over not just the “euthanasia” program, but also other Nazi criminal enterprises, including a wide variety of human experimentation projects carried out on concentration camp prisoners. Brandt sought increasingly more control over the medical establishment and health-related industries before falling out of favor with Hitler in 1944. He was then arrested for allegedly planning to surrender to the Allies. Although Brandt escaped his Nazi death sentence, he was arrested by the Allies on May 23, 1945.

As the leading Nazi doctor, and because of his involvement in a large number of medical criminal enterprises, Brandt was a main focus of prosecutors at the Nuremberg Doctors’ Trial, which began in December 1946. Karl Brandt was found guilty of crimes against humanity and membership in a criminal organization and was executed on June 2, 1948, at Landsberg Prison in Landsberg am Lech, Germany.
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Browning, Christopher

Christopher Browning is a prominent U.S. historian and internationally recognized Holocaust scholar. Browning was born on May 22, 1944, and graduated from Oberlin College with a BA degree in 1968. In 1975, he received his PhD from the University of Wisconsin-Madison and was on the faculty of Pacific Lutheran University from 1974 until 1999, rising to the rank of distinguished professor. He published his most well-known work, Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland, in 1992 to much fanfare. In 1999, Browning accepted an endowed chair in history (the Frank Porter Graham Professor of History) at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, where he remains today.

Ordinary Men represents a break from some lines of traditional thought on the Holocaust and concentrates on one particular group of Germans who played a role in the Final Solution in Poland during 1942. That group—Reserve Police Battalion 101—was made up of ordinary, mostly middle-aged German men from the Hamburg area. Instead of focusing exclusively on German history, culture, anti-Semitism, or Adolf Hitler as the likely causes of the Holocaust, Browning instead looks at specific sociological phenomena, including peer pressure and group action, to help explain how such thoroughly ordinary individuals could have committed such extraordinarily cruel acts. This is not to say that Browning dismisses other causative factors of the Holocaust; rather, he helps readers understand why non-ideological men, most of whom were not even members of the Nazi Party, were compelled to promulgate the Final Solution.

Although Browning’s book garnered much critical attention and praise, some were turned off by his approach. Daniel Goldhagen, a Harvard political scientist, lambasted the book, claiming that Browning had falsified evidence and ignored other important factors that led to the Holocaust. Indeed, he asserted that the book had “no scholarly value.” In 1996, Goldhagen published Hitler’s Willing Executioners, which was chiefly a formal rebuttal of Browning’s work. That book, however, attracted even more criticism than Browning’s book.

Browning’s approach has its roots in the so-called functionalist school of Holocaust research, which focuses attention on the institutions and structure of Nazi Germany rather than Nazi ideology, Hitler’s rantings, or inherent flaws in German culture. From Browning’s perspective, the Holocaust was carried out more by improvisation rather than by careful and historic planning. This interpretation leads some to claim that Browning is trivializing the causes of the Holocaust, but Browning has said that his work is in no way a repudiation of other and earlier interpretations; instead, it is simply one more interpretation among many.

In 2000, when British writer and Holocaust denier David Irving sued U.S. Holocaust historian Deborah Lipstadt for libel, Browning very effectively testified on Lipstadt’s behalf. He demonstrated forcefully that the lack of a written order by Nazi dictator Adolf Hitler or his key associates setting the Holocaust into motion does not mean that the events did not occur or were less serious than now understood. He also stated that no reputable historian claims that the Holocaust did not take place, and that a secret speech given by Hitler in December 1941 alludes almost unmistakably to the “Final Solution,” a euphemism for genocide against European Jewry and other people considered to be expendable.

Browning’s other major and recent works include: Nazi Policy, Jewish Workers, German Killers (2000), Collected Memories: Holocaust History and Postwar Testimony (2003), The Origins of the Final Solution (2004), and Remembering Survival: Inside a Nazi Slave-Labor Camp (2010).
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Brunner, Alois 

Alois Brunner was an Austrian war criminal who was instrumental in the implementation of the Nazi-inspired Holocaust.

Born in Nádkút Vas, Austria-Hungary (modern-day Austria), on April 8, 1912, Alois Brunner rose to the rank of Hauptsturmfuhrer in the Schutzstaffel (SS) and served as Adolf Eichmann’s personnel secretary in the Zentralstalle (Central Bureau for Jewish Emigration, Vienna). He joined the Austrian Nazi party in May 1931 at the age of 16. In 1933, Brunner relocated to Germany and served five years in the Austrian Legion. With the Nazi annexation of Austria in 1938, Brunner served in a number of minor posts prior to volunteering for the SS. In November 1938, he was reassigned to the Zentralstalle. There he helped Eichmann in the development of the “Vienna Model,” which oversaw the robbing and forced emigration of Jews from Austria.

In April 1939, Brunner was dispatched to the newly acquired Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia (formerly Czechoslovakia) in order to hasten the deportation of Czech Jews. With the outbreak of war in September 1939, the decision to transport Jews east to concentration camps under the newly established General Government (formerly Poland) was undertaken. Brunner, now heading the Zentralstalle, organized the transport of over 1,500 Viennese Jews to Nisko in General Government in October 1939. In total, Brunner oversaw the removal of 56,000 Austrian Jews, and his success in Vienna earned him a promotion. In October 1942, he was transferred to Berlin to implement the “Vienna Model.”

As the war continued, Brunner emerged as Eichmann’s favorite troubleshooter. In Salonika, Greece, Brunner was responsible for sending the entire Jewish population of 43,000 to death camps in the east in less than two months. In July 1943, Brunner was appointed commandant of the Drancy Internment Camp outside Paris. There he oversaw the transport of 25,500 Jews to Auschwitz. Brunner took special delight in the arrest and deportation of children. In September 1944, Brunner participated in the arrest and transport of 14,000 Slovakian Jews.

Sought by the Allies following the end of the war in 1945, Brunner escaped arrest and took up residence in West Germany. Discovered in 1950, Brunner fled to the Middle East, where he was recruited by former Nazi Otto Skorzeny into a U.S. CIA program designed to train the Egyptian secret service. He relocated to Syria in the 1960s, where he remained under the protection of the Syrian government. Condemned to death in absentia by a French high court in 1954, all attempts at extradition have been denied by the Syrian government. Although reportedly injured by a letter bomb, Brunner is believed to still be in Syria, although it is highly unlikely that he remains alive at the age of 100.
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Buchenwald

Buchenwald, located outside Weimar, south of Germany’s capital, Berlin, was the largest Nazi concentration camp on German soil. The irony of the location is that the city of Weimar was long the center of German democratic thought.

As at the site of every former Nazi concentration camp, debate rages over the meaning of the site and how it should be presented. One position considers all Holocaust sites holy ground to be left untouched as memorials to those who died there. Others see the moral and educational value of showing the details of the Holocaust to future generations; they want the camps preserved and restored to the state they were in as part of the Nazi attempt to destroy the Jewish people. Both sides agree that as the remaining survivors age and die, the camps are the most important tangible reminder of the Holocaust.
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At Buchenwald this conflict is especially acute. For 40 years, Buchenwald was part of communist East Germany. The communists denied any responsibility for the Holocaust, blaming it on the Nazis, whom they identified with the West Germans. With the unification of Germany in 1990, Buchenwald generated furious argument until communist administrators were removed from their jobs. The site is gradually being restored.

Buchenwald was established in 1937, and from then until the end of World War II in 1945 it held 239,000 Jews, Gypsies (Roma), homosexuals, and political prisoners. By 1938, the majority were Jews, although at first German policy was to pressure Jews into leaving Germany by 15-hour days of forced labor in Buchenwald’s quarries. About 10,000 Jews were freed when their families arranged emigration. After 1942, when the Nazis had decided on the “Final Solution”—the total destruction of Europe’s Jews—all Jewish prisoners were either shipped to their deaths at Auschwitz or placed in permanent slave labor, often worked to death. Some 1,000 children were also kept at Buchenwald in special barracks, and most of them survived the war. As the war progressed, several hundred captured British, Canadian, and American prisoners of war were also kept at Buchenwald. They were deemed spies by the Nazis because they had crashed their planes in France and had tried to return to the Allied lines aided by the French Resistance.

Buchenwald was not an extermination camp like Auschwitz. It was a labor camp, where the slave laborers were exploited as thoroughly as possible. Most worked in stone quarries or an armaments factory operated by the camp; some were shipped out from Buchenwald to 130 factories to aid the German war effort. Arrivals were greeted by an iron sign, Jedem das Seine—“To each his own” or more accurately, “You get what you deserve.”

The labor camps were only marginally better than Nazi death camps. Prisoners at labor camps were often beaten to death, and many died from malnutrition and exhaustion. Ten thousand died at Buchenwald of neglect and disease; they are remembered with a simple memorial. Thousands of Soviet prisoners of war were summarily executed. More than 1,000 women prisoners were brought to Buchenwald to serve in the camp brothel for staff members.

Some prisoners were subjected to gruesome medical experiments aimed at improving Nazi medical treatment for its own troops. Prisoners were subjected to poison experiments, burned with phosphorus, and infected with diseases. The evil of Buchenwald has often been symbolized by the camp commandant’s wife, who made lampshades from the skin of Jewish victims, particularly those with tattoos. In April 1945, as the Allied armies advanced toward Weimar, the Nazis began evacuating Jewish prisoners. In the forced march to the west that followed, one-third of the prisoners died.

In 1945, Buchenwald became the first Nazi concentration camp to be liberated by American troops, one day after the prisoners rose up against their captors and killed most of the guards. At liberation, Buchenwald still held 25,000 prisoners, of whom 4,000 were Jews. A total of about 56,000 people perished at Buchenwald. Most died from being worked to death under harsh conditions and inadequate food, but gallows were built at the very start of the camp, and arbitrary executions were common. More than 1,000 victims died by hanging.

From 1945 to 1950, occupying Soviet forces ran an internment camp at Buchenwald for 32,000 Germans; at first it was for suspected war criminals, but it soon turned into a prison for opponents of the communists. More than 7,000 prisoners died during this period.

The present-day camp reflects the ambiguities of modern German attitudes toward the Holocaust. Most of the original buildings were destroyed shortly after 1945. The current administration uses the former SS officers’ rooms, and a backpackers’ youth hostel has been placed in the camp guards’ barracks. A museum recounts in pictures and artifacts the stark realities of camp life and shows a documentary film. The film, a relic of the communist past, tells more about communist political prisoners than about Jewish victims. In a recent about-face that still manages to avoid the full horror of Buchenwald’s place in the Holocaust, the present German authorities have focused on Buchenwald’s history after the liberation. There is a memorial at the site of the children’s barracks.
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Bureaucracy

National Socialist bureaucracy stands at the center of Holocaust scholarship. Asking how the mass murder of the Jews was possible, historians concluded that the Nazi administrative system was key to organizing genocide. Bureaucratic structures, many argued, radicalized policies of mass murder and made the implementation of the Final Solution possible. The Holocaust was organized by an enormous administrative machinery that played a crucial role in every step of the mass murder process. Defining who was considered a “racial” enemy, German bureaucracy compiled information about Jews, Sinti and Roma, and “genetically diseased” persons. The regime employed thousands of people to record data. Segregating Jews from the rest of the population and restricting their private lives, state administrators issued anti-Semitic decrees and regulations by the hundreds. Bureaucrats on all levels of government planned, adopted, and enforced anti-Jewish legislation. Stealing their victim’s property, moreover, the Nazis required the help of administrators to register and manage Jewish assets. Finally, the deportation and annihilation of Jews relied on the bureaucratic apparatus. Transportation to the killing centers as well as systematic mass murder involved the assistance of administrators who rarely participated in the killings themselves. The bureaucratic organization of the Holocaust consisted of impersonal paperwork that combined hierarchical structures with informal chains of command. Constituting the backbone of the Third Reich’s genocidal policies, Nazi bureaucracy merged modern administrative structures with ideological convictions and individual agency.

After National Socialism’s seizure of power in January 1933, the Nazis transformed the apparatus of the state into an instrument of terror. Even though the legal system of the Weimar Republic largely remained in effect, National Socialism incorporated the party into existing administrative and legal structures, thus creating a parallel bureaucracy that stood above the law. The Nazis placed the Schutzstaffel (SS) and German police at the center of the new order. The Decree for the Protection of Volk and State from February 28, 1933, provided the Gestapo and Sturmabteilungen (SA, Storm Troopers) with the authority to arrest people at will, a move which laid the foundation for a dual administration that simultaneously preserved and undermined existing laws. Although the planning and organization of the Holocaust was driven primarily by the core group of perpetrators within Heinrich Himmler’s SS, its implementation required the cooperation of larger networks that reached deep into industry, military, party, and state institutions. Bureaucracy, in other words, bound the Nazi regime together.

With the merger of party and state, bureaucratic structures became increasingly intertwined. Legal scholar Franz Neumann depicted the Third Reich as a vast network of conflicting agencies with overlapping responsibilities, comparing it to a monster that transformed justice into chaos. Disagreement was a frequent occurrence in the Nazi administrative system. For example, scholars noted frictions between economic calculations and the rationale of genocide. Some agencies involved in war production tried to prevent killings of skilled Jewish laborers as general shortages of qualified workers slowed down the war effort. Skirmishes within the administrative system dissolved when the stronger party held sway. Mass murder prevailed in case of the decision to kill the Jews or exploit their labor. Both generating and regulating conflict, moreover, the Fuhrer stood on top of the bureaucracy. Adolf Hitler provided his underlings with ideological guidelines and practical goals that were to drive Nazi policy. At the same time, he promoted rivalry. Endorsing the most extremist faction, Hitler navigated the state toward genocide.

Functionalist historians such as Raul Hilberg, Martin Broszat, and Hans Mommsen explained the Holocaust by referring to the radicalizing effects of Nazi bureaucracy. They argued that, rather than ideological convictions, the structure of the National Socialist state drove the German system of mass murder. Downplaying the role of National Socialist beliefs as a motivating factor for genocide, “Functionalism” left no room for individual agency. Political theorist Hannah Arendt, for example, explored perpetrators through a functionalist lens in her reports on the Eichmann Trial. Regarding the Holocaust as a crime of desk murderers who killed Jews out of careerism, sense of duty, and perfectionism, she depicted Nazi bureaucrats as cogs in a system of terror that had developed a life on its own. Completely removed from their victims, she claimed, Nazi administrators just did what they were told to do. Studies of SS bureaucrats, however, have shown that anti-Semitic convictions loomed large in the minds of the desk murderers. Ideology and bureaucracy cannot be separated.

While Functionalists argued that the competition between different agencies of the Nazi regime generated radicalization, empirical studies have demonstrated that consensus usually overrode interagency conflicts. The argument that cooperation, not friction, constituted a main feature of National Socialist bureaucracy brought individual agency back to the forefront of scholarship. Genocide, most historians of Nazi Germany now concur, was not embedded into structures that delegated orders from top to bottom but unfolded in cooperation of center and periphery. National Socialist bureaucracy, historian Michael Thad Allen argues, emphasized low-level autonomy and individual agency. Far from following orders, bureaucrats played an active role in crafting anti-Semitic and racist policies on their own volition. The Final Solution relied heavily on local and regional administrators who developed their own exclusionary measures, provided the impetus for the regime’s policies, and innovated the system of mass murder. Processes for identifying and segregating the victims, confiscating their property, and deporting them to annihilation camps were assigned to a proliferation of agencies.

To unite the various agencies of Nazi bureaucracy, the Third Reich created both visible and invisible means of coordination. On the one hand, National Socialism generated organizational mechanisms to synchronize the process of destruction. The office of Adolf Eichman, for example, was in charge of orchestrating deportations to the death camps and ensured that local authorities, transportation, and killing centers functioned seamlessly. On the other hand, shared beliefs and common goals underpinned Nazi administration. The anti-Semitic consensus permeating the Third Reich guaranteed that most Germans raised few objections to Hitler’s genocidal plans. Backed by a committed bureaucracy, eager to fulfill the Hitler’s wishes, the perpetrators prepared and carried out the Holocaust. Nazi ideology eased tensions within the bureaucratic apparatus and fostered partnership between competing fractions within the regime.

MICHAEL NOLTE

 See also: “Banality of Evil”; Collaboration; Eichmann, Adolf; Eichmann, Adolf, Trial of; Final Solution; Gestapo; Globocnik, Odilo; Heydrich, Reinhard; Himmler, Heinrich; National Socialist German Workers’ Party; Nazism, Rise and Legacy of in Germany; Reserve Police Battalion 101; Schutzstaffel; Sicherheitsdienst; Tiergartenstrasse 4 (T-4); Wannsee Conference


Further Reading

Arendt, Hannah. Adolf Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil. Rev. ed. New York: Penguin, 2006.

Feldman, Gerald D. and Wolfgang Seibel, ed. Networks of Nazi Persecution: Bureaucracy, Business and the Organization of the Holocaust. New York: Berghahn Books, 2006.

Fraenkel, Ernst. The Dual State. A Contribution to the Theory of Dictatorship. New York: Oxford University Press, 1941.

Neumann, Franz. Behemoth: The Structure and Practice of National Socialism, 1933–1944. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2009.




C

Catholic Church

The role the Catholic Church played in the Holocaust remains a murky and divisive issue. Scholars simply remain in the dark on many issues, while others disagree sharply regarding what the Church knew, when it knew it, and what it did about the systematic murder of European Jews during the 1930s and 1940s. The study of the Church’s stance toward the Holocaust may be divided into two periods: the first begins in 1922, upon the ascension of Pope Pius XI to the papacy and ends with his death in 1939; the second begins with the papacy of Pius XII in 1939 and ends with the defeat of Nazi Germany in 1945.

On February 6, 1922, Achille Ratti became Pope Pius XI; coincidentally, later that same year Benito Mussolini commenced the world’s first fascist dictatorship in Italy. Although the new pope fundamentally distrusted Mussolini and the fascists, in 1929 the pragmatic Pius negotiated the Lateran Treaty with Mussolini’s government, which formed an uneasy understanding between Church and state and permitted the Vatican to operate independently. At the time, Italian fascists had not yet made anti-Semitism a major part of their ideology. By the early 1930s, however, Pius began to criticize Mussolini’s regime as well as the activities of Germany’s up-and-coming Nazi Party. In 1931, Pius proclaimed that one could not be a Catholic and a fascist at the same time; this soured relations with the Mussolini government. Nevertheless, just two years later, the pope signed a concordat with the new German government under Adolf Hitler.

Pius XI entered into this agreement for several reasons. First, he hoped to protect the considerable number of clergy then operating in Germany from state repression. Second, he desired to keep the Catholic Church a viable institution in Germany to ensure the faithful that they would have churches in which to worship. Finally, and perhaps most important, Pius hoped that Germany would continue to act as a bulwark against Godless communism, which he feared more than fascism and Nazism. The pope negotiated the concordat with Hitler even though Hitler had made no secret of his hatred of Jews and Nazi ideology that specifically called for the oppression of Jews. In Pius’s mind, however, the agreement was better than permitting Hitler to repress or even outlaw the Church. During the late 1930s, however, Pius spoke out against Nazi ideology—including anti-Semitism—and also openly criticized Mussolini’s move toward anti-Semitism, which began in 1938.

When Cardinal Eugenio Pacelli became Pope Pius XII in March 1939, the clouds of war were gathering on the horizon, and the Nazis had already begun their program of brutality against the Jews. In Italy, Mussolini, now allied with Hitler, had begun his own campaign of oppression against Italian Jews. Pius XII, who had served as the papal nuncio to Germany during 1917–1929, was well aware of Nazi ideology and the position of German Jews. But the new pope was above all a diplomat schooled in realpolitik (the politics of reality), and he worked hard to maintain civil relations with the fascist regimes. Perhaps even more so than his predecessor, Pius XII viewed communism as a larger existential threat to the Church than fascism. Finally, after Mussolini was ousted in 1943 and the Germans began fighting the Allies in Italy, the pope feared that the Vatican itself might come under attack, thereby destroying the Holy See and destroying priceless art and artifacts. Thus, from Pius’s perspective, avoiding overt hostility with the Nazi regime seemed to be the only palatable alternative.

This stance, of course, opened him up to considerable criticism. Some argued that he turned a blind eye toward the Holocaust. In fairness, he did make public statements condemning racial laws, deportations, and the plight of Italian Jews. On the other hand, he never openly challenged the Nazi regime and did not speak in public about the Holocaust. He was reportedly deeply torn and troubled about this, but believed that challenging Hitler directly would result in serious negative consequences for the Church. Research in recent years has revealed that Pius XII quite likely knew about the extent of the Holocaust. After World War II ended, the pope came under more criticism because the Vatican apparently issued passports to suspected war criminals that allowed them to escape to other parts of the world, where they would not be prosecuted.

Clearly, the Church as an institution could have done more to protect Jews, publicize the horrors of the Holocaust, and perhaps even stop the killing. But the price of such action was deemed dangerously high, and Pius XII chose the safer of two options. Outside the hierarchy of the Church, however, are countless stories of priests, nuns, and Catholic lay people who aided Jews throughout Europe. The Church began a systematic reappraisal of its relationship to world Jewry beginning with the papacy of Pope John XXIII and that began a long-term trend that continues today. In 1986, Pope John Paul II became the first pontiff in history to visit a synagogue.
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Chelmno 

Chelmno (Kulmhof in German) was a Nazi death camp established on December 8, 1941, that was administered by the Schutzstaffel (SS). Chelmno was situated 30 miles to the northwest of the Polish city of Lodz, along the Ner River, in modern-day west-central Poland. The camp was located in the Wartheland administrative district, which the Germans established after they began their occupation of Poland. Chelmno has the dubious distinction of being the first dedicated death camp built by the Germans and was the first stationary camp that employed poison gas to kill its internees. Most of the victims at Chelmno were Polish Jews, although there were also Roma interned there as well as Polish political prisoners and Soviet prisoners of war. Many of Chelmno’s Jews—especially during the early stages of the camp’s operations—came from the large Jewish ghetto in Lodz, which the SS and local police began to liquidate on January 16, 1942. Chelmno operated as a killing center from December 8, 1941 until March 1943, and again during June–July 1944.

The SS perfected the system of mass killing at Chelmo, which operated with factory-like precision. Most of the exterminations occurred as the Schloss (castle), where internees were sent a short distance from the main camp, usually by truck or rail. They were told that they were being transported to a forced-labor camp. Once the prisoners entered the Schloss, they were stripped of their clothing and any personal possessions. They were then led into a cellar and through a short ramp, which emptied into a large truck-like van with no windows. Once the van had reached capacity (which was 50–70 people), the doors were closed and locked and camp personnel attached a tube to the truck’s exhaust pipe and directed it into the truck’s interior. The van’s engine was started, and usually within 10 minutes all of the internees had died from carbon monoxide poisoning. Any prisoners still found alive were shot dead.

The van full of corpses was then driven to an outlying series of mass graves, where the bodies were dumped and buried. Later, several crematoria were constructed adjacent to the mass graves, and most of victims’ bodies were thereafter incinerated. In the latter stage of the camp’s operations, Jews from Austria, Bohemia, Germany, Hungary, Luxemburg, and Moravia were also deported to Chelmno and killed.

It is estimated that at least 152,000 people were killed at Chelmno, including at least 5,000 Roma from the surrounding areas in Poland. After July 1944, SS officials deported the remaining prisoners at Chelmno; most were sent to the Auschwitz-Birkenau death camp. In September 1944, fearing that the Allies would uncover their despicable deeds at the camp, German authorities ordered Chelmno’s mass graves to be exhumed. The remains were then incinerated in crematoria. By the end of the year, the extermination vans were sent to Berlin. The camp was permanently decommissioned on January 17, 1945, as Soviet forces approached the area. Thirteen individuals were tried and convicted of war crimes in connection with Chelmno. Nine were tried at Lodz in 1945, right after World War II ended; the remaining four were tried between 1962 and 1965 in Germany.
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Collaboration

For many years the topic of collaboration in the Holocaust remained largely taboo. Only in the years after 1990 did historians in a number of countries begin to examine the dark side of their countries’ wartime histories more closely. They reflected on local collaboration with Nazi Germany and complicity in Nazi crimes, including the Holocaust. Collaboration of course took on various forms, partly in accordance with the degree of independence respective states retained. While some countries, such as France, Italy, or Hungary, undertook a policy of state collaboration, in others, such as Poland, the Czech lands, or Ukraine, the idea of an independent state was largely excluded by the German authorities. Nevertheless, individuals and groups throughout Europe cooperated with the Germans in different ways for a variety of reasons, especially when their own goals to some extent overlapped with those of Nazi Germany.

Some historians, such as Christoph Dieckmann, prefer to use cooperation rather than collaboration to describe the broader phenomenon of working with the Germans during World War II, due to the heavily tainted nature of the term collaboration in the eyes of the public after the war. However, with regard to assistance given to the Germans in implementing the Holocaust, the more pejorative term may be appropriate, especially for those who willingly assisted without direct coercion.

One of the arguments often used in their defense by government officials, such as those in Belgium, who decided to work with the Germans, was that of the lesser evil. It was better to remain in place and implement German demands yourself, with the aim of limiting the damage, to prevent more brutal actions being taken by the Germans on their own. In Belgium, bitter lessons learned during World War I encouraged both sides to make some compromises, and the pragmatic approach of the German military administration permitted the Belgian authorities to retain some freedom of action. In France, the Vichy administration implemented much of the German antisemitic legislation itself, with the aim of demonstrating its retention of sovereignty. However, the subordinate role of the Quisling government in Norway became the symbol for a mere puppet regime.

An important consideration in evaluating cooperation and collaboration in World War II is to view it as operating on a sliding scale that was susceptible to constant changes in the power balance of the relationship. For individuals, organizations, and governments, it was common to adopt a wait and see attitude, not to commit too strongly for or against the Germans, until the outcome of the war seemed clear. In this sense the relationships between the Germans and their collaborators were constantly being renegotiated, as new information changed the picture. Some states allied to Nazi Germany, such as Romania and Bulgaria, backed away from plans to deport Jews from their home territories by 1943, once they began to sense the increasing likelihood of a German military defeat.

As the above example demonstrates, many of the states collaborating with Nazi Germany retained a considerable degree of independence and even initiative. Most introduced their own economic measures against the Jews, based on the German model, but often aiming also to limit the extent of German penetration of their economies. While collaborationist leaders knew that ultimately they could expect little mercy from the Allies, it was possible for states such as Italy or Romania to switch sides as the tide of war turned.

An important form of collaboration was armed participation in Nazi German forces. As Adolf Hitler initially was opposed to Slavs and even “Baltic peoples” participating at the front, the first auxiliary units to be raised after the invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941 were local police squads and battalions, intended to maintain security in the rear areas. Once Germany became increasingly hard-pressed militarily, hundreds of thousands of auxiliaries served with the Germans, mainly on the Eastern Front, assisting the Wehrmacht as “Hiwis” (voluntary helpers) or serving in the Waffen-SS. These forces included units of various ethnic groups, such as Kalmuks, Cossacks, and Tartars, as well as Russians, Ukrainians, Belorussians, Lithuanians, Latvians, and Estonians. However, these forces all remained firmly under German command and the Germans exploited figures such as General Andrey Vlasov, the nominal head of the Russian Liberation Army, mainly for propaganda purposes. There were even voluntary Waffen-SS units composed of Western nationalities such as Danes, the Dutch, and Belgians.

The collaborationist units that assisted with the hands-on implementation of the Holocaust in the east were auxiliary police detachments manned by thousands of mostly voluntary collaborators, subordinated to the SS Einsatzgruppen or the Order Police. These units were especially diligent in tracking down Jews in hiding after the ghetto-liquidation Aktions. In much of German-occupied Poland, the infamous Trawniki guards, who manned the extermination camps and assisted with ghetto clearance Aktions, also played a prominent role. This force consisted of more than 5,000 men recruited mainly from among Soviet POWs, who were unlikely to have survived if they had turned down the offer to collaborate. Once in service, however, these men enriched themselves from stolen Jewish property, and many deserted once assigned to more arduous and less lucrative posts.

In countries such as France and Hungary, indigenous police forces took part in the roundups of Jews for deportation to Auschwitz and other camps. But it remains difficult to prove how much these police officers knew about the actual fate of the Jews following their deportation. Recent research in Poland, inspired by the work of Jan Gross and the national debates that followed the publication of his book Neighbors (2002), is now also unveiling the active role played by the so-called indigenous “Blue Police” in hunting for escaped Jews and murdering them, sometimes to prevent the Germans from conducting reprisals against other Poles who had been hiding them.
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Communists in the Holocaust

Communist organizations offered the most prolonged and consistent resistance to the predations of the National Socialist (Nazi) regime—save perhaps for the uncomfortable period from August 1939 to June 1941 when the Soviet Union was allied with Germany. Inside Germany, within the Nazi concentration camps, and in the partisan struggle against the Germans in central and eastern Europe, communists emerged as the leaders of organized resistance to the wars of annihilation waged by the Nazi regime. Both Jews and communists featured prominently among the many groups targeted by the Nazis. The relationship between communists and the Holocaust, however, is less straightforward. Officially, communists see the Holocaust only as part of a larger struggle; this means communists are often accused of ignoring or—in the worst cases—denying the Holocaust.

Ideological communism had no place for religious identity. Although National Socialism conflated Jewishness and communism, and a significant proportion of communist leaders (in particular) were of Jewish origin, communist officials generally refused to acknowledge Jewishness as a special category of Nazi persecution. During the war, communists organized resistance in accordance with their own political agenda. Sometimes this led them to save Jews, and sometimes it led them to sacrifice Jews. Some partisan groups welcomed Jews; others shunned them as an unnecessary danger or on other grounds. Soviet partisan units, particularly those sanctioned by the Red Army and the Communist Party, were usually the most receptive.

After the war, many Jewish survivors joined the local communist party, seeing it as the only organization that clearly and consistently opposed anti-Semitism. They were bitterly disappointed. Anti-Semitic pogroms broke out under communist-dominated governments in Hungary, Poland, and Romania in 1946, and in keeping with Joseph Stalin’s anti-Semitic-tinged purges of 1948–1953, prominent communist Jews faced show trials in Czechoslovakia and Hungary. Within the Soviet bloc in particular, discussions of the Jewish victims of the Nazi regime thereafter were strictly controlled and often censored completely, now in accordance with the political agenda of the Soviet Union. Both during and after the Holocaust, communist officials spoke of “victims of fascism” without delineating among the millions arrested, tortured, and killed. The fate of Jews is thus elided with that of “Soviet citizens,” partisans, and political prisoners.

To some degree, categories did overlap. Within Germany, Jewish resistance groups—the Schwarze Haufen and the Ring-Bund, for example—often had Marxist connections; a considerable proportion of German communists were of Jewish heritage. Inside the Vilna Ghetto, the Jewish-led United Partisan Organization included several communists, including its military commander, Itzak Witenberg. Communist and Zionist resistance organizations also collaborated closely in Kovno, and in Slovakia. In the Soviet Union, a significant percentage of the Communist Party hierarchy had Jewish origins, and while some 3 million Soviet Jews perished in the Holocaust, the overall death toll for the Soviet Union was roughly 27 million—which includes 3.5 million soldiers taken prisoner and 18 million civilians. The refusal of communist officials to recognize that the National Socialist Program specifically targeted and affected Jews, however, remains problematic.
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Compensation

Calling payments to victims of National Socialism by successor states of the Third Reich “compensation” carries the problematic implication that cash would counterbalance Nazi crimes. Money, however, cannot make up for murder; moreover, the sum perpetrator nations disbursed had at best symbolic meaning. Compensation was too little, came too late, and never included all victims of the Nazi regime. Nevertheless, for many survivors it eased financial hardships. Suffering from medical and psychological effects of National Socialist persecution, the victims often stood by themselves and needed every penny they received.

Compensation is an ongoing process that has been shaped by competing interests, changing political conditions, and strategic maneuvers. The indemnification of Nazi victims in the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) illustrates the issue’s complexity. Although West Germany is widely celebrated as the role model for compensating survivors of National Socialism, history shows that amends were hardly motivated by benevolence. On the contrary, the FRG did not have much of a choice. For the Allies, restitution and compensation was a precondition for the foundation of the West German state. Stipulating the main features of the indemnification laws, France, Britain, and the United States signed the Transition Treaty with the FRG in 1952.

The West German government reluctantly complied when the Allies pressured the FRG to compensate victims of Nazi persecution. Indemnifying survivors of the Nazi regime was not the primary concern. Germany focused on reconstruction. Compensation, FRG chancellor Konrad Adenauer explained in his State of the Nation Address on the Jewish Question from September 27, 1951, was limited by “the bitter necessity to support war-disabled persons as well as to provide for refugees and expellees.” Loyal citizens of the Third Reich, in other words, were more important to the FRG than victims of National Socialism. Postwar society reacted with hostility to compensating survivors. Most Germans rejected responsibility for supporting the Third Reich. Instead of acknowledging their own role in National Socialism, they projected themselves as innocent tools of Adolf Hitler and a small gang of party officials. As the majority of the population had been more or less complicit in the Nazi regime, democracy favored the perpetrators rather than the victims.

Political conditions backed the German position. The Federal Republic stood at the frontlines of the Cold War, and the United States had no interest in straining the economy of a crucial ally. Consequently, the Supplementary Federal Law on Compensation for the Victims of National Socialist Persecution (1953) and the Federal Indemnification Law (1956) limited compensation to a small group of survivors. Restricting the recipients of disbursements to residents of the FRG, the laws excluded slave laborers, “euthanasia” victims, Sinti and Roma, homosexuals, Soviet POWs, as well as active members of the Communist Party. Payments stood in no relation to Nazi crimes. Each day in a concentration camp, ghetto, or Nazi prison was “compensated” with five marks. The implementation of the Indemnification Law, moreover, involved judges, officials, and physicians who already held their position under the Nazis and often rejected requests for compensation. Ultimately, the Final Law of 1965 terminated indemnification. The last application deadlines ran out on December 31, 1969.

Individual payments to victims of National Socialism were not the only means of compensation. Agreements with single countries originally emerged as a strategy to avoid disbursements to individual survivors. After Israel as well as Jewish organizations publicly addressed Germany’s legal obligation to indemnify Nazi victims, Chancellor Adenauer began negotiations with the Jewish state and the Conference on Jewish Material Claims Against Germany (JCC) in 1951. The latter was founded by 23 major Jewish organizations to achieve compensation from the Federal Republic in the same year. The Reparations Agreement between Israel and West Germany was signed on September 10, 1952. Germany paid Israel a sum over 3 billion marks (mostly in deliveries of goods) and 450 million to the JCC. In return, the Jewish state turned down the demand that Germany should individually compensate survivors living in Israel. This initiated a couple of arrangements with other countries. Between the 1950s and the 1990s, Germany signed treaties with Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece, Britain, Italy, Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Russia, Sweden, Switzerland, Ukraine, and the United States.

Contracts with other countries, however, did not sufficiently expand the compensation system. Large numbers of victims were still excluded from payments. That is why new claims for amends emerged persistently. Whenever the FRG faced sufficient pressure, compensation expanded. For example, after Jews from several Eastern European countries migrated to Israel and the United States throughout the 1970s, West Germany established a fund to disburse one-time payments of 5,000 marks to Holocaust survivors. This was one of several “hardship funds” that were meant to fill gaps in the system of indemnification.

A major gap in the West German compensation system concerned former slave laborers. Historians estimate that the Nazis forced about 12 million people to work for the German war effort. When the FRG signed the London Debt Agreement in 1953, the contract deferred the question of indemnifying slave laborers to the conclusion of a peace treaty between the Allies and a unified German state. Although this protected West Germany from claims by former slave laborers, it did not prevent survivors and their representatives from filing lawsuits against German companies. I.G. Farben, Krupp, AEG, Siemens, and Rheinmetall paid small amounts of money to repel future claims between 1957 and 1962. As class actions against the profiteers of slave laborers resurfaced after the German reunification, the government negotiated with the industry and the plaintiffs. Agreeing to pay 10 billion Marks after a long period of consultations, protests, and legal actions, the German government established the Foundation Remembrance, Responsibility, and Future in August 2000. Providing funds, 6,500 companies cooperated in creating the endowment. As “work” in the ghettos was not considered to constitute slave labor, moreover, Germany paid one-time pensions of 2,000 euros to survivors of Nazi ghettos in 2002.

Compensation is still publicly debated in Germany. In November 2012, the government extended payments to survivors from Eastern Europe who did not yet receive indemnification. Simultaneously, victims’ lawyers have been struggling to expand pensions for ghetto laborers. Despite shortcomings, Germany is proud of disbursing money to survivors of National Socialism. As the victims are dying away compensation is no longer harmful to the German economy, and indemnification improves the reputation of the Federal Republic. Throughout the long history of compensation, the FRG tried to limit payments; still, the German disbursements are exceptional. Payments added up to little more than 68 billion euros by 2010. Although this appears to be a rather low sum given the enormity of the Nazi crimes, Austria and the German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany) paid comparably insignificant amounts.
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Concentration Camps

Concentration camps are most often associated with Nazi Germany, but the modern concentration camp is generally thought to have originated with Spanish general Valeriano Weyler y Nicolau in 1896 during the Cuban insurrection against Spain. Weyler sought to concentrate the civilian population near army installations, isolating these reconcentrados from the guerrillas. In Cuba at that time—and also in the Philippines during the 1899–1902 Philippine-American War and in South Africa during the 1899–1902 Boer War—large numbers of civilians died in such camps as a consequence of overcrowding, disease, and inadequate supplies.

During World War II, Germany established a number of different types of concentration camps. They may be grouped as penal, transit, labor, or extermination centers. Most served more than one purpose; that is, they were typically both penal and labor. But all of the camps saw brutality and merciless loss of life, whether as the result of disease, starvation, torture, exposure to the elements, forced labor, medical experiments, or outright execution. All major camps had subcamps that were sources of slave labor. Collectively, the camps numbered in the thousands.
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The Nazis opened their first concentration camp at Dachau, near Munich, in March 1933, only two months after Adolf Hitler came to power. This camp was the model for the many others to follow. It operated continuously until April 1945, when the U.S. Army liberated the inmates. Originally intended for the temporary detention of political prisoners, the camps became permanent institutions manned by the Schutzstaffel (SS) Totenkopfverbande (Death’s Head detachments). In these camps, the more sadistic guards, of whom there was no shortage in the SS, were more or less free to inflict indescribable cruelties on the inmates without fear of disciplinary action. The camp system gradually evolved from penal camps to the infamous death mills of Auschwitz, Belzec, Chelmno, Majdanek, Sobibor, and Treblinka.
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At first, the camps housed political enemies. Foremost were communists and Social Democrats. Jews were initially targeted insofar as they belonged to these other groups, but they were considered “spoilers of German blood” and quickly became the primary victims. In time, Roma, Jehovah’s Witnesses, homosexuals, and the mentally ill all fell prey to the Nazis and their collaborators. By 1939, seven large camps existed, with numerous subcamps. These seven large camps were Dachau, Sachsenhausen, Buchenwald, Neuengamme, Flossenburg, Mauthausen, and Ravensbruck. As the war spread, forced labor became more and more a part of war production, and prisoner exploitation expanded. In the end, the camps stretched from the Pyrenees to Eastern Europe, and literally millions of people had perished in then. Some camps, notably Drancy in France and Westerbork in the Netherlands, were primarily transit facilities, where Jews were herded together for onward shipment via railroad to the death camps.

No one will ever know just how much the people in the surrounding communities knew about the internal workings of the camps, but the Nazis had accomplices wherever camps existed. There were penal, work, or transit camps in all countries occupied by or allied with Germany. In Western and Eastern Europe, including the Baltic states, indigenous troops augmented the SS in the camps. In Southern Europe, local forces operated their own camps or executed their victims rather than ship them to the death mills of Eastern Europe. One glaring case was the Jasenovac camp operated by the Nazi puppet of Croatia. There, the Croatian fascists, the Ustase, killed tens of thousands of Serbs, Jews, Roma, and political enemies.

All the camps were very much alike. In them, the guards did whatever they could to strip every bit of human dignity from the inmates. Those who could do so were forced to work at hard manual labor 11 to 12 hours a day. Those who could not were encouraged to die. The sign over the camp gate reading Arbeit macht Frei (work brings freedom) meant the work of slave labor and freedom only in the release of death.

On arrival at a concentration camp, men and women were segregated and taken off for “medical inspection.” There, they were forced to strip naked and were deloused. Heads were shorn, the hair retained to use for manufacturing mattresses and upholstering furniture. Following a cursory medical inspection, those pronounced fit to work were given clothes, had numbers tattooed on their arms, and were assigned to barracks where they would exist until they became too weak to work any longer. Those judged unfit to work were taken off in another direction to be executed.

For those who passed the medical inspection, life in the camp was defined by deliberate degradation, with every effort expended to break them physically, mentally, and morally. Barracks were so overcrowded that there often was not enough room for everyone to lie down at once. Buckets were frequently the only sanitary facilities provided, and there were never enough of these. Barracks were unheated, and in many, there was no cover provided, even in winter.

At dawn each morning, men and women lined up in front of their respective barracks for roll call, standing in their thin rags even in winter. This dreaded zahlappell (roll call) occurred at 3:00 A.M. and was repeated at 5:00 P.M. It lasted for hours each time, until the guards could make an official and complete count. Every form of disease was present in the camps, with little or no medical treatment provided. Nourishment was totally inadequate. Breakfast usually consisted of a cup of ersatz coffee and a small portion of stale or moldy bread. Lunch was typically a cup of poorly fortified soup. Dinner routinely consisted of a small serving of bread, perhaps some potatoes or cabbage, and putrid tea.

Punishment in the camps was frequent and brutal, and it often occurred without justification. Regulations in some camps required that beating with an axe handle was to be restricted to 25 blows at a time and that a week had to pass before a second beating could be given, but the guards seem not to have paid much attention to such rules. Often, the inmates were assembled to witness punishments and executions, and prisoners were sometimes placed in solitary confinement in total darkness in cells where they could neither stand nor sit nor lie for days or weeks. At Buchenwald, Belsen, and elsewhere, medical experiments were carried out on unwilling victims, who, if they survived, were often maimed for life. Such experiments investigated, among other things, the effects of rapid compression and decompression, how much cold and exposure a person could stand before he died, and how best to revive a victim of freezing.

A number of German industries—such as I. G. Farben, the giant chemical firm that also manufactured the Zyklon-B gas employed in the death camps—were attracted to Auschwitz and other camps with the promise of cheap slave labor. At Auschwitz, I. G. Farben built an enormous factory to process synthetic oil and rubber in order to take advantage of the slave labor available. This facility was the largest plant in the entire I. G. Farben system, and it was built largely by slave labor. Work was physically exhausting, and beatings for any breach of the rules were common. I. G. Farben claimed it provided a “special diet” for its workers, which nonetheless resulted in a weight loss of six to nine pounds a week for the prisoners. Death usually came after three months. As an I. G. Farben physician’s report noted, “The prisoners were condemned to burn up their own body weight while working and, providing no infection occurred, finally died of exhaustion.” Slave labor became a consumable raw material. At least 25,000 people were worked to death at I. G. Farben’s plant near Auschwitz.

All inmates had to wear insignia (colored triangles) revealing the reason for their incarceration. There were variations, but typically Jews wore two superimposed triangles that formed a yellow star. Common criminals wore green. Political prisoners had red. Persons considered asocial (for example, Roma and vagrants) wore black. Homosexuals wore pink and Jehovah’s Witnesses purple.

Prisoners had to observe a definite hierarchy of prisoner officials, as well as the SS guards. The average prisoner had to answer to fellow prisoners at work or in the barracks. The most despised fellow prisoner was the Kapo, typically a heavy-handed supervisor willing to beat prisoners for the slightest infraction. The prisoners’ work assignments and records were in the hands of other prisoners known as scribes and elders. These prisoner officials could make an inmate’s life miserable—or even end it. Likewise, they could make life somewhat easier, and it often behooved ordinary prisoners to make note of this situation. Prisoner officials received better treatment in exchange for their cooperation. But comforts were rare indeed for the victims of this brutal process. The Nazi concentration camp system took the lives of millions and was the principal instrument of the Holocaust.
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Confiscation of Jewish Property

The seizure, confiscation, and theft of Jewish property during the Holocaust took place throughout Europe on a massive scale. Historian Raul Hilberg included in his analysis the expropriation of Jewish property as one of the main stages that comprised the Holocaust. Nazi Germany introduced a wide variety of confiscation measures from 1933, which were implemented by both the financial bureaucracy and the police. The “Aryanisation” of Jewish businesses (their transfer to non-Jewish ownership) during the 1930s saw many companies and private individuals competing to grab the spoils, as the Jews were driven from most branches of the economy. Similar anti-Jewish economic policies were pursued in the territories annexed and occupied by Nazi Germany from the late 1930s. Most states aligned with Nazi Germany (including Vichy France, fascist Italy, and Hungary) also introduced their own extensive legal measures to confiscate Jewish property.

Soon after the Nazi seizure of power in 1933, Jews were excluded from the civil service and other key professions, such as the law. A highly visible boycott of Jewish businesses in April aimed to demonstrate public pressure for action against the Jews. The first new laws specifically authorizing the confiscation of property were directed mainly against the Nazis’ political opponents in July 1933. Some Jews were affected immediately by these laws. By the start of World War II, the law for the denaturalization of emigrants, passed in July 1933, was being applied to expropriate the remaining property of thousands of Jewish emigrants.

The Aryanisation of businesses gathered pace during the 1930s as successive measures limited the access of “Jewish-owned companies” to state contracts and government-controlled raw materials. Currency exchange and tax laws were applied in a discriminatory way to seize Jewish property and encourage Jewish emigration. Many Jews were dismissed from employment and forced to resign from company boards, even before specific laws made this compulsory. Business ownership was transferred into “Aryan” hands, sometimes directly through blackmail and coercion. In other cases, Jews sold cheaply, anticipating still harsher measures to come. The guiding Nazi principle was that the Jews must leave, but their property should remain behind. Onerous taxes on emigration and property transfer meant that even Jews who successfully fled Germany could export only a fraction of their former wealth.

The annexation of Austria in 1938 accelerated the process of expropriation. Here, so-called “wild Aryanisations” took place on a massive scale, as Austrian Nazis simply seized hundreds of Jewish businesses. Both the registration of Jewish property and decrees regulating compulsory Aryanisation reflected efforts by the Nazi authorities to reassert state control over Aryanisation. The Kristallnacht violence (the “Night of Broken Glass”) on November 9–10, 1938, which included much looting as well as wanton destruction, was exploited by Reich Marshal Hermann Goering, in charge of the Four-Year Plan, to impose a 1 billion Reichsmark fine on the Jews. This was collected over the following year through the regular tax offices. It took the form of a special wealth tax of 25 percent. Meanwhile, the Central Office for Jewish Emigration in Vienna, supervised by Adolf Eichmann, also sought to tax wealthier Jews to help cover the emigration costs of those lacking sufficient means.

On the outbreak of war in September 1939, the blocking of bank accounts was applied to all propertied Jews to secure what little wealth remained. Largely excluded from employment, Jews faced forced labor for little or no pay. Initial expulsions of Jews into the Generalgouvernement (a part of German-occupied Poland) and also France in 1939–1940 were accompanied by efforts to seize their remaining property for the state. Mass deportations of Jews from Germany to the ghettos and extermination camps then commenced in October 1941. Shortly after this, the infamous Eleventh Decree to the Reich Citizenship Law removed the citizenship of Jews on crossing the Reich border, thereby confiscating all remaining property from that instant. The Gestapo sealed the apartments and collected detailed inventories from the deportees; the financial administration used this documentation to clear out the apartments, sell off the contents, and wind up remaining accounts “legally.”

In the occupied east, the Nazis and their collaborators seized Jewish property in each phase of persecution. During ghettoization, sudden relocation forced Jews to leave property behind to be looted. Then Jews in the ghettos had to barter away most of what remained to obtain food to survive. At the mass shooting sites, property was taken directly from Jewish victims, with the most valuable items being sent to Berlin. Considerable efforts were made also to recycle every last item transported by train with the Jews to the extermination centers, such as Auschwitz or Treblinka.

It is important to note that the Axis-aligned and occupied states, including Bulgaria, which did not deport its own Jews to be killed, all implemented extensive confiscation measures, except for occupied Denmark. Bulgaria created a Commissariat for the Jewish Question in imitation of the French model and also imposed a stiff property tax on Jewish wealth. Vichy France introduced its own confiscation legislation in response to German measures, in part to assert French sovereignty in these matters. In Hungary, full-scale confiscation began in May 1944 concurrent with the deportations to Auschwitz; the Hungarian government declared that Jewish assets were now viewed as Hungarian national property. In practice, however, confiscation in Hungary became a competition between private looters, various state agencies, and also the Germans to secure what they could under the chaotic conditions of sudden ghettoization. Meanwhile, the Allied nations and governments-in-exile warned that Axis property seizures, including those implemented against Jews, were regarded as illegal, and would be reversed on the conclusion of the war.

Clearly, the mass confiscation of Jewish property was integral to the Holocaust. However, it would be an exaggeration to imply that the Holocaust was motivated primarily by greed. Nazi racial anti-Semitism contained various key elements, of which economic opportunism was only one strand. Nevertheless, economic discrimination and plunder acted as a catalyst, facilitating the Nazi process of destruction in several ways. The incentive of Jewish property provided an additional motive for some perpetrators and bought more widespread complicity from large sections of the general population, while the effect on the victims was demoralizing, debilitating, and stigmatizing. Ever-diminishing means reduced the opportunities for Jews to emigrate or flee, and ultimately it also wore down their physical ability to resist.

MARTIN C. DEAN
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Credit Suisse

Credit Suisse is the largest bank in Switzerland and was a significant factor in making Swiss banking a worldwide power. Credit Suisse was one of the first European banks to tap the important North American market for bonds and has imported American ideas and practices into the more conservative European field. The bank has come under fire for its cooperation with Nazi authorities during World War II and for its failure to release money deposited with it by Jews who were exterminated by the Nazis.

Credit Suisse was founded in 1856. At the time, the Swiss federal constitution was only eight years old. The country was beginning to shift from an agriculture-based economy to one based on industry and manufacturing. Alfred Escher, a young Zurich politician, was interested in building a railroad to service the northeast part of Switzerland. His talks with foreign banks for financing were unsuccessful, so he decided to set up an independent bank in Zurich. He offered shares valued at 3 million Swiss francs to investors. Within three days, he had received offers for 218 million shares. Credit Suisse opened for business on July 16, 1856. The new corporate bank quickly earned a reputation for financing business ventures in Switzerland.

The bank’s first years were profitable as industry grew in Switzerland. The American Civil War caused some hardship, since the emerging textile industry in Switzerland depended on cotton imported from the southern United States. The sudden flood of cotton at the end of the war led to the collapse of the cotton market. Credit Suisse posted its first, and only, loss in 1867. The growth of other industries and the continuing expansion of railroads soon made up for the setback. Credit Suisse contributed to the development of the Swiss monetary system. By the end of the Franco-Prussian War in 1871, Credit Suisse was the largest bank in Switzerland.

Credit Suisse was aided in its growth by the revision of Switzerland’s federal constitution in 1874. Proportional representation in state and federal governments supported more stability in the country. Savings increased markedly, which enabled Switzerland to become an exporter of capital by the mid-1880s. The continuing industrialization of Switzerland and Europe during the years before World War I led to greater demands for credit. Credit Suisse provided money to pay for the construction of factories, power plants, and phone systems. The founding of the Swiss National Bank in 1907 and the growth in foreign investments by Swiss banks laid the foundation for Switzerland to eventually become the banking capital of the world. By the beginning of World War I in 1914, Credit Suisse had 13 different branches throughout Switzerland.

During the war, foreign investment halted. Credit Suisse helped place Swiss securities returned by foreign investors onto the Swiss market. The company also defended the interests of Swiss investors abroad. Following the war, Credit Suisse played a leading role in the electrification of the country. When a coal shortage occurred, the bank financed the conversion of Swiss railroads to electric power. Foreign investment increased rapidly during the 1920s and came to an end with the Great Depression. The depression caused increased national barriers to investment. As a result, Credit Suisse concentrated on investment with English-speaking countries. By 1939, the bank had established the Swiss-American Corporation to concentrate on the securities business. In 1940, Credit Suisse opened its first foreign branch, in New York City.

During World War II, Credit Suisse extended large amounts of credit to the Swiss government, which was in turn owed 1.7 billion Swiss francs by the Germans. Along with other Swiss banks, Credit Suisse had financial dealings with the Nazis that were later criticized. Credit Suisse also later revealed to have held millions in deposits by Jews who were killed in the Holocaust. When Jewish groups pushed for Credit Suisse to open its records to possible heirs, the bank resisted, citing traditional Swiss banking secrecy. Lists of people who had opened accounts before 1945 and which were inactive were eventually made public in the 1990s. In 1997, Credit Suisse and other major banks set up a $70 million humanitarian fund for victims of the Holocaust.

After World War II ended, Credit Suisse helped to finance the reconstruction of Europe. It also extended its services, including issuing credit cards and providing consumer credit. By the 1960s, Credit Suisse had established a partnership with White Weld, a leading American investment bank, to sell Eurobonds to the American market. In 1968, with the creation of a free gold market, Credit Suisse became a major gold trading house. The bank’s growth continued in the 1970s, although a fraudulent scheme at the Chiasso branch caused a scandal in 1977 and eventually cost $1.2 billion.

During the 1980s, Credit Suisse eventually expanded to control assets of $46 billion and manage $75 billion to $150 billion. Additional banks were acquired worldwide during that time as well. By 1987, the leading officer of Credit Suisse was Hans-Jeorg Rudloff, an American-trained banker who brought a nontraditional aggressiveness to Credit Suisse. Rudloff helped end the close relationship between Credit Suisse and Union Bank of Switzerland and Swiss Bank Corporation. The three largest banks in Switzerland had been known as a syndicate, and they worked closely with each other to promote deals. Under Rudloff, Credit Suisse went its own way and often expanded into areas traditionally shunned by the others, including insurance and other financial services. By the end of the 20th century, Credit Suisse was one of the most important financial institutions in the world.
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Croatia

Upon the outbreak of World War II in 1939, Croatia was part of western Yugoslavia, a polyglot political entity created after the end of World War I. Croatia had a population of approximately 3.78 million, of whom perhaps 40,000 were Jewish. It also had sizable minority populations of Serbian Muslims and Eastern Orthodox Serbians. Most Croatians, who had sided with the Central Powers during World War I, were Roman Catholic, and unlike the Serbs, they employed the Roman alphabet rather than the Cyrillic alphabet. During the interwar years, the Croats sought an independent Croatia; to achieve this, nationalist leaders formed the Ustashe, a right-wing paramilitary political party that was pro-Italian and pro-German in outlook. Before World War II began, Italy had provided material and military aid to the Ustashe group.

When Yugoslavia decided to join the Axis alliance in March 1941, most Croats applauded the move. In early April, when Italian and German troops entered Croatia, they were welcomed by a majority of Croats. After Croatian soldiers serving in the Yugoslav Army defected, Ustashe leaders established the independent state of Croatia on April 10; the new nation also incorporated Bosnia-Herzegovina. Ustashe adherent Ante Pavelic now became president of the upstart country.

Ustashe officials almost immediately began a program of ethnic cleansing, aimed at exterminating Jews, Roma (Gypsies), Serbian Muslims, and Eastern Orthodox Serbians. Orthodox Serbs and Jews had to wear arm bands in public identifying their religion before most were deported to death camps. The Catholic Church was complicit in this murderous scheme, and the Croatia archbishop did nothing to prevent the mass murder of Jews and Serbs. Many Jews and Serbs were sent to Auschwitz and Bergen-Belsen, but a sizable number were deported to death camps within Croatia. The worst of these was Jasenovac and its five subcamps, which Ustashe officials established in the late summer of 1941. Other Croatian camps included Stara Gradiska, which was reserved for women and children, and Sajmiste, where many Serbian Jews were detained and murdered. The latter camp was administered by the Germans.

Toward the end of the war, as Yugoslav partisans under Josip Broz Tito battled Axis forces in the region, many Ustashe officials fled Croatia and sought refuge in Austria. In May 1945, the remnants of the Ustashe army surrendered to Allied Forces. By the end of the year, partisans had rounded up and summarily executed as many as 250,000 Croats who had fought for or supported the Ustashe and/or Axis powers. Pavelic, meanwhile, managed to escape justice and died in exile in Spain. At least 32,000 Croatian Jews were killed between 1941 and 1945, along with 26,000 Roma and 350,000–400,000 Serbs. Croatia was reintegrated into a greater Yugoslavia and remained a part of that union until the end of the Cold War in 1991.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Czechoslovakia

Created from the ashes of World War I in 1918, in 1938 Czechoslovakia was a nation situated in central Europe with a population of some 15 million people. It had been carved out of portions of Bohemia and Moravia (historically part of Austria) as well as Hungary (Slovakia) and Ruthenia. This meant that Czechoslovakia was a polyglot nation of multiple ethnicities, including 7 million Czechs, 3 million Germans, 2.5 million Slovaks, and 1 million Hungarians. In addition, there were about a half million Ukrainians living in Ruthenia and also a number of Poles. Jews represented approximately 1.3 percent of the total population.

Despite this complex mixture of ethnicities, cultures, and religions, Czechoslovakia remained relatively stable politically during the interwar years, with a functioning democratic parliamentary system. Indeed, it was central Europe’s only democracy, and the nation enjoyed the highest standard of living in the region. It also boasted a well-equipped 400,000-man army.

Since the Nazis came to power in Germany in 1933, Adolf Hitler had set his sights on seizing the German-speaking area of Czechoslovakia, known as the Sudetenland. The Western democracies capitulated to Hitler’s demand that Germany annex the Sudetenland at the September 1938 Munich Conference, where Hitler pledged not to seek any additional territory or wage war in the future. This precipitated a full-blown political crisis in Czechoslovakia, which resulted in the exodus of Czech democrats and the installation of a rump regime known as Czecho-Slovakia, which was ruled by right-wingers. Soon, Hungary and Poland took advantage of the situation and annexed former Czech territory.

Hitler completely abrogated his pledges of the year prior, and on March 15, 1939, German forces swept into the remainder of Czechoslovakia and established a puppet regime. Bohemia and Moravia were now made into a German protectorate governed by Konstantin von Neurath and then Reinhard Heydrich, Kurt Daluege, and William Frick. Meanwhile, Slovak territory was governed by the Slovak People’s Party, under the leadership of Monsignor Jozef Tiso, a Roman Catholic priest. A puppet German state, Slovakia was nominally independent but quickly established a one-party dictatorship along the lines of Germany and Italy. Tiso remained in control until April 1945, when Allied troops began to liberate Slovakia. By May, much of the rest of Czechoslovakia had been liberated, with Prague falling on May 9.

Czechoslovakia was the scene of two notorious massacres perpetrated by German forces in the aftermath of Reinhard Heydrich’s assassination on March 27, 1942, when British-supported Czechoslovak commandos ambushed and killed him. In Lidice, on June 9–10, 1942, German troops murdered 198 civilian men and 76 women in reprisal for the Heydrich attack. In addition, 184 women and 98 children were taken to concentration camps; most of the children were gassed to death. Days later, all of the adults in the village of Lezaky were killed; meanwhile, in October 1942, relatives and friends of those killed at Lidice were rounded up and killed at the Mauthausen-Gusen concentration camp. Between 1938 and 1945, at least 275,000 Jews living in Czechoslovakia were killed. Many were deported by the Germans and sent to concentration and death camps. Others died at the hands of right-wing fascists in Slovakia.
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Dachau

In Dachau, a pleasant suburb outside Munich, Germany, the first Nazi concentration camp was built in 1933, two months after Adolf Hitler took power. Dachau was used as a training camp for SS camp personnel, instilling in them the attitude that prisoners were Untermenschen, or subhumans, and creating a climate of fear through intimidation and violence.

During its 12 years of existence, Dachau was a camp for political prisoners, and its population was largely made up of dissidents and members of groups considered inferior. The former included Socialists, Christian leaders, and Jehovah’s Witnesses, while the latter was largely made up of Gypsies, homosexuals, criminals, and Polish intellectuals. Dachau was an important camp for religious dissidents. More than 3,000 clergy were imprisoned there, mostly Catholic, including bishops and one cardinal. The Vatican has beatified six priests as martyrs, and the Orthodox recognize a Serbian bishop as a saint.

Dachau was not an extermination camp, so German Jewish prisoners were quickly shipped to the death camps in Poland. However, Hungarian and other Jews were brought to Dachau in 1944 to work as slave labor in munitions factories. At the liberation, about 30 percent of the camp population was Jewish. The “politicals” were made up of prominent leaders from every country invaded by the Nazis. In all camps, the prisoners formed an internal government, but at Dachau the prisoners’ experience in leadership made it possible to control the criminal element that preyed upon the weak in many other camps.

Among the 206,206 prisoners registered at Dachau during its existence, 31,591 deaths were recorded, though the number is certainly higher. This figure does not include the mass executions of Soviet and French prisoners of war, who were dispatched by firing squads shortly after arrival. It also does not include invalids shipped away and executed elsewhere. Most of the Dachau prisoners were used as slave labor, with upwards of 37,000 working in armament factories in 36 subsidiary camps. Both work and living conditions were harsh, with insufficient food, regular beatings, and unsanitary crowding. Each barracks housed some 1,500 people in unheated wooden buildings built for 200. By the end in 1945, typhus was rampant in the camp, and the Red Cross tried to keep the prisoners from being freed before the American army arrived for fear of spreading the disease through the countryside.

Many prisoners suffered from medical experiments performed on the living. Some were kept in freezing water to see how long they could survive and still be revived. More than a thousand were infected with malaria, including numbers of Polish priests, and some with tuberculosis. Experiments with pressurization left victims permanently deaf and disfigured.

The camp, with more than 30,000 prisoners (almost 10,000 had been marched off three days earlier), was liberated by the American Seventh Army. Some American soldiers were so traumatized by what they saw that a number of Nazi guards were shot down even after they had surrendered. The troops were never prosecuted. The shocked and infuriated American commanding officer ordered the citizens of Dachau to march through the camp to see its devastation so that they could never deny the evil that had existed among them. Forty camp staff were tried for war crimes, and thirty-six were sentenced to death.

Dachau is probably the most visited of the Nazi concentration camps. One barracks has been reconstructed to show the living conditions, and an introductory film and display convey the horror of the place. The gas chamber (never used), the gallows, and the crematorium have been maintained. Where the ashes of the dead were thrown is now a park marked with a Star of David and a cross. Three memorials—a Protestant chapel, the Catholic Christ in Agony church, and a Jewish memorial—honor the dead. In the field used for roll call each day is a sculptured memorial to the dead. Behind the camp is a Carmelite convent of nuns who offer prayers for reparation.

A Russian Orthodox chapel commemorates the Byzantine Easter a week after the camp fell to the Americans. Using makeshift vestments pinned together from Nazi towels, the Russian, Greek, and Serb prisoners chanted the entire liturgy from memory, including the traditional commentary of Saint John Chrysostom, recited by a monk from Mount Athos. The main feature of the chapel is an icon of Christ leading the prisoners out of the camp gates.
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Death Camps

Death camps, sometimes referred to as extermination camps, were killing factories established by the Germans in order to carry out the so-called Final Solution, or the eradication of European Jews. Although Jews were the principal victims at the death camps, the Nazis also used the facilities to engage in the mass murder of Roma, Sinti, homosexuals, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Soviet prisoners or war, and other groups deemed to be “subversive” or “undesirable.” Historically, Holocaust scholars usually categorize six Nazi-run camps located in Poland as strictly death camps. They included: Chelmno (the first of the dedicated death camps, which began operations on December 8, 1941); Auschwitz-Birkenau; Belzec; Majdanek; Sobibor; and Treblinka. Hundreds of thousands of other Jews and those targeted for persecution died in various concentration and forced-labor camps throughout Europe, but the main mission of those camps was not mass extermination per se. In the death camps, the prompt extermination of detainees was the only reason for being. If the prisoners were not gassed or shot, they died of starvation, disease, torture, beatings, or bizarre and cruel medical experiments.

By 1943, the death camps were engaged in a system of mass killing that resembled a fine-tuned and managed factory. Some have termed the system an “assembly line of death.” By 1943, most of the internees at the death camps were being gassed using Zyklon-B, although some camps, like Chelmno, continued to use carbon monoxide poisoning. At places like Auschwitz, where the killing was on a truly frightening scale, as many as 1,000 people at a time could be killed in a single gas chamber using Zyklon-B, which led to a slow and agonizing death. Once the victims had been killed, Sonderkommandos, prisoners who worked for the camp administration, removed gold teeth or fillings from the corpses and took them to mass graves or crematoria for disposal. Most of the victims’ bodies were incinerated. At Auschwitz, the crematoria worked virtually 24 hours a day.

In the latter stages of World War II, the Polish death camps were either decommissioned or relocated as Soviet troops advanced from east to west. Chelmno was among the first to be decommissioned, ceasing extermination operations in July 1944. In some cases, German officials ordered bodies in mass graves exhumed and incinerated so that Allied troops would not find them. They also attempted to disguise or cover up the activities that occurred at some of the camps. In the winter and spring of 1945, as Germany was close to collapse and Allied troops converged on Germany and Poland from both the east and west, the Germans panicked, hastily abandoning most of the death camps. Allied troops who liberated these camps found unmistakable evidence of the atrocities that had been perpetrated there. Among some of the most haunting photos of World War II were the pictures of victims’ corpses stacked like cordwood outside gas chambers and crematoria.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Auschwitz; Belzec; Birkenau; Chelmno; Concentration Camps; Gas Chambers; Homosexuals; Jehovah’s Witnesses; Lublin-Majdanek; Medical Experimentation; Poland; Roma and Sinti; Sobibor; Sonderkommando; Treblinka; World War II; Zyklon-B


Further Reading

Hilberg, Raul. The Destruction of the European Jews. New York: Holmes & Meier, 1962.

Kogon, Eugen. The Theory and Practice of Hell: The German Concentration Camps and the System behind Them. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006.



Death Marches 

By summer 1944, the Soviets were advancing through German-occupied territory in Eastern Europe, and the Americans and British were invading from the south and west. Fearing capture, guards in Nazi concentration camps ordered their prisoners onto marches and headed into Greater Germany. These forced mass retreats with camp prisoners ushered in the final phase of the Holocaust and became known as the “death marches.”

Despite Germany’s undeniable military defeat, Nazi ideology continued to be implemented. Death march guards subjected their prisoners to starvation, psychological torture, physical cruelty, and mass murder. Some Holocaust survivors have testified that the death marches surpassed the horror of the concentration camps.

While some concentration camp guards left debilitated prisoners alive in their barracks, other guards slaughtered every prisoner too weak to walk. Those who remained behind were locked in the camps without access to food or water. The chaotic evacuations allowed for inconsistent procedures. Some prisoners were rushed out of the camps and ordered not to take anything, yet other evacuees were able to grab a few items. Taking an extra piece of clothing, a crust of bread, or a small blanket could increase one’s chances of survival.

The majority of marches covered hundreds of miles and had orders to deliver prisoners to camps deep within Germany. During the marches, guards were virtually isolated from supervisors, and they flaunted their sadism. Prisoners who moved too slowly or fell out of line were immediately shot. On some marches, prisoners were locked in barns and deceived into thinking they could rest until morning. But instead of permitting them sleep, guards would set the structure on fire and burn the occupants alive. Other prisoners perished from starvation, exhaustion, or disease.

One death march from the Stutthof camp complex on the Baltic Sea illustrates the gratuitous brutality exhibited by guards. Celina Manielewicz, a Polish Jew, was 23 years old when she was evacuated from Stutthof. After days without food, the column of several thousand Jews, mainly women, arrived near the coastal village of Palmnicken. The group was forced to the edge of a cliff, and machine-gunners opened fire. Celina fell off the cliff into the icy sea and landed atop a pile of wounded and dead prisoners; she was one of only 13 people who survived the massacre. Even with Germany’s imminent surrender, guards chose to continue genocidal operations.

Although each death march varied in duration and destination, all prisoners experienced hunger, exhaustion, and constant threat of death. However, even during the extreme suffering, many Jews shared their remaining strength with those who were weaker. Acts of mutual assistance between prisoners have been reported by countless survivors. Words of encouragement, a morsel of bread, or a supportive arm were small kindnesses that could help another survive for one more day. The spiritual and material lifelines given to fellow marchers created friendships and family-like bonds, and they also demonstrated a profound resistance to the Nazi crusade to dehumanize their victims.

BETH E. LILACH
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Degrelle, Léon

Belgian fascist leader and Waffen-Schutzstaffel (Waffen-SS) commander. Born in Bouillon on June 15, 1906, Léon Degrelle attended the University of Louvain, where he became interested in journalism and active in student politics. Invited by Catholic authorities to take over a small Catholic publishing house, Christus Rex, in Louvain, Degrelle produced a series of successful mass-circulation magazines combining popular articles with short stories on Catholic themes. Soon, Christus Rex was publishing pamphlets about major news events. In 1933, Degrelle assumed sole control of the firm, and soon he was holding political rallies marked by his own powerful oratory promoting both a populist program and purge of corrupt officials. The Catholic Church disassociated itself from the movement, which became a political party, Rex, by 1934. It remained for several years a dissident movement within the Catholic Party of Belgium.

In 1936, Degrelle broke with the Catholic Party. Rex contested the Belgian elections that year as an independent party and haven for those unhappy with the status quo. Degrelle attempted to appeal to the Belgian middle class and spoke of emphasizing Catholic values of solidarity and community.

Degrelle’s praise of Adolf Hitler brought his arrest and that of other potential fifth columnists by Belgian authorities in May 1940, when the Germans invaded. On his release in France in July, Degrelle promptly proclaimed to German authorities his wish for a greater Belgium to include parts of the Netherlands and northern France. In July 1941, following the German invasion of the Soviet Union, Degrelle founded the Walloon Legion, although few Belgians were attracted to join. Listed on the Waffen-SS order of battle as the 28th SS Division, the legion actually numbered no more than 2,000 men. Degrelle led the Walloon Legion in fighting in the Soviet Union. Awarded the Knight’s Cross with Oak Leaves, he was the highest-decorated foreigner in German service.

Degrelle was in Belgium from December 1942 to January 1943. Although he claimed he and his legionnaires were Belgian patriots fighting to secure a place for their country in Hitler’s New Order, in discussions with SS leaders he expressed a commitment to restoring the Walloons (as opposed to the Flemish) to their “rightful” place as a Germanic people within the Reich.

More than half of the legionnaires were killed in the war. Degrelle abandoned the survivors in the defense of Berlin. In late April 1945, he fled north to Oslo, Norway, which was still under German control and where he commandeered an aircraft. He and five others then flew to San Sebastian in northern Spain, where they crash-landed. Negotiations for Degrelle’s extradition to Belgium foundered on Spanish demands for a quid pro quo.

In 1946, Degrelle vanished from the hospital where he had been recuperating. The Spanish government denied knowledge of his whereabouts, but he was protected by influential Spaniards. A decade later, Degrelle resurfaced in public but did not leave Spain. He remained an unabashed admirer of Hitler until his death in Malaga on April 1, 1993.
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Denial of the Holocaust

The Nazi genocide of European Jews during World War II that claimed the lives of some 6 million Jews has been fastidiously studied and documented, yet some challenge the authenticity of this event and rebuke scholarship of it. Individuals who doubt the absoluteness of the Holocaust are referred to as Holocaust deniers. Holocaust denial is the attempt to invalidate or distort the historical truth of the Nazi genocide of European Jewry.

The brutality of the Holocaust shocked the world and many found pictures of murdered bodies and discoveries of gas chambers too horrible to believe. While historical research and stories from witnesses and survivors helped people accept the truth of the genocide, others aimed to discredit them.

The central and most common arguments Holocaust deniers make are: (1) the notion that 6 million Jews died is a myth; (2) gas chambers were never used to kill Jews; (3) Nazis had no official policy to murder Jews; and (4) Anne Frank’s diary was a forgery.

Austin Joseph App has gained notoriety as one of the first American Holocaust deniers and was the first to list out many of the above-mentioned denials. App, a professor of English at La Salle College and the University of Scranton, denied the Holocaust ever occurred and has been credited with leading the path for many other deniers. By the late 1950s, App had published his claims and had appeared before audiences boasting that the 6 million figure was nothing more than a hoax made up by Jews.

Robert Faurisson, a former literature professor, helped fuel denial activities in France. He refuted the use of Zyklon-B, the chemical used to murder Jews at Auschwitz and other death camps. He argued that Jews made the whole thing up in order to benefit Israel and international Zionism. Faurisson did not deny that Jews died in German camps; however, he did not believe Germans murdered Jews in gas chambers. Faurisson denied that Zyklon-B could have effectively killed Jews. He pointed to the manufacturer’s instructions for using Zyklon-B to exterminate vermin in one’s household. He concluded that as it was safe enough to use in one’s home, it could not have been used to murder Jews.

He chose to ignore the fact that gas chambers and home fumigation were two separate things, which occurred in drastically different environments. Windows could be left open in a home to expel the gas for example, but a gas chamber was sealed shut. Faurisson’s attempt to discredit the use of Zyklon-B as a killing agent was part of his overall attempt to normalize the mass death of Jews during the Holocaust as a result of maltreatment, a natural occurrence during war.

Faurisson’s protégé Henri Roques took up Faurisson’s arguments and aimed to discredit proof of Nazi gas chambers for his doctoral dissertation. To this end, Roques attempted to discredit the testimony of former Waffen-SS officer Kurt Gerstein. During the genocide, Gerstein had been charged with the task of visiting German death camps with the goal of improving upon the efficiency of the gas chambers. The experience weighed heavily on Gerstein’s conscience and inspired him to submit a detailed report to the Allies on the gas chambers at Belzec and Treblinka. Gerstein’s account of the atrocities at those camps has proven an obstacle to deniers. For his dissertation, Roques tried to expose discrepancies in Gerstein’s report and even managed to find a professor at the University of Nantes willing to support his research and approve his dissertation. Roques was awarded his doctorate in 1985. Following a public uproar, however, the French minister of higher education revoked Roques’s degree the following year and in so doing discredited Roques’s erroneous research methods and false conclusions.

David Irving, a British Holocaust denier, is a master of fact manipulation. Like App, Faurisson, and Roque, Irving views the gas chambers as Jewish propaganda and has gone on to write some 30 books denying the Holocaust. Irving started publishing denial histories in the 1960s and by the late 1980s was the face of mainstream denial movements. Irving does not deny that Jews were systematically murdered; instead he reinterprets the genocide in a way that paints Hitler in a more favorable light. In Hitler’s War, for example, Irving claimed Hitler never instituted a policy to kill all of European Jewry. To support his argument, Irving constructed a revisionist history of events. For example, he claims that following Hitler’s seizure of power in 1933, he only made anti-Semitic remarks to maintain popularity and that Hitler played no part in the creation of anti-Jewish policy. To assert these false claims, Irving weaves a historical fantasy using German documents that reflect propaganda of that time.

The Germans did their best to avoid outright declarations of their murderous plans and when it was clear the Germany would be defeated, they went to great lengths to destroy and purge wartime documents that might incriminate them. For this reason, they used opaque terms. They referred to “deportation,” for example, as “resettlement” and “evacuation.” Instead of saying “murder,” they called it “special action” and “special measures.” The workers at Auschwitz were even instructed to never refer directly to gassing or to gas chambers. Holocaust revisionists and deniers like Irving prefer to use the coded language the Germans employed as evidence that gas chambers were never used and that the Germans never outright planned to commit genocide.

Irving’s revisionist approach to the Holocaust came under public scrutiny in 1996 when he sued Deborah Lipstadt and her publisher for libel. Lipstadt published a book in 1993 entitled Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory, in which she refutes the false claims of Holocaust deniers, Irving among them. The defense hired historian Richard J. Evans as an expert witness in the case. Evans studied Irving’s work for two years and meticulously exposed Irving’s false claims. Evans proved that Irving had forged documents and made up source material. The judge ruled against Irving’s libel claims and in his final remarks called Irving a racist, anti-Semite, right-wing extremist, and neo-Nazi.

Many European countries have outlawed Holocaust denial in an attempt to suppress neo-Nazi movements. In the Netherlands, Faurisson’s denial claims about the authenticity of Anne Frank’s diary helped motivate legislators to make Holocaust denial a punishable public offense. Frank was a young Jewish girl who went into hiding in the Netherlands with her family to escape the Nazis. She received a diary for her 13th birthday and used it to record her and her family’s life in the secret attic annex. Frank’s family was discovered and she died at Auschwitz. Her father, the family’s sole survivor, published Anne’s diary after the war. Faurisson, among others, claimed the diary was a forgery and accused Anne’s father of making the whole thing up. The Netherlands’ decision to punish Holocaust deniers has helped suppress public efforts to discredit The Diary of Anne Frank.

Despite being one the most documented events in history, deniers try to rewrite the facts to suit their objectives. Deniers try to minimize the number of Jews murdered, disprove the use of gas chambers, absolve Nazis of responsibility for organized genocide, and discredit Anne Frank’s diary. Misrepresentations of the Holocaust serve to undermine the historiography of the genocide and deflate Nazi crimes.
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Denmark

Denmark is a small northern European country that had a 1939 population of approximately 5 million; it is estimated that there were about 7,500 Jews living there at the time, mostly in Copenhagen. Denmark had traditionally prided itself on neutrality in foreign affairs, and indeed had not participated in World War I. Despite the Danish government’s dislike of Nazi Germany and its policies, it nevertheless signed a non-aggression pact with the Germans in the spring of 1939. Nevertheless, Adolf Hitler ignored that agreement, and in April 1940 German troops occupied Denmark. The Nazis annexed Denmark chiefly because it was a rich agricultural region and because they viewed the Danes as fellow “Aryans.” The first years of the occupation, until the late summer of 1943, were relatively uneventful. The Germans permitted the Danes to set their own domestic policies, and most Danes reluctantly collaborated with occupation officials to some extent or another. A resistance movement, however, was already afoot, and that effort would gain much traction in the latter stages of the war.

Unlike many other places in Europe, anti-Semitism had never gained much of a foothold in Denmark. The small Jewish population did not suffer persecution, and in fact Jews would benefit from the support of Christian Danes during the German occupation. Jews were able to practice their religion in the open and were not restricted from certain professions. This did not change after the Germans moved into Denmark; Jews were not required to register with the government, live in Jewish-only areas, or wear a yellow star or a badge in public. Initially, German occupation officials did not interfere with these liberal policies. Denmark’s Jews also benefitted from King Christian X’s outspoken advocacy for his Jewish subjects. Life for Danish Jews remained relatively unchanged until 1943.

As 1943 progressed, the Danish resistance movement began to gain traction, which emboldened even more people to fight the occupation; this was aided by a strong, underground press. By the summer of 1943, sabotage and labor strikes clearly threatened the German occupation, a situation made worse for the Germans by military reverses elsewhere. As a result, the Germans declared a state of emergency on August 29 and initiated a crackdown against suspected saboteurs and troublemakers. Hundreds of Danes—Jews and non-Jews—were arrested and detained.

The following month, German occupation authorities decided to take advantage of the crackdown by rounding up and deporting Danish Jews. Non-Jews now rallied to the cause, helping to hide Jews; when the roundup started on October 1, the Germans were able to arrest only a handful of Jews. Although threatened by the Germans, Danish law enforcement refused to take part in the roundup. Soon, Danish civilians had hatched a plan to move Danish Jews to the coast, where they would be smuggled aboard fishing boats to freedom in Sweden, which readily accepted the influx of émigrés. In all, at least 5,500 Jews made it to safety in Sweden. Meanwhile, most Danes cast off their earlier—if reluctant—collaboration with the Germans and intensified their resistance efforts.

In the end, only 472 Jews were caught by the Germans. They were deported to the Theresienstadt ghetto in Czechoslovakia. Danes were so insistent that they not be harmed that the Germans did not send them to the death camps. Many Danes also sent foodstuffs and other supplies to the exiled Danish Jews. It is believed that 52 Danish Jews at Theresienstadt died, while another 70 or so died by various means in other locations. The Jewish survival rate in Denmark was among the highest in any nation occupied by Germany. The German occupation of Denmark ended in May 1945.
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Der Sturmer

Rabidly anti-Semitic tabloid published weekly between 1923 and 1945 that was an important propaganda tool for the German Nazi Party. Under the direction of Julius Streicher, Der Sturmer (meaning “The Attacker” in German) was aimed chiefly at Germany’s lower and working classes. Its content was invariably simplistic, one-sided, and overtly anti-Semitic. The paper took as its motto “Die Juden Sind unser Ungluck!” (The Jews are our misfortune!). Some senior members of the Nazi Party were clearly embarrassed by the tabloid’s content and appeal and tried to distance themselves from it. Others, however, including Heinrich Himmler, chief of the Schutzstaffel (SS), endorsed Der Sturmer. German leader Adolf Hitler acknowledged the primitive nature of the publication but nevertheless saw it as an effective propaganda tool aimed at the lower and uneducated classes.

The newspaper emphasized the worst caricatures and stereotypes of Jews, including Jewish men’s alleged sexual depravity, purported Jewish aims to make a fortune at others’ expense, and the alleged Jewish propensity to be anti-capitalistic and pro-communist. Worse still were repeated charges that Jews had been responsible for the death of Jesus Christ and were engaged in rituals that sacrificed the lives of non-Jewish children for the expiation of Jewish sins (the so-called blood libel fallacy).

A major feature of the tabloid were cartoons and caricatures that portrayed Jews in the worst possible light. Streicher’s stated aim was to “educate” Germans on how to spot a Jew. The cartoons featured grotesque figures of Jews that showed unkempt, overweight characters with overly prominent noses and thick lips.

Streicher supplied plenty of details to “substantiate” his lurid and wildly inaccurate stories, often times printing the names of Jews who had supposedly committed various crimes, including those involving rape, incest, and child abuse. Rarely were such details ever properly investigated, and almost all were likely fabrications. Nevertheless, Der Sturmer’s circulation grew enormously after Hitler came to power—from 25,000 copies per week in 1933 to nearly 500,000 copies per week in 1938. When Germany was defeated in World War II in 1945, Streicher was arrested by Allied authorities and tried at the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. Found guilty for crimes against humanity on October 1, 1946, he was executed on October 16.
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Deutsche Bank

Founded in 1870 in Berlin, the Deutsche Bank today is the largest bank in the European Union. It operates internationally with 1,500 branches in Germany alone and more than 90,000 employees in more than 60 countries. In 1999, the Deutsche Bank made a profit of 2.6 billion euros.

The financial demands of rapid German industrialization in the 1860s and a developing nationalism led to the establishment of the Deutsche Bank as a competitor to the then-dominant British banks. Branches were established in Bremen, Hamburg, Yokohama, Shanghai, and London during its first three years. The bank supported the development of the internationally successful German electrical industry and in 1903 helped finance the Bagdadbahn, a railroad connecting Istanbul and Baghdad, that served German expansionist interests. It had cooperated with the German foreign ministry, the Auswärtiges Amt, and had established after some prodding the Ueberseeischen Bank (Overseas Bank) in 1886 and the Deutsch-Asiatischen Bank (German-Asiatic Bank) three years later.

World War I, the loss of foreign investment, and the hyperinflation in Germany in the early 1920s hit the bank hard and led to a period of consolidation. However, the Deutsche Bank was soon in business again, financing the creation of Universum Film Aktiengesellschaft, the first German film studio, and the merger of Daimler and Benz into Mercedes-Benz. In 1929, Deutsche Bank merged with its major German competitor, the Disconto-Gesellschaft. The name Deutsche Bank-Disconto-Gesellschaft was used until 1937, when it was changed back to the original shorter name. The Great Depression found the Deutsche Bank unprepared. Short-term foreign loans on the one side and debtors who were unable to pay back credit on the other led to a drastic shortage of liquid assets.

After Adolf Hitler had been made German chancellor and the Nazis took power in 1933, the Deutsche Bank submitted without resistance to the racist policies of removing Jews from among its staff and from high management positions. The last Jewish member of the board had to leave the bank in 1938. When, in the course of the Nazis’ economic war against the Jews, Jews were prohibited any kind of enterprise after 1938, the Deutsche Bank facilitated the so-called Aryanization of Jewish businesses (forced transfer of Jewish-owned businesses to German “Aryan” ownership) in more than 350 cases by giving credits to the new owners and as an intermediary. By the end of the war, the Deutsche Bank had handed over all Jewish assets to the German government. Between 1942 and 1944, the bank helped in the transfer of a large amount of gold to be sold by the German government to finance the war. More than 1,500 pounds of the gold was from victims of the Holocaust.

In 1948, the Deutsche Bank was broken up into 10 regional banks by the occupying forces, but in 1957, they were recombined in what again was named the Deutsche Bank. Today, the Deutsche Bank is the most dominant financial institution in Germany and in Europe.
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Diary of Dawid Sierakowiak, The: Five Notebooks from the Lodz Ghetto

Published diaries of a 15-year-old Polish Jew who endured the horrors of the Lodz Ghetto between 1939 and 1943. The ghetto, located in central Poland, was the second-largest of its kind in Nazi-occupied Poland. At its peak, it contained more than 200,000 people. Dawid Sierakowiak made his first diary entry on June 28, 1939, when he was 15. Writing in seven different notebooks (the last two have yet to be published), Sierakowiak created an entry for most days, although their length and detail vary widely. The entries reveal the horrors of being forced to live amid the constant fear of starvation, disease and sickness, paralyzing terror, and the knowledge that one faced an almost certain death. Although the entries are not deeply philosophical, they offer great insight into the day-to-day struggles of Sierakowiak and his family (before the diary ended, Dawid lost his father to tuberculosis and his mother to deportation and extermination). Most poignant perhaps is the overall narrative arc in the entries, which describes—many times in heart-breaking detail—the slow and steady deterioration of Sierakowiak’s health and the slow unraveling of his family.

Notably, Sierakowiak also wrote about the underground resistance movement in the Lodz Ghetto, comprised mainly of youths, and agonized over class divisions within the ghetto. A believer in Marxist utopianism, Sierakowiak was chagrined that Jews could divide against themselves even when faced with the same terrible circumstances and fate. The author also wrote of the growing sense of alienation he and his family experienced because they were not connected to the ghetto’s tyrannical leader, Chaim Rumkowski, who played favorites, tried to pit one group against another, and ensured that his family and cronies received more food and supplies than the others.

At the same time, the entries deal with more mundane things, like the author’s attempt to secure work and food rations. He also writes of school and sometimes analyzes literature he has read. Despite his hardships, the young author consistently demonstrates an inquisitive mind that constantly seeks out new knowledge. As a whole the diary offers an unparalleled view of a Jewish ghetto during World War II. Sierakowiak’s last diary entry was made in April 1943, a time in which his health had begun to deteriorate. He died of tuberculosis on August 8, 1943, and nobody knows for certain what happened to him in the last four months of his life or why he stopped writing in April.

The diaries were discovered when Soviet forces liberated Lodz in January 1945. By then, there were perhaps only 10,000 survivors of the more than 200,000 people who had initially resided in the ghetto. It took many years to translate Sierakowiak’s work; his diary was published in 1998 by Oxford University Press.
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Dinur, Yehiel

Polish-born Jewish writer whose work graphically portrayed various aspects of the Holocaust, some of which was based on the two years he spent in a Nazi concentration camp during World War II. Yehiel Dinur, who wrote in Hebrew beginning in 1945 under the pen name Ka-Tzetnik 135633 (Yiddish slang for “concentration camp”; the 6-digit numeral was Dinur’s concentration camp number at Auschwitz), was born on May 16, 1909, in Sosnowiec, Poland. He attended a traditional yeshiva (religious-based Jewish school) in Lublin, Poland, and was an early adherent of Zionism. In 1931, he published his first volume of poetry, which he composed in Yiddish.

Most of Dinur’s works were published after 1945, and a great majority of it dealt with his personal experiences as a concentration camp internee or examined the Holocaust from various angles. Dinur downplayed his life prior to World War II and refused to discuss any aspect of his existence before 1943. Indeed, it was as if he had been born in the concentration camp. His first work dealing with the Holocaust was Salamandra (Sunrise over Hell), published in 1946. Other more notable books included House of Dolls (1955), Star of Ashes (1966), and Shiviti: A Vision (1989). Dinur’s major works were written in a memoir format, which blend actual events and eyewitness accounts with accounts that seem to be fictional or quasi-fictional. That left him open to criticism by some scholars that his work makes it difficult to sort fact from fantasy. Regardless, Dinur’s stories were meticulously detailed and, many times, exceedingly graphic. House of Dolls, for example, is a lurid account of the Nazis’ sexual exploitation of women interned in concentration camps. Dinur frequently stated that he believed he had a mission to narrate the Holocaust on behalf of the millions who had not survived it.

Dinur’s true identity was a carefully guarded secret until he elected to testify at the war-crimes trial of Adolf Eichmann in 1961. Eichmann was a high-ranking Nazi official who had played a major role in orchestrating the Holocaust. During his testimony, Dinur became so emotional that he passed out in the courtroom. During his testimony, Dinur revealed that his two years as an internee were akin to life on another planet, in an alternate universe. It was clear that Dinur’s experiences had radically altered his life and world view. These experiences also brought about a severe case of post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD), which plagued Dinur for the remainder of his life.

Dinur stayed engaged in projects that sought to educate people about the Holocaust, and he also became involved in the antinuclear movement. He continued to write until his death in Tel Aviv, Israel, on July 17, 2001.
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Doctors' Trial

The Doctors’ Trial occurred in Nuremberg, Germany, between December 9, 1946, and August 20, 1947. Known officially as United States of America v. Karl Brandt et al., the Doctors’ Trial is not to be confused with the trials supervised by the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. The Doctors’ Trial was conducted strictly by a U.S. military court. The proceedings tried 23 Nazi German defendants, all of whom were charged with Nazi human experimentation, euthanasia, and mass murder. Most of the defendants were medical doctors, although some were scientists or lower-level functionaries who aided in the commission of the crimes. The formal indictments were handed down on October 25, 1946.

The defendants were accused of having engaged in cruel or inhumane medical experiments, many of which were conducted on non-volunteer subjects who had been internees at concentration camps or prisoners of war. Others were accused of having carried out Nazi euthanasia laws, which were designed to murder individuals who were mentally or physically ill or were disabled. The litany of accusations were truly horrific—they included exposing individuals to dangerous or poisonous chemicals or gas to determine the body’s reaction to them; surgical experimentation without the use of anesthetics; unnecessary amputations; exposing people to deadly bacteria such as typhus; and forced sterilization, among other things.

The defendants’ defense team argued—unsuccessfully—that the experiments were not illegal because they were designed to save the lives of German soldiers and that their chief intent was not to inflict suffering or death on subjects. The defense also argued that euthanasia was not a war crime because German law had sanctioned the activity and the program had provided mercy to the afflicted. This line of argument was also unsuccessful. All the defendants were found guilty. Seven were given death sentences, five were given life imprisonment, and the remaining men were given sentences ranging from 10 to 20 years imprisonment.

The Doctors’ Trial also informed the enactment of the Nuremberg Code, which is an internationally applied convention of medical ethics that control medical experimentation. Informed by the trial, the code mandated that all human subjects be voluntary participants and that experiments be conducted to avoid pain or permanent injury.
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Dora-Mittelbau

Dora-Mittelbau was a Nazi forced-labor and concentration camp situated in central Germany, north of the town of Nordhausen. Known also as Dora-Nordhausen or Nordhausen, the facility was also close to the Harz Mountains. It began as a subcamp of the Buchenwald concentration camp and became an autonomous facility in October 1944. The year before, Buchenwald prisoners were forced to begin the construction of a sprawling industrial complex and prison, which eventually became Dora-Mittelbau. Detainees at Dora-Mittelbau worked in the factories and quarries nearby. Most of the prisoners were Jews, but there were also some Roma (Gypsies), criminals, and those considered to be “asocial” (chiefly homosexuals). Eventually, Dora-Mittelbau would have more than 30 subcamps and 12,000–13,000 permanent detainees.

Most prisoners worked and lived underground, where they worked on weapons development projects and labored in various war-related industries. The Germans had placed much of this activity underground after Allied air raids had destroyed above-ground facilities. The conditions in which the prisoners lived and worked were appalling; they saw no daylight and breathed no fresh air for weeks at a time, which increased sickness and disease. Indeed, the death rate at Dora-Mittelbau was higher than at most other concentration camps because of these circumstances. Food was scare and bad, and medical care was virtually nonexistent. When prisoners became too ill or exhausted from work, they were shipped out to Mauthausen or Birkenau, where most were killed. Discipline, which was harsh and arbitrary, was meted out under the supervision of the Schutzstaffel (SS), which ran the camp.

As more war production was relocated to the area, prisoners built a vast array of subcamps, linked by tunnels, and some constructed into the sides of mountains. The more important subcamps included Nordhausen, Niedersachswerfen, and Neusollstedt. In addition to working in munitions plants, prisoners also labored at a nearby ammonia works and stone quarry. Dora-Mittelbau had an active underground resistance movement, through which some prisoners purposely sabotaged items or slowed production. Individuals suspected of such activities were summarily killed. It is estimated that at least 200 detainees were put to death because of their resistance activity.

As Allied forces pressed into Germany from the east and west in the spring of 1945, the Germans sought to liquidate Dora-Mittelbau. Many detainees were sent to Bergen-Belsen, but many died on the forced march to northern Germany. When U.S. troops liberated the camp in April 1945, only a few critically ill prisoners remained there. In all, as many as 60,000 prisoners worked at or transited through Dora-Mittelbau. About 9,000 alone died from overwork; several thousand more died from starvation and disease.
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Drowned and the Saved, The

The Drowned and the Saved is a book written by Primo Levi, a Holocaust survivor who was interned at the notorious Auschwitz concentration camp. The book was first published in 1986, and although it reflects to a certain extent Levi’s own experiences at Auschwitz, it is actually a larger philosophical and sociological examination of the Holocaust using the author’s 40 years of hindsight into the grim events. Levi, an Italian Jew, was a respected chemist prior to World War II; after the war, he made his mark as a writer and interpreter of the Holocaust.

Broadly speaking, Levi analyzes the problem of memory, the nature and uselessness of violence, the language and symbolism used by the Germans at Auschwitz, and the ways in which prison personnel broke the will of prisoners. Levi reflects on his Holocaust experiences by examining not just the events themselves, but also how the larger world has interpreted and understood the Holocaust between 1945 and 1986. In doing so, he also worries that a similar catastrophe could occur again. In this instance, his concern proved correct, as the genocides in Rwanda, the former Yugoslavia, and Darfur grimly demonstrate.

Levi becomes quite analytical in some of his chapters. Chapter two discusses the hierarchy among inmates and how prison officials used that to favor certain people or groups within the camp. Some prisoners, he writes, actually became tormentors themselves and harmed and even killed fellow inmates. This happened, Levi explains, because some detainees became completely demoralized and dehumanized, and were thus willing to do anything to assure their own survival. Levi also deals with the issue of shame and guilt among Holocaust survivors. Many inmates suffered from deep depression and committed suicide after they had been liberated. They were unable to understand why they had survived while so many did not. Furthermore, Levi explains, some may have dealt with profound guilt because in many cases only the most selfish, insensitive collaborators survived the ordeal. It is worth noting here that Levi committed suicide in 1987, less than a year after this book was published.

Levi also deals with the issue of how education and religious outlook seemed to have conditioned the responses of many Holocaust survivors. Being well educated himself, Levi claims that having that background as an internee both helped and hindered his reactions to Auschwitz. Religious people, he argues, were better able to resist collaboration and were more hopeful during their incarceration, although Levi himself makes clear that he himself was not a religious individual. In the end, Levi asserts that one cannot understand or interpret the Holocaust simply in terms of right and wrong or good and evil. To do so, he writes, overlooks the intricacies of human interaction and behavior and threatens to trivialize the subject.
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Eichmann, Adolf

Adolf Eichmann is one of history’s most notorious figures. As Nazi Germany’s head of the Gestapo’s Department IV B4, he planned and carried out the Nazis’ so-called Final Solution—the murder of 6 million Jews in what would become known as the Holocaust.

Eichmann was born on March 19, 1906, in Solingen, Germany, near Cologne. His family moved to Austria, and he grew up in Linz, the city of Adolf Hitler’s youth. Eichmann failed in his attempt to become an engineer, so he went to work for a mining company his father owned and later took a sales position with an American company, Vacuum Oil. In 1932, Eichmann joined the Austrian Nazi Party but a year later emigrated to Germany. In 1934, he joined the Schutzstaffel (SS) and was assigned to work at Dachau, the first Nazi concentration camp. Later that year, he went to work for Reinhard Heydrich in the Security Service (SD) of the SS.

Eichmann first worked on files concerning members of the Freemasons, also persecuted by the Nazis, but quickly became an expert on Jewish matters. He headed the SD’s Scientific Museum of Jewish Affairs and in 1937 traveled to Palestine to explore the possibility of transporting Germany’s Jews to the Middle East. Following the Austrian Anschluss (union with Germany) that Hitler forced on Europe, SS Reichsfuhrer Heinrich Himmler appointed Eichmann head of the Central Office for Jewish Emigration in Vienna. It was there that Eichmann established the extortion of Jews who were desperate to escape the Third Reich.

In 1939, Eichmann was recalled to Berlin and appointed head of the newly created Gestapo Section IV B4, with responsibility for Jewish policy throughout what would eventually be 16 Nazi-controlled European countries. With the early German successes in Western Europe in the summer of 1940, he first proposed a mass emigration of Jews to the island of Madagascar in the Indian Ocean off Africa, but the Madagascar plan was considered impractical. When Hitler attacked the Soviet Union in the summer of 1941, however, Eichmann sent special killing squads of SS (known as Einsatzgruppen) to begin murdering the millions of East European Jews who fell under Nazi control.

Even this was not efficient enough, however, and in January 1942, Eichmann helped organize the Wannsee Conference to plan the mass extermination of some 11 million Jews. The result was a string of death camps, including Auschwitz, Treblinka, and others, that would process, rob, gas, and cremate thousands of human beings every day. Eichmann personally oversaw the massive logistical operation of rounding up, transporting, murdering, and disposing of millions of Jews. He was a very efficient bureaucrat who complained about delays caused by the lack of zeal in some of the occupied zones. Eichmann actually continued the terrible work unabated during the final months of the war, when transport and other military resources were desperately needed for the defense of the Third Reich.
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At the end of the war in 1945, Eichmann was arrested and interned by occupying U.S. forces, but he soon escaped. He hid for a time in Germany, but in 1950 he escaped to Argentina. Argentina had a sizable population of German expatriates, and Eichmann felt comfortable there. In 1952, he even sent money home to allow his family to emigrate. By the mid-1950s, he was settled in Buenos Aires and working as a foreman in the Argentine Mercedes-Benz factory.

The revelations of the Nuremberg Trials following the war made Eichmann the most infamous Nazi still at large, and war-criminal hunters—particularly in the Israeli government—were determined to bring him to justice. In 1959, the Israeli intelligence service, the Mossad, learned that Eichmann was living in Buenos Aires under the name Ricardo Klement. Following months of observation and planning, in May 1960, Mossad agents kidnapped him and smuggled him back to Israel. Despite the protests (from prominent American newspapers as well as the Argentine government) of the breach of Argentine sovereignty, Eichmann went on trial in Jerusalem as a war criminal.

Eichmann was charged on 15 counts—eight for crimes against the Jewish people, four for crimes against other groups, and one each for membership in the SS, the SD, and the Gestapo, all of which had been declared illegal organizations at Nuremberg. During his four-month televised trial in the summer of 1961, more than 100 witnesses testified against him. Eichmann sat inside a bulletproof glass booth in the courtroom and did not deny the facts. Like the other Nazis who preceded him at Nuremberg, he simply claimed he was following orders. He testified: “It was my misfortune to become entangled in these atrocities. However, these misdeeds did not happen according to my wishes. It was not my wish to slay people. The guilt for the mass murder is solely that of the political leaders.” The court found him guilty on all 15 counts and sentenced him to death on December 15, 1961. Eichmann was hanged at Israel’s Ramleh Prison on May 31, 1962.
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Eichmann, Adolf, Trial of

War-crime trial of Nazi German official Adolf Eichmann that was held in Israel from April 11 to December 11, 1961. Before and during World War II, Eichmann had been chiefly responsible for the mass deportation of Jews from Germany as well as other parts of Europe to concentration camps, where as many as 6 million were systematically killed. He carefully planned each step in the process and was also responsible for the deportation of thousands of Roma (Gypsies), many of whom were exterminated. In the immediate aftermath of the war, Eichmann eluded capture, eventually settling in Austria under a pseudonym. Later, he fled Europe entirely, taking up residence in Argentina, where he took the name Ricardo Klement. On May 11, 1960, Israeli Security Service agents captured Eichmann and took him to Israel, where he was to stand trial for war crimes and crimes against the Jewish people. He arrived in Israel on May 21.

Israel’s attorney general, Gideon Hausner, drew up a 15-charge indictment against Eichmann, which not only accused him of crimes against humanity and the Jewish people, but also membership in criminal organizations, including the Gestapo. The trial, which generated international attention, began in the District Court in Jerusalem on April 11, 1961. A three-judge panel headed by Moshe Landau, an Israeli Supreme Court justice, presided. The principal prosecutor was Hausner. Eichmann’s defense attorney was Robert Servatius, who had served as a defense counsel during the 1945–1946 war crimes trials held at Nuremberg, Germany.

The trial featured more than 100 witnesses for the prosecution, many of whom were Holocaust survivors. They included the writer Yehiel Dinur, who became so emotional during his testimony that he fainted, and Zivia Lubetkin, a famed Jewish ghetto resister. The prosecution also admitted into evidence some 1,500 documents that substantiated the charges against Eichmann as well as much of the testimony of the witnesses. Practically all of the defense witnesses were former high-ranking Nazi officials, who had been granted immunity from prosecution. The trial ended on August 14, at which time the judges secluded themselves to deliberate. On December 11, 1961, the judges found Eichmann guilty on all counts.

The three-judge panel sentenced Eichmann to death on December 15, 1961. Eichmann’s defense team immediately filed appeal petitions. Among other things, they asserted that Israel did not have a right to try Eichmann, who was not an Israeli citizen; that the judges were biased; that the charges were based on ex post facto laws; that Eichmann was merely “following orders”; and that Eichmann had been illegally abducted from Argentina. All of the bases for the appeals were rejected. Eichmann also appealed for clemency with Israel’s president. That motion was also denied. At midnight on May 31, 1962, Eichmann was executed by hanging at an Israeli prison in Ramla, Israel.

The Eichmann trial not only brought to the international forefront the horrors of the Holocaust, but it also encouraged greater openness among Israelis to discuss the Holocaust and what it meant for Jews and humanity as a whole. Indeed, many Holocaust survivors were more willing to open up about their experiences.
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Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil

Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil is a book written by the celebrated political philosopher Hannah Arendt and first published in book form in 1963. The work covers the war-crime trial of the infamous Nazi SS officer Adolf Eichmann, which took place in Israel in 1961. Arendt, a Jew who had fled Nazi Germany in 1941, was commissioned by The New Yorker magazine to cover the sensational trial and write a detailed article on it; the book emerged from that article. At the time, Arendt’s conclusions about Eichmann and the Nazi-inspired Holocaust upended the more traditional interpretations of Holocaust perpetrators, which tended to portray them unerringly as evil, depraved, and psychopathic individuals.

Arendt, having viewed all stages of the trial, having listened to hours of Eichmann’s testimony, and having read all pre-trial material, including the reports of Eichmann’s mental state by six different psychologists, concludes that Eichmann was neither inherently evil or psychopathic. In fact, she asserts, he presented himself as a rather ordinary individual who demonstrated no inherent hatred toward Jews or guilt for the deplorable acts that took place on his watch and as a result of his orders. Eichmann had been primarily responsible for carrying out the Holocaust because he oversaw the rounding up and deportation of Jews to concentration camps beginning in the early 1940s.

Eichmann claimed at trial that he was simply doing his job and following orders; Arendt, however, counters that as a human being, Eichmann had a choice—he could have refused to follow orders or left Germany if he believed that doing so would be a threat to his life. Moral decisions, she insists, are always available, even in a totalitarian atmosphere like Nazi Germany. She further argues that Eichmann’s seeming lack of anti-Semitism and his nonchalance toward Nazi ideology made the evil he unleashed seem “banal” because there appeared to be no psychological or moral explanations for it. And the fact that he felt no responsibility or guilt after the fact compounded that banality.

Arendt also drew her own careful psychological study of Eichmann in her attempt to understand his motivations (or lack thereof). She asserts that he was unable to think for himself and was unable to connect and communicate with others outside a military setting. This rendered him more immune to the moral consequences of Nazi policies, and made it easier for him to carry out the Final Solution. Eichmann was also a chronic “joiner,” meaning that he could only define himself within the milieu of the many organizations to which he belonged, including the Nazi Party. She also ably demonstrates that Eichmann was not a bright man intellectually, which may have predisposed him to participate in activities that most people would have found repugnant. In the end, however, Arendt concludes that even though Eichmann appeared “normal” on the exterior, his complete willingness to follow morally repugnant orders indicated his exceptional inclination toward evil, not because it was ingrained in him, but because he chose not to recognize evil acts even as he carried them out. Eichmann was found guilty, sentenced to death, and executed in 1962.
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Eicke, Theodor

German Waffen-SS general. Born in Hampont in Alsace (then in Germany) on October 17, 1892, Theodor Eicke fought in World War I, rising to subpaymaster. After the war, he joined the border police and served in the Freikorps before entering the police force in Thuringia in 1920. Active in right-wing politics, Eicke joined the National Socialist Party in December 1928. He initially achieved prominence in Adolf Hitler’s Third Reich as a member of the Schutzstaffel (SS), serving as commandant of the Dachau concentration camp in 1933 and 1934 and as inspector of concentration camps and leader of SS guard formations between 1934 and 1939. Eicke played a leading role in the Blood Purge of the party, when he and a subordinate shot to death storm troop (Sturmabteilungen, or SA) leader Ernst Rohm on July 1, 1934.

Eicke set ruthless standards in the concentration camps, warning guards that they would be punished for showing any compassion for the inmates. He centralized SS control over all concentration camps in the Reich, established uniform regulations for the treatment of inmates, and organized the elite guard formations known as the Totenkopfverbande (Death’s Head units). He also oversaw their expansion into five battalions, which became the Obeybayern, Brandenburg, and Thuringian regiments. With the beginning of World War II, he formed the SS-Totenkopf Death’s Head unit for service in Poland.

In November 1939, Eicke took command of the first SS-Totenkopf division, a motorized unit and one of three original Waffen-SS divisions. He personally led it in combat in both France and the Soviet Union. Brutal, fanatical, and violently anti-Semitic, Eicke molded the Death’s Head Division in his own image, a development that helps explain both its military effectiveness and its perpetration of numerous atrocities. His unit committed the first SS atrocity in France—the May 27, 1940, murder of 100 British prisoners of war (POWs) at Le Paradis. In Operation BARBAROSSA, the invasion of the Soviet Union, his division served with Army Group North.

Eicke died when an aircraft in which he was flying was shot down behind Soviet lines in Michailovka, Ukraine, on February 26, 1943.
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Einsatzgruppen

The Einsatzgruppen were special extermination squads that followed the advance of the German Army into areas to be occupied, most notably Poland beginning in September 1939 and the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941. Most of these mobile killing squads were composed of Nazi SS (Schutzstaffel), Gestapo, and special police units.
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In Poland, between 1939 and 1941, the squads were primarily responsible for rounding up Jews, communists, and Polish dissidents and placing them into ghettos (segregated areas) or concentration camps. However, after the German invasion of the Soviet Union commenced on June 22, 1941, the Einsatzgruppen’s activities increased dramatically, and their primary mission became one of mass extermination, chiefly of Soviet Jews, communists, political commissars, Roma (Gypsies), and the mentally and physically disabled. Although many think of the Holocaust only in terms of the systematized extermination of Jews and others at Nazi death camps, the fact is that many were killed in or near their home towns or villages by the Einsatzgruppen. It is estimated that mobile killing squads murdered as many as 1.3 million people between 1939 and 1945.

The killing squads followed close on the heels of advancing German Army troops, moving into towns and villages rapidly and heavily armed to take the civilian population by surprise. Once the victims were identified and rounded up, they were usually stripped of all their possessions, including their clothing, marched into a field, cemetery, or other open area, shot to death, and buried in shallow mass graves. Many of the victims included women and children. In places like Ukraine, Lithuania, and Latvia, the killing squads were aided by non-Jews and others not targeted by the Nazis, many out of fear that they too would become victims if they did not cooperate. Perhaps the worst single atrocity occurred at Babi Yar (Ukraine) during September 29–30, 1941, when some 34,000 Jews were shot to death. By December 1, 1941, one killing squad reported having killed 137,346 Jews in Lithuania alone.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Babi Yar Massacre; Eichmann, Adolf; Heydrich, Reinhard; Nazi Criminal Orders (1943); Reserve Police Battalion 101; Schutzstaffel; Sicherheitsdienst; Waffen-SS


Further Reading

Browning, Christopher. Ordinary Men: Reserve Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland. New York: Harper Perennial, 1993.

Goldhagen, Daniel J. Hitler’s Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust. New York: Vintage, 1997.



Estonia

Estonia is a small northern Baltic country with a 1939 population of 1.13 million people, of whom about 4,500 were Jewish. Estonia was an independent nation beginning in 1920, although it would be continually overshadowed by its much larger neighbor, the Soviet Union, to its immediate east. In August 1939, the Germans and Soviets sealed Estonia’s fate by agreeing in secret that Estonia would fall under the aegis of the Soviet Union in the forthcoming war. When Germany invaded Poland the next month, sparking World War II, the Soviets began to pressure the Estonians into acquiescing to their demands, including a mutual assistance agreement, which Estonian officials grudgingly signed. By June 17, 1940, the Soviets had occupied Estonia, and in August they annexed it completely. The Soviets wasted no time in imposing a repressive occupation regime there, arresting thousands and deporting many to rural gulags within the Soviet Union. Estonian Jews did not escape Soviet clutches.

At the time, nearly half of Estonia’s small Jewish population lived in the capital city of Tallinn. This made it easier for Soviet occupation authorities to single them out. Many Jewish organizations and synagogues were disbanded, which compelled at least half of the Jewish population to flee the country. When the Germans invaded the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, Estonia was quickly overrun by the Germans, who quickly set up an even more brutal occupation. The Nazi authorities compelled Jews to wear identification badges in public, restricted their movements, and confiscated their money and property. By late 1941, virtually all of the remaining Jewish population in Estonia had either been murdered or deported to death camps.

The Germans began establishing forced-labor camps in Estonia during 1942; most were populated by thousands of Jews from other areas of Europe. There they worked on German military projects or mined shale oil. The largest of these camps was Vaivara, where untold thousands of Jews died; many more were killed at the Kalevi Liiva camp system. By late 1944, when Soviet forces had begun to push the Germans out of Estonia, the Germans abandoned these camps and transported some internees to other camps further to the west. Several thousand Jews died on a ghastly forced march along the Baltic Sea coast. In the meantime, Estonia had become a bloody battleground between Soviet and German forces, which destroyed huge swaths of the small nation.

In the fall of 1944, the Soviets re-annexed Estonia, and it would remain under the Soviet yoke until the end of the Cold War. Estonia lost approximately 20 percent of its prewar population. Sadly, almost no Jews living in Estonia prior to 1941 remained alive in 1945. Some Jews who had managed to flee the country before the German occupation returned after the conflict, but their number was quite small. Estonia achieved independence for a second time in August 1991.
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Eugenics

Eugenics is a term coined in the last years of the 19th century that originally referred to the improvement of human beings through selective breeding and the elimination of genetic characteristics that were deemed undesirable. These included—but were not limited to—hereditary diseases, mental retardation, physical handicaps, and the like. At the time, the theories behind eugenics were supported by many scientists and social scientists, although the science that underwrote those theories was suspect and later found to be deeply flawed. In general, eugenics theories were not initially aimed at eliminating entire groups of people; rather, they were designed to minimize the number of persons born with certain “defects.” It was the Nazis who used the pseudoscience of eugenics to categorize “lesser peoples” by race and ethnic background, which was then used to justify the extermination of such people, including Jews and Roma (Gypsies), among others.

Over the years, Nazi adherents developed elaborate hierarchies based on race and ethnicity to fit their flawed theories involving “racial hygiene” and racial supremacy. This they accomplished largely by determinations of one’s ethnic heritage, or by bogus physical and anatomical determinations, including eye and hair color, height, shape of the skull and body, etc. In Nazi thought, the so-called Aryan race, to which pure Germans belonged, was the “master race.” Beneath the master race were Indo-European–speaking peoples, who were deemed “partly Aryan.” Jews, along with blacks, Roma (Gypsies), Indians, and other peoples from the subcontinent and Asia were not considered Aryans and were thus undesirables. The Aryan ideal was a Nordic type—tall, with blond hair and blue eyes. Ironically, many Nazi leaders, including Adolf Hitler, did not fit this set of physical characteristics.

Hitler had read deeply in books and articles that discussed racial hygiene and eugenics, and so he had come to believe that many of Germany’s modern problems stemmed from the fact that the German people had been weakened by intermarriage between Aryans and non-Aryans and corrupted by the likes of the mentally and physically challenged and other individuals deemed undesirable. The answer to reversing this was to eliminate those who were categorized as non-Aryans, or who otherwise did not mesh with Nazi ideology concerning racial purity. Aryans were to be encouraged to mate only with other Aryans; the physically and mentally sound were encouraged to have more children while the racially inferior and weak were to be marginalized or eliminated. The German creation of Jewish ghettos and the ritual extermination of Jews, Roma, and homosexuals during the 1930s and early 1940s were thus logical extensions of the Nazi belief in eugenics.

These beliefs became the basis for government policies in Germany beginning with Hitler’s ascension to power in 1933. That same year, the Nazis enacted a law that required all doctors to report all hereditary illnesses of their patients to the government; doctors who failed to comply were fined or prohibited from practicing medicine. Soon, “Hereditary Health Courts” were established throughout Germany, and more than 400,000 German citizens were forcibly sterilized to ensure that they would not pass their “defective” genes to others. Some 70,000 others were killed as part of a German euthanasia program. Strict laws were passed regarding marriage, and all who sought marriage licenses were tested for hereditary and other diseases.

The infamous Nuremberg Laws, enacted in 1935, were based partly on eugenics and were designed to marginalize and ghettoize German Jews. They placed a great many prohibitions on Jews and served as the foundation for the horrors of the Holocaust during World War II.

Many of the eugenics beliefs that suffused Nazi ideology were absurd from both a logical and scientific perspective. Based on pseudoscience, deeply flawed social scientific analyses, and rabid bigotry—particularly anti-Semitism—eugenics played a major role in German social policies between 1933 and 1945 and most certainly drove policies that gave birth to the Holocaust. In addition to the physically and mentally infirm, Jews, and the Roma, homosexuals were also considered “defective” by the Nazis. As many as 100,000 homosexuals were arrested during 1933–1945, with about 50,000 serving prison sentences. At least 15,000 are thought to have died in Nazi concentration camps. In other parts of Europe, Nazi officials routinely castrated, imprisoned, or killed homosexuals.
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Euthanasia Program

Hitler’s secret program to euthanize “life unworthy of life”—men, women, and children deemed mentally and physically ill or disabled. Initiated by Hitler in October 1939 and headed by Chancellery of the Führer chief Philipp Bouhler and Dr. Karl Brandt, the program’s original intention was the euthanization of disabled infants and young children, based on the pretext of the Knauer family’s request to have their baby euthanized due to multiple birth defects. Before the program entered into action, however, Hitler authorized its expansion to euthanize disabled adults. The Chancellery of the Führer established several organizations such as the Reich Committee for the Scientific Registration of Severe Hereditary Ailments and the Reich Cooperative for State Hospitals and Nursing Homes, which provided an outwardly benign façade.
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Aktion T4—the “T4” coming from the address of its administrative headquarters at Tiergartenstrasse—was rooted in the larger clinical discussions of eugenics and racial hygiene in Europe and the United States at the turn of the 20th century. The Law for the Prevention of Offspring with Hereditary Diseases, passed in 1933, set a precedent for the T4 program, requiring compulsory sterilization for Germans suffering from a hereditary disease. Over 300,000 people were sterilized under this law. Hitler’s euthanasia program was a natural extension of racial hygiene and the product of increasingly radical Nazi policies.

Aktion T4 was responsible for the death of approximately 250,000 mentally and physically disabled individuals. Of this sum, at least 5,000 were children. Questionnaires disseminated by the various front organizations to public and private clinics and institutions gathered information and functioned as the means of finding the program’s victims. For children, killing centers were setup as specialized pediatric clinics catering to physically and mentally disabled adolescents. Once there, children received lethal injections, or were simply starved to death. The Nazi assault on mentally and physically disabled adults began with those already institutionalized. Victims were transferred to one of the six killing centers—Brandenburg, Bernburg, Hadamar, Sonnenstein, Grafeneck, and Hartheim—where they were herded into phony showers and gassed with carbon monoxide. Their bodies were cremated and their remains sent to their families along with medical documents giving a fictitious cause of death. Although T4 staff worked meticulously to conceal its actions, the rash of mysterious deaths amongst the mentally disabled quickly aroused the suspicion of families. Outrage and protest over these extralegal killing—voiced perhaps most famously by Catholic clergyman Clemens August Graf von Galen—gathered tremendous public pressure. In August 1941, Hitler officially halted the euthanasia program. Unofficially, however, the killings continued until the end of the Third Reich, only now executed in a decentralized and even more clandestine fashion with local physicians administering lethal injections.

Just as the sterilization law was a precursor to euthanasia, so too was Aktion T4 for the “Final Solution,” marking the logical conclusion of Nazi radicalization. The killing centers, gas chambers, and crematoriums that became hallmarks of the Holocaust were all developments, first, of Hitler’s euthanasia program.
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Évian Conference

Walter Mondale, vice president of the United States, once said that America in the 1930s had failed the test of humanity by not doing more to stop Adolf Hitler’s war on European Jews. In other words, the United States (and the world) had not acted morally when presented with opportunities to stop the massacre and to fight for human rights. Two episodes demonstrate this clearly: the Évian Conference and the voyage of the SS St. Louis.

By 1938, it was abundantly clear to the Jews in Germany, as well as in annexed Austria, that war, and worse, was in store for them and that they had to leave the two countries. Where they should go became the central question. In July, mounting pressure in the United States over how to help the persecuted Jews coerced President Franklin D. Roosevelt to call for a conference at Évian, an idyllic spot by the Lake of Geneva in France. The conference, which took place from July 6 to 13, 1938, included representatives from 32 nations and 24 private organizations, including the Jewish Agency for Palestine, the Royal Institute of International Affairs, and the World Jewish Congress. The conference was also attended by approximately 200 members of the international press.

Both German and Austrian Jews had obtained permission to send delegates to present a grand plan for systematic emigration. President Roosevelt, who had called for the conference, did not assert pressure on the international community to receive refugees beyond their already existing plans. He was well aware of the anti-immigrant sentiment in the United States. The Great Depression, he reasoned, deserved his complete attention because it affected almost one-third of the population of the United States.

Hitler, accurately sensing the lack of willingness for serious intervention by the delegates, issued the following statement:


I can only hope and expect that the other world, which has such deep sympathy for these criminals [Jews], will at least be generous enough to convert this sympathy into practical aid. We, on our part, are ready to put all these criminals at the disposal of these countries, for all I care, even on luxury ships.



To underline his point, Hitler ordered the synagogues of Munich, Nuremberg, and Dortmund destroyed shortly before the conference convened.

Hitler was right. There were very few offers of assistance. Holland and Denmark were willing to extend temporary asylum to a few refugees, and the Dominican Republic made a generous offer to receive 100,000 Jews, but very few were able to take advantage of the offer. When the conference ended, the Jewish community was forced to concede that it had been a failure.
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Extermination Centers

The term “extermination centers” refers to the Nazi German death camps whose primary purpose was the systematic murder of Jews, Romas, and other groups deemed “undesirable,” principally by gassing. The centers were different in function from other concentration camps, where thousands died from overwork, starvation, and abuse but whose intended focus was not on industrialized mass murder of individuals.

In the autumn of 1941, German leader Adolf Hitler decided to begin the physical extermination of European Jews. The Reich Main Security Office (RSHA) of the Schutzstaffel (SS) and SS General Odilo Globocnik directed Operation REINHARD, a plan to begin the murder of European Jews. Globocnik was responsible for building concentration camps, organizing deportations, and collecting the financial assets of Jews killed. Although it began in 1941, this piece of the “Final Solution” would be named after Reinhard Heydrich, head of the RSHA who was assassinated by partisans in June 1942. The process incorporated four camps: Belzec (operational as of March 1941), Chelmno (operational as of December 1941), Sobibor (operational as of May 1942), and Treblinka II (a new killing center operational as of July 1942). Lastly, although not solely an extermination camp, Auschwitz contained a dedicated killing center, Auschwitz II-Birkenau, which began gassing Jews and others in January 1942. Demonstrating an important continuity in the development of decision-making regarding the “Final Solution,” these extermination camps were often staffed by specialists who had already supervised mass killing in the context of the “Euthanasia” or T-4 Program, often via gassing. A small group of SS officers and men were responsible for the operation of these killing centers often along with a larger guard force made up chiefly of Ukrainian or other foreign volunteers.

With the exception of Auschwitz, these extermination camps were fundamentally different from other Nazi concentration camps such as Dachau or Mauthausen in that they were centered around the sole task of the mass murder of prisoners upon arrival. The majority of Jews and others murdered in these centers had previously been confined in ghettos in eastern Europe or in holding camps in western Europe. The extermination centers maintained only a small force of slave laborers who existed solely to support the machinery of murder, not to perform any other kinds of forced labor. Upon arrival in these camps, internees were subjected to a selection process in which a very small number were chosen to augment the camp labor force. The remainder were segregated by sex, separated from their property, shaved, and then forced into a gas chamber where they were murdered either by carbon monoxide gas (in Belzec, Chelmno, Treblinka, and Sobibor) or by Zyklon-B (in Auschwitz). In many camps, this process was accompanied by an attempt by the Germans to conceal the true nature of the facility as at Treblinka, where commandant Franz Stangl had a fake train station built complete with flower beds. Members of a special squad, or Sonderkommandos, would then remove the bodies from the gas chambers, search them for hidden valuables or gold teeth, and then burn them using a variety of methods including crematoria and open pits.

The Operation REINHARD camps were all closed by August 1943, with the exception of Chelmno and Auschwitz, which remained in operation until the arrival of Soviet forces in 1945. These extermination centers were responsible for the murders of at least 1.7 million people, mainly Jews but also Sinti/Roma and Soviet prisoners of war. At least 1.1 million more were murdered at Auschwitz.

Beyond the inhumanity and the massive scale of the loss of human life, the extermination centers represented for many the deadly potential of the combination of racism, modern bureaucracies, and technology. Moreover, the operation of these camps required far more participants than simply those staffing them. It required experts in deportation such as Adolf Eichmann, along with many other so-called “desk murderers” who were responsible for coordinating train schedules and resources for the camps as well as more hands-on killers who acted as guards and camp administrators. In addition, one can see in the extermination camps many of the varied collaborators in the Nazi genocide project. Doctors, including Josef Mengele, performed bizarre and inhuman experiments on inmates. Businesses, such as Topf, were contracted to build and maintain crematoria. Finally, the looted valuables and property of the murdered Jews were funneled back into the larger German economy.
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Facing History and Ourselves

International educational and professional development organization for secondary-school teachers that focuses on the study of prejudice, racism, anti-Semitism, and civic and moral responsibility. Facing History and Ourselves accomplishes its mission through the employment of resource books, curriculum guides, lesson plans, teaching strategies, seminars, online courses, group workshops, and individual instruction sessions. Founded in 1976 by Margot Stern Strom and headquartered in Brookline, Massachusetts, the organization began as a single course taught in a single school district. It now maintains offices in Chicago, Cleveland, Denver, London, Los Angeles, Memphis, New York, San Francisco, and Toronto and boasts a staff of more than 150. Facing History and Ourselves has also created partnerships with educators in Northern Ireland, Israel, Rwanda, China, and South Africa. In all, some 29,000 educators instruct almost 2 million students per year.

In its mission to fight bigotry and promote civic responsibility, the group has developed in-depth investigations of the Holocaust and other more recent genocides. This is accomplished through a variety of online and print resources, including Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior and Elements of Time: Holocaust Testimonies. Printed resources concerning citizenship and democracy include Choosing to Participate: A Critical Examination of Citizenship in American History. The idea is to expose students to the root causes of bigotry and genocide so that they can readily identify intolerance and indifference in an effort to avoid the mistakes and tragedies of the past. By instilling knowledge and the ability to think critically, Facing History and Ourselves seeks to mold and nurture proactive citizens by giving them the tools to recognize intolerance and injustice before they become problematic.

The study of the Holocaust continues to be a central theme for the organization, and it has been reinforced by stories told by Holocaust survivors, both in oral and written formats. Research sponsored by Facing History and Ourselves continues to connect theories with practice through the development of new partnerships and scholarship as well as innovative pilot projects. The group has earned many awards and recognition of its work, including the Courage of Conscience Award from the Peace Abbey.
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Ferencz, Benjamin

Benjamin Ferencz was a field investigator for the War Crimes Branch of the U.S. Army, Judge Advocate Division, in Germany in 1945, and chief prosecutor of the Einsatzgruppen Trial (September 1947–April 1948). Benjamin Ferencz was born in Soncutta-Mare, Romania, on March 11, 1920. Not long after his birth, his family emigrated to the United States. Ferencz grew up in New York City, and in 1940 received a bachelor’s degree from the City College of New York. He earned a law degree from Harvard University Law School in 1943. After enlisting in the U.S. Army in 1943, Ferencz spent two years in Europe in an anti-aircraft battalion.

Because of his legal training, the Army transferred Ferencz to the Judge Advocate’s Section of the Army in February 1945 to help investigate war crimes perpetrated against American servicemen. As the war came to a close and more and more atrocities came to light, much of his work involved traveling to various concentration camps to gather evidence before they were destroyed. Field work of this type was gruesome and had a lasting impact on Ferencz, who thereafter committed his life to working toward lasting peace.

Ferencz remained a war crimes investigator with the Judge Advocate Division until December 26, 1945, when the Army gave him an honorable discharge. Not long after returning to the United States, Ferencz was again recruited for war crimes work; he was now hired to work for the Office of American Military Government, United States (OMGUS), whose chief legal representative, Telford Taylor, was preparing cases against leading Nazi figures in a series of additional war-crime trials to be held in the American zone of occupation.

Taylor’s Office of Chief of Counsel for War Crimes was the U.S. organization devoted to the investigation and prosecution of Nazi war criminals subsequent to the Nuremberg Trials of major war criminals; the office had encountered great difficulty recruiting American personnel. Thus, when Ferencz, a lawyer by training as well as an experienced field investigator, arrived in Germany, he was immediately dispatched to Berlin to head up a team of researchers and analysts assigned to sift through the tons of Nazi records housed there.

Perhaps Ferencz’s greatest contribution as a war crimes investigator was his recognition of the significance of the Ereignismeldungen, the top-secret daily reports of the SS-Einsatzgruppen or mobile killing units. These papers became the evidentiary basis of a case against 24 leaders and officers of the Einsatzgruppen who were tried in Nuremberg by the Americans in 1947 and 1948. A shortage of staff led Taylor to appoint Ferencz chief prosecutor of the case; it would be his first case.

Ferencz and a team of four lawyers prosecuted the case, in which the defendants were charged with the murder of roughly 1 million civilians, most of whom were Jews, in the occupied area of the Soviet Union between June 1941 and July 1943. While the defendants were charged with crimes against humanity, war crimes, and membership in criminal organizations, the heart of the case was their participation in the “Final Solution,” Nazi Germany’s plan to exterminate European Jewry. In spite of its inexperience, the American trial team presented a solid case and, on April 8, 1948, a panel of three judges found all but one of the defendants guilty. Fourteen were sentenced to death, and the remainder received sentences of varying prison terms.

The Einsatzgruppen Trial and Ferencz’s leading role as prosecutor paved the way for future such high-profile trials, and also prepared him for work as an advocate for the establishment of a permanent international criminal court. To that end, he has lectured and published widely on the subject. Ferencz continues to work closely with organizations devoted to the advocacy of international criminal law. In 2002, he witnessed his lifelong dream come true with the establishment of a permanent International Criminal Court (ICC).

HILARY EARL
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Final Solution

Adolf Hitler’s Final Solution was the plan formulated at the Wannsee Conference in 1942 by Reinhard Heydrich and others (at the direction of German chancellor Hitler) to persecute, deport, and exterminate European Jews. By the end of World War II in 1945, Hitler’s Final Solution had resulted in the deaths of approximately 6 million Jews, what became known as the Holocaust.

The Jews of occupied Europe had struggled to stay alive, as individuals and as a people, for more than two horror-filled years before the fateful decision to annihilate them all was put into action. For the rest of the war, from 1942 until the defeat of Germany in May 1945, all through Europe, a state-sponsored policy of murder was carried out. In all, 6 million Jews and millions of other innocent victims were slaughtered.

The “Final Solution” was unique to history. It was a deliberate, systematic, all-encompassing program of genocide, dictated wholly by state policy. The entire legal system participated, passing laws, decrees, and directives that condemned innocent people to death: Jews, Gypsies, Poles, Russians, Ukrainians, Czechs, communists, and even Germans who were unlucky enough to have been born with physical or mental handicaps or congenital diseases.

All branches of the government that were needed to accomplish the task were enlisted. People at every level of German society and from every bureaucratic office participated. Churches and the Interior Ministry supplied birth records and prevented Jews from hiding their identities, even those who had been baptized. The newspapers and Post Office notified them of each new abuse: the loss of jobs, restrictions on whom they could marry or befriend, expulsions from their homes, and deportation to the ghettos and camps. The Finance Ministry confiscated all wealth and property and, ironically, used some of it to finance the Final Solution.

Private firms fired Jewish workers, company officers, and board members. The universities refused entrance to Jewish students, denied degrees to those already enrolled, and fired Jewish professors. Private industry bid on contracts to supply the gas for extermination and to build the ovens for cremation. One company supplied one camp with forty-six ovens capable of burning 500 corpses an hour. Pharmaceutical companies used camp inmates to test drugs without having to worry about negative side effects. Doctors performed experimental operations, many simply innovative methods of torture, with no legal repercussions. And the transportation bureau paid the railroad companies’ bills for taking the Jews to their death.

Unlike instances of genocide in the past, the Final Solution was not incidental to some other national goal. The Jews did not stand in the way of national expansion, as settlers perceived the Native Americans, for example. Nor was there any way Jews could escape death by moving outside of Germany to some other European nation, or even by converting to Christianity as some had done during earlier times. Nor did the killing stop when Germany began to lose the war and needed the trains and labor to supply the troops.

EVE NUSSBAUM SOUMERAI AND CAROL D. SCHULZ
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Fischer, Eugen

The roots of Nazi racism which can be traced back to Eugen Fischer, a German anthropologist who conducted experiments on African victims during the Herero Revolt, which is considered by many to be the first genocide of the 20th century.

Fischer was born on July 5, 1874, in Karlsruhe, a city in the Grand Duchy of Baden in southwest Germany. Little is known about his early life, although he was identified in an early 20th-century academic paper as a professor at the University of Freiburg. By 1906, Fischer had made a name for himself as anthropologist after winning the Parisian Anthropological Society’s esteemed Broca Award for a study he conducted on the skull width of Papuans from New Guinea. A short time later, he was invited to visit German South West Africa.

In 1885, Germany had claimed parts of Africa as new colonies. German South West Africa was home to indigenous Herero and Nama communities. In 1904, the Herero people rebelled against colonial rule. By the time the Herero Revolt ended in 1907, German forces had wiped out about 80 percent of the Herero population. When Fischer arrived in 1908, he focused his study on a community of mixed race people known as the Basters, who descended from the Nama and white Europeans. He concluded that the Basters were racially inferior because of the traits they had inherited from their Nama ancestors. His research, although deeply flawed and unscientific, was embraced by the German colonial administration, and Fischer’s authority in racial ideology was established.

Upon returning to Germany, Fischer became a leader in eugenics, the political and social movement that sought to improve society by preventing births of “inferior” groups while promoting births of “superior” people. In 1921, he and two colleagues published an anthology titled The Principles of Human Heredity. It became a standard in the field of eugenics, and in 1924, a copy was presented to Adolf Hitler in Landsberg Prison during incarceration for his failed overthrow of the Bavarian government. Hitler embraced Fischer’s theories, and incorporated them into Mein Kampf (1923).

Fischer’s rise to power was meteoric. In 1927, he secured his career as Director of Anthropology in the newly created Kaiser Wilhelm Institute of Anthropology, Human Heredity, and Eugenics (KWI). After the Nazis came to power in 1933, Fischer began to teach Nazi racial hygiene to SS doctors, an elite cadre of Nazi physicians responsible for racial policy and implementation. The KWI became integral to the development of Nazi biological racism.

In the mid-1930s, Fischer was informed of racially mixed children living in the Rhineland. These children were the offspring of white German mothers and French colonial soldiers from northern Africa. These men had been deployed to the Rhineland per conditions of the 1919 Versailles Treaty, the peace settlement that punished Germany for its role in instigating World War I. Fischer’s previous research on biracial children in German South West Africa was brought to the forefront and he advocated drastic measures to prevent the destruction of the “Aryan” race, a superior race of pure blooded Germans. In 1935, Fischer met with several professors from KWI and the German Ministry of Interior to discuss sterilization of the 500–600 children in the Rhineland. Two years later, Fischer’s call to action was implemented when the children were brought into custody. Most were involuntarily sterilized, but some were sent for medical experimentation. Many died due to their surgical procedures and subsequent infections.

In June 1939, Fischer was invited to speak to Ruhr coal magnates in secret preparation for the upcoming war. To promote the goals of Nazism, Fischer emphasized the danger of Jews and Africans, and called for support to protect the purity of the German race. One year later, he decided to publish a book on his personal anti-Semitic philosophy. To supplement the text with images, he sent his assistant to the newly established Lodz Ghetto to photograph the Jewish residents.

As Germany commenced the mass murder of Jews during the invasion of the Soviet Union in spring 1941, Fischer was the guest of honor at the inaugural meeting of the Institute for Research on the Jewish Question. The agenda focused on the annihilation of European Jews. Soon thereafter, Fischer received an enormous grant to study twins and determine the importance of heredity over environment. To undertake this project, Fischer appointed his protégé, Baron Otmar von Verschuer, to lead the study. In 1942, Fischer retired. Not wishing to leave his new post as director at KWI, Verschuer hired his former graduate student, Josef Mengele, to continue the twin research. Due to its unlimited supply of human subjects, Mengele was sent to Auschwitz-Birkenau in May 1943. There, he conducted pseudoscientific experiments on Jewish and Roma (Gypsy) twins and dwarves.

In June of 1944, as the Allies invaded France and as the gas chambers operated relentlessly at Birkenau, Fischer chaired the Anti-Jewish Congress in Krakow, Poland. Shortly after the war ended, Fischer was “denazified” (declared free from Nazi beliefs); he returned to Freiberg University, and in 1952, he was appointed honorary president of the German Anthropological Society. He died in Freiburg, Germany, on July 9, 1967.

BETH E. LILACH

See also: Concentration Camps; Eugenics


Further Reading

Müller-Hill, Benno. Murderous Science: Elimination by Scientific Selection of Jews, Gypsies, and Others, Germany 1933–1945. Trans. George Fraser. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988.

Proctor, Robert. Racial Hygiene: Medicine under the Nazis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988.

Sarkin Jeremy. Germany’s Genocide of the Herero: Kaiser Wilhelm II, His General, His Settlers, His Soldiers. Suffolk and Rochester: James Currey, 2011.

Zimmerer, Jergen, and Joachim Zeller, eds. Genocide in German South-West Africa: The Colonial War of 1904–1908 and Its Aftermath. Merlin Press, 2007.



Flick Case

Criminal case involving five members of the Flick Concern, a group of German industrial enterprises that included coal mines and steel plants, who were charged with using slave labor and prisoners of war (POWs), deporting persons for forced labor in German-occupied territories, and plundering private property. The Flick Case, tried from April 19 to December 22, 1947, was the first trial of German industrialists after World War II.

On February 8, 1947, the Military Government, United States, tasked with administering the Allied sector of post-war Germany, indicted Friedrich Flick, the largest private German iron and steel manufacturer (and also Germany’s wealthiest man) and four associates, charging them with war crimes and crimes against humanity. Indicted along with Flick were Schutzstaffel (SS) Brigadier General Otto Steinbrinck, Flick’s chief deputy until 1939 when he became head of a government-owned company; Konrad Kaletsch, Flick’s cousin and the financial director of the Flick Concern; Bernhard Weiss, Flick’s nephew and one of the three principal executives operating the Concern, and Dr. Herman Terberger, a member of the board of directors.

According to the indictment, all five defendants took part in and profited from the slave labor program. They were held to be responsible for the death or suffering of more than 10,000 French, Poles, and Russians, and as well as workers of other nationalities, who had been forced to work in terrible conditions where food and shelter were at a bare minimum. Four of the men were charged with taking part in the plunder of occupied territories and of planning such plunder in advance of military operations; Terberger was not charged with this count. Documents captured by the Allies showed that Flick and his associates, along with six other steel companies, tried to coerce the German government into confiscating mills from French owners after the Germans had invaded France in 1940. The company gained possession of the Rombach ore mines in France and a railroad car plant in Riga, Latvia, using this tactic.

Flick, Steinbrinck, and Kaletsch were also charged with profiting from the process of Aryanization of Jewish property, including the acquisition of coal mines belonging to Julius and Ignatz Petschek of Czechoslovakia. The prosecution included this charge as a crime against humanity because the Flick Concern would pressure Jewish owners to sell their property at less that fair-market value. In a maneuver to make the transactions appear more proper, the German government took possession of the property before passing it on to the Flick Concern. In a document obtained by the prosecution, Flick wrote in November 1939, “these transactions could later on become the subject of the inquiry of an international court.”

The fourth count of the indictment charged Flick and Steinbrinck with supporting the criminal activities of the SS by contributing large sums to and being members of Heinrich Himmler’s “Circle of Friends.” Flick and his associates were not charged with crimes against the peace because of the problems gathering evidence across the four zones of occupation in Germany. Steinbrinck was charged alone on the fifth count of being a member of the SS from 1933 until the end of the war.

Judge Charles B. Sears from the Court of Appeals of the State of New York presided over the trial held in Nuremberg, Germany. On December 22, 1947, the tribunal announced its verdict. Flick was convicted of all charges except the charge involving Aryanization of Jewish property; the tribunal dismissed this charge against all defendants on the grounds that it was not a “crime against humanity.” Steinbrinck was pronounced guilty on two of the five counts; he was convicted for being a member of the SS and funding Himmler’s Circle of Friends. Weiss also was convicted on two counts. The other defendants were acquitted.

In delivering the verdicts, the judges made a number of statements about the legality of the trial as well as expressing some compassion for the defendants. Judge Sears stated that “the court was not a tribunal of the United States” or a court-martial or military commission, but instead an international tribunal established by the International Control Council under Control Council Law 10. The verdict also appeared to be critical of the prosecution. The judges noted that Flick knew about the July1944 attempt on Adolf Hitler’s life and had sheltered one of the conspirators, and that Steinbrinck, as a U-boat commander, had risked his life and his crew to rescue survivors from a ship he had sunk. The tribunal pointed out that Flick and his associates had risked clashes with Nazi leaders to provide better food, shelter, and clothing to the Concern’s laborers. The defendants’ most deplorable act, according to the verdict, was that some of the profits gained through the work of slave laborers went to fund Himmler’s SS.

At the reading of the verdict, Flick announced that he had committed no crimes. He explained his relationship with the German government: “After the [Nazi] seizure of power, every industrialist in the long run had to get into some sort of relationship with the new holders of power.” He argued that he had either to work with the Nazis or risk financial ruin or death. Sentenced to seven years in prison, dating from his original capture on June 13, 1945, Flick was released from Landsberg prison in 1950, his sentence reduced for good behavior. After his release, he worked to build another financial empire. At his death in 1972, Flick was again Germany’s richest man.
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Flossenburg

Flossenburg was a Nazi concentration and forced-labor camp system first built in the spring of 1938 situated outside the village of Flossenburg in northeastern Bavaria, not far from the Czech border. The area had large deposits of granite, which the Germans hoped they could quarry using forced labor from the camp. Flossenburg’s main camp received its first prisoners—100 individuals from the Dachau concentration camp—on May 3, 1938. Administered by the Schutzstaffel (SS), the camp was first designed to be a prison for German men who were considered “asocial” (including homosexuals) as well as for repeat criminal offenders. By year’s end, the prison population had grown to 1,500. Prior to 1944, few Jews were sent to Flossenburg.

In early 1940, Czech and Polish prisoners began arriving at the camp, including resistance fighters. By the end of 1941, Flossenburg had 3,150 detainees; an additional 1,750 Soviet military prisoners were housed in a separate facility within the camp grounds. More political prisoners and resistance operatives arrived during 1942 and 1943, including those from France, Germany, the Soviet Union, and the Netherlands. Detainees worked in the nearby quarries, but as the war progressed, more were put to work in German aircraft factories and an SS-operated weaving shop. Nearly 100 subcamps were erected to accommodate these workers, all under the Flossenburg umbrella.

Beginning in August 1944, when perhaps only 100 Jews had been imprisoned at Flossenburg, there was a mass concentration of mainly Polish and Hungarian Jews at the camp, who would number at least 10,000 by January 1945. In the winter of 1945, another 13,000 Jews flooded Flossenburg and its subcamps. Many had been forcibly moved from camps in the east as Soviet troops pushed German forces toward the west. The camp’s population had now swelled to nearly 40,000, including some 11,000 women. The camp’s population peaked at 53,000 (with 14,500 in the main camp) in March 1945.

Conditions at the facility were horrific. Meager food rations, lack of proper sanitary facilities, and virtually no medical care doomed thousands to death from starvation, disease, or overwork. Beatings and harsh punishments killed scores more, and the more senior inmates, most of them habitual criminals who had been locked up for years, preyed on newer detainees. Rape and sexual exploitation were commonplace, and the corrupt camp administration did nothing to stop such activities.

The mortality rate as Flossenburg, while never reaching the levels seen at death camps, was nonetheless shocking. In 1941, more than 1,000 Soviet prisoners of war were executed there. That same year, 500 Poles were shot dead, and in March 1945, 13 Allied prisoners of war were hanged, including one American. These deaths did not include the thousands who died in other ways; the total number who died at Flossenburg and its subcamps is estimated to be about 30,000 (of whom 3,515 were Jews), out of a total of 97,000 who had been in the camp at one time or another.

In April 1945, as U.S. troops closed in on Flossenburg, the Nazis ordered an immediate evacuation. All able-bodied prisoners were sent on a forced march toward Dachau; those unable to undertake the journey were shot or left for dead. At least 7,000 detainees died in this process, principally by starvation and exhaustion. When Flossenburg was finally liberated on April 23, U.S. troops found just 1,500 people—many of them wracked by hunger and disease.
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Fortunoff Video Archive for Holocaust Testimonies

Archive housed at Yale University’s Sterling Memorial Library that has catalogued interviews with some 4,500 Holocaust witnesses and survivors since 1979. The Fortunoff Video Archive is officially part of the university’s Department of Manuscripts and Archives. The program was among the first to use videotape to conduct interviews with witnesses to a significant historical event. It has also served as a model for other video archives, which have documented more recent genocides, including those in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, among others.

The genesis of the archive was the videotaping of four Holocaust survivors in Connecticut in May 1979. Involved in those initial interviews were television journalist Laurel Vlock and Dori Laub, a psychiatrist and child Holocaust survivor. The next month, the Holocaust Survivors Film Project (HFSP) was formed at Yale and was overseen by Geoffrey Hartman, a Yale English professor. More interviews were conducted, and in 1980 HFSP received a New York Emmy Award for its documentary titled “Forever Yesterday.” By 1981, 183 separate interviews had been catalogued in the Yale library. In 1987, HFSP was renamed for Alan A. Fortunoff, who provided the program with a generous endowment.

In 1991, Lawrence Langer wrote a critically acclaimed book, Holocaust Testimonies: The Ruins of Memory, which was based on the author’s analysis of the archive’s interviews. In May 2000, the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS) aired Witnesses: Voices from the Holocaust, based on videos from the Fortunoff collection. The Yale library began digitizing its video collection in February 2011, a process that will ensure its preservation in perpetuity. Digitization is expected to be complete by 2014.
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Fossoli di Carpi 

During World War II, Italian officials constructed a network of camps and prisons to house enemy soldiers captured during warfare in Europe and North Africa. Italy had aligned itself with Nazi Germany early on and for that reason many of the prisoners sent to Italian camps were members of the Allied forces.

Six kilometers outside the small northern Italian city of Carpi, fascist authorities erected a camp on former farmland in May 1942 to house British soldiers captured in North Africa. From May 1942 to September 1943, Italian fascist soldiers interned some 5,000 enemy soldiers at Fossoli.

During Fossoli’s use as a prisoner of war (POW) camp, Italy had operated as an autonomous ally to Germany. However, following an Allied invasion of southern Italy and the overthrow of Italy’s fascist dictator Benito Mussolini, the Italian government abandoned its German partnership and on September 8, 1943, declared allegiance to the Allies. Germany responded by invading Italy and occupying all of northern Italy down to Rome.

The German takeover of Fossoli in September 1943 coincided with the German occupation of northern Italy and the end of an independent Italy. The German arrival at Fossoli heralded the mass deportation of some 5,000 POWs to forced labor camps in Eastern Europe. After deporting all of the POWs, the Germans left Fossoli and instructed local government officials in Carpi to clean and prepare the camp for the arrival of Jewish prisoners.

The first Jews arrived at Fossoli on December 5, 1943. In addition to Jews, Italians arrested for their opposition to fascist and Nazi policies were also sent to Fossoli. The Jews and political prisoners were separated into different sections of the camp. Italian fascist authorities (those still loyal to Mussolini and Nazi causes) monitored and guarded prisoners from December 5, 1944, to March 15, 1945. During this period, four deportations of Jewish prisoners occurred. The first convoy of 83 prisoners deported Fossoli for Bergen-Belsen (a Nazi concentration camp in northwestern Germany) on January 26, 1944, and was followed by another transport of 69 Jews to Bergen Belsen on February 19. The first deportation to Auschwitz of 517 Jews left the Carpi train station on February 22, 1944. The final deportation during the Italian-run period of Fossoli departed on March 12 carrying 71 individuals to an unknown destination.

The Germans took over control of Fossoli from the Italians on March 15, 1944. Under German command, an additional 2,032 Jews were deported to the Nazi camps of Auschwitz (1,821), Bergen-Belsen (171), Buchenwald (21), and Ravensbruck (19). German and Italian forces also deported an unknown number of political and civilian prisoners prior to the camp’s closure in August 1944. The camp functioned briefly thereafter, from August to November 1944, as a transit camp for forced labor to German occupied territories.
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Frank, Anne 

One of the millions of victims of the Nazi Holocaust against the Jews during World War II, Anne Frank’s diaries have become the most well-known documents of human strength in the face of unrestrained oppression, as well as one of the most controversial memoirs from the era.

Anneliese Marie Frank was born on June 12, 1929, in Frankfurt am Main, Germany. Her parents, Otto and Edith Frank, already had one other daughter, three-year-old Margot, and soon the Great Depression forced the well-to-do family into tight economic conditions. For the first few years of Anne’s life, Frank’s parents struggled to maintain themselves financially. In 1933, when the Nazi Party came to power in Germany and Jews began to feel the effects of discrimination under the regime, Otto decided to relocate his family to Amsterdam in the Netherlands, where he had business and personal contacts. By March 1934, the entire Frank family was living in the Dutch capital.

From 1934 until 1940, Frank enjoyed a comfortable life with her family. Her father was making a decent living as the promoter of a food concern, and she enjoyed attending Montessori School. However, in 1940, Germany invaded the Netherlands and quickly occupied the country. With this occupation came the implementation of anti-Jewish legislation and severe repression of the Jewish community. By the fall of 1941, Jewish schoolchildren were removed from their schools and segregated into Jewish-only schools, while Jewish adults were actively forced out of business ownership in Holland. For the Frank family, life became far more restrictive in the country they believed would be a safe haven from Nazi oppression.
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The turning point for the Franks came on July 5, 1942, when Margot received a notice that she was to report to a “labor camp” for national service. Upon realizing that this meant deportation to a concentration camp, Otto decided to place his family into hiding. With the help of a few key friends and neighbors, the Franks went into hiding in a small attic annex at 263 Prinsengracht Street on July 6, 1942. They were soon joined by another Jewish family, Auguste and Hermann Van Pels and their son Peter, as well as another Jewish acquaintance, Fritz Pfeffer. Together, these eight people lived in hiding until they were discovered by the police on August 4, 1944.

During their two years underground, Frank kept an elaborate diary that detailed the families’ secret life—lived mostly at night—as well as her own adolescent viewpoints of the situation in which she found herself. Tensions between the eight people crammed into two small rooms flared at times, but Frank’s diaries also relay a sense of urgency and understanding that their precarious situation could only be maintained with mutual cooperation and respect.

Although the diaries express hope that the Allies would liberate Europe before the families were discovered, the betrayal of the Franks and the others to the police led to their deportations to a variety of concentration and death camps. On August 8, 1944, the Frank and Van Pels families, along with Pfeffer, were deported to Westerbork. One month later, that camp was liquidated, and its residents were sent to Auschwitz in Poland. In October 1944, Anne and Margot were deported from Auschwitz west to the Bergen-Belsen camp in Germany, where they died sometime in February or March 1945. Their mother Edith died in Auschwitz, but their father Otto survived to be liberated from that camp in January 1945.

In June 1945, Otto returned to Amsterdam, where friends gave him his daughter’s diaries. Overwhelmed by their insight and compelling account of life in hiding, Otto became determined to present them to the world. In this, he was inspired by his daughter’s own dreams. In an entry dated March 29, 1944, Frank refers to a call from Radio Oranje that memoirs and diaries from the war be published at its end. Anticipating her own survival, she immediately began to rewrite her diaries for public consumption. Otto thus spent the next two years preparing the diaries for publication, and in the summer of 1947, The Diary of Anne Frank was published in Dutch. By 1952, English, German, and French editions were published, and the diary was eventually translated into more than 50 languages.

The Diary of Anne Frank quickly became a sensation, selling out countless editions, and was eventually adapted into a successful play and film as well. However, controversy has also surrounded the diaries. Literary rights were disputed between a variety of publishers, authors, and Otto. Moreover, many historians have been dismayed at the liberties taken by artists over the life of Anne, while others have argued that because she did not write about the most horrific aspects of the war, her diaries should not be the most utilized testament to the Holocaust. In 1986, the Netherlands State Institute for War Documentation published all versions of the diaries in one complete edition, allowing scholars the chance to compare the initial diaries with the revised version that Frank began before her deportation. Since then, attention has turned toward reflections about the impact of Frank’s word rather than solely toward reconstructing her life and intentions.

However controversial, the diaries of Anneliese Frank are the most well-known documents of the Holocaust and continue to inspire many throughout the world. The building where the Franks hid is now the home of the Anne Frank House, an international organization aimed at educating the world’s youth to reject racism and discrimination. Although she died in 1945, Frank’s words continue to educate, inspire, and provoke millions to remember the tragedies of World War II.
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Frick, Wilhelm

Nazi bureaucrat and minister of the interior. Born on March 12, 1877, in Alsenz, Wilhelm Frick studied law from 1896 to 1901 at Gottingen, Munich, Beylin, and Heidelberg (where he received his doctorate). From 1904 to 1924, Frick worked in the Munich Police Department, heading the political police section after 1919. An early adherent of Adolf Hitler, Frick participated in the 1923 Munich Beer Hall Putsch, Hitler’s abortive effort to seize power in Munich, and was arrested, tried, and sentenced to 15 months’ imprisonment. He was able to avoid a prison term when the newly renamed National Socialist Freedom Party picked him as one of its representatives to the Reichstag in 1924. He served in the Reichstag from that point forward.

On January 23, 1930, Frick became the first National Socialist minister in a provincial government, responsible for education and the Ministry of the Interior in Thuringia. Under his administration, the Thuringian police force was purged of officers who supported the Weimar Republic; Nazi candidates for office were illegally favored; the antiwar film All Quiet on the Western Front was banned, as was jazz music; and rabidly militaristic, anti-Semitic propaganda was allowed to flourish unchecked. On Frick’s instruction, special German freedom prayers were instituted in Thuringian schools, glorifying the German Volk and German national honor and military power while denouncing “traitors.” Frick used his influence as interior minister to grant Hitler German citizenship by implementing a provision of the law that extended citizenship to anyone named to an official post in Germany. Frick managed to have Hitler named a councilor for the state of Braunschweig.

When the Nazis came to power in Germany in January 1933, Frick was appointed minister of the interior, a key position that he held until August 1943. In this post, he was directly responsible for many measures taken against Jews, communists, Social Democrats, dissident churchmen, and other opponents of the regime. Frick also had charge of drafting and then administering the laws that gradually eliminated the Jews from the German economy and public life, culminating in the Nuremberg Race Laws that reduced Jews to second-class status in the Reich. It was Frick who framed the extraordinary law that declared all Hitler’s actions during the Blood Purge of the Sturmabteilung (SA, storm troops) in June 1934 to be legal and statesmanlike. Although nominally Heinrich Himmler’s superior, Frick singularly failed to impose any legal limitations on the power of the Gestapo and the Schutzstaffel (SS, bodyguard units) nor seriously interfered with their encroachment on his area of jurisdiction.

On August 24, 1943, Frick was appointed Reichsprotektor (administrative head) of Bohemia and Moravia, a position he held until the end of the war, although real authority was concentrated in the hands of his subordinate Karl-Hermann Frank. At the Nuremberg Trials, Frick was charged with and found guilty of crimes against peace, war crimes, and crimes against humanity committed in concentration camps in the Protectorate (Bohemia and Moravia). The dedicated Nazi bureaucrat and loyal implementer of Hitler’s ruthless aims was hanged at Nuremberg on October 16, 1946.
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Fry, Varian Mackey

American journalist who helped at least 2,000 Jews and anti-Nazi dissidents escape France in the early years of World War II. Varian Mackey Fry was born on October 15, 1907, to a prosperous family. He attended the elite preparatory institutions of Hotchkiss and Taft School before earning an undergraduate degree at Harvard University. At Harvard, he became interested in writing and journalism and cofounded the noteworthy literary magazine Hound & Horn.

Fry eventually became a correspondent for The Living Age, an American periodical, and visited Berlin in 1935, where he witnessed firsthand the Nazi regime’s policies toward German Jews. A few years later, he joined the Emergency Rescue Committee (ERC), an organization formed by U.S. political activists after the defeat of France in June 1940. The ERC’s goal was to facilitate the emigration of refugee artists, writers, intellectuals, and the like from France. Fry went to Marseilles, France, in August 1940, under the auspices of the ERC, determined to rescue as many French Jews and dissidents as he could. Before long, scores of French Jews were seeking out Fry’s help.

Within just a few months, Fry had cobbled together a group of sympathetic French citizens, Americans like himself, and even some organized crime leaders who were intent on helping French Jews and dissidents escape the Nazis’ clutches. Fry helped orchestrate daring escapes from French internment camps, forged passports and visas, spirited émigrés across international borders, and raised money to provide émigrés with basic travel and living expenses.

In September 1941, however, police from the collaborationist French Vichy regime arrested Fry for illegal activities and deported him to the United States. Upon his return, he was roundly criticized by the U.S. State Department and even ERC officials, who asserted that Fry had never been authorized to engage in illicit activities. Thereafter, Fry received virtually no recognition during his lifetime for the extraordinary courage he exhibited during World War II. In 1967, only months before his death, the French government did present Fry with the Croix de Guerre de la Legion d’Honneur, the only significant recognition he obtained before his death in New York City on September 13, 1967.

Nearly a generation later, in 1991, the United States Holocaust Memorial Council officially recognized Fry’s work. In 1996, Yad Vashem in Israel recognized Fry as one of the “Righteous among the Nations,” the first American to have been so honored. Among the many talented people Fry helped rescue were the artists Marc Chagall and Max Ernst, the renowned cellist Pablo Casals, the political philosopher Hannah Arendt, and writer Heinrich Mann.
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Galen, Clemens August Graf von

German-born Catholic prelate who became an outspoken opponent of the Nazi regime in Germany. Clemens August Graft von Galen was born into an old and distinguished family at Dinklage Castle in the southern portion of the Duchy of Oldenberg (now Lower Saxony) on March 16, 1878. Educated mainly by private tutors, he entered the Catholic University of Freiburg in 1896, where he became captivated by the writings of Saint Thomas Aquinas. The next year, he spent three months in Rome, where he decided to become a Catholic priest. He subsequently took up studies at a seminary in Innsbruck before joining a seminary in Munster in 1903. In 1904, he was ordained a priest and became a chaplain for Munster’s auxiliary bishop.

In 1906, Galen was transferred to Berlin, where he served as a pastor in several parishes. During World War I, he exhorted his parishioners to support the war effort. He also became fearful that the revolutions that swept Germany in 1918 might lead to anarchy and a rebellion against the Church. To stave off more social unrest, he spearheaded major aid programs for the poor and displaced. When the Weimar Republic came into being at war’s end, he eyed it with considerable distrust, believing that it was unnecessarily liberal. Indeed, from 1919 until 1933, Galen tended to support the political Right in Germany.

In October 1933, the same year in which the Nazis came to power, Galen was consecrated bishop of Munster. He wasted little time in publicly criticizing Adolf Hitler’s regime and the ideology upon which it was based. He urged Catholics to eschew public education in favor of Catholic education, which was relatively free of Nazi doctrine. He also criticized Nazi racial policies and flatly rejected calls to ignore the Old Testament because it had been authored by Jews.

By the early 1940s, Galen was preaching sermons lambasting the Nazi regime; he particularly denounced the government’s euthanasia program as morally evil. In 1941, he was arrested by Nazi authorities and subjected to virtual house arrest. In 1944, after the failed July Bomb Plot, an attempt to assassinate Hitler, Galen was accused of having been involved in the scheme and was sent to a German prison camp. Galen had no involvement in the affair, but it provided the government with a pretext to silence the bishop for good.

Galen was freed by Allied forces in April 1945, and he returned to Munster. In February 1946, he was elected a cardinal; a year later, however, on March 22, 1947, he died in Munster of a sudden infection. Pope John Paul II began the beatification process for Cardinal Galen in the 1990s, and on October 9, 2005, Galen was officially beatified by Pope Benedict XVI. Beatification is the third of four steps toward canonization (sainthood).
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Gas Chambers

The use of gas chambers to kill large numbers of people in a short period of time was pioneered by the Germans during the Holocaust. It is estimated that at least 1 million Jews, Roma, and Sinti people were executed in gas chambers between roughly 1940 and 1945. The use of gas chambers in concentration and death camps essentially systematized mass killing, turning these facilities into factories of death. Mostly all of the gas chambers were made to look like communal showers, in order to fool detainees into thinking that they would be engaging in an innocuous activity such as showering or “delousing.” Nearly all the victims of Nazi gas chambers were cremated in large, on-site crematoria.

Early on, and especially in camps like Belzec and Treblinka, the Nazis used carbon monoxide to kill prisoners. However, by 1941, in camps like Auschwitz and Stutthof, Zyklon-B (hydrogen cyanide) became the preferred method of extermination. Gassing people with Zyklon-B was more efficient and required less gas than methods employing carbon monoxide. It also permitted camp personnel to have less contact with the internees as they were gassed, sparing them the ghastly sight of people choking and gasping for air as their bodies leaked fluids.

By 1941, all concentration and death camps in Poland were employing Zyklon-B gas chambers, which were built by the German firm of J. A. Topf and Sons. The company made a tidy fortune building such horrific devices. By 1942–1943, Auschwitz had become the largest death camp in the east, and camp officials used Zyklon-B as the gas of choice while they engaged in the wholesale extermination of most of the camp’s internees.
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Gebhardt, Karl 

German physician who conducted cruel and unethical medical experiments during the Nazi era and who was convicted and executed for crimes against humanity. Karl Franz Gebhardt was born on November 23, 1897, in Haag (Oberbayern) and received a medical degree in 1922. Two years later, he secured a position as an intern at the University of Munich’s surgical clinic. He completed his internship, residency, and post-residency work by 1932 and joined the Nazi Party in 1933. In 1935, he became an associate professor of medicine in Berlin and became a member of the Schutzstaffel (SS). Also in 1935, Gebhardt was named superintendent of the Hohenlychen Sanatorium, which he soon converted from a tuberculosis clinic to an orthopedic medicine facility. There he established the first sports medicine clinic in Germany; the clinic also treated amputees and disabled patients.

Gebhardt became director of the Medical Department at the Academy for Exercise and Physical Training in 1936 and was the chief physician for the 1936 Olympics, held in Berlin. Meanwhile, he published widely and made a significant contribution to the sports medicine field by way of articles and a textbook. Gebhardt was also interested in aspects of physical therapy. Highly regarded in Germany and beyond, he was named personal physician to Heinrich Himmler in 1938, which further cemented his reputation in Germany. He was also appointed president of the German Red Cross.

After World War II began in 1939, Gebhardt became chief surgeon of the Reich Staff. Beginning in 1942, Gebhardt was involved in a series of bizarre and cruel medical experiments on concentration camp prisoners, chiefly at Ravensbruck and Auschwitz. There he supervised experiments that saw prisoners’ legs or arms broken, usually with no anesthesia, to gauge the body’s ability to heal itself. Amputations were also carried out, and infections were either introduced into the wounds or allowed to fester in order to test various drugs to ward off sepsis and gangrene. Nearly all of these internees died. One particularly bizarre experiment involved amputating prisoners’ limbs and attempting to transplant them onto wounded German soldiers.

After the war, Gebhardt was arrested by Allied authorities and placed on trial (the Doctors’ Trial of 1946-1947) for crimes against humanity. Found guilty, he was given a death sentence on August 20, 1947. Gebhardt was hanged on June 2, 1948, in Landsberg am Lech, West Germany.
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German Census (1933)

In June 1933, the new Nazi regime under Adolf Hitler announced the results of a national population census that had recently been conducted and tabulated. The 1933 German census was designed in part to reflect the Nazi Party’s ideology concerning race and ethnicity; in particular, it became a basis for anti-Semitic government policies that were put in place between 1933 and 1945. Indeed, the 1933 census explicitly compiled religious categories. Also identified were the specific areas of Germany in which racial and ethnic minorities, including Jews, resided. The 1933 census would form the basis of the German government’s Nuremberg Laws of 1935 and the National Registry of Jews, which was also informed by the 1939 census. Indirectly, it also became the basis for the Holocaust by identifying Jews and their places of residence.

The 1933 census indicated that there were 505,000 Jews living in Germany. That figure represented only Jews who actively practiced their religion. It did not include converted Jews, secular Jews, or Jews who were the product of mixed marriages. The latter would be counted in the 1939 census.

It was estimated that since January 1933, when Hitler assumed power, about 18,000 Jews had fled Germany in anticipation of increased persecution. Of the 505,000 counted, which represented approximately 0.75 percent of the total German population (67 million), about 70 percent lived in cities. Berlin had the largest Jewish population, followed by Frankfurt am Main, Breslau, Hamburg, Cologne, Hannover, and Leipzig. In Berlin, Jews made up just 4 percent of the population (160,000).
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Gestapo

The Geheime Staatspolizei (Gestapo) was the Nazi regime’s secret state police that existed in German-held European territory during 1933–1945. The Gestapo was responsible for the elimination of all political opposition to the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nazi Party), which entailed the deportation of thousands of Jews and other so-called undesirables to concentration camps before and during World War II.

When the Nazis first rose to power in 1933, Hermann Goering (who was then serving as minister of the interior and was one of Adolf Hitler’s top lieutenants), reorganized the Prussian police force. He separated the political spy unit from the regular police forces and placed the new grouping, the Gestapo, under his own direct command. In 1934, Heinrich Himmler, who headed the paramilitary units known as the Schutzstaffel (SS), took command of the Gestapo.

Two years later, Himmler was appointed chief of all police forces, and he eventually placed the Gestapo under Heinrich Mueller. As the Nazis’ bureaucratic network expanded, the Gestapo was shuffled under various security organizations, and it operated alongside many other police groupings, all of whose duties overlapped. Concentration camps were technically under the authority of the Gestapo, although in reality it was the SS that kept them running. Nonetheless, it was Gestapo commander Adolf Eichmann who oversaw the transport of millions of European Jews to concentration camps, like Auschwitz, in Poland.

There were no civil restraints that the Gestapo had to observe in carrying out its duties. Not only could police arrest suspects, but they also could make “preventative” arrests. Anyone who could possibly oppose or be perceived to oppose the Nazis could be arrested, tortured, killed, or released—all without any oversight by a judicial body. Tens of thousands of Jews, political intellectuals, clergy, homosexuals, Catholics, Gypsies, and other “undesirables” simply disappeared. Gestapo police were also part of the death squads that followed behind the German Army as it invaded Poland and Russia. Those mobile units were responsible for the on-site killing of Jews and other targeted groups.

When Germany surrendered and World War II came to an end, the Gestapo was officially designated a criminal agency and disbanded.
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Ghettos

[image: ]

The medieval practice of confining Jews to specific areas of towns (“ghettos”) was revived by the Nazis as part of their strategy for dealing with “the Jewish problem.” In September 1939, Reinhard Heydrich gave orders that the Jews of newly conquered Poland were to be forced into ghettos in the larger cities. This effective incarceration of Jews was the prelude to the Holocaust and made that project easier, in that it was much simpler to deport to concentration camps whole populations of individuals already clearly identified as Jewish by their address.
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The first such ghetto was established in Lodz, and subsequently others were set up in various areas of Eastern Europe; the largest and most famous, however, was the Warsaw Ghetto, which was eventually home to 350,000 persons herded behind a brick wall. Conditions in these areas rapidly deteriorated. The Warsaw Ghetto also became an enduring symbol of Jewish resistance in the first months of 1943, when the “Jewish Combat Organization” formed by inmates offered armed resistance to deportation. They managed to hold out until May, when the ghetto was finally destroyed. The ghetto phenomenon was not entirely restricted to the world of German Nazism: for example, in Croatia during World War II, officials of the ruling Ustasha Party similarly drove Serbs (who they considered racially inferior) into ghettos.
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Gies, Miep

Miep Gies was an Austrian-born Dutch citizen who hid Anne Frank and her family, along with several other Jews, from the Nazis in Amsterdam from 1942 until 1944.

Miep Gies was born Hermine Santruschitz on February 15, 1909, in Vienna (then part of Austria-Hungary). In 1920, she was sent to Leiden, the Netherlands, to escape the unrest and food shortages of post-World War I Austria. She was taken in as a foster child by the Nieuwenburg family, with whom she moved to Amsterdam in 1922. The Nieuwenburgs virtually adopted the young girl, who was given the nickname “Miep.” In 1933, she went to work for Otto Frank, a German Jew and businessman who had fled Germany with his family to escape persecution. Soon thereafter, she met Jan Gies, whom she would eventually marry. Miep and Jan Gies would become close friends with Franks over the next several years.

In 1941, German occupation officials insisted that Miep join a Nazi group; when she refused, they threatened to deport her to Austria, which was then part of greater Germany. In July of that year, Miep and Jan wed, which automatically conferred Dutch citizenship on Miep. Meanwhile, as German occupation officials and Dutch collaborators began to persecute Jews and deport them to concentration camps in the east, Jan and Miep were determined to keep the Frank family safe. Thus, in July 1942, they hid the Franks, along with several other Jews, in a small second-story apartment above the company that Otto Frank had owned.

Miep helped the Franks by supplying them with food, medicine, and other supplies, at considerable risk to her own safety. By then, hiding or aiding Jews was illegal. The hiding place was only a short distance from the Gies’ home, and Miep continued to work in the office below the apartment, allowing her to prevent interlopers from gaining access to the second floor.

On August 4, 1944, as Miep worked at her desk, a police official walked into the office, pointed a gun at her, and demanded that she show him the secret rooms. Somebody had apparently tipped the police off about the Franks and others. Within minutes, the Franks and other people hiding in the second-floor apartment were arrested and led to jail. Miep escaped arrest herself only because the police officer had been a native of Vienna himself and understood her situation. The Franks and others were eventually sent to death camps. Miep was the person responsible for having saved and hidden Anne Frank’s diary, the whereabouts of which she kept secret until the end of the war.

Miep and her husband were devastated by the loss of the Franks. In 1945, Otto Frank, who had somehow escaped death at Auschwitz, returned to Amsterdam and was reunited with Miep and Jan Gies. It was then that he learned of Anne’s death at Bergen-Belsen. Anne’s father was determined to let the world know about his family’s ordeal, and he later permitted the publication of Anne Frank’s diary. Miep continued to live in the Netherlands, where she died in Hoorn on January 11, 2010, just shy of her 101st birthday.
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Globke Trial

The trial (in absentia) of Dr. Hans Globke (1898–1973) for World War II era war crimes that was held in the German Democratic Republic (East Germany) in 1963. Globke was a Nazi jurist who had co-authored influential commentary on the 1935 Nuremberg Laws with Dr. Wilhelm Stuckart. He had also drafted the Reich Citizenship Law (1935) and the Law for the Protection of German Blood. After a major propaganda battle during the height of the Cold War, Globke was sentenced in absentia to life imprisonment for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and murder by an East German court in July 1963.

Two high-profile cases of suspected war crimes and crimes against humanity during the Nazi period evolved into long battles between East Germany and the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany) during the Cold War period. They involved cases against Dr. Theodor Oberlaender and Globke. Both were important figures within the West German government, and the debate about their culpability was as much about personal guilt as about the reintegration of former Nazi officials into the West German government. Whereas the case against Oberlaender had ended with his resignation from his ministerial post, Globke was officially defended and kept in office by West German chancellor Konrad Adenauer until the chancellor himself resigned in 1963. In both matters, a trial with a strong case but many legal deficiencies and in the absence of the defendants took place in communist East Germany. The final judgments were not accepted by West German authorities. At the same, separate investigations into the cases were conducted in the West Germany, but no trials ever took place there.

Globke, born on September 10, 1898, was brought up, like Adenauer, in the Catholic milieu of the Rhineland. After studying law he entered the Prussian civil service during the Weimar Republic and quickly rose through the ranks. During this period he was a member of the conservative Catholic Zentrum party. He stayed in the civil service after Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933. In 1936, he co-authored the commentary on the Nuremberg Laws, the basic race laws of Nazi Germany, which provided for the persecution of Jews. Although he participated at a high level in the administration of Nazi Germany, his request to join the Nazi Party was turned down because of his former Zentrum links. His actions during the Nazi period became a major issue in the debate about his guilt. Whereas his friends claimed that he had strong links to the anti-Hitler plot of July 20, 1944, and that his legal explanations of the race laws could be seen as a softened approach to Nazi racial legislation, his enemies accused him of being a leading figure in the persecution of Jews. Allegedly, after the beginning of World War II in 1939, Globke no longer had anything to do with the interpretation of racial legislation, but was charged with general administrative affairs and the creation of an administration in the newly annexed Alsace-Lorraine.

When the war ended in 1945, American authorities arrested Globke because of his former administrative post. Later, he was a witness during the Nuremberg Trials. Nevertheless, he held several administrative posts in West Germany beginning in 1946. None of the Western Allies protested his nominations, however. In September 1949, Globke joined the newly created chancellery of the Federal Republic, becoming secretary of state in the chancellery in 1953. He was probably the single most important adviser to Chancellor Adenauer and had a strong influence on staff recruitment. He also played a major role in establishing the security services of West Germany. Globke’s activities during the Nazi period were criticized by the social-democratic opposition in parliament in 1951, 1953, and again in 1955–1956. For that reason, Globke tried to keep a low profiile. It was Adenauer, in fact, who had him promoted and even decorated with a high West German order. In 1960, the East German government, which had access to most of the relevant Nazi files, began a campaign to discredit Globke, even comparing him to Adolf Eichmann, a major perpetrator of the Holocaust. This resulted in his trial in absentia in July 1963. Globke resigned his position in October 1963, when Adenauer also resigned, and because Globke had reached the mandatory age of retirement. Globke died on February 2, 1973.
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Globocnik, Odilo 

Odilo Globocnik was a prominent Austrian Nazi official and the primary architect of the Holocaust in German-occupied Poland.

Odilo Globocnik was born on April 21, 1904, in Trieste (then part of the Austro-Hungarian Empire) to a Slovene family. As a young man he became involved in a proto-Nazi paramilitary group in 1922. He joined the Austrian Nazi Party (NSDAP) in 1931 and was admitted to the Schutzstaffel (SS) three years later. Between 1933 and 1935, he was arrested four times. Globocnik spent some 11 months in jail for his ties to the Nazi Party, which was then illegal in Austria.

Nevertheless, Globocnik steadily advanced through the ranks of the NSDAP after 1935, and he played a pivotal role in ousting the Austrian government and paving the way for the Anschluss (political annexation) of Austria by Nazi Germany in 1938. German dictator Adolf Hitler rewarded Globocnik for his efforts by appointing him the local party leader in Vienna in May 1938. Globocnik soon ran afoul of party leaders, including Hermann Goering, however, because of his unscrupulous ways and domineering manner. In January 1939, he was removed as party leader of Vienna, and his career seemed all but ended. He then joined the Waffen-SS as an enlisted man and saw action during the German invasion of Poland in September 1939, where he distinguished himself in combat.

On November 9, 1939, SS head Heinrich Himmler, who had always admired Globocnik’s loyalty, rescued him from obscurity by appointing him SS chief of the Lublin District of the General Government of Poland. In this role, Globocnik was well-placed to implement the Final Solution—the mass extermination of Jews—between 1941 and 1945. He supervised the liquidation of the massive Warsaw Ghetto as well as the Bialystok Ghetto and oversaw the construction of some of the most notorious concentration camps erected during the Nazi era—Belzec (1941), Sobibor (1942), and Treblinka (1942). There Jews and other “undesirables” were murdered en masse. In addition to thousands of Polish Jews exterminated at these facilities, hundreds of thousands of French, Czech, Dutch, Polish, Russian, Slovak, Austrian, and German Jews also died in the camps.

Globocnik also created a small army of Jewish laborers, who were forced to perform all sorts of manual labor under demeaning and horrific conditions. It is estimated that Globocnik was responsible for the deaths of as many as 1.5 million Jews from various parts of Europe.

In September 1943, in the immediate aftermath of Benito Mussolini’s exile from Rome, Globocnik was named local SS leader and police commissioner at Trieste, in the portion of Italy still controlled by German forces. Although his primary task was to fight Italian partisans, he also found the time to harass and persecute Italian Jews in northern Italy and along the northern Adriatic coast. At the end of the war, he fled into the Alpine highlands, but was apprehended by British forces on May 31, 1945, near Paternion, Austria. After a brief interrogation, Globocnik committed suicide, allegedly by biting into a hidden cyanide capsule.
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Goebbels, Joseph

Paul Joseph Goebbels was the Nazi Party’s first and only minister for popular enlightenment and propaganda, serving from 1933 until 1945. He was the architect of Adolf Hitler’s propaganda efforts and was a key official within the Nazi Party. He remained a dedicated supporter of the party, even after the tide of war turned against Germany.

Goebbels was born in the city of Rheydt, in the Rhineland region of Germany, on October 29, 1897. His father was a bookkeeper in a lampwick factory. His parents were strict Catholics and hoped that their son would study for the priesthood. When World War I began in 1914, Goebbels was kept out of the German Army because he had a deformed foot. After the war, he disappointed his parents’ hopes that he would become a member of the clergy. Instead, he decided to study German literature and attended several universities, including Bonn, Freiburg, Wurzburg, and Munich, before finally earning a doctoral degree from the University of Heidelberg in 1921.
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After graduation, Goebbels embarked on a literary career and wrote his first novel, Michael: Ein Deutsches Schiksal (Michael: A German Destiny), shortly after leaving school. The novel was based on his experiences at university and remained unpublished until the Nazi Party’s publisher accepted it in 1929. After college, Goebbels tried to find work in journalism but was unable to secure a steady position. He was a rabid anti-Semite, and in 1922 he joined the fledgling National Socialist Party. His initial assignment was to organize the party’s youth.

In 1924, Goebbels abandoned his efforts to find work in journalism and entered politics. Franz von Wiegershaus, a nationalist politician and member of the Prussian Parliament, hired Goebbels as his private secretary. Over the next several years, Goebbels remained active in the Nazi Party. He first met Hitler after Hitler’s release from prison in 1925. Hitler had decided to reorganize the party, and in 1925 he appointed Goebbels to manage the party’s affairs in the Rheinland-Nord district. Goebbels was also asked to act as secretary to Gregor Strasser, a prominent Nazi official. The following year, Goebbels was promoted to Gaulieter, or district commissioner, for the German capital of Berlin. It was in Berlin that he began to distinguish himself. He reorganized the Berlin Nazi Party and built the party’s weekly newspaper, Der Angriff (The Attack), into a powerful tool for denouncing the ruling Weimar government in Germany and the party’s enemies.

In 1928, Goebbels became the party’s head of propaganda. Over the next several years, he masterminded the party’s electoral strategy, organizing a propaganda campaign that ultimately resulted in a major Nazi victory in the elections of 1933. Once in power, Hitler selected Goebbels to run a new Ministry for Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda. Here, Goebbels exhibited a genius for propaganda. Under his control, the ministry employed a variety of modern media—including motion pictures, radio, and the press—to build a cult around Hitler and disseminate the Nazi message abroad.

Among Goebbels’s most striking accomplishments was the organization of several Nazi rallies throughout Germany, including the infamous Nuremberg Rally in 1929. He was also the driving force behind the Kristallnacht pogrom of November 1938, during which thousands of Jews were sent to concentration camps while their businesses and synagogues were destroyed. Goebbels provided an account of his role in the Nazi rise to power in two books, Der Kampf um Berlin (The Struggle for Berlin), published in 1932, and Vom Kaiserhof zur Riechskanzlei (From Kaiserhof to the Reich Chancellery), which appeared in 1934.

Goebbels led a scandalous private life, which jeopardized his position within the party. He married a divorcée, Magda Quandt, in 1934. After the marriage, however, he had several affairs, a practice that irritated Hitler and ultimately undermined Goebbels’s relationship with the Nazi leader. After the outbreak of World War II in 1939, Goebbels tried to influence Hitler’s war plans. Although Hitler appreciated Goebbels’s efforts as propaganda minister, he ignored his military advice and denied him a larger role in the war effort. Despite this snub, Goebbels remained a stalwart supporter of the party, even after the tide of war turned against Germany. During the final years of the regime, he remained the party’s main propaganda voice.

In 1945, Goebbels’s loyalty was finally rewarded when Hitler appointed him the Third Reich’s trustee for total war. By this stage, however, the Nazi war machine had been destroyed on the Eastern Front, and the Reich was doomed. In the final days of the war, Goebbels moved his wife Magda and their six children into Hitler’s bunker in Berlin. Hitler’s final act as the German leader, before he killed himself, was to appoint Goebbels to the office of Reich chancellor. On May 1, 1945, with the soldiers of the Russian Army surrounding Berlin, Goebbels helped his wife to poison their children, then shot her, and finally himself. Goebbels’s unpublished diary during 1942–1943 was discovered among his papers after his death and published in 1948.
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Goering, Hermann

German air force marshal and head of the Luftwaffe. Born on January 12, 1893, in Rosenheim, Bavaria, Hermann Goering was educated in military school in Karlsruhe. He then entered officers’ training school at Gross Lichterfelde, and on graduation in 1912 he was commissioned in the infantry. He served in the German Army and fought in World War I with the infantry until 1915, when he joined the air service. Goering succeeded Baron Manfred von Richthofen on the latter’s death as commander of the Richthofen Squadron in July 1918. Credited with 22 aerial victories in World War I, Goering was awarded the coveted Pour le Mérite.

After the war, Goering moved to Scandinavia, where he took up show flying and married a Swedish baroness. He returned to Germany in 1921 and became a close associate of Adolf Hitler. In 1922, Hitler gave Goering charge of the Sturmabteilungen (SA, Storm Troopers), which grew dramatically in strength. Seriously wounded in the 1923 Beer Hall Putsch, Goering fled Germany but returned in 1927. In 1928, Goering was elected to the Reichstag, and in 1932 he was its president. Goering had easy access to influential individuals in industry, banking, and the military, and he acted as liaison between them and Hitler, playing a key role in the Nazi accession to power.
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After Hitler became German chancellor in January 1933, Goering secured even more power and influence. Among his many offices were minister without portfolio, minister of the interior for the state of Prussia, and minister of the air force (Luftwaffe). Goering soon began rebuilding the Luftwaffe, and he was instrumental in all major policy decisions affecting its composition and training. In April 1933, out of the Prussian political police Goering established the Geheime Staatspolizei (Gestapo, political police), a force designed to crush all resistance to Nazism. In 1936, he was appointed to oversee the Four-Year Plan, which gave him virtual control over the economy. As far as the Luftwaffe was concerned, Goering supported the notion of a tactical air force at the expense of strategic bombing, arguably the correct decision given the heavy military demands on Germany’s industrial base. In 1939, Hitler appointed Goering Reichsmarshall (Reich Marshal) and designated him as his heir. Goering was also instrumental in the development of concentration camps, and he worked with Reinhard Heydrich, chief of Reich security, in formulating an Endlosung or “Final Solution to the Jewish question.” Goering also amassed a large fortune and, especially during World War II, indulged his passion for collecting fine art.

Goering’s Luftwaffe was influential in the early Nazi victories in Poland in 1939 and France in 1940. His interventions in the Battle of Britain in 1940, however, negatively affected the German effort and led to a loss of his influence with Hitler. Goering opposed Operation BARBAROSSA, Hitler’s invasion of the Soviet Union, favoring a Mediterranean strategy instead. He was blamed, probably falsely, for having suggested that the Luftwaffe, with only a limited transport capacity, could supply the Sixth Army at Stalingrad. Popular opinion also turned against him as Allied air raids on the Reich became increasingly effective. Increasingly marginalized, Goering spent more time at his estate of Karinhall, where he indulged his interests in hunting and art collecting. Although Hitler had designated Goering as his successor, the latter’s impatience at the end of the war—painted by Martin Bormann, head of the Party Chancery, and others as an attempt by Goering to wrest power from Hitler led the Fuhrer to order that Goering be stripped of his posts and arrested. Goering surrendered to elements of the U.S. 9th Infantry Division on May 9, 1945, and was tried at the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. Unrepentant, he was found guilty and sentenced to death. Goering committed suicide by swallowing poison on October 15, 1946, only hours before his planned execution.
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Greece 

Greece is a nation located in southern Europe. In 1939, it had a population of 7.2 million; its Jewish population numbered just 72,000, comprising approximately 1percent of the total population. The majority of Greek Jews—some 42,000—resided in Salonika. There have been Jews in Greece for well over 2,000 years, and modern anthropologists have unearthed the remains of an ancient synagogue that they believe date to the second century BCE. In general, anti-Semitism in pre-war Greece was very muted, and only a slim minority harbored negative attitudes toward Jews. Compared to Jews in northern and eastern European nations, Jews in Greece were largely unaffected by anti-Semitism and persecution. However, that would change dramatically after the Axis powers invaded and occupied Greece beginning in the fall of 1940.

In October 1940, Italian forces invaded Greece, but the Greeks waged a surprisingly spirited defense and pushed them back into Albania, resulting in a military stalemate. In April 1941, German troops, working with the Italians, Bulgarians, and units from the Hungarian army, launched a major offensive into Yugoslavia and Greece; by the early summer, all of Greece, including its many islands, had been pacified and occupied.

Greece was subsequently divided into three occupation zones—administered by the Italians, Germans, and Bulgarians. In the Italian zone, Italian officials essentially ignored Germany’s demands that Jews be rounded up and deported. Some occupation officials even hid Jews to avoid their capture. Meanwhile, several thousand Jews residing in the German zone fled for safety to the Italian zone. Jews were relatively safe there until Fascist Italy was forced to exit the war in September 1943, at which time the Germans took control of the former Italian occupation zone.

The Germans planned to round up, deport, and murder all Jews in their zone of occupation, including Salonika. Greeks in general suffered grievously during the occupation, with as many as 100,000 people killed during the winter of 1941–1942 alone because of famine and disease. German authorities drafted some 2,000 Jewish men into forced labor in July 1942, and in February 1943 all the Jews in Salonika (42,000) were herded into ghettos and sent to the Auschwitz-Birkenau death camp; nearly all were killed shortly after their arrival. By the summer of 1943, virtually no Jews remained in Greece’s largest Jewish enclave.

In the spring of 1943, under German orders, the Bulgarians rounded up some 4,200 Jews in their zone (most were from Thrace) and placed them in German custody. The Germans in turn sent them to the Treblinka death camp, where nearly all were killed. After Italy exited the war in September 1943, German occupation officials concentrated some 4,800 Jews in the former Italian occupation zone and sent them to Birkenau, where they were promptly massacred. By the late summer of 1944, after the Germans were on the ropes militarily and the Bulgarians had switched sides in the war, the Germans retreated from Greece, having wrought havoc on the country for more than three years. By then, as many as 60,000 Greek Jews had been killed, and fewer than 10,000 remained alive. Large portions of Greece lay in ruins, and the political and economic situation remained perilous. As a result, a punishing civil war settled over the land between 1946 and 1949, which brought even more devastation.
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Gross-Rosen

Gross-Rosen was a Nazi-administered concentration and forced-labor camp located near the village of Gross-Rosen (now Rogoznica, Poland), about 40 miles southwest of Wroclaw in modern-day western Poland. The facility was built in 1940 as a subcamp of the Sachsenhausen concentration camp; the following year, it became its own concentration camp, which eventually would encompass some 97 subcamps. Upon its inception, most prisoners were put to work in a nearby granite quarry, where many died from accidents and overwork. At that time, most detainees were political prisoners, resistance fighters, or those deemed “socially unacceptable” (homosexuals and Roma—Gypsies—for example). Not until late 1943 and early 1944 did Jews begin arriving at Gross-Rosen and its subcamps in large numbers. The facility was administered by the Schutzstaffel (SS), which also owned the adjacent quarry.

Conditions at Gross-Rosen were similar to other concentration camps. Food was meager and poor, sanitation was primitive, and medical care was virtually nonexistent. Thousands fell victim to starvation and diseases of various kinds. Scores more prisoners were killed arbitrarily by guards during beatings and cruel punishments or from overwork.

As the war progressed and the Germans began relying more and more on forced labor, Gross-Rosen and its subcamps became one of the largest concentration camps in all of Europe. Eventually, prisoners worked throughout eastern Germany and western Poland for companies like I.G. Farben, Daimler-Benz, and Krupp. Bruennlitz, a subcamp, later became famous when German industrialist Oskar Schindler relocated his factory there, shielding some 1,100 Polish Jews from Nazi depredations and likely death.

It is estimated that at least 125,000 prisoners were detained at or passed through Gross-Rosen between 1941 and 1945. By January 1945, Gross-Rosen and its subcamps held 76,728 prisoners, the majority of whom, by that time, were Jewish. The camp’s January 1945 census indicated that almost 26,000 women were interned there, one of the largest groupings of female prisoners in all of the vast German concentration camp system. Most of the Jews at Gross-Rosen had been relocated there from camps in Poland and Hungary.

When Soviet troops began approaching the complex in January 1945, camp officials ordered a mass evacuation. Some 40,000 prisoners endured a brutal forced march to the west in bitterly cold weather, during which several thousand died. The survivors were eventually sent to other concentration camps within Germany. Soviet forces liberated Gross-Rosen in February 1945. By then a total of about 40,000 prisoners had died in camp or during the forced evacuation march.
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Hadamar Insane Asylum Case

The first trial involving allegations of mass murder to be held after the end of World War II, in 1945. The Hadamar Insane Asylum Case established the precedent that civilians, not just the military, were bound by the international laws and customs of warfare.

The U.S. Army liberated the city of Hadamar, in Hesse, Germany, in April 1945. It soon became clear to the Americans that the Nazis had carried out a series of atrocities at the Hadamar Insane Asylum. Reportedly, the staff had been injecting patients with scopolamine or morphine in lethal doses. U.S. War Crimes Team 5822 investigated the staff, and the U.S. Military Commission, Chief of Prosecution, Subsection War Crimes branch, handed down an indictment on September 15, 1945, charging seven with the murder of more than 400 Polish and Soviet slave laborers and with violations of international law. The court eventually heard how at least 400 prisoners were transported from various concentration camps in groups of 70 from July 1, 1944, to April 1, 1945. Only one woman survived by escaping from the asylum. Overwhelming evidence proved that the seven defendants murdered all the other transportees in the “three story death house” at Hadamar. The court found all the defendants guilty and sentenced three of them to the death penalty.

The seven defendants were: Alfons Klein, administrator of the clinic; Adolf Wahlmann, physician in charge; Henrick Ruoff, chief male nurse; Karl Willig, male nurse; Irmgard Huber, chief female nurse; Adolf Merkle, record keeper for the clinic; and Philipp Blum, a grave digger. The indictment alleged that the accused “did, from on or about July 1, 1944 to on or about April 1, 1945 at Hadamar, Germany, willfully, deliberately, and wrongfully, aid, abet, and participate in the killing of human beings of Polish and Russian nationality, aggregating in excess of 400.” Although the clinic had been in operation since 1941, those killed before the indictment dates were German citizens and therefore outside the court’s purview.

The trial began on October 8, 1945, in the city of Wiesbaden, Germany. The best evidence came from the clinic records themselves, although Merkle issued death certificates on different dates. Furthermore, all the certificates stated that the victims died of tuberculosis, yet the asylum had no facilities for the treatment of tuberculosis. In fact, Wahlmann admitted he had never examined the patients’ charts, let alone the patients, to see if they were even sick. All the defendants admitted in both pre-trial statements and on the stand to taking part in the killings, but claimed that they were acting on the orders of their superiors. They also claimed fear of retaliation if they did not participate and/or tried to leave the clinic. However, the defendants mentioned their fear of retaliation for the first time at the trial; pre-trial statements made no mention of these concerns.

The defense attempted to challenge the legality of the military court, claiming that the U.S. military had no right to try civilians. Failing that, they challenged the indictment itself, claiming that the Nazis were not bound to treat with the Soviets under the rules of war as the communist government had denounced all “czarist” treaties; and as regards to the Poles killed, that Poland at the time was legally part of Germany and therefore bound by German law, which made the killing of those unfit for work legal. The court rejected both these arguments. Faced with no viable defense, the attorneys had no choice but to resort to a plea for mercy. This action, however, incensed the American prosecutor, Leon Jaworski. Jaworski instead requested the death penalty for all seven accused.

On October 22, 1945, the Military Commission Court deliberated for two hours before returning a verdict of guilty against all defendants. The court sentenced Klein, Willig, and Ruoff to death by hanging; Wahlmann received life at hard labor; Merkle received 35 years at hard labor; Huber to 24 years; and Blum to 30. The military governor confirmed all the sentences.
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Harster, Wilhelm

Wilhelm Harster was a Nazi German Schutzstaffel (SS) and Sicherheitsdienst (SD) officer who was chief of security and police forces in German-occupied the Netherlands (1940–1944) and Italy (1944–1945).

Wilhelm Harster was born on July 21, 1904, in Kelheim (Bavaria), Germany, and earned a law degree from the University of Munich in 1927. Having joined the Reichswehr (Germany’s army under the Weimar Republic), Harster served with the 1st Battalion of the Bund Oberland and was a reservist after his training. In May 1933, only months after Adolf Hitler’s ascension to power, he joined the Nazi Party. That November, he became a member of the SS, and in October 1935 he joined the SD, eventually rising to the rank of Gruppenfuhrer (group leader).

In the early summer of 1940, Harster was called to active duty in the German Army (Wehrmacht), being assigned only temporarily to a machine gun company. On July 19, 1940, only weeks after the German invasion of the Netherlands, Harster was posted to that country as commander of the SD (police). He would remain in that post until August 1944. As head of the SD, he was partly responsible for the rounding up and deportation of thousands of Dutch Jews, including Anne Frank and her family, who had been kept in hiding in Amsterdam with the Gies family beginning in July 1942. The Franks were discovered on August 4, 1944, arrested, and deported to concentration camps to the east. Harster was then detailed to Italy, where he commanded the SD in German-occupied portions of that country.

British forces captured Harster in 1945. At the insistence of the Dutch, he was extradited to the Netherlands to stand trial for war crimes committed while he headed the SD there. He was convicted in 1949 and given a 12-year prison term for his role in the persecution, deportation, and murder of Dutch Jews. He was released in 1953, having spent a total of eight years in prison. Harster returned to West Germany, taking a civil service position in Bavaria. By 1963, however, he was compelled to leave that job when his past deeds in the Netherlands came under more scrutiny, although he was permitted to keep his pension. Four years later, he was again placed on trial, this time in West Germany, for having sent thousands of Jews to their deaths at the Sobibor and Auschwitz death camps. Convicted, he was given a 15-year jail sentence, which was commuted in 1969 for time already served. His early release caused an uproar in some circles, and the Dutch Auschwitz Committee formally petitioned the West German chancellor not to pardon Harster, which he did anyway in 1969. Harster died in Bavaria on December 25, 1991.
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Heim, Aribert 

Austrian-born Nazi physician whose bizarre and cruel medical experiments on concentration camp internees earned him the sobriquet “Dr. Death.” Aribert Heim was born on June 28, 1914, in Radkersburg, Austria. In 1935, he joined the Austrian-Nazi Party, and three years later, after the German annexation of Austria, he became a member of the Schutzstaffel (SS). In 1940, he became a member of the Waffen-SS. In October 1941, Heim was appointed chief doctor at the Mauthausen concentration camp, where he began to engage in outrageous and highly unethical experiments on internees.

Heim’s experiments included injecting various substances—including gasoline, phenol, various poisons, and water—directly into prisoners’ hearts to see which substance resulted in the quickest death. Others included chemical and surgical castration, performing surgical procedures without anesthesia, removing organs from healthy individuals and leaving them to die in the operating room, and crude attempts at amputation and the reattachment of limbs. Soon camp prisoners began referring to Heim as “Dr. Death.”

In February 1942, Heim was transferred to Finland, where he worked for a time in local hospitals. Exactly what he did after that, until the end of the war, is not entirely clear, although he might have been a camp doctor at Buchenwald and Sachsenhausen as well. On March 15, 1945, he was taken captive by U.S. troops and sent to a prisoner of war (POW) camp. Unaware at the time of his past activities, occupation authorities released him later that year, and he resumed a medical practice in Baden-Baden, Germany. In 1962, Heim disappeared after being tipped off that he was about to be arrested for war crimes. He eventually settled in Cairo, Egypt, where he allegedly converted to Islam and assumed the name Tarek Hussein Farid. Meanwhile, Heim became the Simon Wiesenthal Center’s most-wanted Nazi-at-large. Over the years, there were reports of him being in South America and Europe, but for much of the time he was actually in Egypt.

Heim remained in written communication with family and friends and regularly received money from a sister in Austria. Finally, in 2009, it was determined by several different sources that Heim had died of cancer on August 10, 1992, in Egypt. This information was corroborated by Heim’s son, Rudiger, who agreed to be interviewed about his father’s whereabouts. Heim’s son had been with his father at the time of his death.
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Helga's Diary: A Young Girl's Account of Life in a Concentration Camp

Helga’s Diary: A Young Girl’s Account of Life in a Concentration Camp is a diary that was published in the spring of 2013 detailing Helga Weiss’s experiences as the Germans invaded and occupied her country, forced her and her family into a Jewish ghetto, and later deported them to the Auschwitz and Mauthausen concentration camps. Weiss was born in 1929 to a Jewish family in Prague, Czechoslovakia. A survivor of the Holocaust, she went on to become a noted artist in Czechoslovakia. Weiss began her diary in the late 1930s, as the Germans prepared to invade and occupy her country. Between 1939 and 1941, she details her family’s many struggles. Her father was not allowed to work, plunging the family into poverty, and Helga herself was barred from attending school. In December 1941, Weiss and her family were forced into the ghetto at Terezin, situated northwest of downtown Prague.

Weiss goes on to describe, in much detail filtered through the eyes and mind of a young adolescent girl, her experiences within the ghetto. Despite the deprivations and hardships of the ghetto, Weiss nevertheless acknowledges that the years at Terezin were not universally bad. There she became a young adult, experienced her first crush, and spent quality time with her family. What is perhaps most striking about this portion of the diary is Weiss’s indomitable spirit. She refused to be cowed into submission by the Germans, and sought to express her individuality in her writings, even as the Germans were attempting to eradicate Jews’ individuality. She repeats many times that “we’ll get used to it” and “we won’t give in.”

In September 1944, Weiss’s boyfriend and father were deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau. The next month, Weiss and her mother were sent there. She was never reunited with her father, who would later be killed by the Nazis. Weiss’s diary is perhaps the most riveting when it is describing her months at Auschwitz. Upon arrival, Weiss lied about her and her mother’s age to avoid being sent to the gas chambers. Instead, she and her mother became laborers. Later on, after the Germans began to liquidate Auschwitz as Allied troops closed in on Germany, Weiss and her mother were sent by rail to a camp at Flossenburg. When Allied troops approached that facility, the Germans sent detainees on a 16-day death march to the Mauthausen camp. Weiss and her mother barely survived the ordeal. When Mauthausen was liberated in the spring of 1945, Weiss writes that she was numb and took no pleasure in the event because she was so sick and had seen so many horrific things. Much of Weiss’s diary had been hidden in a brick wall; after the war, her uncle found the writings and returned them to his niece.

There are several things that make Weiss’s diary a new rare gem in Holocaust-related memoirs. First, it has not been heavily edited, so readers will experience it through the lens and words of a child and teenager, rather than an adult reflecting back. Second, the diary bristles with Weiss’s steely determination to survive and overcome the horrific conditions to which she was subjected. Her willingness to persevere is nothing short of inspirational. The work also demonstrates Weiss’s ability to completely short-circuit certain emotions that would have normally plunged an individual into utter hopelessness. Thus, Weiss’s diary is at once an illuminating view into the Holocaust and a testament to the human spirit.
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Heydrich, Reinhard 

Chief of the German security police and Sicherheitsdienst (SD, Security Service). Born in Halle, Germany, on March 7, 1904, Reinhard Heydrich believed in the Stab-in-the-Back Legend (that the German Army had not been defeated militarily in World War I, but had been undone by the collapse of the German home front) and in the myth of Aryan supremacy. He joined the Freikorps at age 16 and the German Navy in 1922. Planning to make the navy his career, Heydrich was forced to resign in 1931 following an indiscretion with another officer’s daughter. That same year, Heydrich joined the National Socialist Party and became active in the Sturmabteilung (SA, Storm Troops) in Hamburg. Heydrich’s managerial abilities and Germanic appearance led Schutzstaffel (SS, bodyguard troops) chief Heinrich Himmler to appoint him as head of the SD. Heydrich soon built the SD into a powerful organization, and by 1933 he was an SS-Brigadefuhrer.
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After directing the opening of Dachau, the first of many Nazi concentration camps, Heydrich helped to organize the 1934 purge of the SA (the “Night of the Long Knives”), in which the SA leadership was liquidated. Feared even within party ranks for his ruthlessness and known as the “Blond Beast,” Heydrich helped create the Nazi police state. He also played a leading role in the November 9, 1938, Kristallnacht (Night of Broken Glass), an orgy of SA violence against the German Jewish community.

Following the invasion of Poland, Heydrich assumed command of the Reichssicherheitshauptamt (RSHA, Reich Main Security Office), which was responsible for carrying out Hitler’s extermination of the Jews. He established the Einsatzgruppen killing squads charged with executing Jews and members of opposition groups in German-controlled Poland and later in the Soviet Union. Heydrich was also a leading participant at the Wannsee Conference on January 20, 1942, when top Nazis planned the extermination of European Jewry.

Although he still retained his other duties, Heydrich in late 1941 became the Reich protector of Bohemia and Moravia. On May 27, 1942, British-trained Czech commandos ambushed Heydrich’s car, seriously wounding him. Heydrich died on June 4, 1942. In retaliation for his death, the Germans destroyed the village of Lidice and murdered many of its inhabitants.
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Hilberg, Raul

Raul Hilberg is a political scientist and renowned Holocaust scholar known for his prominent book The Destruction of the European Jews (1961).

Raul Hilberg was born on June 2, 1926, in Vienna, Austria, to a Jewish family. In the late 1930s, after the Germans annexed Austria, he and his family fled the country. They reached the United States in September 1939 and settled in Brooklyn, New York. In 1944, he entered Brooklyn College but was soon drafted into the U.S. Army. Eventually assigned to the War Documentation Department, he helped locate part of Adolf Hitler’s personal library in Munich, which piqued his interest in the Nazi-inspired Holocaust.

After the war, Hilberg returned to Brooklyn College, earning a degree in political science in 1948. He then earned an MA in 1950 and PhD in 1955 from Columbia University, where he began work on what would become his most noted scholarly work, and which was eventually published as The Destruction of the European Jews. His dissertation won him a prestigious award, but he had much difficulty finding a publisher for it, due in part to its length (some 1,200 pages in print) and its unconventional approach toward analyzing the Holocaust. In 1955, Hilberg secured a faculty position at the University of Vermont, where he remained until his retirement in 1991. After numerous rejections from several scholarly presses, Quadrangle Books of Chicago finally published Hilberg’s The Destruction of the European Jews in 1961 with a press run of only 5,500. The book’s importance soon led to other subsequent editions, although it was not printed in Germany until 1982.

The Destruction of the European Jews is often seen as the genesis of the functionalist school of Holocaust studies, which has more recently been expanded by Holocaust historian Christopher Browning. As such, Hilberg’s book does not dwell on the Nazi concentration camps or the suffering of their detainees. Instead, it presents a meticulously researched analysis that for the first time demonstrates the bureaucratic immensity and complexity of the Final Solution. As such, it details the political, ideological, legal, organizational, and administrative narrative behind the Holocaust.

In addition to The Destruction of the European Jews, Hilberg also published The Politics of Memory: The Journey of a Holocaust Historian (1996), Perpetrators, Victims, Bystanders: The Jewish Catastrophe, 1933–1945 (1992), and The Holocaust Today (1988), among other works. In addition to his writing and teaching career, he served on the President’s Commission on the Holocaust and was on the governing board of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum. Hilberg died on August 4, 2007, in Williston, Vermont.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Himmler, Heinrich

Heinrich Himmler was one of the most famous and notorious members of Adolf Hitler’s inner circle in Germany’s Nazi Party. As head of the Schutzstaffel (SS), Himmler oversaw the mass murder of Jews and other peoples during the Holocaust of World War II.

Born in Munich, Germany, on October 7, 1900, to devout Catholic, middle-class parents, Himmler was a sickly and awkward boy during his early years. He was intelligent, though, and an avid reader, especially of racist Pan-German writers who condemned what they perceived as the inordinate Jewish influence in Germany. As World War I progressed during Himmler’s teenage years, he became more and more eager to serve in the German Army. He took an emergency high school diploma and volunteered for military service, but the war ended before he reached the front.

From 1919 to 1922, Himmler studied agricultural science at the Technical University in Munich, later taking a job as an agricultural assistant. He became involved with a conservative nationalist paramilitary group known as the Reich Flag but soon moved into the ranks of Hitler’s National Socialist Party. Himmler felt he had found his calling within the Nazi Party, and he took part in Hitler’s failed Beer Hall Putsch in 1923. With his background in agriculture, Himmler was well placed in a movement that emphasized the mythology of “blood and soil,” and he translated his education into an obsession with selective breeding and racial perfection. These ideas became especially important in the SS, of which Himmler became deputy reichsführer in 1927. Part of the paramilitary SA (Sturmabteilung, also known as Brown Shirts) which made up the backbone of Nazi support, the SS was Hitler’s personal security service. Under Himmler, the SS rapidly gained a separate and racially elite identity, especially after he became head reichsführer of the organization in 1929.

Through a genius for bureaucratic organization, hard work, ideological zeal, a fastidious personal life, and unquestioning loyalty to Hitler, Himmler had risen to great prominence within the Nazi Party by the time Hitler seized power in Germany in 1933. In 1934, the SS was made independent from the SA. Himmler and his closest adviser, Reinhard Heydrich, were instrumental in convincing Hitler to purge the leadership of the SA. This purge, accomplished through multiple executions during the Night of the Long Knives, and Himmler’s appointment to chief of all the German police, rendered Himmler one of the most powerful men in Germany next to Hitler himself.

When World War II broke out in 1939, the SS seized responsibility for the liquidation of “enemies” of the German Reich in the occupied territories. The Einsatzgruppen, special killing squads under the direct command of Heydrich, began the systematic mass murder of Jews, Gypsies, partisans, communists, Slavic peoples, and others considered to be “subhuman” all over Eastern Europe and the German-occupied territories of the Soviet Union. Those Jews who were not summarily shot were herded into ghettos and then later into extermination camps, where they were gassed to death and burned in crematoria. Himmler was intimately involved in these actions, often personally visiting execution sites and the camps, and it was he who was most active in translating Hitler’s murderous hatred of Jews and other peoples into an actual program of extermination.

Meanwhile, Himmler continued to increase his power and accumulate more offices. He became minister of the interior in 1943, commander of the replacement army (Ersatzheer) in 1944, and finally commander of Army Group Vistula in 1944. After the July 20, 1944, attempt on Hitler’s life by a group of army officers, Himmler personally oversaw the arrest, prosecution, and execution of those responsible.

His loyalty to Hitler was beginning to waver by the spring of 1945, however, as Germany was clearly losing the war to the Allies. Having made desperate attempts to conceal and destroy evidence of his monstrous crimes, Himmler sought to arrange a German surrender to the Western Allies. He hoped to avoid capture by the Russian Red Army and counted on the anticommunist sentiment of the West to negotiate an anti-Soviet alliance that would include Germany. When Hitler found out about these unauthorized peace overtures he was furious. In the political testament he wrote before his suicide in April 1945, Hitler stripped Himmler of his offices and party membership. The notorious former SS leader was now unwelcome in the new German government that was negotiating a surrender to the Allies, and he attempted to escape the ruined country through British lines. Himmler was captured, and on May 23, 1945, in Lüneburg, committed suicide by swallowing a cyanide capsule.

RICHARD FOGARTY
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Hinzert

Hinzert was a Nazi German concentration camp established in 1938 in the Rhineland-Palatinate region of Germany, not far from the Luxembourg border. The Hinzert facility served several functions. It served as a transit camp for individuals being sent to concentration camps further east (where most were killed); it provided forced labor for the surrounding area; and it held a large number of political prisoners. When it was initially constructed in late 1938, Hinzert housed petty criminals and individuals who were deemed “antisocial” (this meant homosexuals, communists, and other “nonconformists”). The original facility burned to the ground in August 1939. A newer, larger facility was erected beginning in October 1939.

In July 1940, Hinzert was taken over by the Inspector of Concentration Camps. At about the same, there was a large influx of political prisoners from France, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands, a consequence of the German invasion of those nations that began in late May 1940. In February 1942, the Schutzstaffel (SS) took over command of the camp. Under the SS, conditions for prisoners, which were never good, deteriorated. SS guards and administrative personnel were notoriously strict, and beatings and other extreme punishments became routine. Rations were also meager, illness and diseases were widespread, and medical services were virtually nonexistent.

Most of the Jews who went to Hinzert were there only for a short time, as they were sent from there to concentration and death camps further east. The camp never contained a large number of Jews; most of the more permanent detainees were forced laborers or political prisoners. Although Hinzert was not a designated death camp and did not become involved in mass killings, there were nevertheless a number of murders there. In 1941, some 70 Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) were taken to Hinzert for “interrogation.” Instead, shortly after their arrival during a bogus medical inspection, they were injected with cyanide and died. A makeshift cemetery outside the camp attests to the prisoners who died or were killed there. Some guards also tortured prisoners in an attempt to extract information from them concerning resistance efforts in occupied areas.

Between 1939 and 1945, some 13,600 prisoners were housed—at one time or another—at Hinzert. In late November 1944, the administration of Hinzert was taken over by that of the Buchenwald concentration camp. On February 22, 1945, an Allied bombing raid badly damaged the camp, although the number of casualties remains unknown. The facility remained operational until early March, when surviving prisoners were sent to Buchenwald or were sent on a forced march to Upper Hessen, during which many died.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Buchenwald; Concentration Camps


Further Reading

Hilberg, Raul. The Destruction of the European Jews. New York: Holmes & Meier, 1962.

Kogon, Eugen. The Theory and Practice of Hell: The German Concentration Camps and the System behind Them. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006.



Hitler, Adolf
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Adolf Hitler was the charismatic, forceful leader of Germany who led his nation to bloody ruin. In a failed bid for world conquest, his Third Reich overran more land in Europe, Asia, and North Africa than any European leader and led to the deaths of 35 million people. For many survivors of World War II, he remains the personification of evil.

Hitler was born at Brannau, Austria, on April 20, 1889, the son of a German customs clerk and an Austrian peasant woman. An indifferent, sullen student, he dropped out of high school to work as an aspiring artist but failed to gain entrance into the Vienna Academy of Fine Arts. The onset of World War I finally gave him an outlet to vent his anger, and he left Austria to enlist in the 16th Bavarian Infantry Regiment. For four years, Hitler functioned in the dangerous role as a messenger, and he received four decorations for bravery, including the prestigious Iron Cross, First Class. At one point, he sustained serious injuries in a gas attack and spent several months recuperating. Hitler finally mustered out of the German Army in 1919 with the rank of corporal.

The German surrender that ended World War I in November 1918 led to the 1919 Treaty of Versailles, which imposed severe economic penalties as restitution. These penalties occasioned much hardship on the German people and increased their resentment toward the democratic German government for signing such an agreement. Like many disenchanted veterans, Hitler joined the German Workers’ Party, which he later helped expand into the National Socialist German Workers’ Party, better known as the Nazis. Hitler proved himself a master of oratory and political intrigue and became intent upon seizing the national political agenda. However, when his attempted coup against the Bavarian government (later known as the Beer Hall Putsch) was crushed by police and military units during November 8–9, 1923, Hitler was sentenced to five years in Landsberg Prison. He only served nine months before a general amnesty was proclaimed, and he used the interval to outline his political philosophy in the book Mein Kampf (My Struggle). In it, he openly flaunted his anti-Semitism, as well as Germany’s dire necessity for territorial expansion in the east. However, the book was never taken seriously by critics, and its warning signs went unheeded.

The experience of imprisonment garnered Hitler political respectability, and he resolved to overthrow the established Weimar Republic by working within the system. His great eloquence and nationalist fervor, as well as the country’s general economic unrest, led to increasing Nazi representation at all levels of government through elections held during the 1920s. Hitler’s goals received a tremendous boost during the global depression of 1929, as more and more Germans turned to him for leadership in this national economic crisis. By 1932, the Nazis had achieved political control of the government when they became the majority party. Hitler’s promises of jobs, security, and a resurrected Germany continued to resonate with the electorate, and in 1933 he came to power by being appointed chancellor by President Paul von Hindenburg. When Hindenburg died the following year, Hitler combined the offices of chancellor and president to become the “uncontested leader” (Der Fuhrer) of the German nation.

Once in power, Hitler ruthlessly suppressed civil rights, murdered his political opponents within the Nazi Party during the infamous Night of the Long Knives on June 30, 1934, and began to reinvigorate the emaciated German economy. He accomplished an economic revival for the country by expanding the military industrial sector in clear violation of the Versailles Treaty. As a military leader, Hitler was well versed in military tactics and had a working grasp of military technology. He took a special interest in developing fast tanks and airplanes that would eventually form the basis for the extremely mobile “blitzkrieg” warfare of World War II.

As Germany grew stronger militarily, Hitler grew bolder on the international stage. He also routinely disregarded sound military advice from his senior generals, whose perceived timidity he regarded with open contempt. In 1936, he marched troops into the Rhineland, restoring it to Germany, and also formed an alliance with Benito Mussolini’s fascist Italy. Two years later, Hitler annexed Austria to Germany. At the Munich Conference of September 1938, Hitler convinced Britain and France to allow him to annex the Sudetenland (an area of western Czechoslovakia containing mostly ethnic Germans). Hitler, however, decided after the conference to annex all of Czechoslovakia, embarrassing Britain and France and making all of Europe increasingly wary of his expansionist ambitions. He then stunned the world by signing a non-aggression pact with Soviet leader Joseph Stalin, which ensured the stability of Germany’s vulnerable eastern border. The lack of decisive leadership and resistance to his plans evidenced by the Western democracies did little to discourage Hitler, who by the end of the 1930s was finally ready to gain new territories by force.

In September 1939, German forces attacked Poland. That act precipitated World War II, as Britain and France quickly declared war on Germany in defense of their Polish ally. The newly developed blitzkrieg tactics worked brilliantly, and Poland was crushed in a matter of weeks. Despite the declaration of war, however, France and Britain took no offensive action on their own. Hitler used the impasse to shift his forces westward, and by June 1940, France had been conquered and English troops chased off the continent from their beachhead landing at Dunkirk in northern France. Owing to the ineptitude of Luftwaffe commander Hermann Goering, however, Germany lost the Battle of Britain (the German Air Force’s attack to weaken Britain before a land invasion by the German Army), and an invasion of England had to be postponed.

Hitler turned his attention to other parts of Europe. Greece and Yugoslavia were subdued, along with most of North Africa, before Hitler committed his single biggest mistake of the war. In June 1941, German forces launched an all-out offensive against the Soviet Union, in open disregard of the non-aggression pact. Initial Russian casualties were colossal, and the Soviet Army was driven back deep into Russia’s interior. When Hitler refused to allow his men to retreat from Russia for the winter, the Soviets counter-attacked at Moscow, inflicting the first real German defeat on land.

Hitler was so enraged that he sacked most of his leading generals, remained contemptuous of the rest, and appointed himself as commander in chief of the armed forces. For the next four years, Germany waged a losing war in the east against superior numbers of Russian forces, and in late 1941, Hitler compounded his mistakes by declaring war on the United States after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941. As a sign of his growing degeneration, he began relying more on astrology than the opinions of his senior generals when making major decisions.

In addition to waging a war of aggression, Hitler embarked on one of the greatest crimes against humanity ever committed. Having espoused the notion of a racially pure (or Aryan) nation, he turned his hatred of Jews into a national policy of mass extermination through creation of numerous death camps. Jews, Gypsies, and dissenting Christians were deported from occupied countries, used as slave labor, and then dispatched in gas chambers when unable to work further. Thus an estimated 11 million people (6 million Jews and 5 million others who Hitler considered undesirable for one reason or another) perished in Hitler’s “Final Solution,” also known as the Holocaust.

By 1944, several attempts had been made on Hitler’s life, including one by Colonel Claus von Stauffenberg, who exploded a bomb at Hitler’s East Prussian headquarters. The German Third Reich’s days were clearly numbered, but Hitler embarked on several desperate gambits to stave off defeat. He directed construction of numerous “super weapons,” including jet fighters, pilotless bombs, and guided missiles, in a spectacular but futile attempt to turn the tide of the war back to Germany’s favor. After surviving a July 1944 assassination attempt, he squandered Germany’s final military reserves in the ill-fated Battle of the Bulge in December of that year, but failed to defeat the Western Allies. By April 1945, the vengeful Soviet Army had all but surrounded Berlin, and Hitler was a virtual captive in his command bunker. He had always declared that Germany would fight “until five past midnight,” but on April 30, 1945, Hitler and his longtime mistress Eva Braun committed suicide rather than face capture. Thus, the vaunted Third Reich, which the Nazis boasted would last 1,000 years, collapsed in utter ruin after only 12 years.

JOHN C. FREDRIKSEN
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Hitler Youth

The Hitler Youth was an organization established by Adolf Hitler to indoctrinate German children into the ideology of the Nazi Party. Young people were a dynamic yet malleable force that Hitler believed could be a powerful influence in propelling forward the Nazi ideology of total German unity.

Hitler founded his Hitlerjugend (Hitler Youth) in 1926. Although the public schools all taught the principles of Nazism, the Hitler Youth took care of children’s spare time. The organization was later run by Baldur von Schirach, who managed all the country’s youth programs. By 1935, about 60 percent of all German boys were members of the Hitler Youth. Membership became compulsory for all “Aryan” German boys on July 1, 1936, when the organization became an official agency of the state.

When a boy turned the age of 10, he registered with the authorities, who investigated his background to determine that he was racially “pure.” If he qualified for inclusion, he entered the Deutsches Jungvolk (German Young People). After the youth’s 13th birthday, he joined the Hitler Youth with much ceremony that marked a new stage in life. At that age, boys were also asked to make a statement of faith and take communion. When a boy reached age 18, he became a member of the Nazi Party and was obliged to serve as a public servant or in the military until the minimum age of 21.

Boys in the Hitler Youth were taught all the principles of the Nazi Party, including Aryan superiority and anti-Semitism. The qualities of dedication, comradeship, and obedience also were encouraged and awarded. A similar group for girls, called the League of German Girls, promoted more feminine Nazi qualities, such as homemaking and motherhood.

The Hitler Youth dissolved after World War II, although there are several neo-Nazi groups that declare themselves the descendants of the organization.

KELLIE SEARLE
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Hitler's Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust 

Hitler’s Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust is a controversial book written by Daniel Goldhagen concerning the genesis and causes of the Holocaust in Germany. Published in 1996, the book is largely a rebuttal of Christopher Browning’s 1992 book entitled Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland. It stemmed from Goldhagen’s doctoral dissertation at Harvard University. Goldhagen had savagely criticized Browning’s work since it first appeared in print, claiming that every major premise of it was faulty and declaring it as unhistorical because it downplayed or ignored larger trends and traits in German culture that had given birth to the Holocaust. It is worth noting that Goldhagen is not an historian but rather a political scientist. He is also 15 years younger than Browning, who by 1996 had already published an impressive body of work on Germany and the Holocaust.

Goldhagen asserts that nearly all Germans were, as his title suggests, “willing executioners” and were not accidental killers caught up in the pressure of the moment, as Browning suggests. Germans behaved as they did, Goldhagen argues, because of their unique culture and history, which included what he terms “eliminationist anti-Semitism.” Further, he states that this particularly virulent form of anti-Semitism was entirely unique to Germany, and that “ordinary” Germans were willing and perhaps even content to kill Jews because it was ingrained in their cultural DNA. The problem with this line of thinking, of course, is that there was virulent anti-Semitism in other nations during World War II, which would seem to argue against it being uniquely German. There were certainly other Europeans who willingly and even happily contributed to the Holocaust. And since World War II, genocides committed by other groups far removed from Germany or Europe have behaved in a similarly abhorrent fashion.

Not surprisingly, Goldhagen’s book engendered a wide array of reactions, many of them negative. Most historians dismissed the book as being badly flawed, unresponsive to the larger body of work on the subject, too emotional and pedantic, and overly focused on refuting Browning’s thesis. Other critics charged that Goldhagen simply ignored decades of past research in order to bolster his own interpretation. One Holocaust scholar wrote that “there simply was no general, murderous, racist anti-Semitic norm in Germany in the 19th century.”

Despite its many critics, Goldhagen’s book became quite popular and sparked a lively and important scholarly debate that went on for several years after its publication. There are certainly important and cogent points to be found in Goldhagen’s work which, when added to other interpretations and approaches, can help foster a broader and deeper understanding of the Holocaust.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Hoess, Rudolf

Rudolf Hoess was the commandant of Auschwitz, the Nazi concentration camp, from 1940 to 1943. He was executed for war crimes in 1947.

Rudolf Franz Hoess was born on November 25, 1900, in Baden-Baden, Germany. He grew up in a strict Roman Catholic household, and his family wanted him to train for the priesthood. During World War I, Hoess was eager to join the army, but he joined the Red Cross instead in 1916 since he was too young to volunteer for the army. He quickly tired of this nonmartial form of volunteerism and lied about his age so he could join the army. He was posted to the Middle Eastern Front and served in Turkey and Palestine. Hoess was wounded twice and was awarded the Iron Cross and other medals. After the war, he visited the Holy Land, where his faith was shaken by the traffic in holy relics.

Hoess returned to Germany, and like many contemporaries, he had no idea of what to do with his life. Like many young veterans, he joined a Freikorps group and found himself fighting Poles and Lithuanians in the Baltics. Hoess was completely at home in the right-wing militaristic milieu in which the Freikorps operated. He was rabidly conservative, racist, and extremely nationalistic. He joined the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (better known as the Nazi Party) in 1922 and plunged into street fighting against communists and “traitors.” In June 1923, he was arrested for beating a man to death for turning a “patriot” over to the French for crimes committed during the Ruhr Valley Occupation. He was sentenced to prison for 10 years and remained in prison until July 1928.

Hoess married Hedwig Hensel in 1929 and ultimately had five children (they later lived at Auschwitz with him). He emerged from prison a hero to right-wing nationalists, but he retired to private life and turned away from active politics until Heinrich Himmler asked him to join the Schutzstaffel (SS) in 1934. Hoess’s life changed forever when he agreed to join Himmler’s SS.
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Hoess’s first job in the SS was as a noncommissioned officer among the guards at Dachau concentration camp. He was a model guard and worked his way up the ranks. In August 1938, he was transferred to the concentration camp at Sachsenhausen and was made commandant of Sachsenhausen in December 1939. Hoess paid such close attention to detail and was capable of such concentrated work that when Himmler decided to create a new camp at Auschwitz, Poland, in April 1940, he appointed Hoess as its commandant.

There were already a few shabby buildings at the site when he arrived, but Hoess built Auschwitz into a large, efficient killing machine. In October 1941, he cleared a huge area around Auschwitz and built a second camp, Auschwitz II, called Birkenau, which became Auschwitz’s death camp. Hoess built a third camp, Auschwitz III, or Monowitz, in May 1942 to provide slave labor for German chemical firm I. G. Farben’s rubber works. By 1943, Auschwitz was an enormous complex that housed about 100,000 prisoners at its height. It is estimated that 2.5 million people died in Auschwitz—mostly Jews, but also Gypsies, Catholics, Russian prisoners of war (POWs), and many other nationalities and ethnic groups.

Hoess was intimately involved in selecting the best methods for killing large numbers of people. He participated in experiments in which a truck’s exhaust fumes were piped back into the trucks to asphyxiate the passengers. When it was decided that trucks took too long to kill large numbers of people, Hoess helped with the implementation of the gas chambers. Ultimately, he found a fumigation poison, Zyklon-B, that could kill faster and more thoroughly than exhaust fumes. Hoess was efficient at administrative details and keeping to a strict schedule. This clerk-like adherence to routinely horrific matters ingratiated him with Himmler, who also had the mentality of a clerk.

In December 1943, Hoess was rewarded for his work at Auschwitz with a promotion to chief inspector of all concentration camps. He traveled all over Germany inspecting and improving the function of the Nazi camps, whether death camps or slave labor camps. He took part in the dismantling of some of the camps as the German armies retreated across Europe.

When Germany surrendered in May 1945, Hoess knew he was a wanted man and went into hiding. The Allies actively looked for him, and in March 1946, he was discovered and arrested. He was a witness at the trial of the major war criminals at Nuremberg and then was turned over to the Polish government, who demanded his extradition. He was tried for murder and various war crimes and was found guilty. Hoess never denied what he did, but—like most Nazis on trial—claimed simply to have been following orders and was therefore blameless. He was taken to Auschwitz, the scene of so many of his crimes, and hanged on April 15, 1947.

LEE BAKER
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Holocaust (Miniseries)

Holocaust was a screenplay by author Gerald Green that first aired on the NBC network during April 16–19, 1978. Later that same year, Green published a novel with the same title, which was a longer and more detailed story of the one told in the television program. The miniseries and novel examined the Holocaust by employing fictional stories about the German-Jewish Weiss family, which is forced to endure the horrors of the Holocaust, and the Dorf family, led by Erik Dorf, a Berlin attorney whose wife encourages him to join the German Schutzstaffel (SS) to advance his flagging career. Dorf soon finds himself in charge of extermination operations at a concentration camp. Initially, he is tormented by his role in mass killings, but as the story progresses, he gradually loses his moral compass and becomes a willing accessory to the Holocaust.

The head of the Weiss family, Josef, a respected physician, is deported to Poland because he is alleged to be a foreign citizen. He soon becomes a leader in the Warsaw Ghetto, but is sent to the Auschwitz death camp, along with his wife and several other family members, where they are eventually killed in the gas chambers. Other family members endure similar fates, although a few manage to escape the death camps. In the end, only a few family members survive. Dorf, meanwhile, is captured by U.S. troops at the end of the war in 1945 and is slated for trial as a war criminal. He ultimately commits suicide by swallowing a cyanide capsule.

The Holocaust miniseries was critically acclaimed and won an Emmy Award in 1978. Its cast included Meryl Streep, Michael Moriarty, James Wood, and Sam Wannamaker. A few critics, however, claimed that the show trivialized the Holocaust. The novel Holocaust was also well received, and Green was awarded the Dag Hammarskjold International Peace Prize in 1979 for his effort.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Holocaust, Propaganda in the

Propaganda can be seen as a way of creating and presenting a socially constructed reality with a clear political intention. Visual representation has always been a vital part of the social construction of reality. However, although there does exist a long tradition of media studies, the importance of visual communication has been widely neglected in historical research due to the strong scholarly tradition based on written sources and literature. Today, the study of pictorial propaganda is being taken increasingly seriously along with the development of mass media which are increasingly able to present a combination of visual and sound communication close to reality.

Propaganda and produced reality are very relevant to the discipline of genocide studies where it is commonly accepted that the dehumanization of the enemy is a necessary condition for moral justification by the decision makers to instigate a genocide, as well as for the individual perpetrators to commit a genocide and for the bystanders to silently accept it.

The process of dehumanization is very complex, interrelated with traditional cultural codes and myths, and passed on through socialization as well as personal experiences which can be structured through political propaganda. During the 20th century, the mass media have played a crucial role in fostering dehumanization. The features of propaganda have become increasingly emotional because the growing and visual dynamic pictorial presentation of the enemy made the viewers believe that they saw the actual “truth” with their own eyes. The more this visual construction of reality resembled the existing social construction of reality to the individual person, the stronger it reinforced the world view of the person in question.

The role of organized imagery in producing “reality” is illustrated by the role of film within the decision-making process to launch the “Final Solution.” Both Adolf Hitler and Joseph Goebbels considered themselves to be experts on film propaganda which they saw as a most powerful means to influence people. The Fuehrer Myth was built up through the film Triumph des Willens (Triumph of the Will) by Leni Riefenstahl. Goebbels did not make a film on the negativity of the Jews until 1938, but earlier he employed other kinds of propaganda media such as an exhibition called Der Ewige Jude (Munich, 1937).

After the Pogrom of the Reichskristallnacht (November 9–10, 1938) had shown that the majority of the German people did not fully accept the wild persecution of the Jews, Goebbels finally ordered anti-Semitic films to be produced as a legitimization of Nazi ideology. The two films noted here had a decisive influence on the final decision-making process of the Holocaust and were used as a deliberate means to both justify and promulgate this historic decision to the Geman public.

Jud Suss tells the story of a “Court Jew” of the 18th century and illustrates the Nazi concept of how a Jew symbolically dons the “mask of civilization” in order to dupe the credulous German people. He is finally convicted of having raped an Aryan girl and is hanged in a cage before the film closes with a statement, which was written by Goebbels himself. The film arouses anti-Semitism through creating negative emotions regarding Jews. Heinrich Himmler ordered all members of the SS and the police to see the film, and it was shown repeatedly in areas just before deportation of Jews started.

As a “documentary,” the concept of Der Ewige Jude was different and had a different target group: namely, already convinced anti-Semites. It derives from the exhibition with the same name and can be characterized as a filmic version of Hitler’s anti-Semitism as outlined in Mein Kampf. Seeing rushes with ritual Jewish slaughtering, which were made to show cruelty to animals, and intended as an emotional climax, Goebbels wrote in his diary for the first time on October 16, 1939: “This Jewry must be annihilated.” Several versions were, however, turned down by Hitler personally before he approved the final version. In the final version, these scenes were presented as proof of Jewish “inhumanity” just before a sequence containing Hitler’s notorious prophecy of January 30, 1939, that the consequence of a new war would be the annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe. After the film had been shown all over Germany, in a radio-transmitted speech on January 30, 1941, Hitler recalled his prophecy in order to conjure up the pictures of Der Ewige Jude as his confirmation of the notion that the Jews of Europe were to blame for the war and had to be annihilated if Germany were going to survive. Hitler would later, again and again, refer to this prophecy in private conversations as well as in his public speeches—linking the designated destiny of the Jews with the emotional power of this film and thus making the Germans associate this film with legitimation of the Holocaust.

Der Ewige Jude was made by Goebbels, but the Fuehrer himself had demanded exactly this kind of propaganda strategy the very evening after the Reichskristallnacht, when he asked the press to “elucidate” certain problems to the public in order to make it—all by its own—call for violent solutions of these problems. The film can thus be viewed as a mirror of both Hitler’s ultimate decision-making process and of Nazi genocidal mentality.

Der Ewige Jude is probably one of the most manipulated films ever made. Apart from being a shocking example of Nazi paranoia toward the Jews, it is also one of the best illustrations of how distorted “reality” can be used as a means of creating hate and genocidal mentality. There are even strong reasons to believe that it was this ability of the audio-visual media to “(re)produce reality” that brought the decision-makers, Goebbels and Hitler themselves, across what Robert Jay Lifton once called “the threshold of genocide”—and that the release of the film can be seen as the promulgation of Hitler’s decision to launch the Holocaust.

Although Der Ewige Jude was produced almost 60 years ago, the German government still considers it to be so dangerous that it is forbidden to show it in public with the exception of teachers who are allowed to use it as part of their teaching. Nevertheless, many video copies of Der Ewige Jude are in circulation among neo-Nazi and anti-Semitic groups all over the world, and for them it is a “cult film.”
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Holocaust, U.S. Response to

The American response to the Holocaust, in which at least 6 million Jews and several million others were systematically exterminated by the Nazi Germans and their collaborators, was marked by pronounced hesitancy. It was also conditioned by U.S. cultural biases, anti-Semitism, politics, media coverage, and Allied war aims. After World War I (1914–1918), Americans retreated into a period of considerable isolation. Many believed that turning inward and staying out of the affairs of the world—especially Europe—would insulate their nation from conflict and war. This isolationism was reinforced by the advent of the Great Depression of the 1930s, and further reinforced by a profound sense of xenophobia, or the intense dislike and distrust of anyone or anything deemed “foreign.”

It is no surprise, then, that the U.S. Congress began enacting legislation beginning in 1921 that greatly curtailed immigration to the United States. The Immigration Act of 1924 further limited immigration, and because of the way it was structured, it most severely curtailed immigration form southern and eastern Europe, where many Jews resided. In 1940, citing national security concerns, the U.S. government delayed or canceled visa approvals from belligerent nations like Germany, the epicenter of the Holocaust. And after the U.S. entrance into World War II in December 1941, the small stream of immigrants to America virtually dried up. Most of the Jews who made it to the United States before the Holocaust (about 150,000 of them) arrived prior to 1941.

Another factor that affected the U.S. response to the Holocaust included pronounced anti-Semitism among many non-Jewish Americans. Indeed, the U.S. State Department was especially suffused with anti-Semitism, and State Department official Breckinridge Long actively worked to prevent Jewish refugees from emigrating to the United States. Even American Jews themselves were conflicted in their response to the Holocaust. Although many Jews supported the Democratic Party and President Franklin D. Roosevelt, they were hesitant to press the president too strongly over immigration and refugees, fearing an anti-Semitic backlash.

The American press also played a role in U.S. ambivalence toward the Holocaust. Most media outlets did not emphasize or even report on German atrocities committed against Jews. They tended to focus on U.S. war aims and how American GIs were faring in Europe and Asia. Even America’s preeminent news daily, the New York Times, tended to shy away from coverage of the Holocaust. This bias against Holocaust coverage continued even after 1942, when the enormity of the German atrocities had become well known in the West.

From a political standpoint, President Roosevelt stood little to gain but much to lose if he moved to hastily on the issue of immigration and Jewish refugees. For the Americans, as well as their British, French, and Soviet allies, winning the war was of paramount importance. If aiding the Jews in Europe could have brought a speedier conclusion to the war, the Allies would probably have done so. But relieving the Jews’ plight, no matter how horrific, was very much tangential to winning the war. The United States was under even more pressure than its allies, however, because it was doing the lion’s share of the fighting in the Pacific Theater.

All of this is not to say, however, that the Americans did nothing to alleviate the plight of European Jews. In March 1938, after the German annexation of Austria, Roosevelt called for a conference to determine the disposition of thousands of German and Austrian Jews seeking to flee Nazi persecution. The resulting July 1938 Évian Conference, involving delegates from the United States and 31 other nations, ended with no firm policies toward lifting restrictive immigrations, however. In December 1942, the United States and its allies issued a joint statement specifically condemning the Germans for engaging in mass murder against the Jews, but this was the only such statement made during the entirety of the war, and it did not lead to a change in Allied war aims. Furthermore, by then, 2 million Jews had already been deported to concentration camps, and several hundred thousand others had been systematically killed.

American Jews were buoyed briefly by the 1943 Bermuda Conference, where the issue of Jewish refugees was to be discussed. That meeting, however, was obscured in secrecy, and was sidelined by discussions of prisoners of war and other issues unrelated to the Holocaust. In early 1944, Roosevelt created a War Refugee Board, upon the urging of his treasury secretary, Henry Morgenthau Jr., which aided some Jews in gaining easier access to America, but it was largely too little too late.

The United States and its allies had several opportunities to intervene in the Holocaust, but for reasons that are not altogether clear, they passed on them. Clearly, however, a combination of war aims, internal and international politics, and anti-Semitism likely played a role in this inaction. Inexplicably, the Allies decided not to bomb rail lines leading to the Auschwitz death camp in Poland, even after it was clear what was taking place there. Some Allied planners wanted to bomb the camp, but they were rebuffed. Late in the conflict, when SS Obersturmbannfuhrer Adolf Eichmann made it known that he would “ransom” Hungary’s Jews for cash payments, Washington, London, and Moscow demurred. The offer may well have been insincere, but the allies did not pursue it. In the end, America’s response to the Holocaust was regrettably slow, episodic, and far too tepid. But it also mirrored the reactions of the international community as a whole.
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Holocaust and Genocide Studies

A leading academic journal that focuses on genocide and the Holocaust published by Oxford University Press on behalf of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum. The current editor of Holocaust and Genocide Studies is Richard D. Breitman, a professor of modern German history at the American University in Washington, D.C. The editorial and advisory boards include distinguished scholars from around the United States and several foreign counties. The journal is peer-reviewed and began publication in 1986. Over the years, its publication schedule has varied, but currently it is published three times per year (spring, summer, and winter).

Each issue features several in-depth scholarly articles on the Holocaust or other genocides as well as interpretative essays and book reviews covering recent publications in the humanities and social sciences. Holocaust and Genocide Studies has traditionally served as the principal journal in which scholars have used the Holocaust as a basis upon which to examine other genocides in human history. The publication instructs readers to examine multiple facets of human behavior, to probe moral issues and dilemmas, to study the interplay of technology and human behavior, and to reexamine the role social and political factors have played in the Holocaust and other genocides.

Holocaust and Genocide Studies is indexed and abstracted by a number of services, including: America: History and Life; Arts and Humanities Citation Index; Historical Abstracts; Index to Jewish Periodicals; Sociological Abstracts; and Violence and Abuse Abstracts, among several others.
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Homosexuals 

Homosexuals have been persecuted in many countries and time periods over the course of history. It is perhaps not surprising then that in the hate-filled environment of Nazi Germany, homosexuals, particularly gay men, were targeted for arrest, incarceration, and sometimes murder. The Nazis were neither first nor last to persecute homosexuals, however the severity of persecution during the Nazi era was particularly severe in the context of modern Europe.

When Germany united in 1871, the German Constitution criminalized male homosexuality in Paragraph 175. In terms of the behavior it proscribed, this part of the German Constitution was very much like laws in other European countries and the penalties assigned to men caught in the act were limited primarily to incarceration for a short period of time. In Germany during the interwar period, the law prohibiting homosexuality was rarely enforced. In fact, a thriving gay and lesbian culture flourished in a number of German cities, particularly Berlin. Most Germans, however, especially those who lived in rural areas, viewed homosexuality and urban culture in general as objectionable and “un-German.”

When the Nazis came to power in 1933, they immediately began to enforce homosexuality laws, despite the fact that some Nazis were gay. Lesbian and gay culture in the cities ceased quickly as bars and social clubs were raided, gay men arrested and thrown in concentration camps, and homosexuals of all socio-economic classes harassed and followed. In addition, the Nazis rewrote Paragraph 175. It became a stricter and more punishing law: more behaviors were criminalized and the severity of punishment increased. Gay men could be incarcerated for years.

Thousands of gay men were arrested and sent to jails or concentration camps. Others were put in mental institutions. Still others were forcibly sterilized. The goal of these punishments was either to prevent men from having sex or to educate them to have the right kind of sex—heterosexual sex. Nazi racism sought to achieve two goals: increase the number of “Aryans” (who they believed to be the master race) and decrease the number of people of other races. This meant that all German men and women who the Nazis perceived as “Aryan” were encouraged to have a lot of children. The Nazis targeted gay men in part because they were not fathering children. By incarcerating them, they argued, they could reeducate gay men to be heterosexual, to marry, and to reproduce.

Gay men’s experiences in jails and camps, however, did not cause them to become heterosexual. In fact, the idea of reeducation quickly became a practice of punishment, and gay men suffered terribly. Sadly, they were targeted for violence not only by Nazi camp guards, but also by fellow prisoners, many of whom viewed homosexuality as immoral or simply wrong. Gay men, marked with a pink triangle in concentration camps, were beaten, abused, and murdered. Nevertheless, the Nazis did not aim to kill every gay man they incarcerated—that goal was reserved for Jewish people.

The Nazis actively targeted gay men for persecution. They less actively pursued lesbians, whose sexuality they considered only a minor threat to Aryan racial proliferation. Nevertheless, the lesbian community as a whole and individual lesbians experienced tremendous repression under the Nazi regime. Gay culture, including lesbian culture, went completely underground. Many lesbians hid their identity by marrying men or pretending they were not lesbian. Some lesbians were arrested and put in jails or concentration camps, where they were marked with a black triangle (antisocial) or forced to work in brothels. This was, however, a rare occurrence.

Gay men in particular and gay culture generally suffered under the Nazi regime and persecution continued until the end of the war in May 1945. Gay men who had been victims of the Nazis found themselves in a unique position after the war. In many European countries, homosexuality remained criminal and widely stigmatized until the 1980s. Any effort to receive compensation or reparation from Germany could result in loss of a job, family, or even incarceration. It took a number of years for gay men to receive attention as victims of Nazi persecution.
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Hungarian War Crimes Prosecutions

On January 25, 1945, as World War II was drawing to a close, Hungary’s Provisional National Government enacted an important piece of legislation. Act VII (Decree No. 81/1945), set into effect on September 16 of the same year, committed the Hungarian government to prosecuting those accused of war crimes during World War II. The act specified that criminals could be indicted even if laws forbidding the alleged crime(s) were not in effect at the time of commission. Consequently, from the time of enactment until March 1, 1948, the Hungarian People’s Courts convicted more than 27,000 persons; of 322 death sentences, 146 were carried out. These judgments, alongside other punitive measures such as police internment, expulsion, and de-Nazification commissions, indicate that 3 percent of Hungary’s population and one in ten adult males received some form of postwar retribution. Meanwhile, self-styled people’s courts had already been in operation for several months.

These developments reflected the political conflicts of the years following the end of the Austro-Hungarian Empire at the close of World War I. In quick succession, abortive attempts had been made to establish first a democratic and then a Communist regime in Hungary. In 1920, the counterrevolutionary government of Regent Miklós Horthy gained power, the same year that the Treaty of Trianon confirmed the loss of two-thirds of the country’s territory. Horthy’s conservative, anti-Semitic government allied itself with Axis forces during World War II, thereby regaining sizable portions of pre-Trianon territory. Hungary officially entered the war in June 1941, sending an army to the Russian Front. Meanwhile, from 1920 onward, the Hungarian government had imposed legislation depriving the country’s Jews of their civil rights and, after1939, drafting them into labor service. Apart from some 21,000 Jews deported or massacred in 1941 and 1942 and some 42,000 drafted by labor brigades, the full-scale extermination of Jews did not begin until after the government of Prime Minister Miklós Kállay tried to negotiate a separate peace with the Western Allies. In response to Kállay’s overture, the German army occupied Hungary on March 19, 1944, forcing Horthy to appoint a pro-German puppet government that proceeded to collect and deport more than 618,000 Hungarian Jews. A second attempt to negotiate a separate truce with the Western Allies and the Soviet Union led to the regent’s deposition and the appointment of Ferenc Szálasi, leader of the Fascist Nyilas (Arrow Cross Party), as head of state on October 15, 1944. It was not long thereafter that surviving German forces and a large number of Fascist collaborators fled westward when the Red Army overran Hungary. In the meantime, 564,507 Jews had died either by deportation to concentration camps or by extermination at the hands of Arrow Cross death squads.

Consequently, with the victory of Soviet forces and the flight of Fascist occupiers, the demand for retribution was rife, not only because of Hungary’s participation in the Holocaust, but also for its collaboration, albeit often hesitant, with Adolf Hitler’s Germany. As the people’s judge Ákos Major stated, it was the task of the People’s Courts to make amends to all Hungarians of honest intent. Nevertheless, retribution, not justice, was the order of the day as postwar Justice Minister István Ries soon confirmed. The People’s Courts were consequently little more than show trials wherein only a few major perpetrators were punished but a large number of opportunists and turncoats escaped judgment.

Under Act VII, two types of courts were set up: county-level people’s tribunals, which were, in principle, headed by a professional judge alongside five lay “people’s assessors”; and an appeal body, the National Council of People’s Tribunals (NOT), with a professional judge appointed by the justice minister. The composition of the courts was, however, partisan. Ideally, each non-Fascist party was to delegate a member, later supplemented by nominees of the National Trade Union Council. In effect, the unwillingness of politically uncompromised professional judges to serve often led to politically expedient appointments dominated by left-wing groups. Appeals to NOT from the People’s Courts were possible only when the majority of judges agreed the appellant deserved mercy and when prison terms exceeded five years unless the prosecutor decided a new hearing was in order.

Legal irregularities characterized the trials. Files and documents were missing, and defendants were often expected to bear evidence against other defendants. Judgments were erratic. For instance, László Radocsai, justice minister from November 1939 to March 1944, was not tried; László Ferenczy, a major figure in the Jewish deportations, received a death sentence, while Gábor Faragho (inspector general of the Gendarmerie, who appointed personnel for the deportations spearheaded by Adolf Eichmann) served as a witness but was sentenced to only light custody on his estate. Generally, defense witnesses were not heard.

Primary war criminals shot or hanged in 1945–1946 belonged to four groups: Horthy ministers, Arrow Cross officials, former guards or officers in Jewish forced labor contingents, and the ethnic German Volksbund. Principles of collective accountability were frequently applied and individual actions seldom investigated. Once the interest of the general public and press had waned in the second half of 1946, however, sentences became progressively lighter and reprieves by the appeal court were more frequent. Other matters, such as inflation, food shortages, and the suppression of the Smallholders Party in favor of communists increasingly absorbed the populace’s attention. Consequently, the People’s Courts of post-war Hungary served as little more than a replacement for Horthy’s right-wing elite and Szálasi’s Hungarist (i.e., pro-Fascist) party with a new pro-Soviet dictatorship. Hungary underwent little soul-searching for its role in the Holocaust and its collaboration with the Third Reich. Nevertheless, it is important to remember that Hungarian courts handed over citizens accused of war crimes abroad to face charges in Romania and Yugoslavia for alleged crimes committed after Hungary repossessed Northern Transylvania, previously part of the successor state of Romania, in 1940, and areas of Yugoslavia in 1941. Nevertheless, in the European context of post-war trials, post-war retribution in Hungary was not atypical of similar developments in other European countries but did distinguish itself by a relative absence of mob violence that overtook countries going through similar transitional experiences.
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Hungary

Hungary is a land-locked country located in central Europe. From 1920 until 1944, Hungary was governed by Regent Milos Horthy de Nagybanya, whose principal goal was to regain some or all of the land that Hungary had lost as a result of World War I. This led him to ally his county with the Axis powers of Italy and Germany, which resulted in sizable territorial gains for Hungary between 1938 and 1941; Hungary formally signed on as an associated Axis power in December 1940. Thereafter, Hungarian armed forces fought with Germany in Yugoslavia, beginning in April 1941, and in the massive German offensive against the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941. Even before Hungary allied itself with Germany, its government, which contained strong rightist and anti-Semitic elements, sought to persecute and marginalize Hungarian Jews, who in 1941 numbered about 825,000, including Jews who had been annexed by Hungary between 1938 and 1941.

By the late 1930s, the Hungarian government had already implemented so-called race laws that mimicked the Nuremberg Laws in Germany. These revoked equal citizenship for Jews, restricted them from working in certain professions, barred them from civil and military service, and prevented them from marrying non-Jews. Because Jews were barred from the military, in 1938 the Hungarian government established a forced-labor program for Jewish males of draft age; before long, this program included all able-bodied Jewish males. Many of these men were forced to labor under impossible conditions, without adequate medical care, food, water, and shelter. Between 1940 and 1944, it is estimated that at least 27,000 Jews died under the supervision of the Hungarian army, which had put them to work on a variety of defense and infrastructure projects.
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Just as Hungarian troops were being dispatched east, to take part in the invasion of the Soviet Union, the Horthy regime forcibly deported 20,000 Jews to the Ukraine, where virtually all were murdered by the German Einsatzgruppen (mobile killing squads). These Jews were not Hungarian citizens and had been recently annexed by Hungary. In early 1942, Hungarian troops killed nearly 3,000 Jews in the portion of Yugoslavia they then controlled, but the government was reluctant to move en masse against Hungarian Jews. Indeed, Horthy’s prime minister, Miklos Kallay, refused to deport Hungarian Jews, even under pressure from Berlin to do so.

The brutal battle for Stalingrad, which ended in an Axis defeat on February 2, 1943, and had resulted in catastrophic losses to the Hungarian army, convinced Horthy that the war was lost. Prime Minister Kallay, with encouragement from Horthy, now sought to negotiate an armistice with the Allied powers and exit the war. To prevent this, the Germans invaded and occupied most of Hungary in March 1944, and although Horthy was allowed to remain as regent, Kallay was ousted. He was replaced by Dome Sztojay, who was pro-German and was willing to implement fully Berlin’s liquidation of the Jews.

The next month, Sztojay ordered that all Jews living outside Budapest (some 500,000 people) be rounded up and concentrated in several urban centers, known as ghettos. There the living conditions were appalling, and Jews were frequently subjected to rape, violence, and extortion by military troops guarding the ghetto areas. In May, the mass deportation of Hungarian Jews began, and in less than two months, some 440,000 Jews had been sent east. Most were murdered at Auschwitz or were worked to death at forced labor.

In July 1944, Horthy ordered the deportations stopped, mainly because he knew the Germans’ military position had deteriorated. The following month, he deposed Sztojay and contacted Allied authorities about an armistice, which he very nearly accomplished before the Germans deposed him. Horthy was replaced by Ferenc Szalasi, a fascist and leader of the right-wing Arrow Cross Party. Szalasi immediately moved against the remaining Jews in the Budapest ghetto, where they were terrorized. In late 1944, perhaps several thousands Jews were force-marched toward Austria; many died en route.

Hungary signed a truce with the Soviets, who had already occupied part of the country, in January 1945. By the early spring of 1945, German troops had been expelled from Hungary, replaced by Soviet occupation forces. In the end, only about 250,000 Jews—out of the 825,000 who had existed in 1941—lived to see the end of the war. The vast majority of those who died were killed after the German occupation beginning in March 1944.
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IG Farben Case 

In the United States of America v. Carl Krauch, et al. (May 3, 1947 to July 30, 1948), Military Tribunal VI tried 24 directors and managers of the chemical cartel, IG Farben (Interessengemeinschaft (Farbenindustrie Aktiengesellschaft or Community of Interests, Dye Industry, Public Corporation). Accused were Krauch, Hermann Schmitz, Georg von Schnitzler, Fritz Gajewski, Heinrich Horlein, August von Knierem, Fritz ter Meer, Christian Schneider, Otto Ambros, Max Bruggemann, Ernst Burgin, Heinrich Butefisch, Paul Hafliger, Max Ilgner, Friedrich Jahne, Hans Kuhne, Carl Lautenschlager, Wilhelm Mann, Heinrich Oster, Karl Wurster, Walter Durrfeld, Heinrich Gattineau, Erich von der Heyde, and Hans Kugler. The indictment listed five counts: I) crimes against peace; II) war crimes and crimes against humanity (plunder and spoliation); III) war crimes and crimes against humanity (complicity in mass murder, illicit medical experiments, and slave labor); IV) membership in a criminal organization; and V) conspiracy. All defendants were charged with counts I, II, III, and V, but count IV applied only to Schneider, Butefisch, and von der Heyde. The case against Bruggemann was later suspended for health reasons.

Some IG Farben prosecutors, like deputy counsel Josiah E. DuBois, worked in the U.S. Treasury and Justice Departments of the Franklin D. Roosevelt administration, which predisposed them to view IG Farben as a trust to be busted or integral to German imperialism. Arguing that directors supplied Adolf Hitler the means necessary for war-making, DuBois contended that they harmonized their foreign business in league with Nazi espionage and propaganda. The defendants represented a menace to future peace, as had their predecessors at Fried[rich] Bayer AG and BASF (Badische Anilin und Sodafabrik), two of eight companies that formed IG Farbenindustrie in 1925.

Similarly to the Krupp Case, Tribunal VI acquitted all defendants on counts I and V. The court argued that Krauch was too far removed from Adolf Hitler’s inner circle to be privy to his aggressive plans. Among all defendants, he had the closest connections to the Nazi leadership, serving from 1937 to 1945 as Plenipotentiary for Special Chemical Questions in Hermann Goring’s Four-Year Plan Office, as well as top executive positions in IG. These facts rendered all the more problematic the peace charges against the other accused.

The prosecution presented a stronger case regarding spoliation. After German conquest, IG Farben took over chemical firms in Austria, Czechoslovakia, Poland, Norway, and France, and examined properties in occupied Soviet territory. Attempting to rationalize the French dye industry, it exerted undue pressure upon French manufacturers, by proposing the revision of previous cartel arrangements before the German-dominated Armistice Commission at Wiesbaden. In November 1941 it obtained a 51 percent interest in the new Francolor cartel, transferring in exchange to three French companies (Kuhlmann, Saint-Denis, Saint-Clair) 1 percent of IG’s total stock, or about 13 million Reichmarks in 1941 terms, inalienable except among participants. The Tribunal excluded allegations concerning properties in Austria and the Sudetenland, since these takeovers had occurred before the war. Deeming voluntary certain transactions with companies in occupied territories, it agreed with a ruling in the Flick Case, that the Aryanization of Jewish property did not comprise a crime against humanity. On count II, it convicted Schmitz, von Schnitzer, ter Meer, Burgin, Hafliger, Ilgner, Jahne, Oster, and Kugler.

The prosecution combined several charges under count III. These involved IG’s knowledgeable participation in the sale of poison gas for the purpose of mass murder, involuntary pharmaceutical experimentation on concentration-camp inmates, and the deployment and maltreatment of forced and slave labor. Unlike the Zyklon-B Case, Tribunal VI found little evidence to prove that the directors responsible for overseeing IG’s interest in Degesch (German Society for Pest Control), Mann, Wurster, and Horlein, knew how the Schutzstaffel (SS) were using Zyklon-B, despite receiving Degesch’s sales reports. While the prosecution established that the SS physicians had forcibly injected camp detainees with anti-typhus and other IG drugs, the court determined that its executives summarily ended the tests upon suspicion of malfeasance.

Against Krauch, Ambros, Butefisch, ter Meer, and Durrfeld, the synthetic rubber and oil project called IG Auschwitz furnished damning evidence. While the prosecution contended that the nearby concentration camp determined the site‘s location, the Tribunal lukewarmly endorsed the defense claim that technical criteria (proximity of natural resources and layout) informed the decision, but concluded that availability of slave labor played a secondary role. Scholars still debate IG’s degree of culpability in the initiation of slave labor deployment. Founded in 1941 at government urging, IG Auschwitz fostered a lethal working environment for slave laborers, especially during the first two years. Conditions were still awful when British prisoners of war arrived in late 1943 (some of these POWs, like Charles Coward, subsequently gave moving testimony at Nuremberg). Determining that IG initiated the project, and that approximately 25,000 prisoners lost their lives in consequence, the Tribunal found the defense’s claim of necessity unconvincing in this case.

The prosecution alleged that Butefisch, Schneider, and von der Heyde were active members in the SS after September 1, 1939. In this connection Tribunal VI deemed insufficient the evidence against the first two, and ruled that von der Heyde ought to have been charged as a member of the illegal Sicherheitsdienst (Security Service), not the SS. The court acquitted ten defendants on all charges (Gajewski, Horlein, von Knierem, Schneider, Kuhne, Lautenschlager, Mann, and Wurster). It imposed terms of confinement ranging from one-and-a-half to eight years upon the remainder and reserved the lengthiest sentences for those connected with IG Auschwitz.
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International Day of Commemoration in Memory of the Victims of the Holocaust

International Day of Commemoration in Memory of the Victims of the Holocaust is a global day of remembrance observed on January 27 in honor of the individuals killed during the Nazi-inspired Holocaust of the late 1930s and early 1940s. Also known as International Holocaust Remembrance Day, the day of observance was officially established by the United Nations (UN) General Assembly on November 1, 2005. It was first observed on January 27, 2006, and had been observed on that day ever since. The resolution creating the day of remembrance also coincided with the 60th anniversary of the Allied liberation of the Auschwitz concentration camp. Some six million Jews, as many as two million Roma (Gypsies), and some 15,000 homosexuals were murdered during the Holocaust.

The resolution creating International Holocaust Remembrance Day also condemned any and all denials of the Holocaust and all demonstrations of religious intolerance. It also declared unacceptable any harassment or violence against individuals or groups based on religion or ethnicity. The UN resolved to hold educational and memorial programs commemorating the Holocaust at its New York headquarters, and directed that its information centers around the world do the same. Outreach programs on the Holocaust were to be held on or around January 27 with an eye toward memorializing the Holocaust victims and preventing future genocides and mass killings.

The UN sponsors or organizes Holocaust-related art exhibits, historical displays, educational programs, and speakers’ seminars. It also issues special commemorative stamps, sponsors Holocaust-related film screenings, holds book-signings for books on the Holocaust, and even organizes concerts given by musicians who are Holocaust survivors or their descendants. Individual nations commemorate the day with a wide array of events and ceremonies, including special academic seminars on the Holocaust, special curriculum in schools, religious observances, and specific programming on television, radio, and other media outlets.
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Italy

Italy is a nation situated in south-central Europe. Italy’s population in 1939 was 44.4 million, of whom some 52,000 were Jewish. Jews have lived in Italy for well over 2,000 years, and through time they became completed vested in Italy’s society and culture. Italians in general did not exhibit open anti-Semitism, and unlike National Socialism in Germany, Italian fascism was not predicated on theories of ethnic and racial hierarchies or anti-Semitism. Indeed, until the Italian national assembly passed a series of anti-Semitic laws in 1938, Jews were permitted membership in Italy’s Fascist Party.

As Italy’s dictator Benito Mussolini tied his nation closer to Germany, he came under increased pressure to crack down on Italian Jews. Thus, in 1938, the Italian government promulgated a series of anti-Jewish laws, which were watered-down versions of Germany’s Nuremberg Laws. This legislation barred Jews in the military and from certain professions, especially teaching. They were also not permitted to hold government positions or to work in radio and journalism. Marriage between Jews and non-Jews was prohibited, and resident alien Jews were placed into internment camps. In practice, however, the Italian government only half-heartedly enforced these measures, and in some instance simply ignored them altogether. Even in the alien internment facilities Jews were treated relatively humanely and were not subjected to violence by Italian authorities. This does not mean that Italian Jews in general did not suffer after these laws were passed, however, and a number of them left Italy, choosing to live in the Americas or elsewhere.

Italy did not enter World War II until June 1940, but it was by then firmly allied with Nazi Germany. Italy would eventually establish military occupations in southern France, Albania, Greece, and Yugoslavia. German officials expected the Italians to round up and deport Jews in those areas, but most Italian officials wanted nothing to do with the mass killing of Jews. As a result, during 1941–1943, thousands of Jews left German-occupied areas for the relative safety of Italian-occupied territory. In an effort to shield some of them, Italian naval officials covertly evacuated some 4,000 Jews from France, Greece, and Yugoslavia to southern Italy, where they were interned. Virtually all lived to see the end of the war.

These dynamics changed dramatically in 1943, however. By then, the war was going badly for Italy, and Italians were frustrated and angry with Mussolini’s military escapades. In July, when Allied forces invaded Sicily, Mussolini’s days became numbered. He was ousted from power by the end of the month, and in September the new Italian government under Pietro Badoglio negotiated a surrender with the Allies, just as Allied troops had begun assaulting the Italian mainland at Salerno. Mussolini, meanwhile, was rescued by German commandos and installed as head of the puppet Italian Socialist Republic in northern Italy. The Germans now imposed a grinding occupation on the Italians, and Italian Jews suffered accordingly.

During October and November of 1943, German occupation officials commenced a roundup of Jews in all of Italy’s large cities in the north, including Rome. They planned to concentrate them in several points and then transport them to the death camps in Poland. Italian civilians and government officials, however, stymied the German effort by warning Jews of the operation and hiding Jews. Police in the affected cities also refused to take part in the operation. So successful was this resistance in Rome that only 1,100 Jews were seized; the city’s Jewish population was at least 10,000. During this operation, 4,733 Italian Jews were deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau, of whom just 314 survived the war.

Small numbers of Jews from other parts of German-controlled Italy were also deported, and in one concentration camp near Trieste, as many as 5,000 were tortured and killed. Most were avowed or suspected socialists, communists, partisans, and other political “undesirables.” From approximately September 1943 until April 1945, the Germans deported 8,564 Italian Jews, as well as Jews from Italian-controlled areas in France and the Greek isles. Of that number, only 1,009 survived the war and returned to Italy. As well, nearly 200 Jews were shot and killed in and around Rome in early 1944. It is estimated that some 40,000 Italian Jews were still alive at war’s end.
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J.A. Topf and Sons 

A German engineering and manufacturing company that supplied crematoria equipment (incineration furnaces) employed at Nazi extermination and concentration camps beginning in 1939. J.A. Topf and Sons was established in 1878 in Erfurt, Germany, not far from the future site of the Buchenwald concentration camp. Leadership of the firm passed to Ludwig and Ernst-Wolfgang Topf, the sons of the founder, in 1935. During the 1920s, the company’s fortunes rose considerably as more Germans chose cremation for the disposal of their loved ones’ remains. J.A. Topf and Sons also produced brewery and malting equipment, although by the early 1930s their principal product lines were dedicated to cremation and funeral services. Indeed, the company pioneered the design and production of crematoria that were virtually smoke- and odor-free.

In 1939, a major outbreak of typhus at the Buchenwald camp necessitated the disposal of large numbers of corpses. Nazi officials contacted Topf, which provided a portable incineration oven for Buchenwald. Officials were so impressed by the equipment that they placed an order for more crematoria and exhaust systems, which were capable of handling far larger quantities of bodies. By the early 1940s, with the mass killing of the Holocaust reaching its zenith, Nazi officials had contracted with Topf for large quantities of crematoria equipment, which was employed at concentration and death camps at Auschwitz, Buchenwald, Mauthausen, Dachau, Belzec, and Gusen.

Company officials certainly knew that their equipment was being used for nefarious purposes, but they perpetuated their contracts nevertheless. Indeed, Kurt Prufer, the company’s chief engineer, paid at least five visits to Auschwitz. He later told Soviet officials after the war that he knew about the mass killing as early as the spring of 1943.

When World War II ended in May 1945, Prufer was arrested by Soviet occupation authorities and sent to a gulag, where he died in captivity sometime in 1952. Ludwig Topf was also arrested by the Soviets, but he committed suicide on May 31, 1945, leaving a note that attempted to absolve him from participation in the Holocaust. His brother, Ernst-Wolfgang, was put on trial for war crimes, but was found not guilty. He later took up residence in West Germany and established another incinerator company in 1951; the firm entered bankruptcy in 1963.
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Jackson, Robert Houghwout

Robert Houghwout Jackson was an attorney, U.S. attorney general (1940–1941), associate justice of the U.S. Supreme Court (1941–1954), and chief U.S. prosecutor at the International Military Tribunal (Nuremberg Trials, 1945–1946). Jackson’s well-argued decisions during the 1940s and 1950s made him one of the court’s most articulate justices.

Jackson was born on February 13, 1892, in Spring Creek, Pennsylvania. After graduating from high school, he read law under a local attorney (the last U.S. Supreme Court justice to do so), attended Albany Law School for one year, and was subsequently admitted to the bar and practiced in Jamestown, New York. He later established a successful practice in Buffalo. Participation in local Democratic politics acquainted Jackson with Franklin D. Roosevelt and Charles Evans Hughes.

After he became president, Roosevelt appointed Jackson as general counsel to the Treasury Department’s Bureau of Internal Revenue in 1933. In 1938, he appointed him as solicitor general of the United States, and in 1940, Jackson was made attorney general. Although Roosevelt initially promised to appoint Jackson as chief justice when Hughes retired in 1941, he instead promoted Harlan Fiske Stone to the post and named Jackson as an associate justice, a position he held until his death in 1954.

In 1945, President Harry S. Truman appointed Jackson to serve as the lead American prosecutor at the Nuremberg Trials, where 24 high-ranking Nazi officials were to be tried for war crimes and crimes against humanity. The trials began in October 1945 and lasted until November 1946. Jackson also helped write the London Charter of the International Military Tribunal, which established the legal basis for the subsequent trials. Jackson prosecuted his cases with great energy and eloquence, and his opening and closing statements before the tribunal are now considered among the best speeches of the century. He refused to give credence to the idea that following orders trumped morality and conscience. Although his summations and speeches were known for their compelling persuasiveness, Jackson was sometimes less effective as a cross-examiner. He lost his patience several times during his questioning of Nazi official Herman Goering, and was in fact chided by the trial judges for his outbursts. Jackson wrote two books about his Nuremberg experiences—The Case against the Nazi War Criminals (1946) and The Nuremberg Case (1947). In general, Jackson’s performance at Nuremberg was deemed a success, and he helped set the tone for the months-long proceedings.

Jackson’s leave of absence from the Supreme Court did not sit well with other justices, and it deepened his feud with Justice Hugo Black. That made the selection of either men to the position of chief justice difficult. Jackson remained on the court after Truman appointed Fred Vinson to replace Stone, and he joined the Warren Court’s desegregation decision in Brown v. Board of Education (1954).

Despite relatively little formal higher education, Jackson was among the Supreme Court’s most articulate justices. He is known for his opinion reversing an earlier precedent and overturning a compulsory flag salute law in West Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette (1943). He authored a forceful dissent in the Japanese exclusion case, Korematsu v. United States (1944), and wrote a much-quoted concurring opinion in Youngstown Sheet & Tube Co. v. Sawyer (1952), in which he attempted to categorize occasions where presidential power was at its greatest and its weakest.

Jackson died in office on October 9, 1954, in Washington, D.C.
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Jasenovac

Site of five concentration camps established between August 1941 and February 1942 on the banks of the Sava River, some 60 miles south of Zagreb in central Croatia. The five facilities were Krapje, Brocica, Ciglana, Kozara, and Stara Gradiska. The first two were in existence for only four months. Established by the neo-fascist, right-wing Croatian nationalist group known as Ustashe, the Jasenovac complex was created and administered entirely by that organization, although both the Italian and German governments had encouraged its establishment as a way to neutralize dissidents and enemies of the Independent State of Croatia. Most of the internees were Serbs, Jews, and Roma (Gypsies). Political and religious dissidents were also imprisoned at Jasenovac, most of whom were Muslims or Croats.

Jasenovac was one of numerous concentration facilities constructed by the Ustashe during World War II; it was also the largest. Conditions in the camps were absolutely appalling. Barracks were hopelessly overcrowded, food rations meager, and sanitation facilities crude. In the cold winter months, the flimsily constructed buildings offered little in the way of warmth or shelter. Disease and sickness were rampant, and prisoners—men, women, and children—were routinely subjected to savage beatings and even torture by camp guards. Inmates were often murdered over the slightest infraction, or when guards were in a bad mood. Many of the Jewish detainees were shot and killed at nearby sites such as Gradina or Granik. In August 1942 and again in May 1943, German authorities transferred most of the surviving Jews from Jasenovac to Auschwitz-Birkenau in southern Poland.

The few Jews at Jasenovac who were spared death or deportation were those individuals with useful backgrounds, including carpenters, tailors, physicians, and electricians. Between 1941 and 1945, it is estimated that as least 100,000 people may have died at Jasenovac. This included 45,000–50,000 Serbs; 12,000–20,000 Jews; 15,000–20,000 Roma; and 5,000–12,000 political and religious dissidents.

Toward the end of the war, in April 1945, a group of prisoners at Jasenovac sensed an opportunity to rebel and staged a major uprising. Guards, however, brutally suppressed it, and several hundred prisoners died. Most of the remaining survivors were killed before Ustashe guards hastily dismantled the facilities. By early May, partisan troops under Josip Tito had taken control of the area and made known the wartime activities there.
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Jedwabne Massacre

The Jedwabne massacre was the murder of between 400 and 1,600 Polish Jews on July 10, 1941. This killing, carried out in large part by the town’s non-Jewish Poles, is an important event in the history of the Holocaust not least because of the public and scholarly debate it raised over the behavior of non-Jewish Poles under German occupation.

Jedwabne is located in eastern Poland, about 120 miles northeast of Warsaw. It was occupied in 1939 by the Soviet Union as part of its pact with Nazi Germany. However, after the German invasion in 1941, it came under German control. While the historical documents are often complex and conflicting, the basic events of the massacre were as follows. Though there was a German police detachment in the town and some evidence that a Gestapo unit was present during the massacre, the evidence suggests that the town’s mayor, Marian Karolak, and a large group of collaborators received permission from German authorities to carry out a pogrom against the town’s Jewish population. The town’s inhabitants and others from the surrounding area carried out the murder of the Jedwabne Jews in a particularly brutal manner which culminated in the burning of a barn full of Jewish residents. The systematic plunder of Jewish property accompanied the massacre. The perpetrators acted out of a variety of motivations, including: antisemitism, greed, revenge against imagined collaboration with Soviet authorities and personal animosities.

After the war, several of the participants in the Jedwabne massacre were tried by communist Polish courts. The trials were marked by a desire to minimize Polish participation for political reasons and many of the confessions were tainted by accusations of the use of torture and coercion.

The Jedwabne massacre first received mass public attention with the 2000 book Neighbors: The Destruction of the Jewish Community in Jedwabne, Poland by Polish-born historian Jan T. Gross which caused controversy and heated debate by describing in detail the voluntary participation of non-Jewish Poles in the murder of their Jewish neighbors. Some accused Gross of overemphasizing the role of Polish citizens and of not recognizing the victim status of Poles during the war. Others charged him with uncritically using perpetrator testimony produced by a communist regime. Though the number of victims and precise extent of German instigation or involvement remain contentious, the basic historical outline sketched by Gross is widely accepted. The Jedwabne massacre highlights, among other things, the complex position of Poles under Nazi occupation as victims and bystanders, but also as collaborators and perpetrators.

Jedwabne remains a highly contentious and politicized topic, especially for Poles. Conservative and nationalist groups, for example, often accuse Gross and his supporters of attempting to hold Poles collectively guilty. In 2002, the Polish Institute for National Memory (IPN) conducted an investigation which upheld many of Gross’s conclusions, while dismissing the larger figure of 1,600 victims based on a cursory exhumation of the mass grave in Jedwabne. Lastly, for historians, Jedwabne raised important questions of the use and value of various kinds of evidence and of local histories in explaining the Holocaust.
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Jehovah's Witnesses

The Jehovah’s Witness Movement, founded in the United States in the last quarter of the 19th century, came into conflict with the Third Reich when Witness beliefs on the nature of the world and its meaning came sharply into conflict with the tenets of National Socialism. Members of the movement believe that the world is in its last days and under the rule of Satan. They are witnesses to their God, Jehovah, on the stage of history while awaiting the end of the current order, and they are dedicated to spreading knowledge of Jehovah and His plans. Members of the organization see their allegiance as being to their God rather than to the political regimes of Satan’s world, although they are law abiding and good citizens where their faith allows. They will not swear an oath, vote, bear arms for a civil state, or belong to a political party. In Nazi Germany, this stance led members of the group most dramatically to refuse to enlist or to give the “Heil Hitler” salute. A bitter conflict with the authorities swiftly followed.

The Nazis banned Jehovah’s Witnesses meetings and missionary work, and some lost their jobs as civil servants. Others had their children taken away to be brought up in Nazi homes. Of the 20,000 or so members active in Germany under Adolf Hitler’s regime, many found themselves or saw their families and cobelievers in prison or concentration camp. Jehovah’s Witnesses were among the first Germans to be placed in the camps, where they were often tortured and murdered.
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Jewish Resistance

The Nazis exterminated 6 million Jews during World War II. Those who claim that Jews went as meekly as sheep to the slaughter ignore the many instances of remarkable courage in the face of this staggering crime against humanity. In reality, Jewish resistance took many forms. That it often proved futile reflects the poignant vulnerability of Jews rather than any lack of bravery or courage.

Resistance may be divided into the two general categories of passive and active. Passive resistance took the form of cultural and spiritual endurance and assertiveness. Jews confined to ghettos such as Warsaw continued to practice their culture and religion despite prohibitions. They organized symphonies, drama clubs, schools, and other voluntary and educational associations. They also risked their lives by trading across ghetto walls, despite threats of torture and execution.

Passive resistance drew on a long and esteemed Jewish tradition of outlasting the persecutor. Initially believing that the Nazis and their various European sympathizers wanted to put Jews in their place, not in their graves, Jewish leaders sought to endure discriminatory laws, pogroms, and deportations, hoping for an eventual relaxation of anti-Semitic policies or perhaps even a defeat on the battlefield.

Thus, Jewish resistance remained largely nonviolent until 1943, in part because the Germans succeeded in deceiving the Jews. They were helped in this by the fact that the German soldiers of World War I had generally behaved decently, treating Jewish noncombatants humanely. Jews in Poland and the east initially expected similar behavior from the Nazi invaders. Even after it became apparent that Nazi soldiers and especially police were intent on human butchery on a scale previously unimaginable, Jewish cultures that embraced the sanctity and sheer joy of life found it difficult to comprehend a culture built on hate and murderous brutality, especially one that continued to worship civilized icons such as Goethe and Beethoven. Many Jews put their faith in God—hoping for the best, preparing for the worst, yet not daring at first to think the unthinkable.

[image: ]

When Jewish communities and individuals recognized the unthinkable—that the Nazis and their various European allies wanted to exterminate systematically all Jews in Europe—active and armed resistance increased. Active resistance included acts of industrial sabotage in munitions factories and isolated bombings of known Nazi gathering spots. One must recognize, however, the near utter futility of such efforts, given the impossibility of Jews “winning” pitched battles against their killers. The Nazis had machine guns, dogs, and usually superior numbers, and they could call on tanks, artillery, and similar weapons of industrialized modern warfare. The Jewish resisters were often unarmed; at best, some might have pistols or rifles with limited ammunition, perhaps supplemented by a few hand grenades. Such unequal odds often made the final result tragically predictable, yet many Jews decided it was better to die fighting than to face extermination in a death camp.

When it became apparent that they were being deported to Treblinka to be gassed, the Jews of Warsaw at first refused to assemble and then led a ghetto uprising in April 1943, the ferocity of which surprised the Germans. More than 2,000 German soldiers, supported by armored cars, machine guns, flame throwers, and unlimited ammunition, faced approximately 750 Jews with little or no military training. The Schutzstaffel (SS) general in command, Jurgen Stroop, estimated he would need two days to suppress the uprising. In fact, he needed a full month, as Jews, armed mainly with pistols, homemade grenades, and Molotov cocktails, fought frantically and ferociously from street to street and bunker to bunker. The Warsaw Ghetto Uprising was only the most famous example of nearly 60 other armed uprisings in Jewish ghettos.

Resistance was less common in death camps such as Chelmno, Sobibor, and Treblinka, mainly because there was not sufficient time for resistance networks to form. Resistance requires leaders, organization, and weapons. These elements cannot be improvised and employed in a few hours or even days: months of planning and training are required. Despite nearly insurmountable difficulties, however, Jews did revolt at all three of these death camps, as well as at Auschwitz-Birkenau and 18 forced-labor camps.

One of the most extraordinary acts of Jewish resistance took place at Treblinka. On August 2, 1943, one year after the inauguration of the camp, a group of Jewish prisoners rose up, killed their guards, burned the camp, and escaped. Of 600 prisoners who got away, only about 40 survived the war.

Jews also participated actively in resistance networks in Poland, the Soviet Union, France, and other countries. Their plight was difficult in the extreme, since anti-Semitism within these networks often required Jews to hide their ethnicity. In some cells of the Polish Resistance, Jews were killed outright. Many Soviet partisans distrusted and exploited Jews; nevertheless, between 20,000 and 30,000 Jews fought as partisans in the Soviet Union against Nazi invaders. In France, Jews made up less than 1 percent of the population yet 15 to 20 percent of the French underground. In 1944, nearly 2,000 Jewish resisters in France united to form the Organisation Juive de Combat (Jewish Fighting Organization), which supported Allied military operations by attacking railway lines and German military installations and factories.

Impressive as it was, Jewish resistance was always hamstrung for several reasons. In general, Jews lacked combat experience, since many countries forbade Jewish citizens from serving in the military. As with Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) taken by the Germans, many Jews, especially those confined in ghettos, were weakened by disease and deliberate starvation. Under these conditions, trained Soviet soldiers died with hardly a murmur of protest, so it is not surprising that Jewish families who had never been exposed to the hardships of war would likewise succumb.

The Nazis succeeded in creating a Hobbesian state of nature in which people were so focused on surviving from hour to hour that their struggles consumed virtually all their energy and attention. Dissension within Jewish communities also inhibited resistance, with older Jews and members of the Judenrat (Jewish councils) tending to support a policy of limited cooperation with the Nazis, hoping that by contributing to the German war effort, they might thereby preserve the so-called productive elements of Jewish communities.

More controversially, Jewish resistance was hampered by weak and irresolute international support. Although Western leaders often condemned Nazi actions, they took little action. Official Catholic and Protestant statements were equally tentative. Irresolute and sporadic support unintentionally played into the hands of the Nazis as they planned for Jewish extermination.

Observant Jews were people of God’s law, the Torah, who put their faith in God, with Jewish culture in general tending to disavow militant actions. Confronted by murderous killing squads possessing all the tools of industrialized mass warfare, some Jews nevertheless resisted courageously, both passively and actively. That their resistance often ended tragically does not mean that it failed. Indeed, Jewish resistance was the acorn from which the modern oak of the Israel Defense Forces sprang.
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Jewish Women and the Holocaust

During the Nazi era, Jewish women were subjected to the very same laws as Jewish men, but how the Nazis applied these laws to women and how women responded mark a difference in experience from that of Jewish men.

When Adolf Hitler and the Nazis came to power in January 1933, they implemented laws that would push Jews out of German society and culture. Over the course of five years, between 1933 and 1938, these laws forced Jews out of their jobs, prevented them from using public space, and limited their contact with gentiles. Germany became a segregated society and Jews second-class citizens. These laws affected Jewish men and women in different ways. As in most countries at that time, men were the primary breadwinners. Nazi anti-Jewish laws forced most Jewish men out of the workforce. But families still needed money. Many Jewish women found work within the Jewish community to try to make ends meet.

Relationships between men and women changed because of Nazi anti-Jewish policy. In addition to losing jobs, men also found it more difficult to be in public spaces: they were targeted for violence and found their loss of work embarrassing. Jewish men stayed home while Jewish women took on outside responsibilities including filling out paperwork to emigrate, acquiring food, and interacting with gentile neighbors. Traditionally female skills—stretching food and budgets, sewing, and cleaning—became important as both means of survival and sources of income. This sometimes caused tension. Disagreement arose about emigration—to leave Germany or to stay. Men typically favored staying; women leaving. Many factors figured into this discussion, but ultimately more men left.

Nazi anti-Jewish policy escalated at the end of 1938 as a result of individual and international refusal to oppose Hitler’s domestic and foreign policies. The Évian Conference in July indicated that few countries would help Jews escape. The German annexation of Austria (March) and the Sudetenland (October) showed that no country would provide military opposition. Jews had nowhere to go and no one to help them. Hitler’s response was the November pogrom known as Kristallnacht, or the Night of Broken Glass. On November 9–10, the Nazis staged their first nationwide, coordinated attack on the Jewish community of greater Germany. Members of the SA and the SS burned down synagogues, looted stores, and broke into homes. They killed hundreds of Jewish men and sent tens of thousands to concentration camps. Women were left to clean up the mess. They spent their time and energy helping men get out of the camps and then out of the country. The Jewish community was forced to pay damages.

With the start of World War II and the rapid conquest and occupation of Poland and Western Europe by mid-1940, all Jews in Europe came under Nazi attack. They rapidly became impoverished and isolated; they had limited options of where to live and virtually no opportunity to leave Europe. In the West until 1942, most Jews remained in their own homes. In Poland, most Jews were forced into ghettos, where they resided until deportations began. In either case, women responded much as women in Germany had when the Nazis came to power. They tried to help their families get by. They found work and they stretched food, other supplies, and budgets.

With the German invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1942, violence against Jews escalated once again. German policy evolved into genocide that began as mass shootings of Jewish people throughout Eastern Europe by mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen). There was little time to respond, and most Jewish communities in Eastern Europe were destroyed in their entirety. The killing squads killed every Jewish man, woman, and child they could reach (approximately 1.8 million people). In some cases, women suffered the additional attack of rape before being shot.

Shortly after the mobile killing squads went into action, the Nazis developed death camps, where Jews were shipped to be killed. These six camps (Chelmno, Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka, Majdanek, and Auschwitz) were created in whole or in part to gas to death the Jews of Poland and Western Europe. They were distinct from other camps in the Nazi concentration camp system. As with killing squads, most people were killed immediately upon arrival. However, the journey to the camps and the experiences of the small number of people who were not killed immediately can be distinguished along gender lines.

Women at that time were the primary caretakers of children. Therefore, if they had children or young relatives, they were often near them during transit and took responsibility for their care and protection. This included breast-feeding and pregnancy—experiences that men did not have. In addition, menstruation may have added to their discomfort in transit during which personal hygiene became impossible to maintain. Upon arrival in the camps, the small number of people not sent to the gas chambers were selected based primarily on their perceived ability to perform labor for the Germans. Women, viewed as weaker or because they had children in tow, were typically sent immediately to the gas chambers along with the very young and the elderly.

Some women, however, were admitted to the camps as laborers. The conditions they experienced tended to be as bad and sometimes worse than those for men. They received little food and were forced to perform various types of hard labor. They suffered from disease, starvation, filth, over-crowding, sleep deprivation, and violence. Most women died within months of arrival in Auschwitz. They often lived longer in other labor camps. In these conditions, it was extremely difficult to maintain relationships and feelings of dignity and humanity. Most women tried to connect with other women and create bonds of mutual responsibility: they shared food, stories, learning, religion, and political ideas. Men created similar kinds of relationships, but their groups tended to be smaller. In camps, women faced sexual violence from guards and other prisoners. Sometimes women became pregnant. If discovered, they would be killed. Camp doctors (other prisoners themselves) performed abortions either with or without the knowledge of the pregnant woman, so that at least she might survive.

The effort to connect with others was the major form of resistance in camps and ghettos for both men and women, however other forms of resistance also occurred. Women tried to escape from ghettos and camps, but less frequently and in smaller numbers than men. If they did escape, they may have had an easier time hiding because they were less easy to identify as Jewish. They had more difficulty than men in engaging in armed resistance, except in ghettos. Most partisan groups did not welcome women. When they were permitted, they often were forced into one sexual relationship so that other men would not attack them. Occasionally, women became fighters, but more often they were assigned supportive roles like cooking and washing. Women were involved in uprisings in ghettos and camps, including the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising and the October 1944 Sonderkommando uprising in Auschwitz-Birkenau. In the latter, women smuggled gunpowder from a munitions factory to the Sonderkommando. Four women were shot in January 1944 as a result of this activity.

Jewish women’s experiences and responses during the Holocaust illustrate that although the Nazis targeted all Jews for murder, individuals experienced persecution in different ways. Each person responded as best he or she could with the limited resources at their disposal.
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Judenrat

The Judenrat were Jewish community councils set up by the Nazi Party during their occupation of Poland and Eastern Europe during World War II. They were established to maintain order in the Jewish ghettos.

On September 21, 1939, shortly after the Polish invasion, Reinhard Heydrich and Adolf Eichmann, leaders of the Gestapo, established the Judenrat during their relocation of Jews to ghettos in Poland. The Judenrat were groups of 24 Jewish community leaders, many of whom were rabbis, who were responsible for community services and governance like education, sanitation, and policing. The Judenrat also helped provide food for the impoverished ghettos. The ghettos often differed greatly from one another, as did the Judenrat’s methods of governing. Some Judenrat also controlled commerce within the community, including tax collections.

The relationships between the Judenrat and the Nazis were often troubled, and the residents targeted their anger at the Nazis against members of the Judenrat because they were often seen as collaborators for enforcing Nazi laws. The Nazis used the ghettos to consolidate and demoralize the Jews in order to make extermination easier. The Nazis allowed the ghettos very few supplies, and residents blamed the Judenrat. Thousands of Jews died in the ghettos of starvation and diseases like typhus. It is believed that, initially, the members of the Judenrat did not know the intentions of the Nazis.

By late 1941, Nazi control of the ghettos had grown stricter. The Judenrat were soon put in charge of supplying the Nazis with lists of capable workers in their communities. The chosen workers were issued a limited number of work permits and allowed to stay, while those who did not receive permits were sent to concentration camps. The chairman of the Warsaw Judenrat, Adam Czerniakow, killed himself rather than choose who would die and who would live. Other leaders who refused to participate were killed. In a report to the Zionist World Congress after the war, Israel Kastner, who was accused of collaborating with the Nazis, stated:


It was a slippery slope that almost always led to destruction. Everywhere, the Jew was faced with the same problem: should I be the traitor so that here and there I’ll be able to help or even be the savior, the rescuer, or should I abandon the community to its fate and let others decide its fate? Is not the flight from responsibility merely another kind of betrayal? And if I do take this upon myself, what is the line that I should never cross? Should I release myself from responsibility at the cost of destroying myself through suicide or being executed? . . . To judge the Judenrat after the fact, on the basis of testimonies, documents and sources—this is a task that is beyond the capacity of any human tribunal.



As the Nazis’ intentions became clearer, some Jews began leading such armed insurrections as the 1943 Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. These insurrectionists often killed Judenrat leaders because they opposed insurrection as a challenge to law and order in the ghetto. Almost all of the Judenrat leaders were killed before the end of the war. Although the leaders were faced with incomprehensible duties, many have blamed their maintenance of law and order for making easier the Nazi policy of the Final Solution.
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Justice Case (1947)

Held under the authority of Control Council Law Number 10, the case against members of the German Ministry of Justice opened on March 5, 1947, before an American tribunal. Fourteen men were tried for abuse of the justice system. For crimes against humanity and war crimes, ten of the men received guilty verdicts and were given various prison terms; the rest were found not guilty. The basis of the charges arose from the infamous Nacht und Nebel (Night and Fog) decrees ordered by Adolf Hitler to terrify the population of occupied territories into submission and to prevent resistance. The ministers and judges were tried because they had actively participated in this system in contravention of the accepted practices of justice.

Prior to the 1933 Nazi takeover of Germany, lawyers and judges were respected worldwide for their high standards based on knowledge of the law and justice applied equally. The Nazis replaced these politically neutral standards with ones emphasizing ideology. A man need not know the law if he knew National Socialism as espoused by Hitler, and was physically fit. These standards made it easier to put men in charge who did not know or care for the law but only cared about protecting the Third Reich. When decrees such as the Night and Fog decree and those creating the Peoples’ Courts, with their mandatory harsh sentences, were established, there was no one to stop them. Trials were conducted in name only; often the court did not allow the defendant to defend himself appropriately. The People’s Courts ordered death sentences for comparatively minor crimes. After the sentences were carried out, the bodies were not returned to the families, nor were death certificates filed.

After World War II, the perpetrators of these injustices were themselves called to account before a court of law. Prosecutors filed the indictment with Tribunal II of the International Tribunal on January 4, 1947. It contained several counts: conspiracy to commit war crimes and crimes against humanity; war crimes; crimes against humanity; and membership in the Schutzstaffel (SS), Sicherheitsdienst des Reichsführers (SD), or Leadership Corps of the Nazi party. The Tribunal later dismissed the conspiracy count in accordance with a common ruling that the court had no jurisdiction on a charge of conspiracy as a separate charge. The court also excluded the defense of “acts of state,” claiming that the Nazi government was not the legitimate government of Germany and therefore no order issued by it had the force of law. Seventeen men of the justice ministry and the German courts were indicted, although only fifteen stood trial; two men committed suicide in jail, including the head of the Ministry from 1942 to 1945. The court dismissed charges against one defendant in mid-trial for health reasons.

Although the case touched on the singling out of Jews for extermination, the trial also encompassed the lynching of Allied airmen, castration, and sterilization of all “undesirables,” and the Nazi euthanasia program. The prosecutor’s case centered primarily on Night and Fog decrees and the abuses of the so-called People’s Courts. Hitler had promulgated these decrees as a way to suppress resistance movements, and established the People’s Courts as a way to move the cases out of the military courts and into civilian courts, as he claimed that the military’s adherence to its code of justice was sabotaging his war efforts. The Tribunal made no ruling on the legitimacy of the courts or the charges against those brought before them; they ruled only on the excessive sentences and other abuses perpetrated by these Courts.

Opening arguments began on March 5, 1947. Telford Taylor was the chief U.S. prosecutor. The defendants were allowed counsel of their choice and allowed to present evidence and witnesses in their defense. As was common in almost all the war crimes trials of this period, the defendants attempted to shift blame to others (including those not charged or dead) and all claimed that they hated the rules under which they were forced to operate. Every defendant claimed he did not truly believe in Nazi ideology, but only went along with the prevailing beliefs in order to maintain his position and protect his family. A few even claimed that they stayed on in order to mitigate the worst abuses and save whom they could. The prosecution pointed out the various contradictions in testimony and evidence of active involvement in the abuses. Any such discrepancies the prosecution overlooked, the judges did not.

Verbal testimony ended on September 27, 1947. The last day to introduce documentary evidence was October 13, 1947. Closing arguments were held the week of October 3, 1947. The court then recessed to consider its judgment. The verdict was delivered over two days, from December 3 to December 4, 1947. Four of the remaining defendants, mostly judges of the People’s Court, were acquitted. Three received life sentences, the rest received varying prison terms with credit for time served. The judges of the Tribunal were scathing in their criticism of the alleged judicial process carried out in the Nazi regime.

ELIZABETH PUGLIESE

 See also: Doctors’ Trial; Nuremberg Trials; Taylor, Telford


Further Reading

History of the U.N. War Crimes Commission and Development of the Laws of War, Compiled by the U.N. War Crimes Commission. London: His Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1948.

Telford, Taylor. Final Report to the Secretary of Army on Nuremberg Trials under Control Council Law Number 10. Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1950.




K

Kalina, Antonin 

Antonin Kalina was a Czech communist internee at the Buchenwald concentration camp during World War II who helped shield some 900 Jewish (and some 300 non-Jewish) boys from Nazi depredations.

Antonin Kalina was born in the small Czech village of Trebic in 1902. Little is known about his life before and after World War II. Kalina apparently became a communist, and in 1939, after the Germans had occupied Czechoslovakia, he was arrested and eventually interned at Buchenwald, located near Weimar, Germany.

Beginning in the autumn of 1944, as German armies were being pushed west by Soviet forces, German authorities began to liquidate various concentration and death camps in the east. In doing so, they forced thousands of mostly Jewish prisoners to embark on ruinous death marches. The survivors were then re-incarcerated in German camps, including Buchenwald. In the early winter of 1945, a group of about 1,200 Jewish and non-Jewish boys, ages 12–16, arrived at Buchenwald from liquidated concentration camps elsewhere. They had already endured unspeakable horrors, including the loss of their families, and had been emotionally and physically brutalized.

The boys’ fate appeared grim, but Kalina made certain that they would not suffer unduly in their new environment. By now, Kalina was a high-ranking member of the camp’s underground, which basically ran the camp’s operations, with Nazi acquiescence. Kalina and his deputies placed the boys in a special barracks, numbered 66, which was away from the camp’s main housing. This would ensure that the boys would not be subjected to German scrutiny or beatings. As the elder of Block 66, Kalina did everything in his power to shield the boys from abuse.

The boys were not required to go outside for roll call twice a day, were not required to work, and were provided with blankets and larger food rations, supplies permitting. Kalina did all of this knowing that if the Germans found out about the boys’ special treatment, he could be shot. In April 1945, as the Germans were on the verge of complete defeat, they decided to deport and kill all of Buchenwald’s remaining Jews. To prevent this, Kalina told the boys not to report for assembly; he also falsified their records and changed the religion on their badges to make it appear as if all were Christians. These heroic acts saved the Jewish boys from almost certain death. When Allied troops liberated the Buchenwald camp on April 11, 1945, a group of the boys carried Kalina out of the squalid prison on their shoulders.

After Kalina returned to Czechoslovakia, he lived in virtual obscurity. He never spoke of his actions in public, nor did he seek any credit for them. He died in Prague in 1990. Nearly 20 years after his death, some of the survivors whom Kalina had saved participated in a documentary project entitled Kinderblock 66: Return to Buchenwald, in which a filmmaker documented their return to Buchenwald 65 years after it was liberated. That triggered a process that ultimately brought official recognition of Kalina’s heroic acts. In July 2012, Yad Vashem, Israel’s official Holocaust remembrance authority, bestowed its highest recognition on Kalina, Righteous among the Nations. However, no members of Kalina’s family had survived to accept the honor.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Buchenwald


Further Reading

Jones, David H. Moral Responsibility in the Holocaust: A Study in the Ethics of Character. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1999.



Kaltenbrunner, Ernst 

Leader of the Austrian Schutzstaffel (SS) and chief of the Reich Main Security Office in 1943. Born in Ried/Innkreis, Austria, on October 4, 1903, Ernst Kaltenbrunner earned a doctorate in law at the University of Graz in 1926 and entered legal practice in Linz. He joined the Austrian Nazi Party in 1930 and worked to destabilize the Austrian Republic. He became head of the SS at Linz in 1934, but was arrested and accused of being involved in the assassination of the Austrian chancellor, Engelbert Dollfuss, on July 25, 1934. Following the Anschluss (the union between Germany and Austria) in March 1938, Kaltenbrunner became minister for state security as well as police chief in Vienna. During the next three years, he served as commander of the SS in the former Austria.

Kaltenbrunner impressed the German SS chief, Heinrich Himmler, who, on January 30, 1943, appointed him to succeed Reinhard Heydrich as head of the Reich Main Security Office and SS intelligence. Kaltenbrunner not only controlled the Gestapo (the secret police), but was also responsible for carrying out the “final solution” (the Holocaust). Kaltenbrunner held his position until the end of the war and was promoted to SS Obergruppenführer and general of police on June 21, 1943. He took personal interest in the different methods used to kill the inmates in the extermination camps. Besides supervising the hunting down of Jews, he was also responsible for the murder of some Allied prisoners of war.

Kaltenbrunner’s power increased greatly after the July 20, 1944, attempt on Hitler’s life. He directed the Gestapo’s investigation into the plot and was in charge of administering Hitler’s policy of retribution against the conspirators. When the Allies were closing in on Germany in early 1945, Kaltenbrunner gave orders for all prisoners to be killed. Then, he fled south. He was captured in the Austrian mountains on May 15, 1945. Charged with conspiracy to commit crimes against peace, war crimes, and crimes against humanity at the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials, Kaltenbrunner was found guilty and was hanged on October 16, 1946, in Nuremberg.
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Kapos

Kapos was a term used to describe inmates and internees in Nazi German prison camps who worked with the prisons’ official administration to enforce discipline and perform various other functions. Kapos, derived from the Latin/Italian word for “head” or “head of,” were utilized widely in German camps and prisons to free up men for service in the armed services. They were utilized in regular prisons, forced-labor camps, and concentration camps. Oftentimes, kapos were Jews overseeing other Jews in concentration and death camps. They assumed these roles sometimes by coercion, but sometimes willingly. These prison functionaries were usually granted special privileges by prison administrators, including more and better food, better quarters, and sometimes even parole or early release. The use of Jewish kapos in German concentration and death camps was particularly troubling, and made postwar prosecution of them highly problematic, as some were forced to undertake such duties under the ever-present threat of death or harm to their families.

Most kapos were appointed to their positions by Schutzstaffel (SS) officers who usually administered the Nazis’ extensive prison and internment system. They often enticed these prison functionaries with rewards that sometimes included private quarters, access to clean linen and bathing facilities, and little or no manual labor. Most kapos did not want to see these privileges revoked, so they carried out SS orders to the letter.

Many kapos were cruel and unforgiving toward their fellow prisoners, and so it is no surprise that they were intensely disliked by other inmates. Indeed, there were ample examples of prisoners murdering kapos, sometimes by poisoning. There were several different levels—or ranks—of kapos, depending upon their roles and seniority. There was often a single kapo over the entire prison; under him were block (or barracks leaders), room (or cell) leaders, and block/barracks clerks who did mainly clerical work. Kapos who oversaw forced labor gangs often did no work at all while prisoners under them worked until exhaustion in appalling conditions. These kapos often met untimely ends at the hands of disgruntled prisoners.

SS chief Heinrich Himmler decreed in February 1944 that Jews would no longer serve as kapos because Nazi dogma stipulated that no Jew could be put into a superior position over non-Jews. After World War II ended, a number of kapos, some of them Jews, were tried and convicted under the Israeli Nazi and Nazi Collaborators Punishment Law of 1950; most of the trials took place between 1951 and 1964, and there were at least 15 convictions of Jews during that period. Without the extensive network of kapos, the Germans could never have administered such a large and far-flung prison camp system.
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Kappler, Herbert

Herbert Kappler was a German Schutzstaffel (SS) officer and the architect of the March 1944 Ardeatine Massacre in Rome.

Herbert Kappler was born on September 23, 1907, in Stuttgart, Germany. He worked as an electrician for a time before becoming involved in Nazi Party organizations. When he joined the party in 1931, he also became a stormtrooper in the Sturmabteilung (SA). In 1932, he left the SA and gained provisional membership in the SS, becoming a full member in May 1933. Thereafter he held various assignments throughout Germany. In 1935, as Germany began to mobilize for war, he was drafted into the German army, but was released in 1936 after a period of military training. He then returned to the SS, where he would be involved in security and police work.

Kappler rose steadily through the ranks and joined the Gestapo (German secret police) in November 1938. Upon the German invasion of Poland in September 1939, he was deployed to engage in Einsatzgruppen (mobile killing squads) work, rounding up Polish Jews for deportation. He was then sent to Belgium to help staunch resistance activity; later he helped orchestrate mass deportations of Jews and other “undesirables” to death camps in eastern Europe. By the end of 1941, Kappler had been assigned as a liaison officer to the Italian government of Benito Mussolini. He also served as an adviser to Mussolini’s secret fascist police organization. After Mussolini was ousted from power in the late summer of 1943, Kappler was named chief of police and security for occupied Rome. As such, he helped SS special forces locate Mussolini, who was spirited to safety in northern Italy. At the same time, he instituted a campaign to round up several thousand Italian Jews living in and around Rome, the vast majority of whom died in Nazi death camps.

Kappler became widely known for his role in the March 24, 1944, Ardeatine Massacre, in which 335 Italians (including 75 Jewish Italians) were shot to death execution style after being forced into a series of caves on the Via Ardeatine in Rome. The killings, ordered by Kappler, were in retaliation for a bomb attack on German police in Rome by Italian partisans in which 42 Germans were killed. That had occurred on March 23. None of those killed in the caves, however, were linked to the bombing.

As Rome fell to the Allies toward the end of the war, Kappler sought refuge in the Vatican, but British officials arrested him in mid-1945 before he could make his way to the Holy See. He was detained in Rome and turned over to Italian authorities in 1947, who placed him on trial, convicted him, and sentenced him to life in prison. In 1975, Kappler fell ill with inoperable cancer and was relocated to a military hospital in Rome the next year. In 1977, with the help of his wife, Kappler escaped the hospital and fled to West Germany. The West Germans refused to extradite him back to Italy, and Kappler died on February 9, 1978, in Soltau.
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Karski, Jan

Polish-born Catholic who was a member of the Polish Underground and who documented and publicized the plight of Polish Jews during World War II. Jan Karsi was born Jan Kozielewski (Karski was the name he assumed when he joined the underground; he later legally changed it) on April 24, 1914, in Łodz, Poland. In 1935, he received a degree in law and diplomatic science from the University of Lvov and then joined the diplomatic corps, serving in Germany, Switzerland, and Great Britain. In 1939, when World War II began, Karski became an artillery officer in eastern Poland, where he was taken prisoner by Soviet troops. Concealing his rank from his captors, he pretended to be an enlisted man. Some two months later, he escaped and joined the ZWZ, later known as the Home Army or Underground Polish Army. Beginning in January 1940, he undertook a series of daring missions, acting as a courier and spy for the Polish government-in-exile, crossing enemy lines and national borders on numerous occasions.

In 1942, the Polish government-in-exile tasked Karski with determining the extent of German atrocities in occupied Poland. On more than one occasion he was smuggled incognito into the Warsaw Ghetto, witnessing firsthand the brutality of the Nazis’ policies toward Polish Jews. Later that same year, disguised as a Ukrainian prison guard, Karski witnessed the extermination of Jews at the Belzec death camp, in the eastern portion of German-occupied Poland.

In the autumn of 1942, Karski personally briefed Allied officials as well as leaders of the Polish government—now based in London—about the horrors of the Warsaw Ghetto and Nazi death camps. He also offered hard evidence of the atrocities being committed against Jews and others, including a microfilm he had carried with him from Poland. Karski implored Western leaders to stop the killing, but Allied leaders seemingly had larger problems with which to deal.

In the early summer of 1943, Karski travelled to the United States, where he engaged in a whirlwind campaign to publicize the plight of European Jews. He met with American leaders, a number of them Jews; conferred with religious leaders, including Catholic bishops; and gave lectures around the country. On July 28, 1943, Karski met with President Franklin D. Roosevelt in the Oval Office. There he presented a detailed account of his experiences. Despite his campaign, however, Karski was apparently unable to convince leaders to make cessation of the Holocaust a top war priority. In 1944, he published a popular book titled Courier from Poland, which told of his exploits with the Polish Underground.

After the war, Karski settled in the United States, earning a doctorate in international relations from Georgetown University in 1952. In 1954, he became an American citizen and commenced a 40-year academic career at Georgetown, where he specialized in East European politics, international affairs, and comparative government. In June 1982, Karski was recognized by Israel’s Yad Vashem as “Righteous among the Nations.” He received many other awards and accolades before dying in Washington, D.C., on July 13, 2000.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Warsaw Ghetto Uprising


Further Reading

Karski, Jan. The Story of the Secret State. Rev. ed. New York: Simon, 2001.

Wood, E. Thomas, and Stanisław M. Jankowski. Karski: How One Man Tried to Stop the Holocaust. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1994.



Keitel, Wilhelm

Wilhelm Keitel was Germany’s highest-ranking officer of World War II. His shameless subservience to Adolf Hitler proved disastrous to German strategy and garnered him the nickname of “lakeitel” (lackey).

Keitel was born at Helmscherode, Hanover, on August 22, 1882, into a family of successful farmers. The Keitel family was of a decidedly unmilitary persuasion, and reputedly, Keitel’s father, when drafted, was not allowed to wear his army uniform in the house. In 1900, Keitel broke with this tradition by joining the military as an artillery officer. He fought in World War I and was wounded but remained more of a staff than combat officer.

After the war, Keitel circulated among the many paramilitary organizations that terrorized the streets of Germany during the rule of the Weimar Republic before joining the dramatically scaled-down German Army. A competent, if dull, administrator, Keitel rose steadily through the ranks, and, in 1929, he was named to head the Army Organization Department. In 1933, he gained appointment to the secret German General Staff, which had been outlawed by the Treaty of Versailles. Again, Keitel performed smoothly, and in 1937 he was promoted to general of artillery. That same year, he married army chief of staff Werner von Bloomberg’s daughter. When Hitler sacked Bloomberg in 1938, he inquired as to Keitel’s identity. Bloomberg informed him that Keitel was nothing more than his military secretary, and Hitler responded, “That is exactly the kind of man I am looking for.” Thus the dull and previously undistinguished Keitel became the head of the army’s General Staff and part of Hitler’s inner circle.

Thereafter, Keitel’s relationship with Hitler was one of subservience. Despite his rank as head of the armed forces, Keitel never seriously challenged any of Hitler’s directives or instructions. Keitel’s willingness to obey his superior’s every wish garnered him the contempt of fellow generals, who nicknamed him “Lackeitel.” This relationship exerted the most disastrous consequences on Germany’s military fortunes, for Keitel’s deliberate suppression of generals who questioned Hitler’s decisions undermined the effectiveness of the General Staff. Through his willing compliance, strategic direction of the impending war passed directly into Hitler’s hands.

When World War II began in September 1939, Keitel functioned as Hitler’s chief strategic adviser, a position he held for the next six years. Hitler valued his advice, promoting him to field marshal after the fall of France in the spring of 1940 and authorizing him to conclude an armistice with the conquered country. Keitel and his subordinate, General Alfred Jodl, basically agreed to any operational dictate that Hitler cared to impose on the military, regardless of the consequences. On several occasions, he pronounced Hitler “the greatest commander of all time.” Only once, when he threatened to resign over the projected invasion of the Soviet Union in 1941, did Keitel display any independence. Furthermore, his servile demeanor also led to complicity in major war crimes. Foremost among these was the infamous “Night and Fog” directive, which declared that any German citizen deemed a threat to the state was liable to disappear without explanation to next of kin. Keitel also authorized brutal Schutzstaffel (SS) units to execute men, women, and children in occupied territories at their convenience. True to form, Keitel was standing at Hitler’s side during the failed bomb plot of July 1944 and was first to congratulate him upon surviving. He consequently played a prominent role in the Army Court of Honor that sentenced to death hundreds of innocent army officers suspected of complicity in the bombing. Following Hitler’s suicide in April 1945, Keitel worked briefly for the new government under Admiral Karl Doenitz, and on May 9, he formally signed Germany’s surrender to the Allies in Berlin.

Within days, Keitel was arrested by Allied authorities and charged with war crimes. During the Nuremberg Trials, he matter-of-factly explained that he was only carrying out orders issued by his superior. Not surprisingly, the court found him guilty on several counts and sentenced him to hang. Keitel apparently experienced a change of heart, admitted to his guilt, and requested to be shot like a soldier. When this request was denied, he was hanged on October 16, 1946.

JOHN C. FREDRIKSEN

See also: Hitler, Adolf; Third Reich; World War II


Further Reading

Fest, Joachim C. The Face of the Third Reich: Portraits of the Nazi Leadership. Translated by Michael Bullock. New York: Pantheon Books, 1970.

Mueller, Gene. The Forgotten Field Marshal: Wilhelm Keitel. New York: Cooper Square Press, 1955.



Kempner, Vitka 

Vitka Kempner was a Jewish partisan who fought the Nazis during World War II.

Born in the Polish town of Kalisch in 1920, Kempner fled Poland following the German conquest in 1939. Arriving in Vilna, Lithuania, after an arduous journey on foot, Kempner linked up with fellow members of HaShomer HaTzair (the Young Guard), a Zionist youth organization. They helped her find work and a roommate, Rozka Korczak, another refugee from Poland. Following the German invasion of the Soviet Union and conquest of Lithuania, both Kempner and Korczak joined an underground resistance movement organized by Abba Kovner, a Young Guard leader. Kovner built his organization, the Fareynigte Partizaner Organizatsie (United Partisan Organization, FPO) into one of the largest and most effective Jewish partisan units of the war.

Kempner, who bleached her hair blond and could pass as non-Jewish, became one of the FPO’s most important scouts and spies. She frequently traveled from the Vilna Ghetto, where the Germans had ordered all Jews confined, past German patrols to nearby forests to meet with various partisan units. She helped smuggle weapons into the ghetto and led an FPO team on one of its first missions, the successful demolition of a German train as it crossed a bridge. As the Germans slowly deported Jews from the ghetto to labor and death camps, Kempner helped Kovner smuggle more and more partisans out of Vilna and into the nearby forests. She led the last group out of Vilna on the night of September 23–24, 1943, shortly before the Germans massacred the ghetto’s remaining inhabitants. Operating from bases in the forests, Kempner and the FPO continued to conduct sabotage operations against the Germans for the next year, blowing up trains and bridges, cutting telephone lines, and supplying the Soviet Army with important intelligence. The FPO also rescued several hundred Jews from labor camps.

After the war, Kovner and 50 other partisans, including 8 women, formed a new organization, Nakam (Hebrew for revenge), to avenge the Holocaust. The Jewish leadership in Palestine opposed extrajudicial revenge and blocked Nakam’s attempts to smuggle large quantities of poison into Europe to use against Allied-held Nazi prisoners. Kovner persevered, and Nakam operatives sought out targets in Europe and manufactured poison on their own. Kempner coordinated part of this operation from Paris and decided to focus on the Nuremberg camp, where the Allies held 30,000 Nazi and SS prisoners. Nakam operatives poisoned the camp’s bread shipment with arsenic in April 1946. Several thousand prisoners became seriously ill and more than 100 died over the next few months as a direct result of arsenic poisoning. Afterward, Kempner smuggled the plot’s participants into Palestine, where she married Kovner. Along with several other former partisans, they settled in Kibbutz Ein Hahoresh.

Vitka Kempner passed away on February 15, 2012.
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Kerkhofs, Louis-Joseph

Louis-Joseph Kerkhofs was a Roman Catholic priest and bishop of Liège, Belgium, from 1925 until 1961 who played a significant role in harboring Belgian Jews during World War II.

Louis-Joseph Kerkhofs was born on February 15, 1878, in Val-Meer, Belgium. After undertaking seminary studies, including a stint in Rome, he was ordained a priest in 1900. The following year, he was appointed to the philosophy faculty at a seminary in Saint-Trond. In 1917, he was named professor of dogmatic theology at Belgium’s preeminent seminary in Liège. In 1924, Kerkhofs was made auxiliary bishop of Liège, and the following year he became bishop.

Kerkhofs was an outgoing and extremely magnanimous man who worked hard to mitigate suffering among his flock. He was also an outspoken opponent of ethnic and racial discrimination and worked closely with Belgium’s Jewish population, particularly in Liège. In the spring of 1940, German troops invaded Belgium and imposed a rigid occupation on its people. Part of the Germans’ occupation policies included the rounding up and deportation of Belgian Jews, including a number of alien Jews who had fled to Belgium for safety prior to the invasion.

Kerkhofs immediately instructed his priests and other religious people to do whatever they could to hide Jews and prevent them from being deported to concentration camps. By late 1941, there were several hundred Jews in hiding at monasteries and convents throughout Belgium. Kerkhofs provided refuge for several dozen Jews in his official residence, including Cantor Joseph Lepkifer, who was a leader of Liège’s Jewish community, and his family. In 1943, when fears surfaced that the Lepkifers might be discovered by occupation authorities, Bishop Kerkhofs personally drove Mrs. Lepkifer to a small convent on the outskirts of Liege, where she remained until Belgium was liberated the following year. Kerkhof is credited with having helped save several hundred Jews from possible deportation and death.

Kerkhofs retired as bishop in December 1961 and died in Liège on December 31, 1962. In July 1981, Israel’s Yad Vashem, the Holocaust’s remembrance authority, proclaimed the late bishop as Righteous among the Nations for his efforts to aid Jews during World War II.
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Kinderblock 66

Kinderblock 66 was a special, segregated set of barracks for youths at the Buchenwald concentration camp, located in east-central Germany. Young detainees in Kinderblock 66 were protected by a number of “elders,” most of whom were members of the underground resistance movement at Buchenwald. Mainly adult men, by early 1945, the elders were virtually running the day-to-day operations of the camp and thus were in a prime position to protect the children and youth interned there. Among the youthful detainees was famed Holocaust survivor and writer Elie Wiesel, who was a teenager at the time. He later wrote about his experiences in Kinderblock 66.

Under the leadership of Antonin Kalina, a communist Czech detainee, and his deputy, Gustav Schiller, a Polish-Jewish prisoner, as many children and young adults as possible were gathered together in one area of Buchenwald. There they could be better protected from the depredations of German guards, be given larger food rations, and be exempted from hard manual labor. Most, but not all, of the young prisoners were Jewish. Adult prisoners even taught their young charges history, literature, and mathematics lessons to help prevent boredom and give them a sense of encouragement.

In late 1944 and early January 1945, the situation at Buchenwald became dire. As the Germans were being pushed to the west by advancing Soviet troops, they began liquidating concentration camps in the east, relocating them to places like Buchenwald. As many as 1,200 Jewish and non-Jewish boys, ages 12–16, arrived at Buchenwald in January 1945. Kalina and others concentrated these detainees, along with most of the other youths in the camp, in a windowless, separate barracks located beneath the main camp. In early April 1945, as the Germans began to liquidate Buchenwald itself, the camp’s “elders” took extraordinary measures to prevent the camp’s youth from being deported. Kalina, Schiller, and other elders ordered the boys not to report for roll-call or assembly. They also falsified their records and changed the religion on their badges to give the appearance that all were Christians.

In the end, the ruse worked, and the elders prevented the deportation of Kinderblock 66. On April 10, the Germans planned on deporting the remaining prisoners at Buchenwald, but the operation was foiled by the presence of U.S. warplanes in the vicinity. The following day, the camp was liberated by advanced armor units of the U.S. Third Army, and Kinderblock 66 was saved. In 2012, a documentary film entitled Kinderblock 66 chronicled the return to Buchenwald of four adult survivors of Kinderblock 66 on the 65th anniversary of their liberation.
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Kindertransport

Kindertransport, literally meaning “the transport of children” in German, was the informal term used to describe the British government’s program that transported and temporarily resettled mainly Jewish children from Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, and Poland between December 1938 and September 1939. The official name of the effort was the Refugee Children Movement (RCM), which rescued some 10,000 children in roughly nine months; the children ranged in age from infants to 17 years old. The rescued children were resettled in hostels, foster homes, and sometimes on farms.

On November 15, 1938, in the immediate aftermath of Kristallnacht (Night of the Broken Glass) in Germany and Austria, when Jewish businesses and interests came under attack, Jewish leaders in Britain appealed directly to Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain for help in rescuing Jewish children from these two countries. Specifically, they asked that immigration requirements be altered so that unaccompanied Jewish children might be allowed into the country on a temporary basis. In short order, Parliament took up the issue and agreed to the request, although it did not set a limit on the number of children to be admitted. Various Jewish relief agencies swung into action, as did the World Jewish Relief Fund, which worked with British officials in identifying children to be moved and making arrangements for their transport and resettlement.

Within days of the public announcement of the Kindertransport program, some 500 British households offered to take in a child or multiple children. Children were sent by train and then boat to Harwich, in the southeast of England, where they were oriented and then resettled. They left their home nations with no valuables, a maximum of ten marks, and were permitted only one small suitcase. The first group of Kindertransport, numbering some 200 children, left Berlin on December 1, 1938, and arrived in Harwich on December 2. Later, after the Germans invaded Czechoslovakia, the program was expanded to include Czech children; several groups also came from Poland, especially during the summer of 1939.

A number of the hostels in which some of the children were settled, particularly in the southwest of England, were administered by a Jewish youth organization known as Habonim, which was a socialist movement dedicated to Zionism. Many other children spent time with English families in cities or on farms in the countryside. The program ended in September 1939, when Germany attacked Poland, sparking World War II. In all, about 10,000 children were resettled in Britain; had the program commenced earlier, that number might have been much larger.

After the war was over in 1945, many Kinderstransport students tried to reunite with their families. Although some were successful, it was a sad fact that many were unable to do so, as their families had perished in the Holocaust or had been killed in combat or other wartime tragedies.

In 1989, Eddy Behrendt, who had been sent to England in 1939, when he was nine years old, established the Kindertransport Association, which is dedicated to helping unite Kindertransport survivors with family members and sponsoring reunions of survivors so that they might share memories of and insights into their common ordeal. Behrendt had eventually made his way to the United States after the war and became an American citizen. The organization he founded worked closely with the Simon Wiesenthal Center to identify Kindertransport survivors living in the United States.

The organization has since sponsored a yearly reunion of survivors and has provided new insights into a neglected part of the narrative of the Holocaust. Today, the association raises money for children in need, is involved in numerous educational endeavors, and publishes a quarterly journal. It has active chapters in four states as well as the District of Columbia and Toronto, Canada.
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Koch Trial 

War crimes trial of Ilse Koch conducted by the U.S. General Military Court for the Trial of War Criminals in Dachau, Germany, from April 11 to August 12, 1947. Ilse Koch was the wife of Karl Koch, the former chief of the Buchenwald Concentration Camp. She was accused of killing inmates who had tattoos in order to collect their skin. After Allied troops entered Buchenwald in April 1945, many of the 21,000 survivors were interviewed. Some of them talked about a “Kommandeuse,” a fierce red-haired woman who was perverse and brutally cruel. The prisoners called her the “Witch of Buchenwald,” which the press transformed into the “Bitch of Buchenwald.”

In June 1945, Ilse Koch was identified by an ex-inmate and arrested. Subsequent inquiries into activities in Buchenwald produced a huge amount of evidence against her. Among the physical evidence was a lampshade made of human tattooed skin, a discovery that greatly inflamed international public opinion. The trial began nearly two years later on April 11, 1947. It would be one of the most complex events in Nazi war crimes judicial history, but had no connection to the Nuremberg Tribunal.

The court was made up of nine military judges; the prosecution consisted of three civilian lawyers. The task of defending Ilse Koch fell to a mixed staff of both military and civilian lawyers. Ilse Koch was charged with war crimes and violation of the Geneva and The Hague conventions. She was indicted for having concurred with the National Socialists’ common design by killing and mistreating thousands of people. The 16 prosecution witnesses helped to portray Koch’s nature. She had brutally abused prisoners in the camp, using the power that her husband had arbitrarily granted her to perpetrate sadistic and perverse acts on Buchewald’s inmates. The heart of the trial in Dachau became the famous articles made of human skin.

During the investigation, several items of tattooed human skin were discovered at the camp. Most of the evidence was handed over to military staff, which had taken them to Nuremberg. The prosecution thus had only a receipt for the evidence; nevertheless, the Allies already knew of the existence of articles made of human skin.

The trial ended on August 12, 1947. The prosecution asked for the death penalty, but Koch was at that time seven months pregnant, which made an immediate death sentence impossible. On August 14, 1947, she was condemned to life imprisonment. The unanimous verdict declared her guilty of having broken the laws of warfare and of having concurred with the National Socialists’ common design. The defense asked for a rehearing, challenging the credibility of the witnesses and attacking the procedural weakness concerning the lack of hard evidence against Koch. The trial was indeed reheard. A central commission of the U.S. occupation force in Europe acknowledged the problem of the witnesses’ integrity and the deficiency of tangible evidence against Koch. On June 8, 1948, General Lucius D. Clay, commander of the American occupation troops in Europe, reduced her sentence to four years imprisonment.

Clay’s decision was kept confidential until a journalist discovered and divulged it, causing a backlash among the American public. The press coverage of Clay’s decision quickly turned it into a political problem, and a U.S. congressional committee investigated the case, drawing it to the attention of President Harry S. Truman. Meanwhile, the Bavarian government gave notice that if Koch were released, new proceedings would be brought against her. Nevertheless, she was set free in October 1949 and, after bureaucratic wrangling between the U.S. government and the government of East Germany, she was handed over to West German authorities, who again arrested her.

A seven-page indictment enumerated the West German accusations against Koch, among them the charge of having ordered inmates in Buchenwald murdered in order to obtain their tattooed skin. On November 26, 1950, the new trial began; this was the first independent German trial of a Nazi war criminal. The 15 members of the jury heard from almost 200 witnesses, but the prosecution failed to produce any new evidence against Koch. Koch was nevertheless found guilty of abuse of prisoners and of incitement to homicide, but again, the tattooed skin could not be directly connected to her.

Koch was sentenced to life imprisonment. Her defense attorney put forward several petitions for pardon, arguing that because of the great clamor surrounding her case, she had never received a fair trial. On September 2, 1967, Koch committed suicide in her cell.
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Kolbe, Raymond

Raymond Kolbe was a Polish Roman Catholic priest and martyr who perished at Auschwitz, volunteering to die in lieu of another prisoner.

Kolbe was born on January 8, 1894 in Zdunskawola, Poland. Under the influence of the Franciscan mission in the parish of Pabianice, the first of the three Kolbe children entered the seminary of the Conventual Franciscans in Lviv in the nearly 1900s. Raymond entered the seminary in 1907 along with his brother Francis. Raymond took the name Maximilian on September 4, 1910, as he became a Franciscan novice. The other brother, Joseph, entered the seminary that same year. In 1911, Maximilian professed his first vows. He was soon sent to Rome to study philosophy at the Gregorian University from 1912 to 1915 and then theology at the Collegio Serafico, obtaining doctorates in both. In the meantime, as Maximilian Maria, he professed his solemn vows in 1914; he was ordained a priest on April 28, 1918.

While still a deacon, Maximilian had founded a Marian movement called Militia Immaculatae (Militia of the Immaculate One)—a spiritual and educational movement dedicated to apostolic work. In Poland, the Militia opened its own printing press, which circulated periodicals, newspapers, and numerous catechetical and devotional writings to more than 1 million people. In the fall of 1927, Father Kolbe obtained land just west of Warsaw and there established an evangelization center and soon the largest Catholic religious house of the time (762 members in 1939), which he called Niepokalanow, the “City of the Immaculata.” Mindful of his apostolic mission, he envisioned Marian centers in every country and set out to Asia, where he founded friaries, seminaries, and printing houses in Japan and India. The movement, however, was thwarted by lack of funds.

After Father Maximilian was recalled to Poland in June 1936 to supervise the original Niepokalanow, the center intensified its didactic and apostolic activity within Poland. With the German invasion of Poland on September 1, 1939, the friary was dissolved, and its members heeded the call of the Polish authorities to serve the Polish Red Cross. In the same month, the Nazis arrested Father Kolbe along with 37 other brothers who remained in Niepokalanow. After the friars were released in December 1939, they resumed their charitable work. The friary sheltered more than 3,000 displaced Poles, some 2,000 of whom were Jewish, until it was closed down in February 1941. Father Kolbe was himself arrested that same month.

Together with four companions, Maximilian was taken to the Gestapo prison in Warsaw and then transported to the death camp at Auschwitz, where he was tattooed with the number 16670. While working in the camp, he ministered to other prisoners, Jews and Christians alike, secretly heard confessions, held mass, and delivered communion, using smuggled bread and wine. At the end of July, in retribution for an escape from the camp, Commandant Karl Fritsch sentenced 10 prisoners to death by starvation. Father Kolbe volunteered to die for one of the condemned and was placed together with the other prisoners in starvation chamber number 18. After two weeks, four men were still alive, among them Maximilian. The men were killed with injections of carbolic acid on August 14, 1941, their bodies cremated the following day. On October 17, 1971, Maximilian was beatified by Pope Paul VI, and on October 10, 1982, he was canonized by Pope John Paul II, who proclaimed him a “martyr of charity.”
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Korczak, Rozka 

Rozka Korczak was a Jewish partisan who fought the Nazis during World War II. Born in Bielsko, Poland, in 1921, Korczak moved with her family to the small village of Plosk, where she attended the public school and experienced fierce anti-Jewish bigotry. As a teenager, she joined HaShomer HaTzair (the Young Guard), a Zionist youth organization. She fled Poland following the German conquest in 1939 and made her way on foot to Vilna, Lithuania. There, she joined other members of the Young Guard, who helped her find work and a roommate, Vitka Kempner, another refugee from Poland. Following the German invasion of the Soviet Union and the conquest of Lithuania, both Korczak and Kempner joined an underground resistance movement organized by Abba Kovner, a Young Guard leader. Kovner built his organization, the Fareynigte Partizaner Organizatsie (United Partisan Organization, FPO), into one of the largest and most effective Jewish partisan units of the war.

Operating from the Vilna Ghetto, where the Germans had ordered Jews confined, Korczak and fellow members of the FPO smuggled food and other supplies into the area. As the Germans slowly deported Jews from the ghetto to work and to death camps, Korczak and other FPO members tried to convince residents to fight back against the Nazis. Some ghetto residents took up arms and joined the FPO, but most refused and insisted that resistance would simply provoke even harsher Nazi reprisals. In small groups, Kovner smuggled his partisans out of the ghetto and into the nearby Rudninkai Forest, where they set up camp and operated as saboteurs against the German Army. Korczak was among the first to leave the ghetto. She distinguished herself in sabotage operations and emerged as one of the FPO’s most important leaders. She led several raids against the Germans, and Kovner, with whom she had formed a close relationship, placed her in charge of the partisans’ camp.

The FPO fought alongside the Soviet Army to liberate Vilna in July 1944, but afterward the Soviets ordered the Jewish partisan units to disperse. Korczak and other FPO members turned their efforts toward helping Jewish refugees left starving and homeless by the war. Korczak helped smuggle some of the refugees past the British blockade and into Palestine, arriving there herself on December 12, 1944. She was among the first eyewitnesses to report to Jewish leaders on the severity of the Holocaust, and from Palestine she continued to help smuggle Jewish refugees into the country. Along with Kovner, Kempner, and other former partisans, she settled in Kibbutz Ein Hahoresh in 1946. She remained active in the kibbutz movement and Holocaust education until her death in 1988.
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Krajugevac Massacre

Premeditated mass murder of some 2,700 Serb men from the Serbian city of Krajugevac by German forces on October 20–21, 1941. The Nazi-inspired massacre was in fact rather gratuitous, as the Germans perpetrated the killings in retaliation for the deaths of Nazi soldiers during an operation against resistance partisans in another part of Serbia. There was no evidence, in fact, that any of those killed had anything to do with the earlier operation, and no violent acts had been committed against the German troops in Krajugevac.

In September 1941, German field marshal Wilhelm Keitel promulgated a standing order covering all of Europe occupied by German forces. He decreed that 50 communists were to be executed for each German soldier wounded in operations against them. He further ordered that 100 communists were to be executed for each German soldier killed. Only some three weeks later, a group of Chetniks and communist guerrillas attacked a German position near Gornji Milanovac, resulting in multiple German casualties, including a number of deaths. Because there were not enough people to be sacrificed near the scene of the attacks, local German commanders set their sights on Krajugevac, which was a sizable city.

The terror in Krajugevac began on October 18, when all the city’s Jewish males were rounded up and arrested. A small number of communists were also detained. Still far short of the number of people requited to fulfill Keitel’s order, on October 19 German troops stormed the city and arrested virtually all of the male population, aged 16–60. In all, about 10,000 men were detained. Also involved in the operation were the Serbian State Guard and a detachment of the Serbian Volunteer Command. Males 16 and older, who were attending high school classes at the time, were literally pulled from their classrooms and marched to the outskirts of town.

The actual massacre commenced on October 20, when soldiers began shooting the civilians in large groups, some with as many as 400 people. The mass executions continued into October 21. When the requisite number had been killed, those remaining alive were imprisoned as hostages, to be sacrificed in the future if more Nazis died at the hands of communists. It should be noted that the vast majority of those killed at Krajugevac were in fact not communists. The dead were buried in unmarked mass graves in the countryside on the outskirts of the city. Although the estimated number of killed has varied greatly over the years, modern scholars suggest that about 2,800 died during October 20–21. Today, there is a series of memorials to the event, located in a memorial park that was erected on the approximate site of the killings.
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Krakow-Plaszow

Krakow-Plaszow was a Nazi forced-labor and concentration camp located near the Krakow, Poland, suburb of Plaszow. It was established in 1942. The camp was initially begun as a forced-labor facility for chiefly Polish Jews. It had a separate camp for men and women, and a special section for non-Polish Jews who were detained there because they had violated German occupation policies. As labor needs increased and more manufacturing facilities were built in or near Plaszow, the Germans continued to expand the facility to meet demand. At the height of its operations, in 1944, the camp held about 20,000 prisoners simultaneously.

Run by the Schutzstaffel (SS), Krakow-Plaszow was notorious for its wretched living conditions and the overworking of its detainees. Food was scant and often inedible, medical care was essentially nonexistent, housing quarters were overcrowded and squalid, and camp personnel were cruel. Harsh punishments, some of which resulted in deaths, were commonplace. Starvation and disease alone killed several thousand prisoners, while hundreds more died of exhaustion and overwork. Precise casualty figures are almost impossible to determine because the Germans went out of their way to cover up their activities, including the mass cremation of bodies.

German industrialist Oskar Schindler, who operated an enamelware factory in the vicinity of Krakow, used labor from the Plaszow camp. He shielded his mostly Jewish workforce, however, and when he was forced to relocate his factory in 1944, Schindler managed to take some 1,100 Jewish workers with him, saving them from deportation and likely death.

In early 1944, the focus of the camp shifted from forced labor to concentration. During that year, Plaszow became temporary home to Jews in transit to death camps in the east. As well, more and more of the camp’s permanent detainees were being deported to camps further east. In the summer of 1944, however, as Soviet troops began approaching from the east, the Germans attempted to liquidate completely the Plaszow facility. They shipped many prisoners to Auschwitz, where most were killed. Soon, the Germans engaged themselves in a major effort to erase any evidence of wrongdoing. Barracks and buildings were demolished, and mass graves were opened. The bodies contained in them were then exhumed and burned. The last prisoners left Plaszow in January 1945; many died during a forced march to Auschwitz, while many more were killed after their arrival. It is not possible to determine exactly how many people died at Plaszow, but deaths most certainly numbered in the several thousands, of all causes.
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Kramer, Josef

Know as the “Beast of Belsen,” Josef Kramer was born on November 10, 1906 in Munich. Trained as a bookkeeper, Kramer joined the Nazi Party in 1931 and volunteered for the Schutzstaffel (SS) in 1932. Originally assigned to the Dachau Concentration Camp in 1934 as a guard, Kramer’s slavish devotion to orders earned him promotions and transfers to camps at Sachsenhausen and Mauthausen.

In 1940, Kramer was assigned to assist Rudolf Hoess, commandant of the Auschwitz Concentration Camp. Ostensibly tasked with choosing a site for the development of a synthetic fuel plant, Hoess’s and Kramer’s true mission was to select a suitable site for the implementation of the Final Solution, the mass killing of Jews and other minorities. Kramer’s attention to strict discipline and sadistic demeanor earned him the praise of ReichsFuhrer-SS Heinrich Himmler.

From May 1941 to August 1943, Kramer served as commandant of the Natzweiler Concentration Camp in France. At Natzweiler, one of Kramer’s duties was to provide suitable human remains to August Hirt, an anatomist at the Strasburg Medical University. Eighty inmates were transported from Auschwitz to Natzweiler, where Kramer participated in their execution. In November 1943, Kramer was again stationed at Auschwitz, where Hoess assigned him to oversee the gas chambers at Birkenau.

In December 1944, Kramer was promoted to the rank of Hauptsturmführer-SS (captain) and appointed commandant of the Bergen-Belsen Camp. Kramer brought to Belsen the strict discipline and sadism he had already demonstrated. Lengthy roll calls, harsh labor, and insufficient food became common at Belsen. As Nazi Germany began to disintegrate in early 1945, more and more transports continued to bring prisoners to the already overcrowded Belsen. With a population of 15,257 inmates at the end of 1944, the number soared to 44,000 by March 1945.

By April 1945, order within the camp had vanished, and Allied bombings had disrupted the camp’s water and food supplies. As a typhus epidemic raged, the camp’s crematorium could no longer handle the the increasing number of dead bodies. Kramer reported that up to 300 inmates a day were dying. Corpses were simply left where they had died. As Allied armies pushed further into Germany, prisoners from threatened camps were transported to Belsen. During the week of April 13, more than 20,000 additional prisoners were transported to Belsen.

On April 15, 1945, British troops liberated Belsen. They found some 40,000 starving survivors along with some 35,000 unburied corpses that littered the camp. To his surprise, Kramer was arrested. On September 17, 1945, Kramer and 44 others stood trial before a British military tribunal. The prosecution detailed the horrific conditions of Bergen-Belsen and also presented evidence of Kramer’s time spent at Auschwitz. Kramer’s defense argued that he was merely following orders in a time of war and had been following German laws. Kramer was found guilty and hanged on December 13, 1945, in Hamelin, Germany.
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Kristallnacht 

Known as the “Night of Broken Glass,” Kristallnacht was a sudden and widespread assault on Jews and their property in Germany prior to World War II. It was the first widespread use of massive force against Jews by the Nazi regime. The attack legitimized violence against Jews by the German state and foreshadowed Adolf Hitler’s later attempts to exterminate European Jews through the so-called “Final Solution.”

The violence of Kristallnacht took place on November 9–10, 1938. The impetus for the attack stemmed from the assassination of a German government official in the French Embassy. Herschel Grynszpan, a 17-year-old Jewish refugee then living in Paris, had recently learned that his parents had been deported. Angered by the treatment of his parents by the Nazis, Grynszpan decided to strike back at Germany. He entered the French Embassy and attempted to shoot the German ambassador to France; however, he missed the ambassador and instead killed Ernst von Rath, the third secretary in the German legation.
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After learning of the news, the German government whipped up public anti-Semitism. Joseph Goebbels, the public minister of information for the Nazi regime, organized a widespread pogrom against German Jews. A special unit of the Nazi political machine, known as the Sturmabteilung (SA), led groups of civilians across urban centers of Germany, where they sacked more than 500 Jewish homes, synagogues, and storefronts.

When the violence ended, 90 Jews lay dead and over 30,000 Jewish men were taken into “protective custody” at labor camps or prisons under Nazi control. During the attack, German men also raped Jewish women, despite severe penalties regarding sexual relations between Jews and German citizens.

The term Kristallnacht itself reveals the rampant anti-Semitism that fueled the violence. So many Jewish synagogues and storefronts had been smashed that Hermann Goering described the shattered glass as so many Jewish “crystals” or “diamonds.” Two days after the attacks, Goering ordered the enactment of statutes to punish the Jewish community. Jews were disallowed from owning stores; working as independent skilled workers; or attending concerts, movies, or other forms of public entertainment—they were even prohibited from driving cars.

Perhaps the most harmful aspect of Goering’s new laws for Jews was the freeing of German insurance companies from paying for claims resulting from the destruction of Jewish property. As a further insult, Goering ordered that the Jewish community be fined $400 million for the attack. Not surprisingly, over 150,000 Jews left the country in the wake of Kristallnacht.

One of the most far-reaching changes wrought by Kristallnacht was a general shift in Nazi policy toward the Jews. Prior to Kristallnacht, the German government had dealt with its Jewish “problem” by compelling Jews to immigrate voluntarily to other nations. After Kristallnacht, the German government took a more direct approach that ultimately resulted in the Holocaust—a massive genocide of Jews and other people deemed undesirable or dangerous by the Nazi regime, both in Germany and in occupied countries.
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Krupp Case 

In the United States of America v. Alfried Krupp, et al., Military Tribunal No. III tried 12 executives of the German Friedrich Krupp firm under the authority of Allied Control Council Law No. 10, between August 16 1947, and July 31, 1948. The indictment charged the defendants with: crimes against peace; war crimes and crimes against humanity (plunder and spoliation); war crimes and crimes against humanity (forced and slave labor); and conspiracy. The accused were Alfried Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach, Ewald Loeser, Eduard Houdremont, Erich Muller, Friedrich Janssen, Karl Pfirsch, Max Ihn, Karl Eberhardt, Heinrich Korschan, Friedrich von Bulow, Werner Lehmann, and Hans Kupke. The prosecution later dropped the first and fourth counts against von Bulow, Lehmann, and Kupke.

In October 1945, the Allies indicted Alfried Krupp’s father, Gustav Krupp, as a major war criminal before the International Military Tribunal (IMT). After serving the indictment, the IMT determined that the elder Krupp was unfit to stand trial, and considered four possibilities for adjudicating his case, as proposed by the prosecution and defense: trial in absentia, dismissal, indefinite postponement, or indictment of Alfried Krupp. In the interest of fairness, the IMT adopted the third course but rejected the proposal of charging the son for allegations against the father. The U.S. Office of the Chief of Counsel for War Crimes thereupon tried the firm’s executives as Case IX of the Nuremberg Subsequent Proceedings.

Despite the insistence of prosecutor Telford Taylor that the accused sat in the dock for their misdeeds, the postponed case against Gustav Krupp cast a shadow over the proceedings. According to the prosecution, the firm conspired in 1919 to prepare for future German aggression that matched Adolf Hitler’s imperialistic ambitions. After a unanimous defense motion, the Tribunal dismissed the charges of crimes against peace and conspiracy against all defendants on grounds that private citizens could not wage war, and that the IMT Charter fixed strict temporal limits on the court’s jurisdiction.

After marrying Bertha Krupp, Gustav von Bohlen und Halbach presided over Fried. Krupp AG from 1906 to 1943. His eagerness to please Hitler resulted from a determination to preserve family control over the business, not ideological affinity. His persistent lobbying led to Hitler’s issuance of Lex Krupp in November 1943: by decree, the public corporation (Aktiengesellschaft) was transformed into a perpetual proprietorship, whose owner had to bear the Krupp name. The von Bohlens attached “Krupp” to their name and Alfried took possession of the newly minted Fried. Krupp Essen.

The prosecution recounted Krupp’s participation in the spoliation of steel plants and collieries in Austria, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union. During the German retreat in 1944, the firm looted machinery and other goods from French and Dutch companies. The defense described such behavior as excusable under emergency conditions, but the Tribunal convicted defendants Krupp, Loeser, Houdremont, Muller, Janssen, and Eberhardt for spoliation. On two occasions, Krupp participated in the “Aryanization” of Jewish-owned steel plants in Liancourt and Paris. In contrast to the Flick Trial, Tribunal III accepted the argument that offenses against industrial property may constitute crimes against humanity. A majority acquitted the defendants of spoliation in Austria, Yugoslavia, and the Soviet Union.

The most damaging evidence against Krupp concerned the deployment of forced and slave labor. In western and eastern Germany, the firm utilized some 100,000 conscripted foreign civilians, prisoners of war, and concentration-camp prisoners. Noted for generous, if paternalistic, care of the Kruppianer (the main German workforce), Krupp brutalized its captives. From fall 1942 to spring 1944, it attempted to establish an automatic gun factory, then a fuse factory, at the Auschwitz Concentration Camp. Accepting the Reich’s proposal of location, it abandoned the project because of logistical bottlenecks and its inability to meet contractual obligations, not humanitarian considerations.

Withdrawal from Auschwitz did not spell the end of Krupp’s involvement with slave labor, however. Gross-Rosen’s inmates erected the Bertha-Werke at Markstädt, in Upper Silesia. Five hundred female Jewish internees from Buchenwald also toiled at the main Krupp-Essen plant in late 1944 and early 1945. According to the defense, the Nazi regime caught Krupp between the Scylla of inflexible production quotas and the Charybdis of labor allocation imposed from above. The defendants thus had no choice but to accept whatever labor the state supplied. While the judges in the Flick and IG Farben cases endorsed a similar defense of necessity, Tribunal III found that such pleadings ought to apply strictly to life-and-death circumstances, not cases concerning the potential loss of property. The court also determined that Krupp had aggressively procured and exploited coercive labor, and thereby demonstrated initiative, an exception to the Flick ruling. Eleven defendants were convicted on the slave labor count.

The court sentenced all but one defendant to terms of imprisonment that ranged from two years and ten months to 12 years. It also ordered the confiscation of Alfried Krupp’s industrial property, as provided by Allied Control Council directives. Pfirsch was acquitted. Two of three judges, President H.C. Anderson and William Wilkins (the third was Edward Daly), issued concurring and dissenting opinions. Anderson found the sentences against all defendants except Krupp too severe, and expressed reservations about the seizure of the latter’s property. By contrast, Wilkins opined that the Tribunal had erred in acquitting the defendants on certain spoliation charges. In January 1951, U.S. High Commissioner for Germany John J. McCloy restored the firm to Krupp’s ownership and commuted his 12-year sentence.

JOSEPH ROBERT WHITE
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Latvia 

Latvia is a Baltic state situated in northeastern Europe. It had a 1939 population of approximately 1.99 million people, of whom some 94,000 were Jewish. Latvia became an independent constitutional republic in 1918, but in 1934 Karlis Ulmanis seized power and promptly established a right-wing quasi-fascist government. That government remained in power until June 1940, at which time Soviet troops moved in and occupied the country; two months later, Latvia was annexed outright and became a Soviet republic. This event had been presaged by the 1939 German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact, in which Germany and the Soviet Union had agreed to divide and occupy certain areas of eastern and central Europe. Jews living in Latvia had been fully integrated into the social and political fabric of Latvia during the interwar years, and despite Ulmanis’ fascist tendencies, Latvian Jews were generally spared the persecution faced by Jews in other European nations during the 1930s. At least half of Latvia’s Jews resided in the capital city of Riga in 1939.

The Soviet occupation proved short-lived, because after Germany attacked the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, German troops quickly seized control of the Baltic States, including Latvia. The Germans proceeded to impose a harsh occupation on the Latvians, and Jews were singled out for deportation and death. The Germans seized the property of Jews and non-Jews alike, forced civilians into forced labor or military service, and imposed Nazi ideology in schools’ curriculum. The Latvian economy virtually collapsed, and its currency was devalued to the point of uselessness. As time went on, the German occupation became ever more repressive.

After the Germans moved in during the summer of 1941, Nazi mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen) murdered thousands of Latvian Jews. Occupation authorities also established ghettos in Riga, Liepaja, and Dvinsk, in which most of the Jews housed there died or were killed. A Jewish resistance movement in Riga gained some traction before the Germans brutally suppressed it. Between the autumn of 1941 and the winter of 1942, the Germans moved several thousand Jews into the Riga ghetto; most were Austrian or German Jews. The majority of these deportees were killed in Latvia or deported to death camps. By early 1943, the Jewish population in all of Latvia had plummeted to just 5,000, and they all lived in the urban ghettos. Nazi officials also established several forced-labor camps, where some Jews were located, and they also built a concentration camp known as Kaiserwald, outside Latvia.

In the fall of 1944, as the Germans slowly retreated west, the Soviets reoccupied the Baltic nations, including Latvia. By then, there were fewer that 500 Latvian Jews remaining in the war-torn country. At war’s end in 1945, about 1,000 Latvian Jews who had survived deportation and the concentration camps returned to Latvia; several thousand more who had fled to the Soviet Union prior to the German conquest also survived, although many did not return to Latvia, opting to remain in the Soviet Union. Latvia remained under Soviet domination until the end of the Cold War in 1991.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Laval, Pierre

While Germany occupied France during World War II, Pierre Laval was a leading member of the French government. Laval led France down a road of collaboration with the Nazi conquerors, yielding vast resources for the German war effort and facilitating the deportation of tens of thousands of Jews to German concentration camps, most of whom perished in the Holocaust.

Pierre Jean-Marie Laval was born on June 28, 1883, in Châteldon, a village in the Auvergne region of France. His parents, Baptiste and Claudine, ran a small inn. His father also managed the mail coach that served local mountain communities. Laval’s first job, for which he left school at the age of 12, was that of driver for his father. His education continued sporadically after that, but he was a dogged learner. For a time, he made his living as a tutor, eventually working his way through university. His efforts culminated in degrees in geology and, a number of years later, law. Drafted into the military, his term of service was cut short for medical reasons.

In 1909, Laval married a woman from his village, Eugenie Claussat. By that time, he was already practicing law in Paris. He made a name for himself by successfully defending an avowed anarchist who had been charged with severing telegraph wires. This case led to Laval’s being appointed an attorney for France’s trade union federation, the Confederation General du Travail. He also took up a daily column in this organization’s newspaper. By 1914, Laval had become sufficiently well known to win a seat as a socialist in the Chamber of Deputies, the lower house of the French Parliament.

Laval spent much of World War I as one of the relatively small number of socialists who favored conciliation with Germany. By the end of the conflict, Laval had softened his opposition to the war, but he nonetheless voted against the Treaty of Versailles (1919). In his view, it imposed too harsh a penalty on Germany and provided no sure mechanism of enforcement. That same year, the political Right made a comeback in elections, and Laval lost his seat in the chamber.

This break from politics gave Laval the opportunity to attend to his personal finances. He invested shrewdly and made a good deal of money in banking and radio, among other endeavors, thus setting the stage for his return to politics. In 1924, he regained his seat in the Chamber of Deputies, this time as an independent but still socialist candidate, in coalition with the parties of the Left. Over the next two years, Laval held various cabinet posts, until his left-wing coalition fell from power in 1926. He abruptly broke with the Left, joining forces with the right-wing National Republican Union. The following year, he won a seat in the Senate and was appointed minister of labor and social security by Prime Minister André Tardieu. Laval served in this capacity until January 1931, when he himself became prime minister.

Laval spent his first term in office dealing mainly with foreign affairs, traveling extensively and, by his comments, revealing that he still favored Franco-German reconciliation. For example, he strenuously denounced the Polish Corridor, which separated the predominantly German city of Danzig from the rest of Germany. After only a year in power, however, parliamentary maneuvering dislodged him from the premiership. He did not exercise substantial influence again until 1934, when he was appointed foreign minister in Gaston Doumergue’s cabinet. In that position, he made his mark by negotiating with Italian leader Benito Mussolini a swap of certain French colonial territories in Africa in exchange for Italian recognition of French supremacy in Tunisia.

In 1935, when German leader Adolf Hitler announced that (contrary to the Versailles Treaty) Germany had begun to rearm itself, Laval secured a mildly worded joint French, British, and Italian condemnation. Laval envisioned the four powers eventually coming to an understanding, but parliamentary pressure forced him to court a fifth power, the Soviet Union. In May 1935, he negotiated a Franco-Russian agreement for mutual assistance, but he delayed its implementation indefinitely.

That June, a financial crisis brought him the premiership once again. Having opted to retain the foreign affairs portfolio, in December Laval entered secret negotiations with Britain and Italy over Ethiopia, which Mussolini had invaded. Laval’s plan was to allow Italy to annex all but a third of the African kingdom. When the press learned of these terms, Britain quickly backed out, confirming Laval’s antipathy for what anglophobes in France called “perfidious Albion.” A month or so later, he fell from power once again, returning to his seat in the Senate.

As Hitler made more and more aggressive demands to expand German influence, Laval made a few statements condemning German actions and advocated solidarity between the “Latin bloc” of nations (France, Italy, and Spain) as the key to preventing hostilities. In September 1939, France and Britain declared war on Germany for the latter’s invasion of Poland. After several months of a “phony war” (in which no fighting actually occurred), Germany attacked France, rapidly breaking through French lines.

The French government fled Paris, establishing itself in Vichy. As France faced defeat, aging World War I hero Philippe Pétain assumed the premiership. On June 22, 1940, France signed an armistice with the invaders, agreeing to German occupation of three-fifths of the country. The very next day, Laval took a high position in Pétain’s government. Laval then played a leading role in convincing Parliament to give dictatorial powers to Pétain.

The new Vichy regime, with Pétain as head of state and Laval as his designated successor, set about trying to revive France with an eclectic mix of reforms, some of which were traditional and some of which were fascist. Pleased to no longer be in alliance with Britain, Laval encouraged close cooperation with Germany. In October 1940, he and Pétain met with Hitler at the small French town of Montoire, making the policy of collaboration official. A few months later, Pétain dismissed Laval in order to placate other members of his government, but a little more than a year later, in April 1942, Pétain reinstated him. (In the interim, Laval had survived a bullet wound in the chest, one of a number of assassination attempts against him during the war.)

Laval’s actions as a Vichy leader have brought him much condemnation. After the war, his supporters argued that he had played “a double game,” yielding token concessions to the Germans while secretly advancing the cause of the Allies. The historical record does not support such a view. Laval was convinced that France was best-served by finding a place at Germany’s side in a new European order. To that end, he took every opportunity to demonstrate French goodwill to the Germans. He and Pétain had a specific, some might say peculiar, notion of French honor. Precisely because France had been defeated, they believed it was of paramount importance to prove that France retained its sovereignty. This view led them to do much of the Germans’ dirty work for them. If Jews had to be rounded up, better that it be the French police who seize them rather than German troops. (The Vichy government’s efforts in this area targeted Jewish immigrants and refugees more than native-born Jews.) If French hostages had to be executed, better that the French government designate who was to die rather than the occupying forces.

Laval encouraged French collaboration on an economic level as well. He negotiated the transfer of French skilled laborers to work in German war factories, eventually compelling compliance by drafting French workers. (This measure drove many such men into the countryside to join the French Resistance.) In addition, he organized the export of French material resources to Germany so that by 1943, more than 40 percent of French agricultural and industrial output was devoted to the Nazi war effort.

Laval’s policies, morally disastrous for France, proved to be personally disastrous for himself. Carried away by German troops after France’s liberation in 1944, he was eventually captured in Spain and sent back to France. There, he was condemned to death for the role he played during the war. Hours after an unsuccessful suicide attempt, he was shot by a firing squad on October 15, 1945.

DANIEL SIEGEL
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Lawrence, Geoffrey

British soldier, attorney, and jurist who presided over the 1945–1946 Nuremberg war crimes trial of 24 top leaders of Nazi Germany, including Hermann Goering, Rudolf Hess, Joachim von Ribbentrop, and Albert Speer. Lord Geoffrey Lawrence was born on December 2,1880; his father was the 1st Baron Trevithin and had served as lord chief justice. After attending New College at Oxford University, Lawrence was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 1906. He soon developed expertise in tax, property, appeals, and international arbitration law. During World War I, he was commissioned a second lieutenant in the Hertford Royal Field Artillery, serving in France, Palestine, and Gallipoli. During the war, he was wounded, twice recognized for his command of a brigade, and won the Distinguished Service Order. Between the wars, he served as commander of the 86th Royal Artillery Brigade in the Territorial Army, retiring as a colonel in 1926.

Returning to legal practice in 1924, Lawrence was made a king’s counsel and in 1928 was named attorney general to the Prince of Wales. He was appointed a judge of the King’s Bench Division of High Court in 1932 and was subsequently knighted. As a judge, he became known for his diligence, objectivity, and precedent-setting decisions. During World War II, Lawrence served as a private in the Parliamentary Home Guard and was twice wounded during the 1940 blitz while stationed at the House of Commons in London. In 1944, he was made a lord justice of appeal and thus placed on the Privy Council.

Lawrence’s placement on the tribunal at Nuremberg and his later designation as presiding judge resulted more from chance than design. Sir Norman Brikett, a leading British barrister of the time, was originally asked by the lord chancellor to fill Britain’s seat on the four-judge panel (representing Britain, France, the United States, and the Soviet Union); Brikett, however, was assigned an alternate post when the British Foreign Office urged that a law lord be chosen. The lord chancellor then turned to Lawrence. The American judge, former attorney general Francis Biddle, appeared to have an early lock on the presiding judge position but was asked by chief American prosecutor Robert Jackson to step aside so as to give the court a less American and more international component. Accordingly, Lawrence was unanimously elected president of the tribunal on October 14, 1945, at the judges’ preliminary meeting in Berlin.

On arrival in war-ravaged Nuremberg, the prim and balding law lord looked every inch the upright British judge. Indeed, Lawrence’s Victorian demeanor, precise speech, and commanding presence immediately gave the tribunal an air of dignity and legitimacy when it convened on November 20, 1945. More importantly, with constant attention to detail and calm strength, he kept complete control of the courtroom during heated moments and while dealing with such powerful personalities as Goering and Jackson; a disapproving glance over his spectacles or the tap of his pencil on the bench was usually sufficient rebuke. Only once during the proceedings did Lawrence seem to show emotion. After viewing horrifying films of the victims of the concentration camps, he hurried from the courtroom without adjourning the session

Lawrence was devoted to maintaining fairness in the proceedings. Some defendants themselves conceded that they were fairly tried and noted the contrast with Nazi courts. Prosecutors, press, defense lawyers, and many of the accused greatly admired the courteous and unflappable presiding judge. To the disapproval of some observers, however, he permitted defendants to use counsel with Nazi backgrounds. Although Lawrence eventually limited oratorical digressions, Jackson was particularly unhappy with the leeway allowed to Goering in responding during cross-examination and the fact that each defendant was granted a day of closing arguments.

During deliberations, the chief judge was deft at forging compromises and maintaining unity. Lawrence firmly supported the conspiracy charges, even though they were not recognized in continental jurisprudence, and voted for the death sentences rendered. He also barred cameras from the sentencing to keep the occasion from becoming undignified.

After the trial, Lawrence returned to the law courts and his beloved Hill Farm in Wiltshire. He was created 1st Baron Oaksey and a lord of appeal in ordinary, serving from 1947 to 1957. He inherited the title 3rd Baron Trevithin from his brother in 1959 and died on August 28, 1971.
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Le Chambon-sur-Lignon

Le Chambon-sur-Lignon is a small village located in rural south-central France, in the Haute-Loire Department. After France fell to Nazi Germany in June 1940, the armistice dictated German control of the northern and western industrial zones of the country. The French government, located now in the town of Vichy, embarked on collaboration with Germany. Until November 1942 when Germany occupied the rest of the country, Vichy administered the largely rural southern unoccupied zone, where Le Chambon was located.

During the Holocaust, thousands of Jewish refugees were rescued in Le Chambon and surrounding villages and farms, collectively known as the Plateau Vivarais-Lignon. Local residents, their spiritual and community leaders, as well as representatives from French, religious, and international organizations worked together to create a safe haven for individuals pursued by the German and Vichy French governments. Many Jews who reached the safe haven participated in rescue and resistance efforts.

The Plateau had a long history of serving as a refuge to the oppressed. In the 17th and 18th centuries, Huguenots (French Protestants) took shelter in the region during persecution by the Catholic majority, and priests were harbored there during the French Revolution. The tradition continued into the 20th century, when political refugees from Spain, Germany, and elsewhere found a haven there. Much like their ancestors, the people of the Plateau understood that the intensifying persecution of the Jews was fundamentally wrong. Inspired by their leaders and supported by a growing network of resistance and rescue networks, they opened their homes to Jews and other refugees.

One of the leaders of the rescue efforts was Pastor André Trocmé. A staunch pacifist, he along with his wife Magda, Pastor Edouard Theis, teacher Roger Darcissac, the local doctor Roger LeForestier, and numerous other pastors and leaders throughout the region encouraged residents to defy the dictates of the German and Vichy regimes. Pastor Trocmé is credited with leading much of the rescue efforts in Le Chambon. His presbytery, like those of many other pastors on the Plateau, served as a “way station” for Jewish refugees who reached the region and who sought a safe place to stay. He and Magda Trocmé helped connect them to families who were willing to take them in.

Jewish refugees of all ages were hidden in small homes, boarding schools, hotels, and guesthouses throughout the region. Jewish refugees managed to reach the Plateau through various channels, including personal contacts and word-of-mouth. Some were hired as educators for the École Nouvelle Cévenole, a school created by Pastors Theis and Trocmé in 1938, even after Vichy regulations stripped Jews of their right to teach. Others had known about the region from holidays spent there or came to know it through their forays into rural areas in search of food and supplies. Some Jews, including many children, came to the Plateau with the assistance of organizations such as the American Friends Service Committee (Quakers), the YMCA, and the Jewish Ouevre de Secours aux Enfants (OSE, or Children’s Relief Organization). These organizations helped release Jews from French internment camps and supported the creation of boarding schools and group homes on the Plateau.

The influx of Jews and other refugees to the area did not go unnoticed by the Vichy regime or German occupation authority. In summer 1942, during the intensification of the deportation of Jews from France, French police descended on Le Chambon to round up Jews rumored to be in hiding there. In response to increased police and other official presence, many Jews were spirited out of the towns and dispersed to surrounding farms. Some were provided false papers, which enabled them to make the harrowing trek over the Swiss border.

Several villagers were arrested and some even murdered for their participation in rescue efforts. However, this did not deter the people of the Plateau or those who helped them. By the time France was liberated in September 1944, the villagers of Le Chambon and the surrounding villages had provided shelter to several thousand people, including thousands of Jews.

CHRISTINE SCHMIDT VAN DER ZANDEN
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Lebensraum

Lebensraum, meaning “living space,” was a Pan-Germanic slogan during Germany’s unification process in the mid-19th century. During the late 1930s, this ideology helped justify German chancellor Adolf Hitler’s aggressive policies toward neighboring Czechoslovakia, Poland, and ultimately the Soviet Union, and was a prime cause of the start of World War II.

Developed by the German geographer Frederich Ratzel in the 1800s, lebensraum applied Charles Darwin’s theories to geographical spaces. Critics charged this concept as “anti-modern, anti-industrialist, and ideologized agrarianism.” According to Gerhard Weinberg, American author, it was “a vulgarized version of Social Darwinism.” Lebensraum was closely related to the American ideal of Manifest Destiny, which justified to many Americans westward expansion in the 1800s. Lebensraum resembled other German ideologies such as Grossraumwirtschaft—economies of large spaces—and Weltpolitik—politics of large areas.

Early in the 20th century, German scholars such as Karl Haushofer and Frederich von Bernhardi expanded upon Ratzel’s work. A key beginning of the implementation of the idea was the German experience in South West Africa where, mixed with colonialism and racism, the Germans practised genocide on the Herero and Nama peoples. Their experience there, as well as the justifications before the Reichstag, would foreshadow future Nazi lebensraum policies. Von Bernhardi in Germany and the Next War, published in 1912, identified potential areas for German imperial expansion in competition with England, France, and Russia as World War I loomed on the horizon.

Germany’s defeat and territorial loss as a result of World War I, a worldwide depression, and hyperinflation at home retarded German economic development. However, the rise of Hitler to power, and a wave of new German nationalism, gave Nazi ideologues the ammunition to revive lebensraum as a powerful political tool and violate the Treaty of Versailles. Germany desperately needed war materials for its army, food to sustain a population boom, and steel to build a powerful new navy—three tools that Hitler needed to create and maintain his empire.

In 1938, Hitler used the ideology of lebensraum to justify an aggressive turn against Czechoslovakia and demand the return of the Sudetenland—home to 3 million ethnic Germans. Moreover, Hitler’s lebensraum called for an invasion of Poland and the Soviet Union, which would reestablish the Holy Roman Empire under the mantel of the Third Reich, thus giving Germany complete control in Eastern and Southeastern Europe.

Germany was divided after their defeat in 1945. The United States, Great Britain, and France controlled West Germany. The former Soviet Union controlled East Germany. Lebensraum as an official instrument of foreign policy died out during the occupation. The increasing Cold War tensions between two nuclear-armed superpowers in the United States and the Soviet Union prevented either of the two Germanys from creating an independent foreign policy. However, during the late 1980s the Soviet Union collapsed, allowing East and West Germany to take a more active role in European politics. Under the guise of revisionspolitik (foreign policy revision) and sicherheitspolitik (national security), lebensraum played an important role in the push for the reunification of the two Germanys.
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Lemkin, Raphael

Raphael Lemkin was a Polish Jewish refugee, lawyer, and legal scholar, and the man who coined the word “genocide.” He was born on June 24, 1900, in the rural village of Bezwodene, in eastern Poland (then part of the Russian Empire), in an area of restricted Jewish residence commonly known as the “Pale of Settlement.” He was one of three children, all boys: his brothers were named Elias and Samuel. Elias survived the Holocaust, while Samuel and his parents did not. His father Joseph and his uncle co-owned a farm called Ozerisko, 14 miles from the city of Wolkowysk, despite the general thrust of Russian anti-Semitic laws. His mother, Bella, whose own love of languages, painting, literature, history, and philosophy inspired her son, prompted him to master several languages during his early years, including French, Hebrew, Russian, Spanish, and Yiddish. According to Lemkin’s own accounts, those early years were happy ones.

Sometime during his teenage years, Lemkin came across a copy of the book Quo Vadis by the Polish 1905 Nobel Laureate for Literature Henryk Sienkiewicz. This novel described the nearly successful attempt by the Roman emperor Nero to exterminate all the Christians in his realm. The effect upon Lemkin of this graphic account of those horrors, even though fictionalized, was electric. He was simply unable to conceive how it was that human beings could engage in such massively destructive behavior toward other human beings, and it was this initial confrontation with horror that led Lemkin, already a voracious reader, to search out other equally devastating accounts of what he would later term “genocide,” and impel him toward his chosen profession of law. Ultimately, from this base, he would work for the passage of an international legal agreement against genocide itself.
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Next to nothing is known of Lemkin’s life during the years of World War I, other than his own admission of following closely the increasing revelations of the Ottoman Turkish genocide of the Armenians (1915–1923), and the release of more than 150 British-interned Turks from the island of Malta (where they had been held on charges of “war criminality”). In 1926, he had obtained his doctorate in law from Lvov University (having also studied in Germany, at the University of Heidelberg), just as another incident claimed his attention.

On May 25 of that year, in Paris, Sholom Schwartzbard assassinated Symon Petlyura, a Ukrainian socialist politician, statesman, and leader of the Ukrainian fight for independence from the Soviet Union. Brought to trial for his crime, Schwartzbard’s defense was that of avenging the deaths of 15 members of his family, including his parents, murdered in a series of pogroms in Ukraine, for which he felt Petlyura had not done enough either to prevent them from happening or to punish those responsible during his brief term as president of the Ukraine Republic. The French jury found him not guilty. Lemkin’s response was to publish an article applauding both the act and the acquittal, but noting that no such law and process existed for addressing such tragedies on a larger scale of national, racial, or religious groups.

By 1929, Lemkin was appointed deputy public prosecutor in Warsaw and secretary of the penal section of the Polish Committee on Codification of Laws, in addition to representing Poland at the annual meeting of the International Bureau for the Unification of Penal Law and serving as secretary-general of the Polish Group for the Association of Penal Law.

In 1933, an international conference on penal and criminal law met in Madrid, Spain. Lemkin felt that the time was ripe for him to present his idea of an international law addressing two crimes: “barbarity” and “vandalism.” The former he defined as destroying a national or religious collectivity, the latter as destroying works of culture representative of the genius of such groups. Although he had sent his paper ahead, Lemkin was, ultimately, prevented from attending by the Polish minister of justice, who evidently agreed with the anti-Semitic Gazeta Warszawska, which, in a series of articles, saw Lemkin’s work as being a Jewish issue only. Between 1933 and 1939 (and the start of World War II), Lemkin continued to sharpen his thinking about the legal implications and ramifications of such violence against groups.

On September 1, 1939, Germany invaded Poland; two days later, World War II began. Lemkin joined the Polish Army and was deployed to help defend Warsaw in the last days of the German siege. He was wounded by a bullet to the hip and narrowly evaded capture by the Nazis. As Warsaw experienced destruction at first hand, Lemkin’s initial thoughts were to flee to safety to either Lithuania or Sweden and then move on to the United States, places where he had already established good contacts. Despite travel difficulties brought on by the war, he managed to return home from Warsaw to see his family in eastern Poland. They urged him to flee; with the exception of his brother, he would never see them again. In total, Lemkin lost 49 family members during the Nazi Holocaust that was to follow.

Arriving safely in Lithuania, he was already making plans to proceed to Sweden. During his sojourn there, he went also to the city of Riga, Latvia, where he met with the renowned Jewish historian Simon Dubnow, the author of the definitive 10-volume World History of the Jewish People (1929). Dubnow further encouraged Lemkin to continue his legal work in safety.

The day after this meeting, Lemkin flew to Stockholm. From there, he flew to Moscow, traveled the Trans-Siberian Railway to Vladivostok, took a small boat to the Japanese port of Tsuruga, and then boarded a larger vessel, the Heian Maru, bound for the United States. The ship docked first in Vancouver, British Columbia, before reaching its final destination of Seattle, Washington, in early 1941. Lemkin then went to Chicago, on his way to Duke University in North Carolina, where friends had secured an academic appointment for him at the Duke Law School.

One year later, in June 1942, Lemkin received a letter from the Board of Economic Warfare in Washington, D.C., inviting him to serve as its chief consultant. He accepted the offer immediately. The chairperson of that board was Henry A. Wallace, at the time vice president of the United States. Through this and other contacts, Lemkin was able to submit to President Franklin D. Roosevelt a one-page brief vis-à-vis his proposal for an international treaty banning “vandalism and barbarity.” Roosevelt responded affirmatively, but, due to the exigencies of the war itself, such work would have to come later.

At the same time, Lemkin was also working hard on his massive 674-page book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress, published in 1944 by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington, D.C. During this same period, rumors were rife through the nation’s capital regarding Nazi atrocities against Jews that paralleled Germany’s military successes. In chapter 9 of Axis Rule, Lemkin devoted the entire chapter to a discussion of “genocide”—a “new term and new conception for destruction of nations.”

Immediately after the war, Lemkin served as adviser to Supreme Court justice Robert H. Jackson, in Jackson’s capacity as chief U.S. prosecutor at the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg during 1945–1946. Lemkin managed to have the word “genocide” inserted into the overall indictment against the leading Nazis in the dock. It would, however, ultimately be removed by the jurists themselves; they concurred that they were bound by the statute of the International Military Tribunal, which did not contain a charge of genocide.

Before the conclusion of the trials on October 1, 1946, Lemkin was already hard at work writing and publishing a number of articles in a wide variety of journals in the United States, Belgium, and Norway (among others), advocating an international law banning genocide. Upon his return to the United States, and with the Nuremberg Trials over, Lemkin refocused his energies toward achieving recognition from the newly established United Nations (UN).

In July 1948, while teaching at Yale Law School, Lemkin received a cable informing him that the Economic and Social Council of the UN would take up the idea of a convention against genocide at its meeting in Geneva, where the issue had been directed prior to being forwarded to the Security Council. He flew to Switzerland, where he again proceeded to involve himself actively not only in the writing and rewriting of the document, but seeking out the necessary reaffirmations of the delegates there assembled to secure its passage. Returning from a much-needed break in August 1948, he learned that the convention proposal had passed and was to be forwarded on to the Security Council, after review by its Legal Committee then scheduled to meet in Paris. It was there that a serious stumbling block developed.

The British representative, Attorney-General Sir Hartley Shawcross, opposed the convention, citing protocols already established and reaffirmed at Nuremberg. Others cited the inclusion of “political groups” together with those to be protected from genocide, while yet others desired to protect only national, racial, religious, and ethnic groups. Originally included, political groups were omitted after a second vote for reconsideration was taken; this omission remains, even today, one of the most serious critiques of the convention.

Finally, all of the difficulties were overcome, and on December 9, 1948, the General Assembly of the UN, now with the support of both its Legal Committee and the Security Council, began its deliberations. The convention passed unanimously, and two days later, on December 11, 1948, 22 member states signed the declaration to proceed to ratification by their own home governments. Lemkin was jubilant. The following day found him in the hospital in Paris, suffering from complete and total exhaustion, or, in his own words, “genociditis, exhaustion from working on the Genocide Convention.” He would never regain his full vigor, and after his return to the United States spent more time in the hospital.

Several weeks later, Lemkin took up his teaching duties at Yale University. He was determined to work on U.S. ratification, which he was to do, frustratingly, and in concert with others, until his death in 1959. With every other signatory state successfully ratifying the Genocide Convention, Lemkin redoubled his efforts, seemingly to no avail. The Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide went into effect by the UN on January 21, 1951; it was only ratified by the United States on October 14, 1988, and signed into law by President Ronald Reagan on November 4, 1988.

Twice nominated for—though not awarded—the Nobel Peace Prize (in 1950 and 1952), Lemkin’s vision was truly pioneering. He brought to the world’s stage the concept of genocide, having himself no official status whatsoever. On August 28, 1959, he died of a heart attack in New York City. In an ironic final twist of cruel fate for a man whose life was dedicated to the remembrance of millions of victims of genocide, only seven people—not even enough for a minyan, or quorum of 10 Jewish men required for ritual services such as burial—attended his funeral.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Levi, Primo

A survivor of the Nazi Holocaust during World War II, Primo Levi of Italy emerged as one of its most significant chroniclers. His series of memoirs and novels recount his experiences and the effects of suffering on the human identity. Levi broke new ground not only with his descriptions of the horrors of the Holocaust, but also with his ability to show how such a diabolical practice could emerge in European society. As most of the world swore during the immediate aftermath of World War II that nothing like the Holocaust would ever happen again, Levi illustrated how the perversities of human nature had allowed the Holocaust to happen in the first place.

Levi was born on July 31, 1919, in Turin, Italy. After completing high school, he enrolled at the University of Turin. In spite of the anti-Jewish laws enacted by Italian dictator Benito Mussolini, Levi graduated in July 1941 with honors in chemistry, in the midst of World War II. He had found refuge from the brutality of the fascist regime in the scientific truths of chemistry and physics. Struggling against the racially discriminatory laws of the government, Levi finally found work in Milan as a researcher for a pharmaceutical company attempting to find a cure for diabetes.

With the collapse of Mussolini’s government in 1943, Italy switched sides and declared war on Germany. Levi and several of his friends went to the mountains of northern Italy to join a small partisan unit fighting the Germans and the remaining Italian fascists. The group, outnumbered and inexperienced, was captured by the fascist militia on December 13, 1943. When Levi disclosed to his interrogators that he was an Italian Jew, it was, he recalled later, “partly out of an irrational digging in of pride.” He was immediately transferred to German custody.

Two months later, Levi and 650 other Italian Jews were sent by train to the Auschwitz concentration camp in Poland. After arriving, more than 500 were sent directly to the gas chambers. Judged physically fit for work, Levi was assigned to heavy outdoor construction labor. In the winter of 1944, due to his expertise in chemistry, he was selected to work in the rubber factory. Levi felt the need to document his experiences so strongly that, while working in the factory, he began scribbling notes, which he then threw away since he would have been killed had the Germans found them. During this time, an Italian named Lorenzo, a civilian bricklayer working at the camp, risked his life to bring Levi extra food every day, ensuring his survival.

In January 1945, Levi contracted scarlet fever. He was left to die in the infirmary as the retreating Germans led the rest of the prisoners on a death march toward Germany. Ten days later, the advancing Soviet Army reached Auschwitz and found Levi still alive. His journey home began in the middle of June, taking him through Russia, Romania, Hungary, and Austria. After four months of train rides, refugee camps, and walking, Levi arrived in Turin in October to find his family alive and their apartment still standing. Levi found work at a paint factory in town.

The need to write again overwhelmed Levi, however, and within three months, he had completed If This Is a Man, which described his experiences in Auschwitz. In detailing the struggle to retain his humanity in the face of the dehumanizing concentration camp experience, Levi wrote of the bricklayer who brought him food: “Thanks to Lorenzo, I managed not to forget that I myself was a man.” The book was accepted by a small publishing house in 1947. Only 2,000 copies were printed before the company went out of business. That same year, Levi married a teacher named Lucia Morpurgo. The couple subsequently had a daughter, Lisa, and a son, Lorenzo, named for the bricklayer who risked his life for Levi.

In 1958, after being rejected by several large houses, If This Is a Man was reissued by a major publisher in Turin. The book garnered international praise. It was published in English in 1959 as Survival in Auschwitz. Five years later, Levi, now the manager of the paint factory, finished his second memoir, The Reawakening, which tells the story of his liberation from Auschwitz by the Russians and chronicles his long trip home. Levi continued to work at the factory and adhere to his practice of writing only in his spare time after work and on weekends.

In 1975, Levi completed his third autobiographical effort, The Periodic Table. Each chapter in the book takes its title from the Periodic Table of the Elements, a chart used by scientists to organize information regarding chemical elements, with a character or event evoking a reference to the chosen element in each chapter. Levi retired from the paint factory two years later, and in 1978, he completed The Monkey’s Wrench, his first novel. A collection of tales narrated by a fun-loving manual laborer named Libertini Faussone and a chemist named Levi, the book explores the need to unify one’s life and work in achieving happiness. Levi’s first effort as a full-time writer, Moments of Reprieve, returned to his Holocaust memories. The book contains 15 vignettes focusing on 15 fellow prisoners who survived in one form or another.

Beginning in the early 1980s, Levi suffered repeated bouts of depression yet continued to write. In a 1984 interview with the New York Times, he said: “After Auschwitz, I had an absolute need to write. Not only as a moral duty, but as a psychological need.” Shortly after the publication of Moments of Reprieve in 1986, his elderly mother suffered a severe stroke, leaving her incapacitated. Levi confided in a letter to one of his translators that he was enduring the worst time of his life since Auschwitz. Overcome by depression and despair, Levi leaped to his death from the fourth-story window of the apartment he had lived in all his life on April 11, 1987.

In the following years, two volumes of Levi’s essays, The Drowned and the Saved and Other People’s Trades, both of which were meditations on the nature of humanity filtered through his wartime experiences, were published, along with several other works he had completed.

LISA MCCLATCHY
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Lithuania

Lithuania is a nation in the southern Baltics that had a 1939 population of about 3 million people, of whom some 160,000 were Jewish. Lithuania gained its independence as World War I drew to a close in 1918, and remained independent until 1940. Unlike other Baltic countries, Lithuania maintained relatively cordial relations with the Soviet Union during the interwar period. Between 1926 and 1940, Antanas Smetona imposed a virtual dictatorship over Lithuania, as his regime attempted to curry favors with the Soviet Union. These attempts did not, however, keep the Soviets from clandestinely agreeing with the Germans in 1939 that Lithuania would become a Soviet territory upon the outbreak of war. Prior to World War II, Lithuania had a vibrant Jewish community; Lithuanian Jews even used a distinct dialect of Yiddish. As well, the Jews of Lithuania were at the forefront of the international Zionist and the Jewish labor movements.

In March 1939, despite their earlier agreement with the Soviets, the Germans annexed Memel-Klaipeda, an area of Lithuania that had a large German-speaking population. In June 1940, after World War II began, Soviet troops marched into the rest of Lithuania, and in August the Soviet Union formally annexed the country. Soviet officials proceeded to impose a rigorous occupation regime in Lithuania, which would include the complete transformation of the nation to Soviet-style communism. By June 1941, some 40,000 Lithuanians who opposed this were sent into exile in rural Russia. Meanwhile, nearly 100,000 Jews, mostly from German-occupied Poland, had sought refuge in Lithuania between September 1939 and June 1941.

On June 22, 1941, the German invaded the Soviet Union and quickly overran the Baltics, including Lithuania. Because of the huge influx of foreign Jews prior to this, and the Soviet’s occupation policies, rioting among Lithuanians had targeted Jews, resulting in numerous deaths. German mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen), working with Lithuanian militias, began massacring Jews during the summer of 1941, and by September nearly all Jews living in rural regions had been killed. By year’s end, many of the Jews residing in urban ghettos had also been murdered. By early 1942, only some 40,000 Jews remained alive in Lithuania; they lived in ghettos or were interned in several forced-labor camps, where they lived in hellish conditions. The following year, two of the four remaining ghettos were liquidated, with most Jews (about 15,000) being transported to concentration camps in Estonia and Latvia. Some 5,000 others were sent to camps in Poland, where they were promptly killed.

In April 1944, Soviet troops began moving back into Lithuania, and before the Germans departed, they transported many Jews from the remaining two ghettos to German concentration camps. Most died after their arrival. Meanwhile, the Soviets re-imposed their earlier occupation policies on the Lithuanians, and the country would remain in the Soviet orbit until 1991. Between 1941 and 1944, the Germans killed 90 percent of Lithuania’s Jews. Lithuania had one of the highest Jewish death rates of any nation occupied by Germany during World War II.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Lublin-Majdanek

Lublin-Majdanek (sometimes referred to simply as Majdanek) was a Nazi forced labor and death camp established on October 1, 1941, and operational until July 22, 1944, when Soviet troops liberated the facility. Lublin-Majdanek was located just outside the Polish city of Lublin; unlike other Nazi camps in Poland, it was the only one not to be situated in a rural, isolated locale. Throughout its existence, the capacity of the camp continued to be expanded as more and more detainees were transported there. Lublin-Majdanek also served as a transit camp, where prisoners were temporarily housed while en route to other camps. Initially, Schutzstaffel (SS) leader Heinrich Himmler ordered the construction of Lublin-Majdanek as a forced-labor camp that was to house Soviet war prisoners. The camp was to have a capacity of 50,000 detainees. By the end of 1941, the capacity had been raised to 250,000. Much of the early construction was done by Soviet prisoners of war and Jews deported from nearby Lublin.

Like most of the Nazi death camps, Lublin-Majdanek was staffed with Schutzstaffel (SS) officials along with locally recruited police forces. Prisoners also helped run the facility. Orderlies (kapos) helped maintain order and discipline in the barracks, while crematoria personnel (Sonderkommandos) readied prisoners for the gas chambers and later moved their bodies to crematoria or mass graves.

During 1942 and 1943, the camp’s population continued to expand as Jews from other parts of Poland were deported there. By 1943, Lublin-Majdanek had 145 barracks; that same year, the subcamps of Budzyn, Trawniki, Krasnik, Pulawy, Luopwa, and Poniatowa were subsumed by Lublin-Majdanek’s administration. Perhaps the largest single influx of Jews to arrive at Lublin-Majdanek occurred in 1942, when some 25,000 were transferred from Belzec, another death camp. The following year, 18,000–22,000 more Jews were sent to the camp; most had been residents of the Warsaw Ghetto, which had been liquidated after the April 13, 1943, uprising there.

Beginning on a massive scale in the fall of 1943, camp officials began exterminating camp detainees using carbon monoxide and Zyklon-B. Most of the bodies were incinerated in the facility’s crematoria. Beginning on November 3, Nazi officials forced camp detainees and Jews detained in nearby subcamps to begin digging mass graves. SS officials then shot and killed 18,000 Jews outside Lublin-Majdanek (8,000 from the camp alone) and buried them in the graves that the victims themselves had dug.

On July 22, 1944, Soviet troops rushed toward the camp. Because of their hasty arrival, camp officials were unable to disguise or hide their activities as they did at other facilities. What the Soviets found was deeply disturbing—detainees who were near starvation and rail-thin; gas chambers with bodies still in them; and crematoria with human remains and mounds of ashes. In August, the Soviets cordoned off the entire camp and convened a Soviet-Polish commission designed to investigate the Nazis’ activities at Lublin-Majdanek. This was one of the first efforts to document German war crimes in Eastern Europe, and it occurred almost a year before the end of World War II. Because the Soviets secured the camp before the Nazis could properly dismantle it, it is considered the best-preserved death camp from the Holocaust era.

Estimates as to the death toll at Lublin-Majdanek vary considerably, from as low as 78,000 to as high as 1.5 million. Holocaust scholars have since determined that the death toll may have been around 360,000, although an exact number is impossible to determine. Some 75,000–90,000 Jews (60,000 of them Polish Jews) were deported to the camp between 1941 and 1944. While many were gassed to death, many also died from the brutal conditions in the camp as well as from forced labor.

Numerous camp personnel were prosecuted for war crimes and crimes against humanity. The first trial occurred in late 1944, when four SS soldiers and two kapos were tried; five of the men were executed on December 4, 1944, while the sixth man committed suicide. Of the approximately 1,037 SS personnel who worked at Lublin-Majdanek, only 170 were prosecuted for war crimes; the last trial occurred in West Germany in 1981. After World War II ended in 1945, three of the camp’s commandants were also tried, convicted, and executed.
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Luxembourg

Luxembourg is a small, land-locked constitutional monarchy located in west-central Europe. The country had a 1939 population of 293,000 people, of whom some 3,500 were Jewish. A sizable number of these Jews had moved to Luxembourg from eastern Europe during the 1930s, to escape persecution. In spite of Luxembourg’s declaration of neutrality, the nation was invaded by German forces in May 1940 and was temporarily governed by military officials; in late July, civilian occupation officials took over. In August, the Germans formally annexed Luxembourg. The Nazis attempted to “Germanize” the country, which met with much resistance among a majority of the population. In September, occupation officials instituted anti-Jewish laws and restrictions that were modeled after the Nuremberg Laws in Germany. At the same time, Jews were encouraged to leave Luxembourg, which a good number did (perhaps as many as 2,500), between the fall of 1940 and the fall of 1941. Most resettled as refugees in the unoccupied areas in neighboring France.

As Luxembourg’s resistance movement took hold, German authorities began deporting Luxembourgers to Germany in April 1941; almost 12 percent of the population would ultimately be moved. Meanwhile, in October 1941, German officials banned further Jewish emigration. Thereafter, 800 Jews were interned at a transit camp in the northern part of the country. Between October 1941 and April 1943, 674 of those Jews were transported to concentration camps further east. Of that number, only 36 were thought to have survived until the end of the war. In France, most of the Jews who had migrated there from Luxembourg in the early stages of the conflict were also deported to the east and murdered.

In the early autumn of 1944, Allied troops moved into Luxembourg, pushing the Germans to the east. During the December 16, 1944–January 16, 1945, Battle of the Bulge, however, the tiny nation was physically devastated; it would not be entirely liberated until February 1945. More than 5,150 civilians died in Luxembourg during the war, and estimates of Jews killed range from 1,000 to as high as 2,500.
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Manstein, Erich von

Erich von Manstein of Germany was one of World War II’s leading exponents of panzer tactics. He originated the plan to defeat France in 1940, and his mobile defensive tactics on the Eastern Front are classics of the art of war.

Friedrich Erich von Lewinsky Manstein was born in Baden, Germany on November 24, 1887, into a family steeped in military service. Orphaned at an early age, he was adopted by his uncle, a general in the German Imperial Army. Manstein attended the Prussian Cadet Corps and graduated an officer-cadet in 1906. After several years of military service, he was selected to attend the prestigious War College in 1913. The school closed after World War I broke out in August 1914, however, and Manstein transferred to the Eastern Front as a staff officer. He acquitted himself well, was severely wounded in action, and in 1919 was one of only a few junior officers retained in the peacetime German Army.

Until 1927, Manstein held a variety of troop and staff assignments before being transferred to the Ministry of War as a major. Two years later, he was promoted to colonel and gained appointment to the General Staff. In this capacity, he served under Gen. Ludwig Beck until the latter was dismissed by German leader Adolf Hitler in August 1938. Manstein, viewed with some suspicion, was then transferred out of the General Staff and assigned to command an infantry division. On the eve of World War II, his men formed part of Gen. Gerd von Rundstedt’s Southern Army Corps.

In September 1939, Manstein distinguished himself in combat during the invasion of Poland. That fall, the General Staff was ordered by Hitler to draw up plans for an invasion of France. The strategy fielded by Chief of Staff Franz Halder called for a simple repetition of the traditional Schlieffen Plan. However, Manstein, who possessed a flair for operational planning, audaciously countered with a plan of his own. He called for concentrating armored forces in the center of the Allied line at Ardennes, where thick forests would mask such movement, and charging head on into Sedan. The General Staff initially rejected the plan as too risky, but it eventually came to the attention of Hitler himself, who approved it.

Manstein aspired to lead the tank forces in his own operations, but the General Staff, smarting from his interference, saw to it that he commanded an infantry corps instead. Nonetheless, the attack, spearheaded in May 1940 by Gen. Heinz Guderian’s panzers, worked brilliantly and broke through French lines. Manstein himself was the first infantry force across the Rhine River and played a major role in the ensuing German victory. The following July, Manstein was personally rewarded by Hitler with promotion to lieutenant general and command of his own panzer corps. He was scheduled to direct landing operations during the anticipated invasion of England, but when this scheme was abandoned following the Battle of Britain, he transferred back to Poland to command a panzer corps there.

Beginning on June 22, 1941, Manstein bore a conspicuous role in Operation BARBAROSSA, the German invasion of the Soviet Union. On the first day, Manstein’s armored column drove 50 miles through enemy lines on a direct course for Leningrad. However, he had so outstripped supporting units that his tanks were required to stop and allow them to catch up. In July, Manstein resumed the drive on Leningrad until Hitler ordered him south to fend off a Soviet counterattack at Lake Ilmen. This done, Hitler then ordered several panzer divisions away from the drive on Moscow to support operations in the Ukraine. The Germans captured nearly 1 million prisoners, but also lost much valuable time in mopping up operations. Consequently, when Manstein was finally able to approach Leningrad that fall, the city was heavily fortified and ready for him. Before he could probe its defenses, Manstein gained appointment as commander of the 11th Army on the southern front, with orders to take Rostov and the Crimea. Lacking the strength to do both, he initiated a modest but technically brilliant drive upon the latter, and after much heavy fighting, he captured Sebastopol in September 1942. This victory culminated in his promotion to field marshal and acknowledgment as one of Germany’s finest tank commanders.

Despite tactical victories over the Soviet army, the German strategic position deteriorated in the fall of 1943 when Gen. Friedrich von Paulus’ forces became trapped during the Battle of Stalingrad. In January 1943, Manstein initiated Operation WINTER STORM to relieve Paulus. He came within 25 miles of the beleaguered defenders, but Hitler had forbidden Paulus’ troops from abandoning the city. Paulus was captured along with his army on February 2, 1943, but Manstein managed to extricate German forces further east in the Caucasus Mountains. The strategic initiative then passed to the Soviets, and the Germans were forced to fend off larger and larger offensives against their thinning ranks.

Manstein, however, came up with a novel tactical solution that he dubbed the “mobile defense.” Whenever Soviet forces penetrated German lines, his panzers would hammer away at their flanks and rear, destroying them. In this manner, he recaptured Kharkov in February 1943, inflicting 40,000 casualties. Later that spring, he enthusiastically supported Operation CITADEL, the proposed reduction of the Kursk salient, provided it could be attacked in April before Soviet defenses had consolidated. Hitler managed to delay the offensive until July, when the Soviets were thoroughly dug in, and German forces suffered a bloody drawn battle. Manstein’s panzers penetrated farthest into the southern Soviet defensive belt, but even they could not overcome such horrendous losses.

By 1944, the Germans were continually losing ground to Soviet forces. These problems were compounded by Hitler, who insisted that not a single foot of soil be yielded in retreat, regardless of the consequences. Manstein, for his part, maintained his mobile defense scheme as long as possible and punished several Soviet columns over the next few months. Hitler came to view his successful tactics as defeatist, however, and relieved him of command on March 25, 1944.

Manstein retired to his estate until the end of the war and was arrested there by the British as a war criminal. Although charges of executing Jews in Russia were eventually dropped, he was found guilty of failing to protect civilians in wartime and sentenced to 18 years in prison. This sentence was eventually commuted to 10 years, but he was discharged on a medical release in August 1952. Manstein spent the next few years helping organize the army of the Federal Republic of Germany. Manstein died in Irschenhausen on June 11, 1973.
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Manstein Trial

War crimes trial of Erich von Manstein that was held from August 23 to December 18, 1949. Manstein was the only German field marshal tried for war crimes after World War II. His trial, the last of the Allies’ trials of German war criminals in Germany, was controversial in light of the political realities of post-war Europe. After being found guilty on the charge of neglecting his supervisory duties and therefore participating in the crime of genocide, in addition to other war crimes, Manstein was released after serving less than half of his sentence.

In mid-1947, American war-crimes prosecutor Telford Taylor stumbled across incriminating material against the German field marshals in British custody, namely, Walther von Brauchitsch, Gerd von Rundstedt, and Fritz Erich von Lewinski (called Manstein), as well as against the senior general, Adolf Strauss. Taylor then informed British public prosecutor Sir Hartley Shawcross of his finds. Pointing out that political protests were likely to ensue, a commission called together by Lord Chancellor William Allen Jowitt in October 1947 supported the recommendation of the British minister of war Frederick Bellenger to have charges brought against the generals at the High Command (OKW) Trial. The American military governor, Lucius D. Clay, however, rejected this measure, as the German experts of the Foreign Office and the representatives of the British military government in Germany did not wish to damage British-German relations by launching their own trial against members of the former Wehrmacht elite. On the other hand, others, including Shawcross, parliamentary secretary of state Elwyn Jones, foreign minister Ernest Bevin, and the new minister of war Emanuel Shinwell, argued for criminal proceedings to begin.

In March 1948, the Soviets issued extradition papers for Rundstedt and Manstein; Poland followed suit. The British government then announced that the generals would be brought before a British military court. On July 5, 1948, the cabinet decided that a trial would be held. Major resistance to the effort emerged among prominent representatives of the British military, the peace movement, and the conservative party under the leadership of the Sir Basil Liddell Hart. After Brauchitsch died in October of 1948 and the government dropped charges against Strauss and Rundstedt for reasons of health, the British government had to defend itself particularly against accusations by Poland and the the Soviet Union of having gone soft on the prosecution of war criminals. On May 5, the cabinet therefore decided, despite the resistance, to press charges against Manstein alone.

Sir Arthur Comyns-Carr, who had already represented the British government at the war-crimes tribunal in Tokyo, served as the prosecutor, with Elwyn Jones designated as his deputy. The indictment against Manstein listed 17 points of prosecution and several hundred crimes committed by military units, including the Schutzstaffel (SS), military police, secret police, and SS-operational forces under Manstein’s command during the war against Poland and the Soviet Union. Manstein was accused of having broken military laws and practice by having agreed to criminal orders and/or by having given such orders himself, therefore rendering him responsible for their consequences. The charges included all aspects of the German war of annihilation in the East: abuse, deportation, forced labor, murder of war combatants and populace, and the shooting of Soviet commissars. A central charge claimed that Manstein had incited army units to acts of murder against Jews. The legal grounds for the trial were established among other sources by the Royal Warrant of August 1945, British military law, the HLKO of 1907, as well as the administration of justice at the Nuremberg trials.

Pre-trial support for Manstein continued to build. In addition to the criticism aimed at the legal grounds of the trial, the support for Manstein was primarily motivated by the goal of keeping West Germany as a Cold War ally; with this in mind, the bishop of Chichester urged a general amnesty. Members of the British upper chamber, supported by former prime minister Winston Churchill, began a successful money-raising effort to help pay defense attorneys. Thanks to these funds, Manstein was represented by a total of five attorneys. In addition to Germans Paul Leverkuehn and Hans Laternser, the defense counselors included Reginald T. Paget, a Labor Party representative; Samuel C. Silkin, a Jewish Labor Party representative; and Bill Croome, a British defense specialist. Manstein also contributed strongly to his own defense.

The trial began on August 23, 1949, one week after the election of the first post-war West German parliament. Held in a British military court under the direction of Lieutenant-General Sir Frank Simpson in Hamburg, it was the last war crimes trial held by the Allies in Germany. The defense particularly used the trial as an anti-communist platform. Nevertheless, on December 18, 1949, the court sentenced Manstein to 18 years of imprisonment. He was exonerated on eight points, but convicted of having neglected his duties of supervision and of thereby having shared responsibility for genocide as well as, among other things, having allowed the deportation, abuse, and shooting of Soviet prisoners and commissars of the Red Army and civilians.

In light of the circumstances, the sentence was surprisingly harsh and prompted a wave of support for Manstein in Germany and in many other Western countries; in February 1950, the commander-in-chief of the British Rhine Army, Sir Charles Keigthley, reduced the sentence from 18 to 12 years. Manstein became one of the most prominent German prisoners in Allied custody and soon stood at the center of debates surrounding the treatment of the German soldiers convicted of war crimes in West Germany and Great Britain. His release was accelerated by public interest in the fate of Manstein, who was granted early release in May 1953. Manstein later served as a military consultant to the West German government.
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Marie-Benoît, Père

Père Marie-Benoît was a French Capuchin Franciscan priest who is credited for having saved several thousand Jews from near-certain deportation and death during World War II.

Born Pierre Péteul on February 5, 1895, in Bourg d’Iré, France, Père Marie-Benoît saw action during World War I as a medic’s assistant and was wounded at the Battle of Verdun. After that conflict ended, he decided to become a Catholic cleric and joined the ancient Capuchin Franciscan order. Ordained a priest, he undertook advanced studies in Rome, where he earned a doctorate in theology and became known as an expert on Judaism.

In 1940, Marie-Benoît was attached to the Capuchin monastery in Marseilles, in southern France. Aware that there were perhaps thousands of Jewish refugees in the region who were hoping to flee to the relative safety of Spain or Switzerland, the priest began a major operation to provide for these individuals’ transportation out of France, which by then was partly occupied by German forces.

In the basement of the monastery, Marie-Benoît set up an elaborate assembly line that produced bogus baptismal certificates, identifications, passports, and other documents that he would issue to Jewish refugees. He received aid in this endeavor from members of the French resistance as well as local Jewish groups. In November 1942, the Germans moved into Marseilles and occupied it, threatening to end Marie-Benoît’s activities. The priest then ventured to Nice, France, which was still under Italian occupation, and negotiated with occupation authorities there to permit the passage of Jews through Nice so they could seek refuge in Switzerland. He also successfully lobbied the Italians not to deport or harm the many native Jews then living in Nice.

Marie-Benoît went to Rome in July 1943 in hopes of soliciting the Vatican’s help in transporting Jews from France into northern Italy. When that proved too risky after the Germans occupied much of Italy later that summer, Vatican officials did give the priest help in transporting French Jews to safety in neighboring Spain, which was neutral in the war. Marie-Benoît succeeded in saving at least 2,600 French Jews by proving, sometimes with falsified documents, that they were of Spanish extraction. In addition to helping Jewish refugees materially, Marie-Benoît also attended to their physical and spiritual needs, often times comforting children as they awaited transport out of France.

When his supporters became concerned that the Germans were about to uncover his activities toward the end of the war, the priest fled France and took up residence in northern Italy under the alias “Father Benedetti.” Marie-Benoît then became head of Italy’s Jewish welfare organization after the war. In 1966, Yad Vashem, Israel’s official memorial organization to Holocaust victims recognized Marie-Benoît as Righteous among the Nations, an honorary title reserved for non-Jews who risked their own lives to help Jews during the Holocaust. Marie-Benoît died in France on February 5, 1990.
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Maus and Maus II

Two graphic novels (written and drawn in comic-book format) by acclaimed cartoonist Art Spiegelman that intertwine his parents’ experiences as Holocaust survivors with his own troubled relationship with his parents. The Maus chronicles were first serialized in Raw, an avant-garde comics magazine published by Speigelman and his wife, Françoise Moulu, from 1980 until 1991. In 1986, after an exhaustive search for a publisher, Spiegelman published the first six chapters of his serialization with Pantheon Books. They appeared as Maus: A Survivor’s Tale, My Father Bleeds History. The last five chapters were published in 1991, also by Pantheon. That book was titled Maus II: A Survivor’s Tale, And Here My Troubles Began. Since then, the two depictions have been republished separately and also together in one volume. In 1992, Spiegelman won a Pulitzer Prize for Literature; Maus was the first comic book to be awarded this coveted honor.

Spiegelman’s Maus serialization presented aspects of the Holocaust in an entirely new style and genre. Although some critics were critical of his decision to present such a grave subject in such an unconventional genre, others lauded his efforts to transcend the usual memoir-like depictions of the Holocaust and to open the subject to individuals who might not normally read about it. Indeed, Maus was perhaps the first comic medium to attract the serious attention of academics, intellectuals, and teachers. The style of the drawings can best be described as minimalist, although the author does a masterful job in terms of structure and layout. The story is driven largely by the text, however, with only a few panels lacking words. In all, there are some 1,500 black-and-white drawings in both volumes. Notably, the characters portrayed in the comic novel are represented by various animals. Germans are portrayed as cats; Jews as mice; and Poles as pigs. This is meant, in part, to deride the Nazis’ strict and bogus classifications of humans, which drove their racial policies and the ensuing Holocaust.

Spiegelman’s story arc moves back and forth in time, alternating between “present” time (1978–late 1980s), which is set in his father’s hometown of Rego Park, New York, and “past” time (mid-1930s–1945), which takes part in Europe and chronicles his father’s experiences before and during the Holocaust. A large part of the story deals with Spiegelman’s contentious relationship with his father, Vladek, who he portrays as being paranoid, stubborn, overly judgmental, and racist. Indeed, Spiegelman’s retelling of his father’s Holocaust testimony is in part colored by that relationship. The story also deals with Spiegelman’s anger and grief over the 1968 suicide of his mother, also a Holocaust survivor, when he was just 20 years old. Other main characters include his stepmother, Mala, who is also a Holocaust survivor, and his wife, who converted to Judaism to please Vladek, although she never quite measured up in his father’s eyes.

Maus and Maus II are ingenious not only because they are in a comics format, but also because they are considered to be postmodern in their outlook. That is, they deal essentially with the memory of someone else’s memory—in this case that of Spiegelman’s father. Notably, he does not chronicle his mother’s Holocaust ordeal because after her suicide Vladek destroyed her diaries in a fit of anguish. Spiegelman’s work was among the first to chronicle the relationship of the children of Holocaust survivors with the survivors themselves.
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Mauthausen Trial

The Mauthausen Trial was a war crimes trial of 61 German perpetrators associated with the Mauthausen-Gusen concentration camp that was held from March 29, 1946, to May 13, 1946, conducted by a U.S. military government tribunal in Dachau, Germany. All 61 of the defendants were found guilty of having committed war crimes; 48 were hanged. This represented the single largest mass execution carried out among all of the U.S. war crimes tribunals. Mauthausen-Gusen was a large Nazi concentration camp located outside Linz, Austria. It was established in August 1938 and was the largest of its type in Austria. It featured a large main facility and 59 smaller camps, all administered by the same personnel. It was designed chiefly as a slave-labor center and may have held as many as 150,000 people. Many, but certainly not all, were Jews. Mauthausen was an important manufacturing center for the German war effort, but it was a decidedly grim and fearful affair for those interned there. Many detainees were literally worked to death while scores of others died from malnutrition, disease, beatings, and medical experimentation. U.S. troops liberated the camp on May 5, 1945.

After the 1945 liberation, U.S. military officials quickly determined that an investigation into the activities at Mauthausen should be carried out and, further, that prison personnel would be tried in a mass tribunal, rather than individual trials. They chose to hold just one trial because individual ones would be too costly, time-consuming, and difficult to orchestrate. After a period of investigation and interviews, Lieutenant Colonel William D. Denson, a judge advocate for the U.S. Army, chose 61 individuals to prosecute. They had worked in the regional administration, main camp, and sub-camps and included personnel from many ranks and strata—from the regional Nazi Party officer, August Eigruber, to rank-and-file guards. The group indictment was simple and straight-forward: it charged each person with participation in a “common design” to commit war crimes. The wording of the indictment was purposefully broad, and eliminated the need for the prosecution to prove wrongdoing on the part of each defendant. Because the defendants had all worked together, were aware of the activities in the camp, and had agreed to carry out the orders of the commandant and his superiors, all were equally culpable in the commission of war crimes.

The tribunal convened for just five weeks. In the end, all the defendants were convicted, and 48 were handed death sentences. The remainder received prison terms of varying lengths. During May 27–28, 1947, those given the death penalty were hanged in Landsberg Prison, Germany. Among those executed was Eigruper. Another eight individuals who had worked at the camp were tried during August 6–21, 1947; all were found guilty and executed on August 10, 1948. The second trial received little notice at the time. In the decades since the Mauthausen Trial, some critics have argued that the tribunal was deficient in both fairness and due process, but others have asserted that the proceedings were judicially sound based on the legal prescriptions and precedents of the time.
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Medical Experimentation

During the Nazi Holocaust, German doctors and scientists performed a wide variety of medical experiments on individuals who had been interned in concentration camps. These experiments were usually based on faulty or pseudo-scientific premises and were conducted with virtually no regard for the victims’ well being or survival. Indeed, many experiments ended in the permanent disfigurement or death of the people involved. The Nazi experiments may be divided into three broad categories: exercises that involved the testing of new drugs and the treatment of various illnesses or injuries; tests designed to ascertain certain physical effects on soldiers and pilots; and experiments that sought to “prove” Nazi racial theories or purge the German bloodline of “inferior” peoples.

The development of new drugs and the treatment of injuries—especially those sustained in battle—were of particular importance to doctors at the Buchenwald, Dachau, Natzweiler, Sachsenhausen, and Neuegammae concentration camps. There doctors administered untested pharmaceutical compounds, inoculations, and serums to various individuals to gauge their effectiveness against such maladies as typhoid fever, malaria, tuberculosis, infectious hepatitis, and yellow fever. While it may have been commendable to seek treatments or cures for such illnesses, the experiments were forced upon internees, and many died during or after the experiments. At the Ravensbruck camp, prisoners’ legs and arms were broken to test bone-grafting and amputation techniques. Many of these tests were done using little or no anesthetic. At other camps, internees were exposed to mustard and phosgene gas as doctors experimented with various antidotes; many of the victims died. There were even attempts to transplant limbs, although the results were disappointing and many of the victims died of massive infections.

At Dachau particularly, prisoners were employed to test various conditions that pilots and soldiers might have to endure. These included placing people into low-pressure chambers to gauge the effects of high altitude on air force personnel. Physicians here were joined by German civilian physicians from the Institute of Aviation. Other prisoners were studied to gauge the effects of hypothermia on the human body. Victims were either forced to lie in the snow in winter with no clothes on or were immersed into tanks of ice-cold water for an hour or more at a time. Many of the victims died or suffered greatly. Still others were compelled to drink seawater until they passed out or died.

The last category of experiments, which aimed to prove or sustain Nazi racial and social policies, was perhaps the most cruel and bizarre of all. Many tests involved young children. At Auschwitz and Ravensbruck, mass sterilization experiments were conducted on men and women, who had their sex organs irradiated. Many were badly burned in the process. Doctors also engaged in wide-scale surgical castration to ensure that prisoners did not engage in sexual intercourse. At Auschwitz and Sachsenhausen, doctors conducted serological tests on Roma (Gypsies), which included children, to study how different “races” contracted or responded to communicable diseases.

No other German physician became so widely known for his bizarre and cruel experimentation as did Josef Mengele, who became chief medical officer at Auschwitz in 1943. Mengele took a special interest in young twins and those who exhibited some sort of physical abnormality. He would often ingratiate himself to children by offering them sweets and then perform inhumane experiments on them. One experiment witnessed the injection of different chemicals into children’s eyes to see if their eye color could be altered. Other children underwent bizarre amputations and other experimental surgeries, oftentimes without proper anesthesia. One particularly grotesque experiment involved sewing together two Roma twins to create conjoined twins. They eventually died of gangrene and massive infections. Young girls were routinely sterilized and given shock treatments to gauge their reactions to such stimuli. One night saw the rounding up of 14 pairs of Roma twins; they were taken to a lab, killed by the injection of chloroform into their hearts, and meticulously dissected by Mengele himself.

It is estimated that the Germans conducted at least 70 different “medical research” programs, supervised by nearly 200 physicians and scientists. At least 7,000 prisoners were involved, many of whom were killed or permanently injured. A number of these programs were connected to civilian laboratories, hospitals, and universities, which was an indictment of the entire German medical establishment. After the war, more than 20 Nazi physicians were tried for crimes against humanity at Nuremberg, beginning in October 1946. Seven were given the death sentence, nine were handed long prison terms, and seven were found not guilty. Unfortunately, Mengele fled Germany, finally taking up residence incognito in South America. He was never brought to justice for his many crimes. There was but one silver lining in the darkness of the Nazi experiments: after 1946, the international medical community put in place specific guidelines for medical experimentation so that the grotesque excesses of World War II would not be repeated.
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Meed, Vladka

Vladka Meed was a Polish Jew who worked as a clandestine courier outside the Warsaw Ghetto during World War II. She also published a celebrated account of her experiences in 1948; it was one of the first books published on the subject after the end of the war.

Vladka Meed was born Feigele Peltel on December 29, 1921, in Warsaw. She changed her first name to “Vladka” when she began working as a courier for the inhabitants of the Warsaw Ghetto in the guise of a Polish gentile woman. Meed was schooled primarily in Yiddish, but she learned Polish from a sister who had attended a Polish public school. A highly intelligent woman, Meed was soon fluent in Polish, a skill that would serve her well during the war. As a young woman, she joined the youth organization of the Jewish Labor Bund, a secular social-democratic party; in 1942, she became a member of the Jewish Combat Organization, which was chiefly responsible for the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising.

After the war began, German occupation officials forced Meed and much of her family into the Warsaw Ghetto, where her father died of pneumonia because he had no access to medical care. Her mother and two siblings were sent to the Treblinka death camp, where they were killed. Alarmed and outraged by the treatment of the Jews by the Nazis, Meed agreed to work in the Warsaw Ghetto underground, mainly as a courier of material, money, arms, and information. Because of her fluency in Polish and her “Aryan” looks, she was asked to disguise herself as a Polish gentile woman and live among the Poles outside the Warsaw Ghetto.

Meed’s double life served the Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto well. She helped smuggle guns, ammunition, and even dynamite into the walled-off area. She also frequently smuggled money out, helped Jews in hiding in Warsaw, and spirited Jewish children out of the Ghetto. As well, she provided information to Jews about the whereabouts of their relatives in various labor and death camps. Meed’s efforts are credited with helping to fuel the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising of 1943. It was Meed who helped spread the word about the horrors of the concentration and death camps in Poland and beyond. She married Benjamin Meed, another courier, in 1944.

Meed and her husband emigrated to the United States in 1946, and almost immediately she began lecturing about her war-time experiences; she also published a series of articles that would form the basis of her 1948 book, On Both Sides of the Wall, in which she asserted that the vast majority of Warsaw’s non-Jewish population did virtually nothing to help those in the Ghetto. Meed later became involved in efforts to erect a Holocaust memorial in New York City and was influential in organizing the first and second World Gathering of Jewish Holocaust Survivors in the early 1980s. She also worked with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum and coordinated seminars and teachers’ workshops on the Holocaust and how to teach it to students.

Meed died on November 21, 2012, in Phoenix, Arizona.
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Mein Kampf

Mein Kampf (My Struggle) is a work in which Adolf Hitler set out his philosophy and his vision for Germany. It was published in two volumes, the first on July 19, 1925, the second on December 11, 1926. By 1929, the first volume had sold about 23,000 copies and the second about 13,000. In 1930, the publisher, Max Amann (a sergeant major in Hitler’s regiment in World War I), brought out the work in a single volume that sold 62,000 copies in one year. By the end of 1933, more than 1.5 million copies had been sold. By 1934, the book figured among school primers, and in 1936 the Ministry of the Interior recommended that registrars present a copy to every bridal couple. Total sales in Hitler’s lifetime were probably around 8 to 9 million. The first English translation was an abridgement, and the complete text did not become available until 1938. Versions appeared in the 1920s, 1930s, and early 1940s in at least 10 European languages, as well as in Arabic, Chinese, and Japanese.

The title was actually Amann’s idea—the author’s projected title was Four and a Half Years of Struggle against Lies, Stupidity and Cowardice. The book consists of autobiographical recollections intermingled with reflections on political and social principles. Hitler begins by noting the significance of his birthplace, Braunau on the Inn, on the boundary between Bavaria and Austria. The importance of this becomes clear when he gives an account of his student years in Vienna. It was in Vienna that he discovered the reality of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, an empire in decay, an empire crippled by centrifugal forces of its constituent parts, an empire in which the German peoples were downtrodden and victimized. It was this experience that first developed his German nationalistic feelings. It was also Vienna that converted him into an antisemite, since he witnessed what seemed to him Jewish control of Social Democratic agitation, of the world of the press, and of prostitution in the city. His experience of the Social Democrats showed him the power of fanatical determination allied to a readiness to use violence, and he grew cynical about the purposes of the leaders. He found that although he could have rational arguments with almost anybody from whatever class, his attempts to debate with Jews were always a waste of time and got him nowhere. He realized that part of the success of the Social Democrats had to do with their mastery of oratory and their readiness to address the masses. He noted that liberal leaders tended to be middle class and to rely on the printed word, which was read only by other bourgeois.

Then came the crucial wartime experience. Hitler noted that his generation, who set out for the front in 1914, soon turned from youngsters to old soldiers. He observed the power of Allied propaganda and grew enraged by the feebleness of what was produced by his own side. He sensed that the Allies understood that you must exaggerate one negative fact about the enemy to the utmost—in this case, the atrocities of the Hun. This gave steel to the Allied troops and also prepared them to fight a vicious enemy. His own side used the weapon of mockery, but the troops in the field discovered that their opponents were extremely tough and consequently felt let down by what they had been told. As the war progressed, Hitler also saw the effectiveness of the Allied thrust to drive a wedge between Prussia and the rest—putting all the blame on the one side in order to embitter the other. He received news of the German capitulation when in the hospital after a gas attack and was shocked to the core. He accepted the popular explanation of betrayal by Jewish propagandists and intellectuals who sapped the will of the government and the middle classes to continue the war, but he also acknowledged the underlying decay that allowed all this to happen. Germany was being undermined by the Jews, and the governing classes were cowardly and irresolute.

After the war, Hitler became increasingly drawn to politics and increasingly convinced of the centrality of the racial question. Following a well-established type of racial ideology that went back at least to the French 19th-century thinker Gobineau, he argued that a superior race that allowed itself to interbreed would decay, and the preservation of the purity of the German race was the prime responsibility of the German state. This truth was not widely admitted, and the failure to face it was one of the main reasons for the defeat. Racial theory must be the foundation of a new political order. Young Germans must be indoctrinated in their role in the preservation of racial purity. There should be no truck with compassion for cripples or the mentally disabled.

Western-style democracy, with its electoral and parliamentary obsessions, was a sham. Hitler had been inoculated against parliamentarism by his experiences of observing political debates in Vienna, which had induced in him nothing but contempt for the parliamentary system. He believed that great things come from great individual personalities, not from assemblies. The aristocratic mode was the only one appropriate for Germanic peoples, and that involved individual rulers surrounded by advisers. Trade unions were certainly allowable, but only to prevent abuses in the workplace. Germany’s future rulers needed to realize that the masses must be won over, and on two occasions in the book Hitler writes of them as being like women who respond to a strong man better than to a weak one. Marxism was the big enemy of the day, but it could not be put down simply by force. A philosophy can be defeated only by another force that also has a philosophy. Hitler joyfully describes the way in which he defeated Marxist provocateurs who attempted to break up his meetings by good preparation and the disciplined use of force. This method was often able to get the better of a much larger number of opponents. One of the things he stresses in the book is the role of conviction, will, and resolve, which can enable a well-organized and well-motivated minority to topple a majority. He has a poor opinion of his German contemporaries but sees them as victims of Jewish manipulators. He does not elaborate a systematic antisemitic theory but dismisses the Jews as aliens who can simply never become Germans. The old religious anti-Judaism is feeble; what is needed is a frank recognition that the Jews are an enemy that cannot be accommodated or allowed into a Germanic society. They are unstable, dishonest, greedy, and manipulative. Their aim is world domination, and the Jewish religion is simply a tool to enable them to achieve this.

Hitler shows a grudging respect for the Catholic Church, whose inner strength he respects. He notes that celibacy rules require the Church to replenish itself in every generation, which it does from the ranks of the poor, and that creates a sympathy between the poor and the Church that is one of the foundations of its influence. He is, however, very clear about the need to keep politics and religion entirely separate and disclaims any intention to interfere in ecclesiastical affairs. Hitler is very aware of the crucial role of the masses in politics, but not simply as fodder for exploitation. His time in Vienna showed him the horror of the daily life of the laboring poor in a big city and sensitized him to the big social issues. He saw that any serious political party must plan to address these if it was to have any success.

A study of Mein Kampf is very helpful for an understanding of how Hitler came to power. It shows an astonishing combination of ruthless logic, awareness of political realities, and powers of organization. It leaves a distinct impression that the war experience of Hitler and his contemporaries was of the utmost importance for what came after the war. Battle-hardened veterans felt that parliamentarism had betrayed them and could not bring themselves to support the republic. They looked for something to believe in after the shock of the defeat, and Hitler offered them pride in their nation, a set of simple principles they could understand, and organizations to join that offered some semblance of the camaraderie of the trenches.
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Mengele, Josef

Josef Mengele was a German physician who performed medical experiments on prisoners in Nazi concentration camps. Mengele was born on March 16, 1911, in Gunzburg, Bavaria, and died on February 7, 1979, in Bertioga, Brazil. Mengele began studying medicine in 1930 with a special interest in anthropology and genetics. From 1935, he worked at a medical clinic. He also joined Germany’s National Socialist Party led by Adolf Hitler. Mengele became a research assistant at an institute for heredity and “racial purity” at Frankfurt University. By 1938, he joined the elite Schutzstaffel (SS) within the National Socialists. In 1939, Mengele married Irene Schoenbein. Mengele volunteered for the German Army in 1940 and took part in the invasion of the Soviet Union before an injury rendered him unfit for military service.

In May 1943, Mengele voluntarily became the senior physician in the women’s section of the Auschwitz concentration camp. One of his duties was to examine arriving prisoners and decide whether they were to be sent to the gas chambers or to forced labor. A number of the prisoners also became the subjects of Mengele’s medical experiments. Auschwitz provided him an unending supply of research subjects, especially Roma, deformed people, and twins. Mengele’s particular interest was twin research, because he believed that if the Nazis could duplicate multizygotic births, the population could attain Aryan perfection. He observed each twin-couple under the same life conditions and killed them in the best of health—an ideal assumption for postmortal research. Mengele’s crude surgery included amputations and deliberate infections with diseases in order to observe reactions. He also used methods involving electricity and radiation. Observers noted that he never expressed regret over the suffering of his human subjects. Mengele became known as the “Angel of Death.”

Mengele continued his experiments until the advance of the Red Army forced him to leave Auschwitz on January 17, 1945. U.S. forces captured him, but he managed to escape despite being listed as a war criminal. He returned to Gunzburg and, in 1948, with financial assistance provided by his family, was able to travel to and settle in Argentina under an assumed name. In 1956, Mengele returned to Germany and married for a second time. In 1961, he fled to Paraguay. Fearing capture, he fled to Brazil in 1978. On February 7, 1979, Mengele went for a swim, suffered a stroke, and drowned. After investigations ordered by the U.S. Justice Department, his gravesite at Bertioga was revealed. Experts proved that the skeleton was that of Mengele. The discovery of his death ended a worldwide manhunt.
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Moscow Declaration

The Moscow Declaration was issued by U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt, British prime minister Winston L.S. Churchill, and the Soviet head of state Joseph Stalin in Moscow, on November 1, 1943. It called for the punishment of all German officers, soldiers, and members of the Nazi Party who were responsible for or had taken part in atrocities, massacres, and mass executions. War criminals were to be sent back to the countries where they had committed their crimes, while other criminals, whose offenses had no particular geographical location, would be punished by a joint decision of the Allies. No distinction was made in the Moscow Declaration between war crimes proper and crimes that would later be referred to as crimes against humanity.

Although it had become apparent from the very beginning of World War II that German troops were waging a ruthless war and ignoring the established rules of warfare, the issue of the punishment of these perpetrators had not been an important point on the agenda of the Allied governments. The first denunciations of war crimes came from the governments in exile of Czechoslovakia and Poland and finally led to the Declaration of St. James in January 1942. The governments of Great Britain and the United States, however, were reluctant to be too specific in their condemnations of German war crimes as long as the Germans retained the power to retaliate against Allied prisoners of war in their possession. After the German attack on the Soviet Union in June 1941 and mounting atrocities on the Eastern front and in German-occupied areas, public pressure on the two governments to be more specific as to the punishment of war criminals at the end of the war grew stronger. That finally led to the establishment of the United Nations (UN) War Crimes Commission (UNWCC) and to the Moscow Declaration.

In spite of the repeated emphasis on concerted action to be taken by the Allies, the Soviet government decided, in December 1943, to hold the first war crimes trials of German war criminals on the Eastern front, the famous Kharkov trials. After that, however, no further trials against war criminals took place until the end of the war, largely because the Soviets were worried that the Germans would retaliate against prisoners or civilians in occupied areas. As to the fate of the major Nazi leaders, the three governments were still unsure about what was to be done, except that their fate would be subsequently determined by a joint decision. This was not a subtle propaganda ploy intended to create suspicion or facilitate capitulation; rather, neither the British nor American governments had reached a final decision on what was to be done with major war criminals until the early months of 1945.

The formula chosen in the Moscow Declaration therefore left the fate of the major war criminals open. Churchill, U.S. diplomat Henry Morgenthau, and for some time Stalin favored summary executions, while U.S. secretary of state Henry Stimson and many legal specialists clearly favored punishment of war criminals through the channels of organized justice, some favoring the creation of an international criminal court, others national, mixed, or military tribunals. The Moscow Declaration furthermore addressed only the traditional range of war crimes and the accompanying phenomena later categorized as “crimes against humanity.” Aggressive war was at that time not considered a separate crime, although Stalin declared a few days after the announcement of the Moscow Declaration that the Allies must adopt measures to ensure that all fascist criminals responsible for the unleashing of war be punished. Stalin’s plea was taken up by the Commission on the Punishment of War Criminals of the London International Assembly and supported by some legal specialists such as Hans Kelsen and Vaclav Benes, but neither the UNWCC nor the governments of the Western Allies were ready to accept such an idea up to the London Conference of 1945.
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Mueller, Heinrich

Heinrich Mueller was head of the Gestapo (the Nazi secret police) and one of the principal architects of the “Final Solution.” As chief of the Gestapo, he and his subordinate, Adolf Eichmann, directed the investigation, collection, and deportation of Jews and various other groups deemed socially, racially, and politically undesirable, to ghettos, concentration camps, and later, death camps.

Mueller was born on April 28, 1900, in Munich, Germany. During World War I, he served as a spotter pilot and was awarded numerous times for his military service. In 1919, he joined the Munich police force and was active in quashing communist uprisings in the aftermath of World War I. He later became head of the political branch of the Munich police organization and became acquainted with several high-ranking Nazi Party members, including Reinhard Heydrich and Heinrich Himmler. Mueller despised communism and was a task master to those who worked under him, qualities that endeared him to the Nazis, even if Mueller himself had been reluctant to join the movement. Unimpressed with political philosophies of any sort, Mueller was the archetypal mid-level bureaucrat who did what he was instructed to do. He finally joined the Nazi Party in 1939, but only because he realized that doing so would enhance his chances of promotion to higher office. That same year he became chief of the Gestapo.

Mueller was a key participant at the Wannsee Conference in January 1942, at which Heydrich, head of the Reich Security Main Office (RSHA) and Mueller’s superior, announced a directive passed down from Reichsmarschall Hermann Goering, tapping him to oversee the development and implementation of the Final Solution. For his part, the Gestapo deported, conservatively, 3.8 million Jews to their deaths throughout the course of the Holocaust, roughly between 1939 and 1945. Moreover, Gestapo functionaries served as vital intelligence links, reporting Einsatzgruppen (mobile killing squads) actions on the Eastern Front to Adolf Hitler.

In addition to Mueller’s integral role in orchestrating the mass logistics of the Final Solution, he was also involved in a variety of other criminal and counterespionage affairs within the Third Reich. He was, for example, instrumental in fabricating cases against Werner von Blomberg, war minister, and Werner von Fritsch, commander in chief of the Wehrmacht, in 1938. Both men were forced from office. A year later, Mueller assisted in staging a “Polish” assault on the Sender Gleiwitz radio station (one facet of Operation HIMMLER) that provided Hitler with the pretense to invade Poland on September 1, 1939, beginning World War II. Mueller also headed up the criminal investigation of Heydrich’s assassination (Operation ANTHROPOID, May 1942), successfully tracking down his killers. He also received the Knight’s Cross and the War Service Cross with Swords for his quick and brutal interrogation of the members of the July 1944 bomb plot to kill Hitler. Mueller was also heavily involved in counterintelligence operations that funneled misinformation to the Soviet Union throughout the war.

Mueller was highly regarded for his blind obedience, remorseless, fanatical dedication to the task at hand, and the ruthless efficiency with which he carried out his duties. Because of his late entrance into the Nazi Party, some high-ranking party members questioned his ideological commitment, viewing him merely as an opportunist. Nevertheless, Mueller remained among the last to depart the Fuhrerbunker as Allied troops converged on it; witnesses testified that they saw him last on April 28, 1945. His fate remains a mystery. Mueller’s disappearance has been the subject of much speculation and investigation by West German police, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and British intelligence agencies. The 1960 discovery of his subordinate, Adolf Eichmann, in Argentina, revived conjecture over Mueller’s fate, suggesting that perhaps he also had fled to South America. Burial documents from a Berlin cemetery indicated that his body had been reinterred there; however, the exhumed remains could not be definitively identified as Mueller’s. The continual surfacing of Russian archival records may yet shed light on the fate of Mueller.
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Museum of Tolerance

The Museum of Tolerance, located in Los Angeles, California, is organized and operated by the Simon Wiesenthal Center, an international human-rights organization founded in 1977 and named for Simon Wiesenthal, an Austrian-Jewish Holocaust survivor and, later, a famed Nazi hunter. The Los Angeles museum opened in 1993 at a cost of $50 million.

The Museum of Tolerance attracts as many as 350,000 visitors per year, about a third of whom are school-age children. The facility has many exhibits and interactive displays featuring the newest technologies. Much of the museum is dedicated to multimedia presentations and exhibits; traditional historical artifacts are not a mainstay of the facility. Some critics have asserted that there is an overreliance on technology, which blunts the effects of the Holocaust and draws attention away from exhibits. Others, however, argue that the current generation of school-age children is accustomed to multimedia technology and therefore expects it.

Two smaller museums located in New York City and Jerusalem, also run by the Wiesenthal Center, are modeled after the Los Angeles facility. In addition to its museum exhibits, the New York museum sponsors programs for law enforcement personnel, educators, and other public figures that help instruct them to recognize bigotry and intolerance and stop them before they become a problem. More than 10,000 people have gone through the New York program.
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Museums and Memorials

There are currently more than 130 significant Holocaust museums and memorial sites located throughout the world, located in 23 different nations. France has the most, with more than 50; the United States ranks second, with 33 such facilities. Museum facilities invariably include a building or buildings designed to preserve the history of the Holocaust, house artifacts, and narrate particular aspects of the Holocaust. Memorials, on the other hand, which are more numerous, typically include monuments, plaques, fountains, sculptures, statuary, parks, and other public spaces designed to memorialize the Holocaust or some specific aspect of it or people associated with it. Memorials can also include financial endowments, organizations, scholarships, and the like. There are many hundreds of these types of memorials, usually established by individuals with some connection to or interest in the Holocaust.

Among the most notable museums are the Auschwitz-Birkenau State Museum in Poland and the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, which opened in 1993 and is located in Washington, D.C. The museum at Auschwitz-Birkenau is perhaps the most moving and influential because it is located on the site of the notorious Nazi death camp and incorporates some of its buildings and facilities. These include the rail line that led Jews and others to the facility in the 1930s and 1940s, the infamous gas chamber, clothing and personal articles from the thousands that were killed there, a 98-foot-long display of human hair collected from the dead by the Nazis, and the gallows where Rudolf Hoess, commandant of the facility, was hanged in 1947. In 2009, the infamous sign that hung above the camp’s entrance (Arbeit Macht Frei, “Work Makes you Free”) was stolen but recovered several days later. It had been cut into several pieces, but was otherwise unharmed. It has been replaced by a replica while the original sign is located in a secure display case inside the facility.

The United States Holocaust Memorial Museum is designed to be the largest and principal Holocaust museum in the United States. It was funded with federal tax dollars and private contributions. Sitting adjacent to the National Mall, the facility is also dedicated to the prevention of genocide, the eradication of racism and intolerance, and the promotion of democratic ideals. It employs 400 full-time employees and over 650 volunteers. The museum is home to nearly 13,000 artifacts, 80,000 photographs, some 1,000 hours of archival film and footage, 9,000 oral histories, 49 million pages of archival documents, and 85,000 library items. It is intended to be used by scholars and researchers as well as the general public. Between 1993 and 2010, more than 30 million people had visited the facility, and the museum’s extensive website averages nearly 30 million visits per year. The United States Holocaust Memorial Museum is the most-visited Holocaust museum in the world.

Another notable Holocaust memorial and museum is the Yad Vashem, the Israeli government’s official memorial to Holocaust victims and survivors, located in Jerusalem on Mount Herzl. It contains both memorial sites, including the Hall of Remembrance and Children’s Memorial, as well as various plaques, statuary, and museums, including one for Holocaust art, an educational center, research archives, library, and other facilities. It is visited by more than 1 million people per year. In 2005, a new—and much larger—museum was dedicated on the same site, which serves not only as a Holocaust memorial, but also as a place in which hatred, racism, intolerance, and all genocides may be better understood and prevented.

Other notable Holocaust museums include the Museo della Shoah (Rome), the Anne Frank House (Amsterdam), the Beth Shalom Holocaust Centre (Nottinghamshire, England), the Montreal Memorial Holocaust Centre (Montreal), the Museum of Resistance and Deportation (Besaçon, France), and the Museum of Jewish Heritage (New York City).

Memorials to the Holocaust are many and range from objects as small as a plaque or small stone to huge outdoor venues and even entire parks. One of the largest—and perhaps most moving—of these memorials is the Memorial to the Murdered Jews in Europe, located in Berlin, Germany. The huge memorial covers 4.7 acres of land and consists of 2,711 large concrete slabs situated on a gently sloping field in a grid fashion. Dedicated in 2005 and designed by Peter Eisenman, the memorial is intended to overwhelm the senses with its size and scope, emulating the overwhelming enormity of the Holocaust itself.

In Budapest, the famous Shoes on the Danube Promenade, which consists of dozens of bronze shoes on the bank of the Danube River, is meant to memorialize the many Jews who were murdered in the city during World War II. Before they were shot and their bodies dumped into the river, authorities ordered victims to remove their shoes. Another notable memorial, located at the Klooga Concentration Camp (Estonia), serves as a reminder of the thousands who lost their lives there during World War II. The Judenplatz Holocaust Memorial in Vienna, Austria, an austere steel and concrete structure that resembles a windowless tomb covered by seemingly endless rows of books with no title, memorializes the 65,000 Austrian Jews who were murdered during the Holocaust.
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National Socialist German Workers' Party

The National Socialist German Workers’ Party, also called the Nazi Party or Nazis, was the political party of the mass movement known as National Socialism. Under the leadership of Adolf Hitler, the party came to power in Germany in 1933 and governed by totalitarian methods until 1945.

After World War I, Germany was in chaos due to high inflation, high unemployment, ineffective government policies, and the financial burden of reparations mandated after World War I by the Treaty of Versailles (1919). This situation gave rise to wandering bands of nationalists, communist revolutionaries, and a significant leftist movement in Germany. Among these groups was the obscure German Workers’ Party.

Hitler joined the party in 1919, hoping to find in it a means to achieve the revolution he sought. He quickly became a major player, then leader. He modified the party, took it over, and incorporated paramilitary elements. He renamed it the National Socialist German Workers’ Party and started the slogan “The Communists or Me!”

Hitler then had setbacks, including the failure of the Beer Hall Putsch of 1923 and the six months he spent in a country club jail writing Mein Kampf. But the party grew, and its representation in the Reichstag, Germany’s representative body, grew also. Hitler now preferred legal takeover to a revolution, having been in one failed putsch already. Nevertheless, he was not averse to violence. The leaders of the Nazi Party’s Sturmabteilung, originally formed to protect the Nazi Party from its rivals, was becoming a rival center of power. In 1934, Hitler, as chancellor, ordered the arrest and execution of Ernst Roehm and other of the Sturmabteiling’s top leaders in what is known as the Night of the Long Knives.

In 1928, the party had only 810,000 votes and 12 deputies elected to the Reichstag, versus 3.2 million votes for the communists and 9.1 million for the Social Democrats. In 1930, its total vote was 6.4 million and 107 deputies, and the party had 180,000 members. In 1932, the party had 39 percent of the Reichstag before slipping by 34 seats, and Hitler polled 13.5 million votes to Reichstag president Paul von Hindenburg’s 19.25 million. By 1934, Hitler was chancellor under Hindenburg, and Hermann Goering was president. Hitler used a fire in the Reichstag to suspend civil liberties, suppress the communists and Social Democrats (20,000 were arrested), and suspend the constitution.

Hitler had absolute control of Germany. The Nazi Party was the sole party. Nazism was fascist, anti-Semitic, rabidly nationalist, and dedicated to pan-Germanism, lebensraum (expansion of the German people to the east), and the overturn of the Versailles Treaty. The party led Germany into World War II, the Holocaust, and other crimes.

Hitler committed suicide as his war ended. At the Nuremberg Trials, the victors sentenced 12 Nazi leaders to death and 6 to prison terms from 10 years to life. Three were acquitted.

JOHN BARNHILL
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Natzweiler-Struhof

The Natzweiler-Struhof Nazi concentration camp was located some 30 miles southwest of Strasbourg (Alsace) in northeastern France. The Natzweiler-Struhof concentration camp opened in May 1941 and was initially designed as a forced-labor facility; it was not a site of systematic mass murder, as were other German camps, although several thousand people did die there between 1941 and 1944, when it was largely liquidated. The facility was designed to hold about 1,500 prisoners, but as many as 52,000 were interned there in the three years of operation. Internees included Polish, Russian, French, Dutch, German, and Norwegian prisoners.

Prisoners worked in nearby quarries, on various construction projects, and beginning in early 1944, in German munitions factories. To curb accelerated activities on the part of the anti-German resistance movement in western Europe, in the summer of 1943 the Germans began imprisoning many resistance fighters at Natzweiler-Struhof; the largest percentage of these prisoners was from the French resistance.

In August 1943, the Germans erected a makeshift gas chamber at Natzweiler-Struhof, where medical experimentation was carried out against a number of internees, especially the Roma in captivity there. Shortly thereafter, 80 Jewish internees were killed in the gas chamber; their bodies were transferred to Strasbourg University, where German scientists hoped to prove their bogus theories of racial hierarchy by studying the skeletons of the murdered prisoners.

Although the prison was not a designated death camp, there were at least 4,431 documented deaths at Naztweiler-Struhof. Some died from overwork, while others died from disease, malnutrition, and beatings. In total, as many as 10,000–12,000 probably died at the main camp and its numerous subsidiary camps. In September 1944, after Allied troops had landed in France, the Germans liquidated most of the camp, sending prisoners to Dachau, where many perished. On November 23, 1944, Allied troops entered the facility; it was the first such camp discovered in western Europe. It was later determined that Natzweiler-Struhof was the only permanent concentration camp established within France. Others, like Drancy, were not permanent prisons. After the war, several members of the camp’s administration were tried and convicted of war crimes, including the commandant. Two were sentenced to death, and one was given a 10-year prison term.
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Nazi Criminal Orders (1943) 

The Nazi Criminal Orders were issued to German soldiers prior to the June 22, 1941, invasion of the Soviet Union (Operation BARBAROSSA); they contributed to mass atrocities against Soviet prisoners of war (POWs) and the civilian population of the German-occupied East. In the spring of 1941, German leader Adolf Hitler outlined his plans for the coming war against the Soviet Union. This was not to be a conventional conflict that followed the usual customs and laws of warfare. Instead, it was to be a “War of Annihilation,” a clash between the German and Slavic races and between Nazi and Communist ideology from which there would be only one victor. The nature of the war in the East was to reflect that region’s status as an area to be colonized by the “superior” German race where local populations were expendable. After various revisions, the German High Command, particularly Wilhelm Keitel and Walter von Brauchitsch, then wrote and distributed to all German soldiers a group of orders prior to the invasion that codified this vision. These included the “Barbarossa Decree,” “Guidelines for the Behavior of the Troops,” and the “Commissar Order.”

The Barbarossa Decree informed soldiers of the racist component of the war, and that Bolshevism and its “carriers” (meaning Jews) were the “mortal enemy of the German people.” The military was told that “this war demands ruthless and aggressive action against bolshevik agitators, snipers, saboteurs, and Jews and tireless elimination of any active or passive resistance.” The orders authorized reprisal killings of civilians and further encouraged soldiers to treat all civilian populations “ruthlessly.”

The Commissar Order explicitly ordered the immediate execution upon capture of any political officers captured serving in the Red Army. These Commissars had been tasked with the political instruction of Soviet soldiers. This decree was a direct contravention of the accepted laws of war, particularly those requiring the proper treatment of POWs.

The Guidelines for the Behavior of the Troops mandated that all legal protections for local civilian populations were to be rescinded, and soldiers were informed that actions which would have been considered crimes in the rest of Europe would not be pursued in the Soviet Union. Such guidance, issued directly to the troops, condoned and led to the abuse of civilian populations.

These directives had devastating implications for the conduct of the war in the Soviet Union and for the survival of its people. The outright refusal to adhere to the laws of warfare created a climate in which criminality and excess was accepted, if not encouraged. The Barbarossa Decree also provided justification for military support of the Nazi genocidal project in the East. By simultaneously instilling suspicion and fear of the local population in the German army and advocating harsh (and illegal) reprisals against them, the “Criminal Orders” also led to systematic mass killing of Soviet citizens.

Finally, these initial orders resonated with and reinforced other instructions to further radicalize the war in the Soviet Union. The Barbarossa Decree, for example, supported other orders that tasked the military with supporting the Einsatzgruppen, or Death Squads. It also augmented the German policy of neglecting or abusing of Soviet POWs, which led to millions of deaths and supported the “Hunger Plan,” which condoned the deaths of tens of millions of Soviet Citizens as the German military expropriated food. The Barbarossa Decree figured heavily at the Nuremberg War Crimes Trials as evidence of aggressive war, war crimes, and all manner of atrocities against civilians.
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Nazism, Rise and Legacy of in Germany

Although fascism originated in Italy, it was in Germany under Adolf Hitler that the most notorious, powerful, and destructive fascist regime arose in the 1930s, a regime known to history as Nazism. Its origins can be traced back to the previous century. In the aftermath of the French Revolution, Europe saw the rise of various forms of Romantic movements. It began as a mainly cultural reaction to the rationalism of the Enlightenment, exalting the idealism, the myths, and the hopes of a tragic and suffering individual. It was, as the 19th century drew to a close, gradually blended in Europe with early liberal values. On German soil, however, these Romantic ideas took a slightly different path. Whereas the sense of pessimism and mystical longing for cathartic rehabilitation remained basically unaltered, the individual was being replaced by “das Volk” (the people) and the nation was assigned holistic and organic qualities. This shift from an idealization of the single individual to an idealization of the nation, one and undivided, meant that “foreign” values were associated with distinctly negative qualities. These “un-German” values were seen as “progressive and liberal” in a bad sense, in that they threatened a traditionalist and protectionist economic system. They were styled by volkisch thinkers as “mechanistic, materialistic, and superficial—consequently violating a “spiritual” and “authentic” Germanic culture. Furthermore, “foreign” ideas proposed abstract thinking, intellectualism, and rationalism, in contrast to the blessings of “common sense” and of things concrete and tangible, such as the family and the community. Universalistic and egalitarian, such ideas were used in defense of “the rights of man”—in other words, in opposition to “natural hierarchies” that were soon to form the basis for a creed of anti-Semitism and outright racism. Finally, these “foreign” ideas came to be represented as “feeble” and “worn out,” seeking to obstruct the young and vigorous ideas of the rising Germanic nation.

These psychological and cultural factors were reinforced by the fact that Germany’s bourgeois revolution, as opposed to the “healthy” evolution of Britain and France, remained haphazard and incomplete. The nation exhibited a flawed development—“ein Sonderweg” (a special path). Middle-class constituencies remained embedded in a “preindustrial” and “premodern” world view. Artisans, white-collar employees, and civil servants clung to antique notions of caste and estate, and, anxious to guard their corporatist privileges and mercantilist traditions, mobilized against the advance of modern capitalism. As the bells of 1900 tolled, the philosophical underpinnings for the coming cataclysm had already therefore sunk deep into the foundation of German society.

Other contributory causes of the rise of Nazism were of a more political and practical nature. As a Romantic reaction against a superficial bourgeois existence, movements like Wandervogel, which were interested in reviving old Teutonic values as a protest against industrialization, attracted mainly middle-class teenagers. Although Wandervogel were prohibited after 1933, their associations with youth and invigorating country life, marches, and song were systematically exploited by the Hitler regime. Stahlhelm was founded by World War I veterans: German-nationalistic and a stern opponent of “bourgeois decadence” and the Weimar Republic, the organization often joined forces with the Nazis, especially in the period after 1929. Germany’s war reparations imposed by the 1919 Treaty of Versailles amounted to no less than 132 billion gold marks, even today a sum of immense proportions. This “deliberate act of aggression against the Germanic Volk” was to become an important ingredient in Hitler’s speeches. Another World War I myth on which Hitler drew heavily was that of the legend of the “stab in the back” (“die Dolchstosslegende”), implying that the war on the battlefields was virtually won and that the military had been betrayed by ignorant civilians and feeble-minded bureaucrats, with the sinister figure of “the Jew” lurking behind them.

The major financial crash on Wall Street in 1929 gave the forces of the Right—possibly decisive—momentum. Unemployment skyrocketed, and the Weimar democrats were subjected to increasing criticism. Correspondingly, calls for forceful leadership grew in proportion, demands from which the charismatic Hitler was soon to profit. Who then supported Hitler? And for what reason? The National Socialists appealed to those social strata that had suffered considerably during the Great Depression. Especially in the early 1930s, they won acclaim for beating the Great Depression and for curing the massive unemployment. In contrast, Marxist historians point toward the link between the Nazi regime and the ruling classes. Some argue that Hitler’s main thrust came from a radicalized, volkisch notion of a community, whereby “non-Aryans” and Jews in particular were seen as inferior races. Those of a more republican leaning hold, in contrast, that the rise of Nazism should be sought in the cynical fragmentation of society, in the disintegration of a moderate, civic-minded community. Scholars who stress the volkisch, cultural origin of Nazism as opposed to more practical, economic causes often suggest that Hitler had a stronger position among academics than among the working classes. Others, such as Daniel Goldhagen, argue that the antisemitic issue was the prime reason for Hitler’s support; still others play down its real significance. Hitler biographer Alan Bullock, for example, maintains that Austrians may have supported Anschluss in 1938 not because of Hitler’s anti-Semitism but in spite of it. The issue of free choice versus compulsion keeps attracting attention. At times, it is claimed that Hitler simply managed to force the entire German population to support the regime. To others, the system rested mainly on open support and outright enthusiasm by “willing” soldiers and an eager electorate.

Why, then, did the Germans not consciously choose not to support the Nazi regime? Were the German population in general really aware of the unfathomable scale of human suffering caused by Hitler and his party? Information was disseminated in Europe fairly slowly in 1940. Many Germans throughout the country insisted that they simply did not know what was going on until the end of the war; and besides, the camps were for the most part situated far from major German cities, many of them being in Poland. Documents regarding the early euthanasia program (i.e., the killing of those “racially inferior”) indicate that the Nazis realized that the German public was far from convinced about the “humanitarian” nature of these measures. On the other hand, it has been argued that the Germans gradually adjusted their values to Nazi values. Some even deny the whole idea that Nazi propaganda was crudely forced onto more than 60 million Germans. On the contrary, it was meant to appeal to them and to match up with everyday German thinking. The idea that the average German was simply ignorant about the whole drama has been subject to considerable critique. After all, the trains to the concentration camps passed through virtually all parts of Germany. Major German industries, such as I. G. Farben and Siemens, supplied material to the concentration camps. Hitler himself never shied away from his objectives. Neighbors disappeared, never to return. A vast array of material on the police and the camps and various discriminatory campaigns was regularly published in the press of the day. In brief, the idea of a general unawareness among Germans does not seem convincing.

In the immediate aftermath of 1945, democratic opinion in Germany and abroad felt great distress at the fact that radical rightist values still had an undisputed audience. The German Conservative Party-German Right Party (DKP-DRP) had been formed as early as 1946 by former Nazis. That same year, in one opinion poll, a surprising 48 percent of Germans thought that some races were more fitted to rule than others. After the 1949 Bundestag elections, the Allied system of licensing parties ended. Domestically, the new German government decided to dismantle the denazification program, which was already losing impetus as the Cold War led to changing Allied priorities. This new climate provided the opportunity to create a more truly neo-Nazi party. A remarkable variety of conservative and nationalist groups contested the elections, gaining a total of 10.5 percent of the vote. The Socialist Reich Party (SPR) was founded in October 1949 as a result of a rightist breakaway from the DKP-DRP. That same year, 6 out of 10 Germans thought, on opinion poll evidence, that Nazism was a good idea badly carried out.

Still, in contrast to certain dark forecasts, the 1950s did not witness a further radicalization of the German political landscape, and by the beginning of the 1960s, radical nationalist groups seemed to be slipping into oblivion. One major reason for this was the German economic miracle. In 1964, the Ministry of the Interior’s official report on neo-Nazism and radical nationalism put forward further reasons for the electoral collapse of the rightist fringes: the growing awareness of the evils of the past, weak radical leadership, personal differences between the leaders, and a strong tendency toward factionalism that made it difficult for one major organization to emerge.

In 1971, Thies Christophersen set up a publishing house where various neo-Nazi views, such as Holocaust denial, were published. Times were now changing. After a period of shared beliefs and tacit agreement, there were new tendencies toward a political polarization, whereby more pronounced rightist and leftist positions each saw their stock rise. German would-be fascist movements were again enjoying a slightly widening electorate. In 1977, the National Socialist Action Front (ANS) was formed. Its leader, 22-year-old Michael Kuhnen, offered a strange mixture of charm and brutality, Marxism and Nietzsche. Kuhnen’s low esteem of homosexuality was surprising, given his own homosexuality and the fact that he himself was to die of an AIDS-related illness in 1991. In 1989, the Republican Party (Die Republikaner) and Franz Schonhuber attracted a spectacular rise in support, not wholly different from that of Jorg Haider’s Austrian Freedom Party. The Republican Party, initially set up in 1983, did not openly defend Nazism. Rather, it seemed to advocate a more authoritarian government that would restore order and national pride. Other rightist parties of moderate fame are the Deutsche Volksunion (DVU), led by Gerhard Frey, and the older Nationaldemokratische Partei Deutschlands (NPD).

There were also a number of rightist attacks against civilians. In 1981, a former member of NPD blew himself up while placing a bomb at the 1980 Munich Beer Festival, killing another 12 people and injuring 211. The euphoria after the reunification of BRD and DDR quickly came to a standstill as the early 1990s saw a major wave of neo-Nazi violence sweeping the country, particularly in the so-called “new” Lander. In the face of a passive or even encouraging local population and a powerless police, foreign workers and asylum seekers were burned out from their homes by gangs of skinheads in the former DDR city of Hoyerswerda. At Molln in former West Germany, a fire bomb attack killed a Turkish woman with her young granddaughter and niece. Worse still, in Rostock in the late summer of 1992, some 1,000 Nazis attacked immigrants and asylum seekers. The year 1992 alone had witnessed more than 2,500 rightist attacks on foreigners across Germany, 697 cases of arson, and 17 people killed. Statistics at the time showed that these attacks reflected rightist trends among the entire electorate. In 1989, 38 percent of West Germans thought that, but for the persecution of the Jews, Hitler could be counted among the country’s top statesmen. Other polls revealed that some 10 to 15 percent of Germans could be classed as anti-Semitic, and that negative stereotypes, such as the belief that Jews are cunning, were increasing.

A rightist trend was also at hand on the German official scene. It was a sign of the times when in 1982 the conservative poet Ernst Junger was awarded the prestigious Goethe Prize. Even his 1920s writings, hitherto seen as highly problematic because of their indisputable links to fascist aesthetics, were accorded an accolade for their literary and intellectual content. Furthermore, the desire to “normalize” the past was probably the motivation behind Helmut Kohl’s controversial decision to invite President Ronald Reagan to attend a ceremony at the Bitburg Military Cemetery to commemorate the 40th anniversary of the end of World War II: among the graves were those of 45 members of the Waffen SS. A few years later, in June 1993, the Christian Democrats and Social Democrats jointly decided to remodel Germany’s immigration law from the most liberal in Europe into one of the most restrictive. Coming in the immediate aftermath of one of the most severe outbursts of German fascist violence since 1945, the new laws could be seen as an ex post facto endorsement of those attacks. However, to some these measures evidently seemed insufficient, as an arson attack in Solingen later on that same year left five Turkish immigrants dead.

As a final indication of a more rightist tendency, the “historians’ debate” (Historikerstreit) had wide repercussions regarding what may, and what may not, fall within the borders of fair and legitimate historical analysis. On the surface, the “historians’ debate” dealt with three major issues. First, the participants discussed the concept of the singularity of the Holocaust, primarily as opposed to Stalinist atrocities. Second, the discussants argued about the need for today’s historians to identify with the German troops during the Nazi period. The liberal critics held that, if an approach of “identification” was to be chosen at all, historians should rather empathize with the prisoners in the concentration camps. Third, the liberal critics assumed that the conservative camp—comprising, among others, Ernst Nolte and Andreas Hillgruber—was part of an overall effort to normalize the representation of the Nazi past and to remove the major conceptual and emotional obstacles to the revival of a politically dubious right-wing German identity.

These recent rightist trends constitute only one aspect of a general polarization of the German political scene. The times since the 1970s have also been characterized by an expanding leftist discussion about the nation’s distressing 20th-century history. Among other things, this “coming to terms with the past” (Vergangenheitsbewaltigung) has meant a growing awareness of Nazi atrocities and increasing efforts to capture those criminals still on the run. The gradual rise in number of (would-be) fascist organizations in Germany has also resulted in a proliferation of a corresponding leftist, antifascist movement within the nation. In addition, cultural depictions of postwar Germany in which the wartime period played a vital role—such as the ambitious television project Heimat; critical assessments from a distinctly political perspective of the allegedly apolitical philosopher Martin Heidegger; and, finally, Jewish communities seeking economic compensation for their suffering—all indicated that an era of consensus was coming to an end.
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Neighbors: The Destruction of the Jewish Community in Jedwabne, Poland

Neighbors: The Destruction of the Jewish Community in Jedwabne, Poland is a book written by Princeton University historian Jan T. Gross about the massacre of scores of Jews in Jedwabne, Poland, in July 1941. The book was published in 2002 and generated much interest and scholarly debate. Gross’s account represents an attempt to illuminate the nature of the Holocaust in Poland. It also demonstrates the role that non-Jewish Poles played in the Final Solution. The history of the Holocaust had traditionally been problematic in Poland, as it was often times impossible to separate the actions of Germans and Polish collaborators from rank-and-file Poles. The fact that all Poles suffered grievously during the German occupation made it even more difficult to determine who did what to whom. The incident in question—the Jedwabne massacre—occurred just as German troops began storming into areas that had been previously occupied by the Soviets, as part of Operation BARBAROSSA, the June 22, 1941, German invasion of the Soviet Union. For many years after, many Poles believed that the mass killings at Jedwabne had been committed by the Germans.

Gross explains that the massacre was committed mainly by non-Jewish Polish civilians, rather than Germans or Polish collaborators. In the wake of the catastrophe, at least 350 Jewish Poles—men, women, and children—lay dead. Only seven Jews in Jedwabne survived. Gross employs both interviews/eyewitness accounts and physical/forensic evidence to reconstruct the horrific chain of events. The Jews of Jedwabne, Gross concludes, died at the hands of neighbors (hence the book’s title) who knew them well, rather than at the hands of faceless German occupiers.

The book generated substantial debate and some criticism. One Holocaust scholar asserted that while the book sparked much-needed debate on Poland’s role in the Holocaust, Gross’s failure to look at German sources rendered the author’s conclusions “fundamentally flawed.” Some Poles welcomed Gross’s interpretation, saying that it provided a powerful boost to Poland’s collective memory of World War II and the Holocaust. Others in Poland, however, were skeptical of Gross’s findings, claiming that he had overlooked important evidentiary material and that some of the eyewitness testimony upon which he relied was questionable or may have been attained through coercion or torture. One Catholic priest in Poland, however, lauded Gross’s book, asserting that it had demolished the persistent myth that Poles during the war were uniformly victims who had never committed wrongdoings themselves.
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The Netherlands

The Netherlands is a nation in western Europe with a 1939 population of approximately 9 million people. The Netherlands’ prewar Jewish population was about 160,000, of whom some 19,500 were children of mixed marriages. These figures include an influx of nearly 25,000 Jews who fled to the Netherlands between 1935 and 1939 to escape persecution in Germany. The Dutch had long remained neutral in European wars, and when World War II commenced in September 1939, Queen Wilhelmina reiterated that position. German dictator Adolf Hitler personally promised the queen that Germany would honor Dutch neutrality. As he did many times before, however, Hitler reneged on his promise, and German troops invaded the Netherlands in May 1940. Despite rigorous resistance, the Germans had secured most of the country by the end of the month, and Wilhelmina established a government-in-exile in London. German occupation officials, who considered non-Jewish Dutch as “fellow Aryans,” hoped to incorporate the Netherlands into the Third Reich, and set about instituting Germanic legal systems and establishing a one-party political system. Soon, virtually every aspect of Dutch life, including education, was suffused with Nazi ideology.

Resistance to the German occupation among the Dutch remained limited and subdued between mid-1940 and late 1942; however, beginning in 1943, resistance became far more pronounced and widespread. The Germans’ ham-fisted policies were certainly the cause for this, but so too was the deteriorating economic situation, which the Germans made far worse by shamelessly exploiting Dutch industry, agriculture, raw materials, and laborers. Perhaps nobody in the Netherlands, however, suffered more than the Jews. In the fall of 1940, German officials promulgated a repressive set of anti-Jewish ordinances that essentially deprived many Jews of the livelihoods and that relegated them to third-class citizenship at best. After Dutch workers called a general strike in February 1941 to protest Nazi actions against Jews, including the deportation of several hundred Jewish men to concentration camps, German occupation authorities decided to tighten restrictions on Dutch Jews.

By early 1942, most Jews had been forced into ghettos, and as many as 15,000 were rounded up and sent to forced-labor camps in the Netherlands and Germany. Soon thereafter, most of the remaining Jews in the country were concentrated in one large ghetto in Amsterdam. Jews who had been refugees from other countries were deported to a transit camp in the north of the Netherlands.

German authorities, working with a number of Dutch collaborators, began deporting Jews from the Amsterdam ghetto in the summer of 1942; in all, about 110,000 were sent to concentration camps in the east, where most perished. Of that 110,000, just 5,000 survived the war and returned to the Netherlands. Meanwhile, some 25,000–30,000 Jews remained hidden in the Netherlands, often aided by the Dutch resistance and Dutch civilians. The majority of these people managed to survive the war. In the end, perhaps 75 percent of Dutch Jews (including alien national refugees) were killed between 1940 and 1945. Jewish losses, on a percentage basis, were higher in the Netherlands than any other state in western Europe. It has been suggested that this development came about, in large part, because of strong collaborationist elements in the country.

The Netherlands, which suffered grievously during the last months of the war, was not liberated until the spring of 1945. In the meantime, at least 20,000 Dutch civilians died of starvation and disease during the brutal winter of 1944–1945, when German authorities sealed off the nation from the outside world in a desperate attempt to retain their hold on the Netherlands. After the war ended, the shattered Dutch temporarily reinstituted the death penalty, tried a number of collaborators, and executed them. Arthur Seyss-Inquart, the German occupation chief in the Netherlands, was tried at the Nuremberg Trials; he too was found guilty and executed.
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Netherlands Tribunals

The Netherlands was invaded by the Germans on May 10, 1940. While the country’s antiquated armed forces resisted fiercely, the collapse and surrender on May 14 engendered great disillusionment; indeed, a political and moral crisis enveloped the Netherlands, and the departure of the royal family generated a defeatist attitude among the Dutch people. The German occupation was initially tame, but as it progressed the Dutch came under increasing pressures. Nazification, theft, destruction of property, and virulent anti-Semitism transformed the country into a shell of its former self.

During the occupation, many people collaborated with the Nazis, directly and indirectly. The pro-Nazi Nederlandse Unie (Netherlands Union) enjoyed tremendous popularity. It disagreed with the Germans over the planned invasion of the Soviet Union, however, and was disbanded in December 1941. Such collaboration was also illustrated when Dutch Nazis replaced many teachers, mayors, university boards of governors, government and municipal servants, and police chiefs. The Netherlands administrative system, highly complex, fully intended to keep the social structure intact. The conformist authoritarian nature of the Dutch populace further contributed to collaboration. Economic collaboration resulted in major exports of Dutch products to Germany. Direct Nazi collaboration proved most serious, and as early as 1943, the government-in-exile in London planned criminal proceedings against major Dutch collaborators.

Following liberation, women who had consorted with the Nazis or who had children by them (moffenkind, a pejorative term), had their hair shorn publicly. The Canadians who liberated the Netherlands imprisoned some 90,000 suspected collaborators in a holding camp. In the immediate aftermath of liberation, the Binnenlandse Strydkracthen, Forces of the Interior, the main resistance group, was given the task of arresting and indicting collaborators.

The more serious offenses of aiding and abetting or collaboration with the Germans were tried at Paleis Kneuterdijk, a former royal residence. Some 425,000 files were opened by the Bijzondere Rechtspleging, or War Crimes Tribunal, for those deemed collaborators or suspected of war crimes. Only 250,000 were indictable, however. Courts were established in Amsterdam, Den Haag, Leeuwarden, Arnhem, and Hertogenbosch to deal with serious offenses such as crimes against humanity. In 1949–1950, its role was taken over by the Bijzondere Strafkamers, or Special Trials. The most blatant collaborators were held in the Cellen Barracks at the Scheveningen Jail.

Nineteen trials were held between 1945 until 1948. The major cases were held in Amsterdam, Den Haag, Leeuwarden, Arnhem, and Hertogenbosch; some cases were tried regionally. The Netherlands War Crimes Trials sentenced some 120,000 collaborators to prison terms, although some 1,500 of them appeared to have been unjustly sentenced. The most serious cases were against the leaders of the Nationale Socialistische Beweging der Nederland (NSB), the Dutch Nazi Party, which had been established on December 14, 1931. By 1940, the group had more than 250,000 members (out a total population of 9 million).

NSB leader Anton Adriaan Mussert (1894–1946) agreed to Hitler’s invasion and his demands, and declared his personal loyalty to him in 1941. In 1942, he received the title of Leider van het Nederlandse Volk (Leader of the Dutch People). At war’s end, Mussert was charged with placing the state under foreign occupation, altering the constitution, and aiding and abetting the enemy. Found guilty on all charges, he was sentenced to death on December 12, 1945, and executed on May 7, 1946.

Cornelis van Geelkerken, informally second in command of the NSB, remained completely loyal to Mussert. He established the Nationale Jeugdstorm, a Nazi youth group that allowed him to create lists of students for forced labor and reprisal purposes. Van Geelkerken was arrested on May 5, 1945, and sentenced to life imprisonment in 1950. He was released in 1959 and died in 1979.

Meinoud Marinus Rost van Tonningen was Mussert’s power-hungry rival and a member of the NSB since 1936. Charged with collaboration and crimes against the state the week before the invasion, he was released in Calais by the German army. The Nazis then appointed him president of the Netherlands National Bank and president of the Netherlands East India Company. He became a Schutzstaffel (SS) officer on June 22, 1944. Canadian troops captured him on May 8, 1945. He jumped off a balustrade at the Scheveningen Jail on June 6, 1945, plunging to his death.

Max Blokzijl, a Nazi propagandist, began providing 15-minute Nazi-oriented radio broadcasts beginning in February 1941. He also wrote a pamphlet wherein he held the Allies and communists as traitors. He was tried as a collaborator and executed on March 15, 1946.

Robert van Genechten, a temperamental, mentally unstable intellectual, and one of the NSB’s first members, served as chief procurement officer and provincial commissioner of South Holland. His instability, however, had made him ineffectual. Nevertheless, he was indicted in The Hague on October 17, 1945, but committed suicide on December 13, 1945.

Hans Albin Rauter was responsible for the deportation of 120,000 Dutch Jews, the Putten deportations, and the resistance against Operation MARKET GARDEN (September 17–26, 1944). Severely wounded by a resistance member on March 6, 1945, he was arrested on May 11, 1945, sentenced to death, and executed on March 25, 1949.

In total, 154 NSB members received death sentences, but 110 were commuted to life sentences. The first executions were carried out on May 27, 1945; the last occurred on March 21, 1952. Those convicted of lesser offenses were generally ordered to provide labor for the rebuilding of the Netherlands.
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Night (1960)

Night (1960) is a book written by Holocaust witness and survivor Elie Wiesel and the first in a trilogy—the other two works being Dawn and Day. These titles denote the author’s mood and reaction to the Holocaust during and after the events, moving purposely from somber darkness to the hopefulness of light. This reflects the Jewish belief that a new day begins with nightfall. Wiesel has stated that he wanted to depict night as a time in which “everything came to an end—man, history, literature, religion, God. There was nothing left. And yet we begin again with Night.” Night was first published in Argentina as a much longer work (in Yiddish) in 1954, entitled And the World Remained Silent. Four years later, it was republished in abbreviated form in France under the title La Nuit (Night). In 1960, an even shorter version (116 pages) was published in English. Since then, the book has been published in at least 30 other languages and is now considered one of the seminal works dealing with the Holocaust.

Night is based upon Wiesel’s own experiences during the Holocaust, yet it is not written in a style typical of memoirs or autobiographies. The book is narrated by a Jewish teenager named Eliezer, who is clearly a stand-in for Wiesel himself. The stories he narrates are those that the author himself had experienced or witnessed. Some critics have questioned the complete authenticity of the work, claiming that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between fact and fiction. The author, on the other hand, has vehemently rejected such attacks, calling the book a deposition about his experiences of and reactions to the Holocaust. The heavy editing and condensation of the work from Yiddish to French to English rendered a final product that some literary critics have argued is a work of art unto itself. Indeed, the style, which is at once stark, dark, and spare of any excess words, reflects the author’s mindset during the events he chronicles.

The story begins with Eliezer studying the Torah and the Cabbala (a collection of Jewish mystic writings) in Sighet, located in Hungarian Transylvania. His teacher is deported by the authorities but later returns. The teacher relays to an incredulous Eliezer and his family the scenes he had witnessed, including the mass murder of Jews. Eliezer’s teacher is portrayed as mentally unstable, and for a short time life remains normal for the narrator and his family. In 1944, however, his teacher’s admonitions become reality as Eliezer and his family are forced into a ghetto and then deported to Auschwitz-Birkenau, a Nazi death camp. Eliezer and his father are separated from his sisters and mother, who are later murdered. After witnessing first-hand the true horrors of the death camp, the teenager and his father are put to work at Buna, a forced-labor camp. There they endure unspeakable deprivations, but nevertheless attempt to keep one another going, mentally and physically. Eventually, Eliezer’s father becomes ill from dysentery and regular beatings from prison guards. The teenager then descends into a period of deep despair, in which he denounces humanity’s indifference, declares the death of God, and decries the seemingly random nothingness and loneliness of life. Eliezer is freed from captivity in 1945, having lost his entire family in the Holocaust. Wiesel vowed then not to speak or write of his experiences for 10 years, so he could evaluate them more clearly. His 1954 Yiddish manuscript made good on that promise, and eventually Night would appear in print.
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Norway 

Norway is a Scandinavian country with a 1939 population of approximately 2.9 million, of whom just 1,700 were of Jewish ancestry. In April 1940, German troops invaded Norway, despite that nation’s declared neutrality. The Germans hoped to establish naval bases there to counter the British in the North Sea, and to secure important raw materials for their war effort. The Norwegians put up a surprisingly spirited defense, although the Germans virtually secured the country by late May. On June 7, King Haakon VII, along with much of the Norwegian government, fled and established a government-in-exile in London. The Germans then employed Vidkun Quisling, a self-proclaimed Norwegian fascist, to act as head of state. This did not sit well with most Norwegians, however, who disliked Quisling and abhorred Nazi ideology. Quisling remained as the nominal head of state throughout the occupation, although he had little impact on policymaking. A resistance movement began as soon as Germans had imposed their will over Norway. The resistance included both armed and unarmed factions, although much of the movement involved non-violent civil disobedience. When Quisling tried to introduce Nazi ideology into school curriculum, teachers refused to go along, even after a number of them were arrested and detained.

Between June 1940 and June 1941, when the Germans launched their ill-fated invasion of the Soviet Union, there were few restrictions placed on Norwegian Jews. However, that attack prompted German occupation officials to arrest and detain a number of Jews in northern Norway during the summer of 1941. Beginning in October, German officials, working with Norwegian collaborators, began making more arrests, including 260 males Jews living in Oslo. During November 25–26, occupation officials arrested Oslo’s remaining Jewish population, including children and women. They were sent first to German by boat, and then sent to the Auschwitz-Birkenau death camp by rail, where most perished.

Many Norwegians objected to the arrests and deportations, either hiding Jews or tipping them off about planned arrests. Some 900 Norwegian Jews fled to Sweden, a neutral nation, where they took refuge until war’s end. Perhaps as many as 500 Norwegian Jews died in Nazi concentration camps, but some 1,200 survived the war.
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Nuremberg Code

The Nuremberg Code is an internationally applied convention of medical ethics that control medical experimentation. The code was developed as a result of the the Doctors’ Trial, which occurred in Nuremberg, Germany, between December 9, 1946, and August 20, 1947. Known officially as United States of America v. Karl Brandt et al., that trial is not be confused with trials held by the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. The Doctors’ Trial was conducted strictly by a U.S. military court in Nuremberg. The proceedings tried 23 Nazi German defendants, all of whom were charged with Nazi human experimentation, euthanasia, and mass murder. Most of the defendants were medical doctors, although some were scientists or lower-level functionaries who aided in the commission of the crimes. Much of the Nazi experimentation occurred at concentration and death camps, involving involuntary subjects, many of whom died.

In May 1947, Dr. Leo Alexander, an American physician who was acting as a medical advisor to prosecutors at the trial, submitted to the court six principles which he believed should govern all future medical research. On the day the Doctors’ Trial ended, the judges, in their verdict, added four more principles to Alexander’s six. The resulting Nuremberg Code became one of the first postwar human rights documents to be adopted on a large scale and was the first such document that prescribed the norms of medical research involving human subjects.

The ten principles of the Nuremberg Code hold that: all experimentation must involve voluntarily consenting participants; those conducting the research must take all precautions to minimize or mitigate pain or injury to participants; researchers must be willing to stop or interrupt experiments when participants appear in danger or pain; participants themselves must be able to opt out of an experiment if they believe it necessary; experiments must be structured to yield tangible results with wide applications; experiments must not be random or unnecessary; experiments must be conducted only by qualified scientists and physicians; and that all experiments must be structured so that no permanent harm is inflicted on participants.

Many nations subsequently adopted the Nuremberg Code to guide their own medical experiments, and the June 1964 Helsinki Declaration, which was based on the code, codified the code’s principles for the international medical community. The Helsinki Declaration was written by the World Medical Association (WMA). That declaration has been continually fine-tuned and revised over the years to keep apace with technological and ethical changes.
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Nuremberg Laws

Denaturalization laws passed in pre–World War II Germany designed to systematize discrimination against German Jews. The Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race (Nuremberg Laws) were the most spectacular and immediate manifestation of Nazi-inspired anti-Semitism. From September to November 1935, German chancellor Adolf Hitler introduced the so-called Nuremberg, or Ghetto, Laws, which legalized anti-Semitism. Special sessions of the Reichstag (parliament) were held at Nuremberg in 1935, where legislation was passed that deprived Jews of citizenship and forbad intermarriage between Jews and non-Jewish Germans. This was the most prominent instance in modern times of the deliberate incorporation of prejudice and intolerance into the laws of a nation. Above all, the Nuremberg Laws officially attempted to define what being Jewish actually was.
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The supplementary decrees specified: On the basis of Article 3 of the Reich Law of Citizenship of September 15, 1935, the following is hereby decreed:

ARTICLE 1 (1) Until further provision concerning citizenship papers, all subjects of German or kindred blood who possessed the right to vote in the Reichstag elections when the Law of Citizenship came into effect, shall, for the present, possess the rights of Reich citizens. The same shall be true of those upon whom the Reich Minister of the Interior, in conjunction with the deputy to the Fuehrer, shall confer citizenship. . . .

ARTICLE 2 (1) The provisions of Article 1 shall apply also to subjects who are of mixed Jewish blood.

(2) An individual of mixed Jewish blood is one who is descended from one or two grandparents who, racially, were full Jews, in so far that his is not a Jew. . . . Full-blooded Jewish grandparents are those who belonged to the Jewish religious community.

Jewish Germans were not permitted to employ non-Jewish maids under 45 years of age, were prevented from marrying non-Jews, and were excluded from citizenship, even if they had been born in Germany. They had to adopt Jewish first names, wear the yellow Star of David in public, and avoid public facilities where they might mix with gentiles. They could not teach, practice law or medicine, or perform/entertain in public.

The Nuremberg Laws set into motion a frightening series of measures that ultimately sought to destroy the Jews of Europe. After the racial laws came enforced concentration into ghettos or similar areas within cities. Finally came deportation to the concentration camps of eastern Germany or Poland, with death through overwork, starvation, or systematized extermination. The transition from deportation to mass murder did not occur until the invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941.
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Nuremberg Principles 

The Nuremberg Principles are international guidelines promulgated in 1946 that determine what constitutes war crimes and crimes against humanity. The principles emerged from the International Military Tribunal, convened at Nuremberg, Germany, in October 1945. That court was responsible for prosecuting individuals suspected of having committed war crimes and crimes against humanity in Europe during the late 1930s and 1940s. The United Nations (UN) created the International Law Commission (ILC) in 1946, which formally drafted the Nuremberg Principles and made them part of international law in December 1946.

The Nuremberg Principles are composed of seven principles. The first maintains that anyone who commits a war crime or a crime against humanity is subject to punishment. The second states that if internal or national laws do not penalize an individual who has committed a crime, that person is still subject to prosecution under international law. The third holds that heads of state or other governmental officials are not exempt from prosecution for war crimes or crimes against humanity. The fourth maintains that a person accused of such crimes may not claim innocence simply because he was “following orders,” as long as he had a moral choice in those actions. The fifth states that anyone accused of committing an international war crime is entitled to a fair trial.

The sixth principle is perhaps the most important of the seven principles, because it specifically defines international war crimes. Crimes against peace are defined as those involving the planning, preparing for, initiation of, or waging of a war of aggression or a war that violates international treaties or agreements. War crimes are defined as violations of the laws or customs of war that involve—but are not limited to—murder, deportation, and ill treatment of civilians, the use of slave labor, the murder or ill treatment of prisoners of war, the murder of hostages, or the plunder or destruction of public and private property that is not militarily justified. Crimes against humanity are defined as murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation, and other inhuman acts perpetrated against civilians, or the persecution of said civilians based on political, racial, or religious grounds when such acts are committed in connection with any war crime or crime against humanity. The seventh principle holds that complicity in the commission of any of the above crimes is by definition a crime under international law.

Since 1946, the Nuremberg Principles have been made a part of a host of international and multilateral treaties and conventions. They have also formed the legal basis of the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. When the International Criminal Court at The Hague was created on July 1, 2002, the Nuremberg Principles became the foundation of the court’s jurisdictional and legal proceedings.
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Nuremberg Trials

The Allies were determined to hold German leaders, both civilian and military, accountable for the war and the mass killings that had taken place in German-occupied Europe. British prime minister Winston L. S. Churchill and Soviet leader Josef Stalin agreed in 1941 to try those guilty of war crimes. The logistics and framework needed to carry out this policy were discussed throughout the war. At Moscow in October 1943, a declaration signed by British, Soviet, and U.S. representatives stated that war criminals would be brought to trial. Such a procedure was further discussed at important meetings at Tehran (November–December 1943), at Yalta (February 1945), and at Potsdam (July 1945). Finally, the London Agreement of August 8, 1945, set forth the method—a court trial—and identified jurisdiction. Although the Soviets proposed that the trials be held within their zone of occupation, in Berlin, the Western Allies insisted on Nuremberg.
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The city of Nuremberg was selected because the palace of justice there had received only minimal damage during the war. The large stone structure had 80 courtrooms and over 500 offices and thus offered sufficient space for a major international legal proceeding. Furthermore, an undestroyed prison was part of the justice building complex, so all prospective defendants could be housed on site. Moreover, the proclamation of the Third Reich’s racial laws against the Jews had been made at Nuremberg. U.S. Army personnel prepared the palace of justice for the trial, repairing damage and laying thousands of feet of electrical wire.

Broadly speaking, the Nuremberg proceedings fell into two categories. The first set—and the subject of this essay—took place between November 1945 and October 1946 and involved the trial of 22 defendants before an international military tribunal (IMT) established by Britain, France, the Soviet Union, and the United States. Subsequently, a series of other trials were held at Nuremberg until the spring of 1949 before U.S. tribunals in the American zone of occupation, involving nearly 200 other defendants.

The Nuremberg IMT opened on October 8, 1945. Judges from France, Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States presided. The Western judges dressed in traditional robes, whereas the Soviet judge wore a military uniform. Judge Iola T. Nikitschenko, a Soviet, presided during the first session.

The prosecution presented indictments against 24 major criminals and 6 organizations. The individuals were Martin Bormann, deputy fuehrer after 1941 (tried in absentia); Karl Doenitz, admiral and commander of the navy from 1943 to 1945; Hans Frank, governor-general of Poland; Wilhelm Frick, minister for internal affairs; Hans Fritzsche, head of the Radio Division of the Ministry of Propaganda; Walther Funk, minister of Economic Affairs; Hermann Göring, Reichsmarschall (Reich Marshal) and commander of the Luftwaffe; Rudolf Hess, deputy Führer until May 1941; Alfred Jodl, army general and head of Operations, Oberkommando der Wehrmacht (OKW); Ernst Kaltenbrunner, head of the Sicherheitsdienst (SD, Security Service); Wilhelm Keitel, army field marshal and chief of OKW; Gustav Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach, industrialist and head of Krupp armaments; Robert Ley, head of the Labor Front (he committed suicide on October 16, 1945); Konstantin Neurath, protector of Bohemia and Moravia from 1939 to 1943; Franz von Papen, former vice chancellor and ambassador to Turkey; Erich Raeder, grand admiral and commander of the navy until 1943; Joachim von Ribbentrop, foreign minister; Alfred Rosenberg, minister for the Occupied Territories in the East until 1941; Fritz Saukel, plenipotentiary for the mobilization of labor; Hjalmar Schacht, president of the Reichsbank, from 1933 to 1939 and minister of economics from 1934 to 1937; Baldur von Shirach, leader of the Hitler Youth and Gauleiter (area commander) of Vienna; Arthur Seyss-Inquart, commissioner for the Netherlands from 1940 to 1945; Albert Speer, minister of armaments from 1942 to 1945; and Julius Streicher, publisher of the newspaper Der Sturmer. The indicted organizations were the Nazi Party (NSDAP), the Schutzstaffel (SS), the SD, the Gestapo, the General Staff, and Hitler’s cabinet.

The charter governing the proceedings declared that the IMT’s decisions would be made by majority vote. British Lord Justice Geoffrey Lawrence, president of the court, would cast the deciding vote in the event of a tie among the four sitting judges. The charter identified four categories of crimes: (1) crimes against peace: planning and/or preparing a war of aggression and violating international agreements; (2) crimes against peace: participating in a conspiracy to plan a war of aggression; (3) war crimes: a violation of custom and laws of war, use of slave labor, killing of hostages; and (4) crimes against humanity.

The trial itself lasted 218 days, and some 360 witnesses gave either written or verbal testimony. A new simultaneous translation system allowed the trial to proceed efficiently and swiftly in four languages. Although the defense was given the right to call its own witnesses, it was not allowed to bring forth any evidence against the Allies.

The proceedings at Nuremberg laid bare before the world the horrific crimes committed by the Third Reich. Most revealing were testimonies regarding the brutalities of the death camps. When shown German films of concentration camps, some of the defendants wept or became noticeably upset.

One aspect of the trial that caused debate at the time was the legality of trying military officers. Some suggested it was the role of military officers to carry out orders, but this defense was disallowed at Nuremberg. The prevailing view held that German military leaders had knowingly approved and planned aggressive war and had sanctioned war crimes.

On October 1, 1946, U.S. Army colonel Burton Andrus led 21 defendants into the somber courtroom. (Martin Bormann was tried in absentia, Robert Ley had committed suicide, and Gustav Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach was too weak to be present.) Sir Geoffrey Lawrence announced that the verdicts would be delivered first, followed by the sentencing. Twelve defendants were sentenced to death by hanging (the counts on which they were found guilty are in parentheses): Hans Frank (3 and 4), Wilhelm Frick (2, 3, and 4), Hermann Goering (all four), Alfred Jodl (all four), Ernst Kaltenbrunner (3 and 4), Wilhelm Keitel (all four), Robert Ley (all four), Joachim von Ribbentrop (all four), Alfred Rosenberg (all for), Fritz Saukel (3 and 4), Arthur Seyss-Inquart (2, 3, and 4), and Julius Streicher (1 and 4).

Goering escaped the hangman’s noose by committing suicide with poison smuggled into the prison. Franz von Papen, Hans Fritzsche, and Hjalmar Schacht were the only defendants to be acquitted. Charges against Gustav Krupp von Bohlen und Halbach were dropped on the grounds that he was physically unable to stand trial. The remaining defendants received various terms, ranging up to life in prison: Karl Doenitz, 10 years (2 and 3); Walter Funk, life imprisonment (2, 3, and 4); Rudolf Hess, life imprisonment (1 and 2); Konstantin Neurath, 15 years (all 4); Erich Raeder, life imprisonment (1, 2 and 3); Baldur von Schirach, 4 to 20 years (1 and 4); and Albert Speer, 4 to 20 years (3 and 4). Of those imprisoned, Hess lived the longest. He died in Spandau Prison in 1987 at age 93.

Even before the trial ended in 1946, debate began on the validity of the tribunal. Although some have argued that the IMT was merely a case of the victor trying the vanquished, it nonetheless exposed the horrors of the Third Reich, most especially the Holocaust, the use of slave labor, and the heinous war crimes.
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Oberheuser, Herta

German medical doctor who conducted cruel and sadistic medical experimentation on concentration camp inmates. Herta Oberheuser was born on May 11, 1911, in Cologne and received her medical degree in Bonn in 1937, with specialty training in dermatology. Following the completion of her medical training, the 26-year-old Oberheuser joined the Nazi Party as an intern and later as a physician for the League of German Maidens. By 1940, Oberheuser had been assigned as assistant physician to Dr. Karl Gebhardt, chief surgeon of the Schutzstaffel (SS) and personal physician to Reichsführer SS Heinrich Himmler.

The May 27, 1942, assassination of German security police chief Reinhard Heydrich, who died primarily due to infection, led to the establishment of a branch of the Hohenlychen Sanatorium within the Ravensbruck Concentration Camp. Hoping to expand their knowledge of infections and how to fight them, Gebhardt and Oberheuser arrived at the facility intent on using the camp’s inmates as subjects for their medical experiments.

On July 27, 1942, 75 women at Ravensbruck were ordered to the commandant’s headquarters. Once there, Oberheuser physically examined the women and evaluated their suitability for the experiments. Those chosen had their legs cut and bacteria strains placed in the wounds. The subsequent infections were then treated with new sulfanilamide drugs. All of the experiments were conducted without the subjects’ consent.

The results of the initial experiments were disappointing because they failed to replicate actual combat injuries. Later experiments sought to correct this. Inmates were subjected to gunshot wounds infected with dirt and foreign material; they also endured severed muscles and broken bones. Wounds were then injected with streptococcus, gas gangrene, and tetanus. Prisoners who survived these experiments were often crippled for life.

Experiments involving bone and muscle transplantation were also conducted by Oberheuser. Oberheuser also oversaw the transfer of inmates to the Hohenlychen Sanatorium, where unnecessary amputations and transplants were conducted. The goal of these experiments was to provide “spare parts” for wounded German soldiers. Once a subject’s usefulness had passed, Oberheuser hastened death with injections of gasoline.

Following the end of the war, Oberheuser was the only women to stand trial at the Nuremberg Doctors’ Trial. On August 20, 1947, she was found guilty for her part in conducting human experimentation at Ravensbruck and at Hohenlychen. Originally sentenced to 20 years, her sentence was later reduced to 10 years. Oberheuser was released in 1952 after serving only 5 years. She returned to practice as a doctor, establishing a family medical practice in Stocksee, Germany. In 1958, her medical license was revoked after she was recognized by a former Ravensbruck inmate. Oberheuser died on January 24, 1978, in Linz am Rhein, West Germany.
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Oberlaender, Theodor

Theodor Oberlaender was a German scientist, Nazi Party member, and one of the chief architects of Nazi racial and occupation policies in the east. He later served as a politician and government official in the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany).

Theodor Oberlaender was born on May 1, 1905, in Meiningen, Germany, and became an early adherent of Nazism; in 1923, at the age of 18, he was a participant in the abortive Beer Hall Putsch. He later attended university, ultimately earning a doctorate in agricultural science. In 1933, Oberlaender became a member of the Nazi Party and was given a position as a regional deputy party official; soon thereafter, he secured a faculty position at a German university.

During this time, Oberlaender began formulating theories about the non-German population in East Prussia. He also took a keen interest in Germany’s mounting tensions with Poland, and urged that Germans and Polish immigrants be forbidden from socializing and intermarriage. Part of his ideas embraced the growing anti-Semitism of the Nazi Party. Indeed, Oberlaender readily embraced his party’s ill-conceived notions that Jews were vectors of communism and treason; he also suggested that non-Jewish peasants in the east be encouraged to adopt virulent anti-Semitism. By 1937, Oberlaender had established a racially based formula designed to prepare Poland for direct German rule that sought to pit various ethnic groups against each other. Poles were also encouraged to turn against both the Jews and the Russians. In this regard, some have viewed Oberlaender as an early proponent of the Final Solution, or the Holocaust.

When the Germans invaded Poland in September 1939, sparking World War II, Oberlaender was sent to Poland to work with anti-sabotage forces attached to the German Army. The next year, he fully endorsed ethnic cleansing in Poland and took a post at the University of Prague, where the Nazis employed him as an ethnic psychologist. In 1941, after the Germans invaded the Soviet Union, Oberlaender became an adviser to a Ukrainian-manned German army unit, which precipitated a massacre of civilians in Lviv (Lvov) that same year. He also urged that resistance groups be exterminated en masse. In 1943, he became embroiled in a dispute with his superiors and was sent back to Prague. The following year, he joined the staff of the Russian Liberation Army, but was taken prisoner by U.S. forces in 1945.

Because of his knowledge of the region and its people, Oberlaender was not tried as a war criminal. At the same time, he denied having perpetrated deleterious racial and ethnic policies. He served in the Bundestag (West German Parliament) during 1953–1961 and again from 1963 to 1965, and was West Germany’s minister for displaced persons, refugees, and victims of war from 1953 to 1960. He was forced to leave that position when his Nazi past came under scrutiny. The German Democratic Republic (East Germany), meanwhile, sentenced him to life imprisonment in absentia in 1960 for his alleged involvement in the Lvov Massacre.

Returning to life as a scholar, Oberlaender later denounced any rapprochement between East and West as a scheme concocted by communists and an ill-informed intelligentsia. In 1993, after German reunification, Oberlaender’s 1960 conviction was rescinded. In his last years, Oberlaender became active in Germany’s anti-immigration movement. He died in Bonn on May 12, 1998.
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Ochota Massacre

German Nazi atrocity consisting of mass murder, rape, robbery, destruction, and arson committed in the Warsaw district of Ochota from August 4 to August 25, 1944. These atrocities were aimed at destroying Warsaw and exterminating its population. The gravest crimes were committed in hospitals, at the Radium Institute, and in the so-called “Kolonia Staszica” and the “Zieleniak” concentration camps. It is estimated that some 10,000 residents of Ochota were murdered. Their property was subsequently looted and the district itself was systematically torched by German forces.

On August 1, 1944, an uprising in Warsaw was initiated by the underground Home Army, which sought to defeat the German occupying forces and welcome approaching Soviet troops. The Germans’ Warsaw garrison numbered some 16,000 soldiers, and as the unrest increased, Schutzstaffel (SS) Reichsführer Heinrich Himmler ordered the strengthening of German forces in the city; he also ordered the destruction of Warsaw and the extermination of its population.

Within the first four days of quashing the uprising, German troops managed to isolate selected districts of Warsaw, among them Ochota. A special collaborationist SS Sturmbrigade unit, the Russian National Liberation Army (Russkaya Osvoboditelnaya Narodnaya Armiya, RONA), consisting of war criminals and renegades, was called on to pacify the isolated districts. Its members were given a free hand to loot, murder, rape, and destroy. The brigade was under the command of Bronislav Kaminski, later executed for war crimes. The soldiers of this regiment were remembered as exceptionally cruel and merciless.

At the beginning of the destruction of the Ochota district, on August 5, the Germans erected a special transitional concentration camp (“Zieleniak”), where citizens were detained before being sent to other concentration, extermination, and labor camps. During the “pacification” of Ochota, at least 1,000 citizens were murdered at Zieleniak alone by the time of its closure on August 19.

On August 5–6, some 170 patients and staff were raped and murdered at the Radium Institute, an oncology hospital, which was later looted and burned. Also in early August, RONA systematically plundered the neighboring “Kolonia Staszica” (Staszic Housing Estate), and raped and murdered its inhabitants.

In all, it is estimated (no complete documentation is available) that at least 10,000 citizens of Ochota were murdered. The massacre occurred throughout the Ochota district, although not all the deaths were documented, and many remain unremembered today. Looting and pillage continued after the district was vacated of its citizens.
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Odessa Massacre

A ruthless series of mass killings aimed at the Jewish population of Odessa in late 1941 and early 1942. Although the main massacre occurred during October 23–24, mass killings and deaths continued into January 1942. After Germany attacked the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, German and Romanian troops (Romania was allied with the Axis Powers) besieged the Ukrainian city of Odessa, on the Black Sea. At the time, Odessa was a major city of some 600,000 people, including 180,000 Jews. About half the Jewish population managed to flee Odessa between June and October, but some 80,000–90,000 remained when the city was captured on October 16, 1941. The Romanian occupiers intended to use Odessa as a major administrative center.

On October 22, a huge time-delayed bomb, probably planted by the Soviets, detonated in front of Romania’s military headquarters, killing 67 people. Included among them were numerous German and Romanian officers and the chief of the regional Romanian military. Outraged by the carnage, Romanian occupation forces began rounding up Odessa’s Jews, forcing them into a public square on October 23. At least 5,000 were summarily shot. Others were soaked with gasoline and burned alive. About 20,000 more Jews were herded toward Dalnik, a small village in the countryside. Once there, they were locked in several large warehouses, which were then set ablaze. Anyone trying to flee was shot to death. Many of the dead were women and young children. The following day, another building housing Jewish men was set on fire, burning the victims alive.

The surviving Jews, perhaps 35,000–40,000 of them, were forced into a ghetto in the suburb of Slobodka, where many died from exposure and starvation over the succeeding weeks. On October 28, reports suggest that 4,000–5,000 Jews from the ghetto were shot to death in a stable area. Beginning in January 1942, Romanian and German officials deported about 19,300 Jews to concentration camps and ghettos in the Berezovka region. Although the precise number of dead remains difficult to determine, the best guess is that as many as 70,000 Jews may have died between October 1941 and January 1942.
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Ogilvie, Albert George

Albert George Ogilvie was an Australian Labor Party politician and premier of the State of Tasmania from 1934 until 1939. He worked feverishly to aid German Jews by encouraging Jewish emigration to Tasmania.

Ogilvie was born on March 10, 1890, in Hobart, Tasmania. He attended St. Patrick’s College (Ballarat, Victoria) and earned a law degree from the University of Tasmania in 1914, when he was admitted to the bar. He began his political career in 1919, when he was elected to the Tasmanian House of Assembly. In 1923, Ogilvie became Tasmania’s attorney general and education minister, and the next year he also became minister of mines and forestry. He resigned his posts in 1927, but remained in the legislature.

On June 22, 1934, Ogilvie was sworn in as Tasmania’s premier. He immediately moved to improve Tasmania’s schools and infrastructure in order to encourage more people to move to Tasmania. A tireless advocate for Tasmania, he also encouraged the building and expansion of modern hospitals, expanded unemployment relief benefits, and helped to expand the island state’s hydroelectric and paper industries. By all accounts, Ogilvie was an excellent and dedicated administrator.

In 1935, Ogilvie traveled to Europe so that he could represent his state at the silver jubilee celebration of King George V in Britain. He also toured Italy, the Soviet Union, and Germany. Appalled by the blatant anti-Semitism in Nazi Germany, Ogilvie resolved to permit more Jews to enter Tasmania to settle. He had an uphill fight, however, as Australia’s federal government was then restricting Jewish refugees. In May 1937, Ogilvie again went to Europe, this time to witness King George VI’s coronation. Even more troubled by what he saw happening in Germany, he redoubled his efforts to increase Jewish emigration to Tasmania. He lobbied federal officials to lift immigration restrictions, but to little avail.

Ogilvie even developed a plan whereby Jewish immigrants would be resettled on King Island, which is part of the State of Tasmania but lies off its coast. He also personally supervised the processing of refugees’ visa applications. While on a trip to Warburton, Victoria, Australia, Ogilvie was stricken by a heart attack and died on June 10, 1939. Ogilvie’s genuine concern about Jewish refugees was unusual, particularly among politicians of the 1930s.
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Ohlendorf, Otto 

Otto Ohlendorf was a Nazi Party member, Schutzstaffel (SS) official, and head of a mobile killing squad (Einsatzgruppen) that was responsible for the deaths of some 90,000 innocent civilians, most of them Jews, between 1941 and 1942.

Otto Ohlendorf was born on February 4, 1907, in Hoheneggelsen, Germany. He studied economics and law at universities in Leipzig and Gottingen before pursuing doctoral work at the University of Pavia. In 1925, he joined the Nazi Party; in 1926, he became a member of the SS. He held several well-regarded positions, and in 1933 became involved with the Institute of World Economy at the University of Kiel, where he focused on the study of Italian Fascism and German National Socialism. In 1936, Ohlendorf became an official with the intelligence agency of the SS, where he provided information and reported on German public opinion for Nazi Party leaders.

In June 1941, upon the German invasion of the Soviet Union, Ohlendorf was named commander of Einsatzgruppen D, a mobile killing squad unit that was operational in the Crimea and southern Ukraine. The squad was attached to the Eleventh German Army. Among other atrocities, Ohlendorf’s men were responsible for the mass killing of Jews in Kherson, Nikolaiev, and Podilia. At Simferopol on December 13, 1941, Ohlendorf’s unit massacred some 14,300 civilians, mainly Jews. Ohlendorf later testified he had ordered numerous men to fire on victims simultaneously, so that it would be impossible to establish personal responsibility for any single killing. In June 1942, Ohlendorf left the war front and returned to his SS work in Germany. During his roughly one-year tenure as head of the mobile killing squad, as many as 90,000 civilians were murdered.

Ohlendorf was now tasked with laying plans for the reconstruction of the postwar German economy. By the end of 1943, he had already resigned himself to a German defeat in World War II. At the end of the war in 1945, Ohlendorf was taken prisoner by Allied authorities and placed on trial for war crimes. At the Nuremberg Trial of several Einsatzgruppen officials, Ohlendorf was the lead defendant. He testified calmly and accurately at the proceedings, asserting at one point that his unit had committed crimes no less odious than the “push-button” killers who had unleashed the atomic bombs over Japan in 1945. Although he never indicated regret for his actions, his testimony was useful in convicting several others besides himself.

Ohlendorf’s trial ended in the early spring of 1948, and in April of that year he was sentenced to death. After spending some three years as a prisoner at the Landsberg Prison, he was hanged there on June 8, 1951.
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Ordinary Men

Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland is a book written by historian and Holocaust expert Christopher Browning that was published to much fanfare in 1992. The book represents a break from some lines of traditional thought on the Holocaust and concentrates on one particular group of Germans who played a role in the Final Solution in Poland during 1942. That group—Reserve Police Battalion 101—was made up of ordinary, mostly middle-aged German men from the Hamburg area. Instead of focusing exclusively on German history, culture, anti-Semitism, or Adolf Hitler as the likely causes of the Holocaust, Browning instead looks at specific sociological phenomena, including peer pressure and group action, to help explain how such thoroughly ordinary individuals could have committed such extraordinarily cruel acts. This is not to say that Browning dismisses other causative factors of the Holocaust; rather, he helps readers understand why non-ideological men, most of whom were not even members of the Nazi Party, were compelled to promulgate the Final Solution.

Browning conducted exhaustive interviews with many of the surviving members of Battalion 101. None of the men were able to explain why they participated in activities which, under normal circumstances, they would have found morally reprehensible. Even after the battalion’s commanding officer offered to exempt his men from grisly tasks, like being ordered to murder a specific number of Jews in a particular area in a given period of time, only 15 men out of a total of 500 in the battalion chose to opt out. Those who did engage in atrocities did so mainly because of peer pressure, group think, and obedience to authority. Virtually none of the men were inherently evil or driven to depravity because of deep-seated hatred, ideology, or anti-Semitism. Browning demonstrates that most people will usually carry out orders when they believe that such orders are mandated from an authority. Thus, Browning’s book helps demonstrate how ordinary men were transformed psychologically into rote killers because of a specific set of circumstances that held sway in Germany and Eastern Europe during World War II.

Although Browning’s book garnered much critical attention and praise, some were turned off by his approach. Daniel Goldhagen, a Harvard political scientist, lambasted the book, claiming that Browning had falsified evidence and ignored other important factors that led to the Holocaust. Indeed, he asserted that the book had “no scholarly value.” In 1996, Goldhagen published Hitler’s Willing Executioners, which was chiefly a formal rebuttal of Browning’s work. That book, however, attracted even more criticism than Browning’s book.

Browning’s approach has its roots in the so-called functionalist school of Holocaust research, which focuses attention on the institutions and structure of Nazi Germany rather than Nazi ideology, Hitler’s rantings, or inherent flaws in German culture. From Browning’s perspective, the Holocaust was carried out more by improvisation rather than by careful and historic planning. This interpretation leads some to claim that Browning is trivializing the causes of the Holocaust, but Browning has said that his work is in no way a repudiation of other and earlier interpretations; instead, it is simply one more interpretation among many. “The last chapter of the Holocaust has yet to be written,” Browning has asserted.
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Palestine

The region now known as Palestine has, at one time or another, been home to the Canaanites, Philistines, and other tribes but has also been under the authority of the Egyptians, the Jews, the Assyrians, the Persians, the Hellenic Empire, the Roman Empire, the Byzantine or Eastern Roman Empire, the Arab-Islamic Empire, Crusader Europeans, the Turkish or Ottoman Empire, the British, and, since 1948, the Jews again. Jews trace their origin 4,000 years ago to the prophet Abraham. Egyptian documents first mention the Jews in 1220 BCE. After suppressing a series of Jewish revolts in the first century CE, the Roman Empire expelled most of the Jews from Palestine. As a result, over the next 1,000 years Jews migrated first to Western Europe, next to Eastern Europe, and then starting in the 1880s gradually back to Palestine.

The Palestinians are descended from the land’s original inhabitants who either converted to Islam or retained their Christian faith as well as tribes that were part of or followed the Islamic conquests of the seventh century. Palestine was conquered by the Ayyubids, the Mamluks, the Crusaders, and, later, the Ottomans. Under Ottoman rule, Palestine was divided into districts, which in turn were part of provinces. Until 1841, much of Palestine had been part of the province of Syria governed from Damascus. However, northern Palestine was ruled by Sheikh Zahir al-Omar and later by Ahmad Jazzar Pasha, whose territory extended to Damascus. During 1831–1840 the region was under Egyptian occupation. In 1841, however, some areas were reorganized for purposes of taxation to form a northern district that was part of the province of Beirut, while other areas remained under the sanjak of Damascus. In the late 19th century the Arab population of Palestine numbered about 446,000 people, representing 90 percent of the total population.

The Jewish population of Palestine at the beginning of the 19th century numbered some 25,000 people and at the end of the century 60,000 people, approximately 10 percent of the area’s total population. Although the notion of returning to Palestine had been a Jewish dream for centuries, it did not find serious consideration until the late 19th century. A significant increase in anti-Semitism during that time, particularly in Eastern Europe (in Poland and especially in Russia), prompted the beginning of the Zionist movement. Zionism was committed to settling Jews in Palestine and establishing a Jewish homeland there. The Holocaust significantly increased the appeal of Zionism, as many Jews came to believe that their survival could only be assured by the creation of a country of their own.

In the 1880s Jewish groups in Russia were formed to secure Jewish settlement in Palestine, but owing to poor organization and a lack of funds and participants, these early settlements were not very successful. In 1882 a seminal pamphlet titled Autoemancipation by Leo Pinsker, a Polish-Russian Jew, gave Zionism its political-ideological foundations. Pinsker argued that anti-Semitism was too entrenched in European society for Jews to secure equal rights through assimilation, and he thus rejected assimilation as impossible. According to Pinsker, Jews were persecuted because they were foreigners everywhere they lived, and their only hope was to establish an independent Jewish state. Although Pinsker never insisted that this Jewish state be in Palestine, his book persuaded many Russian Jews to accept his arguments about the logic and necessity of a Jewish homeland.

Theodor Herzl, an Austro-Hungarian Jew, is most responsible for uniting the various early European Jewish groups into an international Zionist movement. As with Pinsker, Herzl rejected the impossibility of eliminating anti-Semitism in Europe by legislation and assimilation and called for the establishment of a Jewish state. He did not specify Palestine as the location of this state. Herzl’s greatest contribution to the Zionist cause was his organizing in 1887 the First Zionist Congress in Basel, Switzerland, in which more than 200 delegates pledged that the goal of Zionism was to secure a legally recognized Jewish state in Palestine. At the same congress, the World Zionist Organization (WZO) was created to coordinate the Zionist movement and unite the various East European Jewish groups.

Herzl’s efforts paid off in that future congresses attracted more delegates and supporters of the Zionist cause. Gradually, the Zionist movement not only became united but also grew into an international rather than a regional phenomenon. By the time of Herzl’s death in 1904, a Jewish state in Palestine still remained an unfulfilled dream, but Herzl’s efforts had organized many of Europe’s Jews and forged Zionism into a unified and dedicated international political movement.

During World War I, the British government began to take a greater interest in and more favorable position toward Zionism, and so its political prospects improved significantly. During the war, Britain sought Jewish support to secure British war aims, one of which was control of certain Ottoman territories in the Middle East after the end of the war. British leaders recognized that British support for Zionism would bring Jewish support for Britain’s Middle Eastern imperial ambitions. Meanwhile, Chaim Weizmann, a leading Zionist in Britain, lobbied the British government to support Zionism and skillfully exploited London’s desire to curry favor with Jews. On November 2, 1917, British foreign secretary Arthur Balfour wrote to Lord Walter Rothschild, another prominent Zionist figure in Britain, pledging British support for Zionism. Balfour declared that London viewed “with favor the establishment in Palestine of a National Home for the Jewish people and will use [its] best endeavors to facilitate the achievement of this object.” Yet seemingly in contradiction to this pledge, Balfour went on to say, “it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine,” namely, the Arabs.

At the same time, Britain also sought help from the Arabs, who were agitating for independence from the Ottoman Empire. This it accomplished with pledges of support for independence and self-rule in exchange for Arab support for Britain during World War I. Thus, while promising a homeland for Jews in Palestine, the British also promised independence to the Arabs, including those living in Palestine. While this may have been a shrewd wartime strategy, it would later prove impossible for the British to deliver on both sets of promises and satisfy both Arabs and Jews.

Two years before the Balfour Declaration, British high commissioner in Egypt Sir Henry McMahon exchanged a series of letters with Abdullah, the son of Sharif Hussein of Mecca, and with the sharif himself. Abdullah’s July 14, 1915, letter asked for British approval of an Arab caliphate and independence for Arab lands encompassing all of present-day Syria, Iraq, Jordan, Palestine, and the entire Arabian Peninsula. McMahon’s first response only concerned the caliphate, but then due to crisis on the British front at Gallipoli in the Dardanelles, he wrote to Hussein on October 24, 1915, promising to “recognize and support the independence of the Arabs within the territories included in the limits and boundaries proposed by the Sherif of Mecca.” There were some reservations to the territory previously specified by Abdullah (Mersina, Alexandretta, and some lands just west of the Syrian cities; British administrative control of Baghdad and Basra; and British commitments to other tribes of the Arabian Peninsula), but these did not pertain to Palestine. This promise was in exchange for an Arab uprising against the Turks. In these letters, McMahon announced “Great Britain’s sympathy with the aspirations of her friends the Arabs and that it will result in a lasting and solid alliance with them.”

The British government later maintained that the McMahon correspondence did not apply to Palestine and that the Balfour Declaration did not contradict any earlier pledges made to the Arabs. Indeed, McMahon’s letter of October 25, 1915, had not explicitly mentioned Palestine. It also had not mentioned the sanjak of Jerusalem, which was the former Ottoman administrative department that covered much of Palestine. The Arabs held that because these areas were not specifically excluded from the Arab sphere, they should come under Arab control. McMahon and Hussein had agreed that land not purely Arab in makeup was to be excluded from the understanding. The British argued that because Palestine was neither completely Arab nor Muslim, it was not part of the agreement. The Arabs, however, saw things differently. They held that Palestine was overwhelmingly Arab and should therefore be Arab-controlled.

Despite their agreements with Hussein on behalf of the Arabs, in the 1916 Sykes-Picot Agreement the British negotiated with the French to divide present-day Lebanon, Jordan, Iraq, and Syria between them. This clearly contradicted the terms of the McMahon correspondence. Following the end of World War I, the British and the French refused to let the Arabs rule themselves and, per the Sykes-Picot Agreement, assumed control of these Arab territories. They called them mandates, which were given legitimacy by the League of Nations. In each mandate, the European powers pledged to grant Arabs independence when they were deemed ready for self-government.

At the San Remo Conference in April 1920, a new entity called Palestine was also placed under British authority, defined for the first time to consist of the present-day countries of Israel and Jordan. The British then divided Palestine and turned the territory east of the Jordan River into the state of Transjordan and announced that the Balfour Declaration did not apply to Jordan. This is why some Jews claim that present-day Jordan is part of Palestine, or the homeland of the Palestinian Arabs.

The Arab elites of Palestine were intensely opposed to the Jewish pursuit of a state in Palestine, which the British government certainly understood by 1918. The Arabs believed that the creation of a Jewish homeland in Palestine would eventually turn them into a marginalized minority among a majority Jewish population. Thus, the 500,000-strong Arab community of Palestine, approximately 85–90 percent of the total population, was unwilling to compromise with either the British or the Jews.

The British Mandate government in Palestine during 1922–1948 failed to keep the peace between the Arabs and the Jews. The escalating violence between Arabs and Jews was the result of the British policy that sought to achieve mutually exclusive goals: implementing the Balfour Declaration while safeguarding the interests and rights of the majority Arab population. Much of the tension arose over the numbers of Jewish immigrants admitted to the country. In response to Arab violence and riots, the British considered suspending Jewish settlements and Jewish land purchases in Palestine, which were often from wealthy absentee Arab landowners but then led to the eviction of Arab peasants. But London relented in the face of strong Jewish opposition.

In 1920 Palestinian Arabs began sporadically attacking Jewish settlements, and in response Jews formed a clandestine defense organization known as Haganah in 1921. To encourage cooperation between Arabs and Jews, the British in 1922 and 1923 attempted to create a legislative council, but Arabs refused to participate. Indeed, they not only suspected British manipulation and Jewish favoritism but also believed that their participation would signal their acceptance of the British Mandate and recognition of the Balfour Declaration.

Violence between Arabs and Jews throughout 1929 led the British to halt all Jewish settlement in Palestine. But in the face of outcries by Jews in Palestine and Zionists in London, the British government quickly reversed its policy. By 1936 the Jewish population of Palestine was approximately 400,000, or 30 percent of the total population. That same year, the British resurrected the idea of a legislative council, but this time both Arabs and Jews rejected the idea. Also in 1936, a full-fledged Arab rebellion began that lasted until 1939. This forced Britain to dispatch 20,000 troops to Palestine. The Arab Revolt led to a temporary collaboration between the British and Jews against Arabs to suppress the rebellion.

In 1937 the British recommended partitioning Palestine into separate Arab and Jewish states, but a year later they rejected partition as not feasible. By the end of the Arab Revolt in 1939, some 5,000 Arabs had been killed and thousands more wounded or arrested. That same year, the British announced that Palestine would become an independent state within 10 years. They also seemingly repudiated the Balfour Declaration by severely limiting future Jewish immigration and also restricting the sale of land to Jews.

By 1939, with the threat of world war looming, Britain sought to secure its Middle East interests by placating the Arabs. For the first time, the Jews found themselves marginalized and ignored by the British. As a result, some Jews began taking up arms against the British administration in Palestine. There was a temporary lull in fighting between Arabs and Jews owing to the German threat in the Middle East, but by the end of 1942 and the looming defeat of the Axis in North Africa, Arabs and Jews resumed fighting. At the same time, Jewish groups stepped up their attacks against the British.

News of the Holocaust gradually became public knowledge in 1942, and Zionists became increasingly impatient in their demands for not just more Jewish settlement in Palestine but also the immediate creation of a Jewish state there. At the same time, some Jewish groups such as Lohamei Herut Israel (also known as Lehi or the Stern Gang) and the Irgun Tsvai Leumi (National Military Organization) were resorting to increasing violence. The Holocaust facilitated the creation of Israel by further legitimizing Zionism and by uniting Jews around the idea that Jews would be essentially defenseless in the face of a government-sponsored genocide. Seemingly only a sovereign state could really protect Jews. The employment of terrorism and guerrilla warfare by armed Zionist groups in Palestine against the British throughout the 1940s became a major factor in Britain’s decision to relinquish control of Palestine in 1948.

As for the Arabs, they took the view that because they neither caused nor were responsible for the Holocaust, they should not be forced to sacrifice for it by accepting the creation of a Jewish state in Arab territory. Many Arabs regard the creation of Israel as a product of Western guilt and shame over the Holocaust, with Arabs paying the price and bearing the burden of Western guilt. Thus, albeit for different reasons, both Jews and Arabs regard themselves as victims. Yet it is worth pointing out that the Holocaust almost certainly gave moral and political legitimacy to the Zionist cause. Israeli writer Amos Elon has argued that the genocide of the Jews in the Holocaust has been turned into a legitimizing myth for the existence of the State of Israel.

At the end of World War II, European governments struggled with what to do with more than 250,000 displaced Jews, survivors of the Holocaust. Britain resisted Zionist demands that they be allowed to settle in Palestine, especially while experiencing mounting terrorist violence there perpetuated by Jewish groups. This included the bombing by Irgun of the British military headquarters at the King David Hotel in Jerusalem on July 22, 1946, which killed some 90 people. Between November 1945 and July 1946 Jewish terrorism increased, with some 40 British soldiers and police killed by Irgun and Lehi along with the sabotage of infrastructure. Britain resented Jewish efforts to embarrass London by sending ships of Jewish refugees from Europe to Palestine only to have them intercepted by the Royal Navy. Meanwhile, the terrorist violence only reinforced Britain’s uncompromising position.

British unwillingness to allow at least some of these displaced European Jews to settle in Palestine encouraged further attacks by militant Jewish organizations and anti-British sentiment among Jews. A joint attempt by the United States and Britain to resolve the Jewish refugee problem in Europe failed when Britain refused to abide by the Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry recommendation to admit 100,000 Jewish refugees into Palestine. On February 14, 1947, seeking to extricate itself from Palestine, Britain gave the newly created United Nations (UN) the responsibility of solving the Palestinian problem.

On August 31, 1947, the UN Special Commission on Palestine (UNSCOP) recommended the termination of the British Mandate for Palestine and the granting of Palestinian independence. A majority of UNSCOP members agreed to partition Palestine into both Arab and Jewish states, with Jerusalem remaining an international city. Although the Arab population was 1.2 million and the Jewish population just 600,000, the Arab state would have constituted only 43 percent of the land of Palestine. The Jewish state would take up 56 percent. It is worth noting that Jews already owned 6–8 percent of the total land area.

While not getting as much as they had hoped for, Jews supported the partition plan. The Arabs viewed the partition as unjust, granting more productive lands to the Jews and legitimizing the claim of the Jews—the majority of whom had been in Palestine for less than 30 years—as equal in terms of rights to those who had been living there for thousands of years. The newly created Arab League threatened war if the UN approved and implemented the partition plan. Desperate to quit Palestine, the British government announced that it would accept the UN recommendation and declared in September 1947 that the British Mandate for Palestine would terminate on May 14, 1948. By announcing the end of the British Mandate before the UN had approved the UNSCOP proposal and by refusing to enforce whatever decision the UN made, Britain undermined the UN’s attempt to solve the Palestine problem.

President Harry S. Truman supported the UNSCOP plan. As a Democrat, he recognized that he needed the Jewish vote to win reelection in 1948, which may have influenced his decision. Truman also resented the more pro-Arab State Department, which worried about both the Arab reaction and the Middle East oil supply if the United States aligned itself with the Jews.

On November 29, 1947, the UN officially approved the partition of Palestine according to the UNSCOP report by a vote of 31 to 13 with 10 abstentions. This assured the establishment of a Jewish state in Palestine. In January 1948 the Arab Liberation Army (ALA) began entering Palestine and initially enjoyed considerable success in isolating rural Jewish settlements from Jews living in the major cities such as Haifa, Jerusalem, and Tel Aviv. But in April 1948 following the arrival of arms shipments from abroad, the Jews took the offensive and seized much territory, including Haifa and Jaffa. Arabs evacuated or were attacked and fled their villages and towns as Jews advanced during the spring 1948 offensive. The cause for this mass exodus remains controversial and disputed. Arabs had believed that the Jews would be swiftly defeated. Survivors also reported that in the chaos and invasions or hurried exits of their homes, they had no idea that they would be forbidden from returning. During this time, both Arabs and Jews resorted to terrorism with little regard for noncombatants. By May 2, 1948, Jews had militarily occupied a state roughly the equivalent of that approved by the UN. Thus, on May 14, 1948, the State of Israel was declared. The next day the Arab armies of Egypt, Lebanon, Jordan, Syria, and Iraq invaded Palestine, thus sparking the Israeli War of Independence (1948–1949).
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Paper Clips

An 82-minute documentary released by Miramax Films in 2004 that tells the simple but moving true story of middle school students in a small, impoverished Tennessee town who set out to collect 6 million paper clips in order to illustrate the number of Jews killed in the Holocaust. The project began in 1998, when Whitwell Middle School sponsored a voluntary, after-school class on the Holocaust for eighth graders. The ultimate goal was to teach students about tolerance. When students learned that the Norwegians had worn paper clips on their lapels during World War II to protest the Nazi occupation of their country, the students decided to begin collecting 6 million paper clips, which would represent the number of people murdered in the Nazi-inspired Holocaust.

Whitwell, Tennessee, is a former coal-mining town with a population of just 1,600 people; it is nearly 98 percent white, and none of the students who began the project were Jewish. Nevertheless, they earnestly began their improbable quest, which was carried over into subsequent school years. Their project soon attracted the attention of journalists, and in 2001 the Washington Post ran a feature story about it. Before long, the Paper Clip project had come to involve virtually all of the town’s residents and had attracted attention from around the world. Many politicians and celebrities sent in paper clips, including Presidents George W. Bush and Bill Clinton, Steven Spielberg, Tom Hanks, and Tom Bosley. By 2004, the school had collected 24 million clips; by 2010, it had amassed some 30 million.

The movie features interviews with Whitwell teachers, students, parents, Holocaust survivors, and people who donated paper clips, including Bosley. Simple yet compelling, the documentary illustrates how a small, isolated community can come together to fight the ravages of bigotry and intolerance and make a difference on the world stage.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Papon, Maurice 

French politician and the only Frenchman convicted of complicity in crimes against humanity committed in France during World War II. Born on September 3, 1910, in Gretz-Armainvilliers in the Seine-et-Marne Department, Maurice Papon was educated at the Lycée Montaigne in Paris and the Lycée Louis-le-Grand. In 1929 he entered the Faculté de Droit et de Lettres in Paris. While a student, he joined the radical-socialist youth movement. In February 1931, Papon entered government service, working on the staff of Jacques-Louis Daumesnil, Prime Minister Pierre Laval’s minister of air. He joined the staff of the undersecretary of state in June 1936 and worked on Moroccan and Tunisian affairs. Papon, also an officer in the French army at the outbreak of World War II, was discharged in October 1940, after the German occupation began.

Faced with the choice of joining the Free French under Charles DeGaulle or staying with the pro-Nazi, collaborationist Vichy government, Papon opted to work for the Vichy regime. He began service in the Ministry of the Interior. In 1942, he was appointed general-secretary of the Gironde prefecture, of which Bordeaux is the capital; among other duties, he was placed in charge of Jewish affairs in the region. Despite his apparent collaboration, by late 1943, the Germans considered Papon pro-American, and in mid-1944 Papon began to provide information on German movements to the French Resistance. When Allied forces liberated Bordeaux in August 1944, Papon was given a position in the new government formed by the Resistance. For his work with the Resistance, Papon was awarded the Carte d’Ancien Combattant de la Résistance. After the war, he and his family moved to Paris.

In January 1947, Papon was named the prefect of Corsica, a position he held until 1949. He was then appointed prefect of the Constantine region in Algeria, and in 1954 he was named secretary-general of the Protectorate of Morocco. He returned to Paris in March 1956, when he was appointed to a post in the Ministry of the Interior. In March 1956, Papon became the prefect of Paris police, a position he held until June 1966. In 1961, police under his command allegedly killed between 50 and 300 Algerians protesting a curfew in Paris.

Papon entered politics in 1968, when he was elected as a Gaullist to the National Assembly representing the Cher region; he was reelected in 1973 and 1978. In April 1978, President Valéry Giscard d’Estaing appointed Papon as budget minister. On May 6, 1981, however, details about his past activities under the Vichy regime emerged when a French newspaper published documents signed by Papon that demonstrated his responsibility in the deportation of 1,690 Bordeaux Jews to the Drancy internment camp between 1942 and 1944.

Papon was charged with crimes against humanity in 1983, but the charges were dropped in 1988. Seven years later, however, he was accused of “complicity in crimes against humanity.” Papon’s trial began in October 1997, and in April 1998 he was found guilty and sentenced to ten years in prison. After fleeing to Switzerland during his appeal, Papon was arrested, returned to France, and jailed at the Fresnes prison in Paris. A French court freed him in September 2002 because of ill health. Papon died on February 17, 2001, in Pontault-Combault, France.
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Pavelic, Ante 

Ruler of the puppet Croatian state from 1941 to 1945. Born in Bradina, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on July 14, 1889, Ante Pavelic was trained in law at the University of Zagreb. Elected to the Skupstina, the Yugoslav parliament, in 1920, Pavelic believed that violence and terrorism were legitimate means with which to achieve political ends. In the parliament, he represented the small nationalist Croatian Party of the Right. Following Yugoslav king Alexander’s suspension of the constitution and a government crackdown on nationalist activities in 1929, Pavelic fled to Italy, where the following year he formed the Croatian Liberation Movement, known as the Ustase.

With covert Italian support, Pavelic launched a terror campaign against the Yugoslavian state. In October 1934, Ustase gunmen assassinated King Alexander and French foreign minister Louis Barthou at Marseille, for which a Yugoslav court sentenced Pavelic to death in absentia.

Upon the German invasion and defeat of Yugoslavia in April 1941, Pavelic and his supporters established the Independent State of Croatia with the backing of Italy, which occupied the country. Following the Italian surrender in 1943, Pavelic’s Ustase regime transferred its allegiance to Germany and remained a German client until war’s end.

Pavelic, who proclaimed himself Poglavnik (leader), subjected Croatia to four years of abject terror. Bands of Ustase militia roamed the countryside, expelling or executing scores of Jews, Serbs, Muslims, Roma (Gypsies), and other minorities in an attempt to create a purely Croatian state. Aping the Nazis, the Ustase also established concentration camps in which tens of thousands of victims were exterminated. Ultimately, the lawlessness and violence of Pavelic’s regime alienated it from the majority of Croatians and swelled the ranks of the Partisans. By early 1945, it is estimated that Pavelic’s murderous policies had resulted in the deaths of some 30,000 Jews, 29,000 Roma, and between 300,000 and 600,000 Serbs. Moreover, such excesses also aroused grotesquely ironic protests from Pavelic’s German overlords, who complained that Ustase abuses were hindering the establishment of order necessary for the exploitation of Croatia’s economic resources.

After the defeat of Germany in May 1945, Pavelic escaped to Rome, where he was shielded in the Vatican until 1948. He then went to Argentina, where he served as an adviser to Argentinean president Juan Perón. Pavelic was badly wounded in a 1957 assassination attempt by Yugoslavia’s secret police, which compelled him to flee to fascist Spain. He died in Madrid, Spain, on December 28, 1959.
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Pétain, Philippe

Between 1940 and 1944, Henri-Philippe Pétain headed the Vichy regime, a government established in France in the wake of a crushing military defeat by Nazi Germany. As France suffered under German occupation, Pétain and his government promoted collaboration with the nation’s former enemies. As a result, France contributed enormously to the German war machine and deported nearly 80,000 Jews to the Nazi death camps.

Pétain was born on April 24, 1856, in Cauchy à la Tour, near Bruay-en-Artois, to a family of well-to-do peasants. Educated by Jesuits at Saint-Omer and by Dominicans at Arcueil, Pétain eventually entered the prestigious military academy at Saint Cyr. In 1878, he graduated as a junior officer, ranked 229th out of the 336 in his class. Ten years later, he underwent two more years of officer training at the elite Ècole de Guerre. After some additional military postings, Pétain returned to this institution as an instructor in 1901, teaching infantry tactics. It was there that he first gained a reputation for championing defensive strategy over offensive. His views were frowned upon by the military establishment, which denied him the promotion to brigadier general that he felt he deserved.

Once World War I broke out in August 1914, Pétain rose swiftly to that rank and beyond, as his expertise in defensive tactics proved useful in the age of the machine gun. In June 1915, he was given command of the Second Army. The following year, as a surprise German offensive at the Battle of Verdun gained momentum, the French high command called on Pétain to take control of French forces in the region. Pétain’s leadership at Verdun won him the enduring affection of the French people, in that he seemed to care more about the welfare and survival of the rank and file soldier than other French generals. (For the rest of his life, Pétain bore the nickname “the Victor of Verdun.”) His efforts were rewarded on May 15, 1917, when he was made the chief general of all of France’s armies. In that position, he reinforced his compassionate, fatherly reputation through his handling of a mutiny and his careful attention to the provisioning of French troops. On November 19, 1918, a week after the armistice that ended World War I, Pétain was appointed marshal, a title bestowed upon only two other World War I French generals.

Just over a year later, in January 1920, Pétain was made vice president of France’s War Council, which meant that he would be supreme commander in the event of another war. The following year, Pétain was also named the army’s inspector general. By virtue of these positions, Pétain exercised enormous influence on French military planning. In 1927, at his urging, France began construction of the Maginot Line. This series of fortresses along much of the eastern border largely committed France to a defensive posture vis-à-vis Germany. Pétain retired from the War Council in 1931 at the age of 75. By that time, the other two marshals of France had died, rendering Pétain the most prominent living symbol of French valor.

In 1934, in the wake of rioting by right-wingers, Pétain served briefly as minister of war in a government of national unity, his first foray into politics. In this position, Pétain spoke often of the need for moral reform. Although his tenure in office was brief, he emerged as a favorite of the radical Right. His heroic and moralistic image made him seem the ideal man to restore order to French society, which many across the political spectrum had come to see as decadent. For most of the remainder of the 1930s, Pétain was content to receive the accolades of the Right without taking part in the politics of the French Third Republic. Then, in 1939, he accepted the post of ambassador to Francisco Franco’s government in Spain, which had recently consolidated its victory over Spanish republicans.

Although World War II broke out in September 1939, it was not until May 1940 that Adolf Hitler began his onslaught against France. Bypassing the fortresses of the Maginot Line, the German forces employed a highly mobile strategy combining tanks and air power dubbed blitzkrieg. French defenses proved wholly inadequate, and disaster loomed. French prime minister Paul Reynaud made the 81-year-old Pétain vice premier, hoping to bolster French confidence by capitalizing on the marshal’s heroic image. After the fall of Paris, Pétain replaced Reynaud as the head of the French government on June 16 and immediately began to negotiate with the Germans for peace. An armistice was signed on June 22. By its terms, German forces would occupy the northern three-fifths of the country. The remainder of France, known as the “Free Zone,” was left unoccupied until 1942, when Allied landings in North Africa prompted the Germans to renege on this clause of the agreement and occupy the entire country.

The French government, having fled from Paris, reassembled in Vichy, a spa town in the Free Zone. There, on July 9 and 10, the French Parliament voted overwhelmingly to confide all authority in Pétain, who quickly abolished the Third Republic. In its place, he created an authoritarian regime, rewriting the French slogan of “Liberty, Equality, Fraternity” as “Family, Fatherland, Work.” Declaring itself the champion of traditional French values, Vichy launched what it called the National Revolution. The regime purged Jews from French public life, brought labor to heel, reorganized the French economy in ways favorable to big business, and created various organizations devoted to indoctrination. In addition, it propagated a cult of hero worship centered on Pétain. For the first two years or so of the occupation, Pétain’s fatherly persona served as a refuge from the shame of defeat for the vast majority of French men and women.

Pétain’s announced policy of collaboration with Germany (symbolized by a meeting between himself and Hitler at Montoire in October 1940) held out the promise of more favorable treatment by the occupiers and a place at Germany’s side in the new European order Germany hoped to create. A few individuals recognized the moral and material cost of such a policy early on and began to resist in various ways in a scattered movement that became known as the French Resistance. However, most people were content to trust in Pétain and wait and see what happened.

After the war, Pétain and his defenders would claim that Vichy had acted as a shield against the Germans, protecting the French people from the worst of which the Nazis were capable. In fact, France suffered more than most other occupied countries in Western Europe, despite its government’s eager collaboration. For example, the French endured the lowest per capita calorie intake of all West European peoples, largely because the Vichy regime was so efficient at confiscating French agricultural production for shipment to Germany. Likewise, Pétain’s assertions of having played a double game against the Germans—by supposedly secretly aiding the Allied cause while only appearing to cooperate with Germany—falls flat when one considers the vast amount of French industrial output that went to the German war effort. Finally, Pétain’s claim to have preserved French sovereignty also falls short, for it often amounted to Vichy officials doing the Nazis’ dirty work for them. For example, even before the Free Zone was occupied in 1942, Vichy police rounded up Jews who had fled there and handed them over to the Germans, all in the name of preserving French sovereignty.

By the time the Allies landed at Normandy in the D-Day operation of June 1944, Pétain was 88 years old and at the head of a regime that had lost all claim to independence of action. As the liberating armies advanced, the Germans seized Pétain on August 20, eventually bringing him to the stronghold of Sigmaringen in Germany. Hitler did not allow him to leave until April 1945, when Pétain returned to France via Switzerland. Placed under arrest as soon as he was detected, Pétain was tried by France’s High Court of Justice in July and August 1945. The court convicted the marshal of treason and condemned him to death, but the government commuted this sentence to life imprisonment in view of his age. Pétain died six years later, on July 23, 1951, at the Île d’Yeu Prison.
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Pilecki, Witold

Witold Pilecki was a Polish soldier and resistance fighter who volunteered to become a prisoner at the notorious Auschwitz concentration camp so he could report on German activities there.

Pilecki was born in Karelia, Russia, on May 13, 1901. He moved with his family to Wilno (Vilnius, Lithuania) in 1910, where he went to school and joined the secret Polish Scout Movement (ZHP). In 1918, during World War I, Pilecki joined a Polish self-defense unit. During the 1919–1921 Polish-Soviet War, he led a ZHP squad against Bolshevik forces. Later, he joined the regular Polish Army and was awarded twice for gallantry. After the war, Pilecki studied at Stefan Batory University in Wilno and concentrated on salvaging his family’s farm, which had been devastated during the fighting there. Having taken officer training classes, in 1926 he joined a cavalry regiment as a second lieutenant reservist.

When the Soviets attacked eastern Poland in mid-September 1939, Pilecki saw combat until his division was forcibly dissolved late in the month. He then was determined to lead a resistance effort against the Germans and Soviets. Several months later, in 1940, he allowed himself to become a prisoner at Auschwitz, under the assumed name of Tomasz Serafinski. Once there, he began recruiting for his resistance movement. At the same time, he corresponded with the resistance outside the camp, providing its members with detailed reports of the Germans’ nefarious activities at Auschwitz that were eventually passed on to the Allies. As early as 1941, Pilecki’s reports had detailed the Nazis’ goal of exterminating all of Europe’s Jews, and he described the existence of the gas chambers and crematoria in 1942. His reports were among the very first to detail the enormity and barbarity of the Final Solution.

After having voluntarily spent more than 30 months amid the horrors and squalor of Auschwitz, Pilecki and two other detainees escaped in April 1943. Pilecki by then had become disillusioned because the Allies had not attempted to liberate Auschwitz. Nevertheless, he continued his resistance activities, but was taken prisoner during the August-October 1944 Warsaw Rising. He spent much of the remainder of the war as a prisoner. In July 1945, he went to Italy, joining Free Polish forces. After the war, he returned to Soviet-dominated Poland, where he engaged in espionage and intelligence-gathering work for the West.

Pilecki was eventually arrested by communist Polish officials. He was imprisoned, intensively interrogated, and tortured. Given a show trial on March 3, 1948, on charges of espionage, planning assassinations, and other charges, he was summarily found guilty and condemned to death. Pilecki was executed on May 25, 1948. On October 1, 1990, Pilecki and other co-conspirators were officially exonerated and rehabilitated. In 1995, he was posthumously awarded the Order of Polonia Restitua; in 2006, he was granted Poland’s loftiest decoration—the Order of the White Eagle.
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Pius XI 

Roman-Catholic prelate and pope (1922–1939). Pope Pius XI was born Ambrogio Damiano Achille Ratti on May 31, 1857, in Desio, Italy, and was ordained a priest in 1879. He thereafter earned three separate doctorates from the Gregorian University (Rome) and became a professor in a seminary. He began his career at the Vatican in 1911, when he became its vice prefect. In 1918, Ratti began his diplomatic career when he was posted to the newly independent Poland. There he helped establish a working relationship with the Polish government and also sought an accommodation with the Bolsheviks in Russia. After Pope Benedict XV died, Ratti was elected to the papacy on the 14th ballot on February 6, 1922, and took the name Pius XI.

Scholarly and bookish by nature, Pius XI was an activist pope who in many ways embraced modernity and did not shy away from using new media like the radio to broadcast the Church’s message and teachings to a wide audience. He also greatly accelerated evangelism by sponsoring more missionaries throughout the world and by ordaining more priests and other religious personnel.

It was in the diplomatic realm, however, that Pius’s reign had the most far-reaching effect. Although he deeply distrusted Italian fascism and eyed Benito Mussolini warily, in 1929 he signed the Lateran Treaty with Mussolini’s government, which was an understanding between the Church and state in which both parties pledged not to interfere in the affairs of the other; Mussolini also agreed to recognize Vatican City as a sovereign state within Italy, something that had not existed since the days before Italian unification.

Pius soon ran afoul of Mussolini’s regime. By the early 1930s, he had denounced fascist youth groups in both Italy and Germany. In 1931, he authored a papal letter in which he stated that one could not be a fascist and a Catholic at the same time. Not surprisingly, the Vatican’s relations with the Mussolini regime went into a tailspin. This did not stop Pius from negotiating a concordat with Adolf Hitler’s Nazi regime in Germany in 1933. Pius was later criticized for this, but to his way of thinking, communism was a worse scourge than fascism. Thus, he sought to protect Catholics and Catholic clergy in Germany while hoping that Hitler would continue to be a bulwark against Soviet-exported communism. In any event, Hitler largely ignored the concordat, and by the late 1930s Pius had begun to denounce Nazi ideology—especially its rabid anti-Semitism. He also lambasted Mussolini for copying the Nazis’ anti-Semitism beginning in 1938.

Pius XI continued to be outspoken in his dislike of fascism, communism, and nationalism. He was also the first pope to address seriously the subject of Christian ecumenism and issued a stinging indictment of racism of all kinds, which was clearly aimed at Germany and the Soviet Union. Pius died in the Vatican on February 10, 1939, only months before World War II began.
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Pius XII

Pius XII was pope from 1939 to 1958. Long considered a strong pope because of his anticommunist preachings and devotion to piety, he has in recent years come under criticism for not speaking out against Adolf Hitler and the Holocaust.

Pius was born Eugenio Maria Giuseppe Giovanni Pacelli on March 2, 1876, in Rome, Italy. His father was a lawyer in the service of the Catholic Church. Pius emulated his father’s career, studying at the Gregorian University, Capranica College, and Saint Apollinaire Institute. He was ordained as a priest in 1899 and began his career with the papacy in 1901. From 1904 to 1916, he served as the assistant to Cardinal Pietro Gasparri, who was delegated by the pope to codify canon law. Pius also taught international law at the Academy of Noble Ecclesiastics.

In April 1917, Pope Benedict XV appointed Pius as nuncio to Bavaria, whose capital was Munich. Benedict sent Pius as his envoy with a proposed peace plan to end World War I, but even though Pius had a meeting with Kaiser Wilhelm II, no agreement was reached. In 1920, Pius was appointed papal nuncio to the Weimar Republic. During his sojourn in Germany, he reached concordats with Bavaria in 1924 and Prussia in 1929.

Pius returned to Rome in 1930 and was appointed a cardinal by Pope Pius XI. In February 1930, he became the Vatican’s secretary of state. He reached concordats with Austria and Nazi Germany in 1933. Pius traveled widely as secretary of state, visiting Argentina, France, Hungary, and the United States. After Pius XI died on February 10, 1939, he was elected pope on March 2 after a one-day conclave. He was crowned on March 12 as Pius XII.

The world was then drifting faster and faster toward another world war, and Pius tried hard to prevent the outbreak of fighting. He appealed for diplomacy to avert war and urged that an international convention be called to discuss a peaceful end to differences between nations. He also tried to stop Benito Mussolini from involving Italy in the conflict, but failed to do so. When war came, Pius indicated that he would take an impartial stand, not a neutral one. He worked hard to ensure that Rome remained an open city to avert the danger of Allied air raids. Although soft in his open criticism of Hitler and Mussolini, Pius also opposed the Allied demand for an unconditional surrender of the Axis Powers, espoused at the 1943 Casablanca Conference.

Recent historians have severely criticized Pius for his alleged failure to speak out against Hitler and the Nazi Party’s genocidal policy against Jews. They cite Pius’s general statements opposing Hitler’s policies but fault the pope for not being more explicit in his words. Some have painted Pius as anti-Jewish in outlook to explain his official silence when the Nazis deported most of Rome’s Jewish citizens to concentration camps. Those sympathetic to Pius have defended his actions by pointing out that the Vatican could have been occupied by German troops at any time, thus he had to tread a fine line to avoid tragedy.

Pius’s postwar years were very productive. He believed that communism was a distinct threat to the world and that social reform must seek to preserve individual dignity, freedom, and value. He emphasized the importance of the family and said the state must subordinate its interests to those of the individual. In order to help fight communism, Pius declared 1950 to be a holy year, which meant Catholics were encouraged to make a pilgrimage to Rome. Indeed, millions came to the city that year.

Pius also laid the groundwork for what became Vatican II. He instructed Catholic biblical scholars to take full advantage of all modern tools of critical, scientific scholarship and called for greater participation by the laity in worship services. He reformed the liturgy, relaxed the eucharistic fast, and introduced evening masses (which had begun during World War II). But Pius also condemned the “new theology,” stating that once he had spoken on a Church matter, it was no longer open for discussion. He was the first pope to use radio to make addresses and was perhaps the world’s best-known pope by the time of his death.

Pius condemned the notion of collective guilt in 1944 and 1946 that many were then applying to Germany. After the war, he reached concordats with Portugal in 1950 and Spain in 1955. He canonized 33 people, including Pope Pius X. Pius’s other actions included the creation of more cardinals, a large number of new dioceses, and the supervision of excavations under St. Peter’s Basilica in an attempt to locate St. Peter’s actual burial place.

Pius died on October 9, 1958, and was buried in St. Peter’s.

RICHARD A. SAUERS
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Ploetz, Alfred

German physician who pioneered the concept of eugenics and racial hygiene; his work had a significant impact on Nazi ideology and policies. Alfred Ploetz was born on August 22, 1860, in Swinemunde, Germany (now Poland), and was raised in Breslau. His university studies commenced in political economy, and he soon became part of a small clique of like-minded students who advocated socialist policies. However, laws aimed at punishing socialists eventually led him to pursue his studies in Zurich, Switzerland. After a brief visit to the United States, Ploetz returned to Zurich, where he began to study medicine. After receiving a medical degree in 1890, he lived for several years in the United States, returning to Germany where he began to lay out his theories on eugenics and racial hygiene.

He first coined the term “racial hygiene” in 1895, and in 1905 he cofounded the German Association of Eugenics. His 1895 book, The Efficiency of Our Race and the Protection of the Weak, detailed specific policies that would result in a eugenically ideal society. They included strict restrictions on intermarriage and, depending on the group of people, prohibitions on reproduction, including forced sterilization. Disabled infants as well as the sick and weak were to be aborted or euthanized. Although Ploetz clearly believed that the “Nordic” race (to which racially pure Germans allegedly belonged) was superior to all others, early on he did not demonstrate anti-Semitism; in fact, he believed that Jews were the second-ranked “cultural race” of Europeans, right below the Nordic peoples. He claimed that their innate intelligence and important contributions to the arts, letters, and music made them an important addition to the European racial hierarchy.

In his later work, however, Ploetz reversed his view of Jews, arguing that they would soil the Nordic race because they were too individualistic in outlook and not sufficiently geared toward the martial arts or patriotism. This later view played right into the hands of nascent Nazi leaders. Ploetz enthusiastically embraced Adolf Hitler and the advent of Nazism in Germany during the 1930s and became a member of the Nazi Party in 1937. In 1933, he was appointed to a government advisory board on population and racial policies that greatly influenced Nazi race laws and policies toward minorities and non-Germans. To show his appreciation, Hitler named Ploetz to a prestigious professorship in 1936.

Ploetz died on March 20, 1940, in Hersching, Bavaria, Germany.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Pohl, Oswald

Born in Duisburg-Ruhrort, Germany, on June 30, 1892, Oswald Pohl became one of the most powerful men in the German Schutzstaffel (SS) and supervised the economic component of the SS and the administration of the Nazi concentration camp system. In 1912, Pohl enlisted in the German Imperial Navy and served throughout World War I, rising to the position of paymaster. Following the end of the war, Pohl became active with the Friekorps movement, drawing on his naval training as paymaster. In 1925, he joined the Sturmabteilung (SA) and a year later the Nazi Party.

By 1934, Pohl had come to the attention of Reichsfuehrer-SS Heinrich Himmler. Himmler tasked Pohl with overseeing the administration of the Allgemeine-SS. Pohl quickly expanded his influence to include the administrative and financial control of the Totenkopfverbände (SS Death Head’s units), the Verfuegungstruppe (later renamed the Waffen-SS), and the Budget and Building Department of the Reichsfuehrer-SS, which oversaw the construction of concentration camps. By 1939, Pohl’s authority had expanded to the administration of the concentration camp system. In 1942, Pohl’s power was consolidated into the Wirtschafts-und Verwaltungshauptamt (SS Economic and Administrative Department, or WVHA).

As leader of the WVHA, Pohl had emerged as the third most powerful man in the SS, superseded by only Heinrich Himmler and Reinhard Heydrich. The WVHA oversaw the administration and supplying of the entire Waffen-SS, exercised control over 20 concentration and labor camps, controlled all SS and police building projects, and managed all SS business concerns.

Overseeing the concentration and labor camps provided Pohl with some 600,000 slave laborers. Originally organized to punish and exterminate the enemies of the Nazi regime, Pohl reorganized the camps to exploit their victims’ labor. Not exclusive to the SS, Pohl rented out his slave workforce to meet the labor needs of private industries. By 1944, 250,000 laborers were working in the private armament industries, and many industries were allowed to open factories within or adjacent to the camps. As labor needs grew, Pohl and the WVHA also appropriated the labor of surviving Jews in the ghettos and eastern camps.

Pohl and the WVHA also controlled all SS-owned industries, such as the German Excavating and Quarrying Company, the German Equipment Company, the German Experimental Establishment for Foodstuff and Nutrition, and the Society for Exploitation of Textiles and Leatherworks. Industries not owned by the SS were indirectly controlled by the WVHA, including mineral water production and the furniture industry. Jewish-owned and foreign industries were also seized by the WVHA.

Captured by the British at the end of the war, Pohl was sentenced to death by an American military court on May 27, 1946. Imprisoned rather then immediately executed, Pohl rejoined the Catholic Church and in 1950 published Credo: My Way to God. Pohl was hanged on June 7, 1951, at Landsberg Prison.

ROBERT W. MALICK
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Poland

Poland is a country located in east-central Europe with a 1939 population of 34.7 million, of whom an estimated 3.5 million were Jewish. Poland was the first nation to fight the Germans in World War II. The Poles fought the Germans longer than anyone else, and on all fronts. On September 1, 1939, 1.8 million German troops moved into Poland from three directions.

Britain and France declared war on Germany on September 3. Under the security guarantees that had been given to Poland, that nation was supposed to fight a defensive campaign for only two weeks, at which time the Allies would counterattack from the west. That Allied offensive never occurred. By September 14, the Germans had surrounded Warsaw. Three days later, Soviet forces invaded Poland from the east. The last Polish forces surrendered on October 5. After the German invasion, some 300,000 Polish Jews fled to the Soviet occupation zone in the east, where many died.

Under a secret clause of the German-Soviet Non-aggression Pact of August 1939, Germany and the Soviet Union participated in the fourth modern partition of Poland. The Soviets absorbed the eastern part of the country, including the great cultural centers of Lwow and Wilno. In the Soviet zone, 1.5 million Poles, many of the Jewish, were deported to labor camps in Russian Siberia. In a deliberate effort to exterminate the Polish intelligentsia and leadership classes, Soviets authorities transported thousands of captured Polish officers, including many reservists from universities and industry, to the Katyn Forest of eastern Poland and other locations, where they were executed and buried in anonymous mass graves.

A number of Poles, including many in the armed forces, managed to escape from the country before the Germans and Soviets tightened their viselike grip on it. Those who escaped established a government-in-exile in London, with Wladyslaw Raczkiewicz as president and General Wladyslaw Sikorski as prime minister. In Poland, meanwhile, the Polish Resistance established the Armia Krajowa (AK, Home Army), which became the largest underground movement in Europe with 400,000 fighters.
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Of the territory they occupied, the Germans annexed Pomerania, Posnania, and Silesia in the west. What was left became the General Government, under the harsh rule of Hans Frank. The Germans then began a campaign to liquidate the Jews of Poland and grind down the rest of the Poles. The Polish Jews were first herded into ghettos while the Germans built more than 2,000 concentration camps in Poland, including the industrial-scale death centers at Auschwitz-Birkenau, Belzec, Sobibor, and Treblinka.

Poland was at the epicenter of the Holocaust because Jews from all across Nazi-occupied Europe were deported and murdered there. In fact, more non-Polish Jews may have died in Poland than Polish Jews. After the Polish Jews had been placed in large ghettos—the biggest one located in Warsaw—they were usually deported to one of the death or forced labor camps within Poland. Conditions in the ghettos were appalling, and many died of starvation, illnesses, and communicable diseases, or lack of heat in the winter. The mass killing of Polish Jews, code-named Operation REINHARD by the Germans, began in earnest in the autumn of 1941, when the first of the major death camps were constructed.

There were certainly attempts to resist the German occupation in many of the Polish ghettos, but most attempts to protest or escape were met with almost certain death. Yet Jews in the Warsaw Ghetto staged a fierce resistance demonstration between mid-April and mid-May 19, 1943, in a desperate attempt to prevent their imminent deportation to the death camps. When the uprising ended, some 50,000 Jews in the ghetto had been killed or would be immediately deported and later murdered. The fighting resulted in the deaths of 16 German soldiers; another 85 were wounded.

At the sprawling Auschwitz-Birkenau death camp, which underwent several expansions, a total of at least 950,000 Jews—Polish and non-Polish alike—were murdered. At the Treblinka death camp, which saw nearly 250,000 Jews from the Warsaw Ghetto transported there during the summer of 1942, a total of 1–1.5 million Jews are thought to have been killed. Some 435,000 Jews were murdered at Belzec, while as many as 250,000 Jews were killed at Sobibor.

Although there had been a long-standing history of anti-Semitism among some Poles, many Poles helped hide, feed, or transport to safety scores of Jews between 1939 and 1945. Many did so despite the fact that German occupation officials had made helping Jews in any away a crime punishable by death.

Beginning in early 1942, as the Red Army slowly pushed the Germans from the Soviet Union and back to the west, the USSR’s postwar intentions for Eastern Europe began to unfold. At the November-December 1943 Tehran Conference, British and U.S. leaders agreed to Soviet leader Joseph Stalin’s demands that the Soviet Union be allowed to keep the Polish territory taken in September 1939—in effect, the old Curzon Line established by the Allied governments in the peace settlement following World War I. After the war, Poland was partially compensated for its territorial losses in the east with a strip of German land in the west to the line of the Oder and Neisse Rivers. In July 1944, after the city of Lublin was liberated, the Soviets established their own Polish government, a direct rival to the one in London, which was now led by Stanislaw Mikolajczyk.

By August 1, 1944, the Red Army reached the right bank of the Vistula River opposite Warsaw. Armia Krajowa (AK) units in the city rose up against the Germans, anticipating Soviet support against the common enemy. The Soviets did nothing. Not only did they not help the AK, they refused landing rights on Soviet-controlled airfields for any Allied aircraft that might attempt aerial supply missions. The Poles fought on alone, street by street and house by house for 63 days, and in the end the Wehrmacht and the Waffen-Schutzstaffel (Waffen-SS) destroyed virtually the entire city. When the Germans finally withdrew from what was left of Warsaw, the Soviets moved across the river.

The destruction of Warsaw eliminated the remaining political and military institutions in Poland still loyal to the London government-in-exile and paved the way for a complete Soviet takeover. The final blows to a free Poland were delivered by the victorious Allies at the 1945 Yalta Conference. World War II ended, but Poland remained under the Soviet yoke until the very end of the Cold War more than 40 years later.

Poland suffered as heavily as any nation in the war, losing an estimated 38 percent of its national assets. The country lost 22 percent of its population—some 500,000 military personnel and 6 million civilians. Roughly half the Poles who died between 1939 and 1945 were Jews, meaning that about 90 percent of the pre-war Jewish population had perished by 1945. The survival rate for Jews in Poland was the lowest of any European nation involved in the war.

DAVID T. ZABECKI
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Priebke, Erich

A member of the Nazi Gestapo in Italy, Hauptstrumfuehrer Erich Priebke participated in the massacre of 335 Italians in the Ardeatine Caves in Rome on March 24, 1944.

Erich Priebke was born in Hennigsdorf, Brandenburg, Germany, on July 29, 1913, and enlisted in the Waffen-SS and later the Gestapo. Priebke’s rise to infamy was tied to that of SS Major Herbert Kappler. With the German occupation of Italy in September 1943, Kappler was promoted to command all SS police and security units in Rome. Erich Priebke served as Kappler’s second-in-command.

On March 23, 1944, Italian partisans detonated a bomb along the Via Rasella in Rome. The blast killed as many as 42 German policemen and 10 civilians. Enraged by the attack, Adolf Hitler ordered that for every German killed, 10 Italians were to be executed immediately. The task of procuring and executing the Italians fell to Keppler and Priebke. Prisoners who had already been condemned to death were initially chosen, but this failed to meet the required number. As the Gestapo extended its net in search of victims, those arrested for minor offenses against Germans, in addition to 75 Italian Jews, were also chosen to be executed.

On March 24, 1944, the SS led 335 bound victims into the Ardeatine Caves beneath Rome. Priebke checked each name off of a master list as the victims entered in groups of five. They were then shot in the back of the head. Priebke evidently also participated in the shooting of a number of individuals.

With the defeat of German forces in Italy, Priebke was arrested by U.S. forces on May 13, 1945. During interrogations, Priebke admitted his role in the Ardeatine Massacre. In January 1946, however, Priebke escaped from a prisoner-of-war camp in Rimini. With the help of the Catholic Church, he remained hidden in Italy until 1947 when, along with his family, he fled to Argentina, where he would live freely for decades.

In 1994, NBC television reporter Sam Donaldson cornered the 81-year-old Priebke on a street in Bariloche, Argentina. As a result, Priebke was soon arrested and later extradited to Italy. Standing trial for his role in the Ardeatine Massacre, Priebke claimed that he was simply following orders. In August 1996, an Italian military tribunal found Priebke guilty but not punishable and released. International outrage, however, resulted in the verdict being overturned. Priebke was ordered to stand trial again. On July 22, 1997, Priebke was found guilty and sentenced to 15 years under house arrest.

Priebke died on October 11, 2013, at the age of 100 in Italy.

ROBERT W. MALICK
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Protocols of the Elders of Zion

The Protocols of the Elders of Zion are an anti-Semitic Russian literary invention dating from the end of the 19th century, describing an international Jewish elite plotting to subvert and control society. This myth of Jewish world conspiracy with demonological and millenarian motifs was an early element of Nazi ideology in the 1920s. Addressing perennial concerns about Jewish separation and success, such a conspiracy theory invariably projects believers’ fears, hopes, and intentions onto a demonized “other,” who may be then legitimately persecuted or exterminated. Described as a “warrant for genocide,” the Protocols encouraged pogroms in czarist Russia and contributed to the atmosphere of opinion in which the Holocaust became possible. The tract sets out the Elders’ secret plans for a Jewish world government. The first 9 protocols criticize liberalism and outline methods for achieving global power, while the remaining 15 outline the nature of the final world state. The first protocol indicates that a plot has been in operation over many centuries to place political power firmly in the hands of the Elders of Zion (that is, the Jewish elite). All traditional order and authority are supposedly being dissolved by liberalism and democracy, thus identified as the best means to destabilize the traditional Gentile world and render it more amenable to Jewish despotism. The Elders have destroyed religion, especially the Christian faith, through the intellectual fashions of Darwinism and Marxism. The Elders’ final goal is the Messianic Age, when the world will be ruled by a Jewish sovereign of the House of David. Such dominion will be divinely ordained, since the Jews are God’s chosen people.

The origins of the Protocols lie in medieval anti-Judaism in the Christian world. Jews were then supposed to worship the Devil, and a corresponding political myth described a secret Jewish government in Muslim Spain, directing a war against Christendom with the aid of sorcery. The myth of Jewish world conspiracy represents a modern adaptation of this old demonology. During the French Revolution, conspiracy theories involving philosophes, liberals, and Freemasons circulated among those disturbed by the profound revolutionary challenges to traditional authority of the Church and monarchy. By the early 19th century, Jews had become fellow suspects in this political mythology of subversive and secret elites. By the mid-19th century, democracy, liberalism, secularism, and socialism had become significant political factors abhorrent to many conservatives. Their fears and anxieties about the future of the old order led to a rearguard action against the proponents of the new, mobile society. As this political transformation offered manifold new opportunities to Europe’s Jews, they in turn became the target of this powerful reaction.

Norman Cohn has traced the origin, motivation, and development of the Protocols through French, German, and Russian anti-Semitic texts of the 19th century up to their actual composition sometime around 1897 by the Russian secret police or other reactionaries wishing to defend the autocratic czarist regime. At the same time, these conspiracy texts were used by agitators to incite pogroms against ordinary Jews living in the Pale of Settlement. Mythical accounts of the Protocols’ origins vary. The earlier editions, published by Russian anti-Semitic agitators between 1903 and 1906, claimed that the translation was made from a document taken from the “Central Chancellery of Zion, in France”; White Russian emigrés believed that they originated among late 19th-century French occultists and Theosophists. A mystical-apocalyptic edition of the Protocols was first included in the second edition of The Great in the Small (1905) by Sergei Nilus. A fanatical defender of the czarist autocracy, Nilus hated secular modernity, seeing in democracy and technological progress the omens of Antichrist. A later edition of 1917, He Is Near, Hard by the Door, was read by Alfred Rosenberg in Russia. Nilus described the Protocols as a strategic plan for the conquest of the world, worked out by Jewish leaders during the many centuries of dispersion and finally presented to the Council of Elders by Theodor Herzl at the first Zionist Congress, held at Basle in August 1897.

Following the Russian Revolution and Civil War (1917–1921), many White Russian refugees brought the Protocols to Germany, and a German edition appeared in 1919. The myth of a secret Jewish plot in Russia was then transformed by Nazi ideology into powerful political propaganda, implicating all Jews in the subversion of nations, cultural Bolshevism, and international finance, and thereby legitimizing the Holocaust. The Protocols appealed to international readerships dislocated by war, defeat, and economic loss in the 1920s, and the Protocols were translated into English, Swedish, Danish, Norwegian, Finnish, Romanian, Hungarian, Lithuanian, Polish, Bulgarian, Spanish, Italian, Greek, Japanese, and Chinese. Arabic and South American editions have continued to be published since the defeat of Nazi Germany, while reprints of older European editions circulate among small neo-Nazi parties and groupuscules in Europe, Russia, and the United States up to the present.

NICHOLAS GOODRICK-CLARKE
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Quisling, Vidkun

Norwegian collaborationist leader with Nazi Germany. Born in Fyresdal, Norway, on July 18, 1887, Vidkun Quisling entered the army in 1911. By 1918, he was Norwegian military attaché in Petrograd, Russia. After holding several administrative posts, in 1931 Quisling became minister of defense. Known as a capable army officer and government official, Quisling became controversial through his support of the German National Socialist Party (the Nazi Party). In 1933, he helped found the Nasjonal Samling Party, a Norwegian fascist organization. In 1939, on the failure of this party, Quisling met German dictator Adolf Hitler and argued for a German occupation of Norway with the object of placing the Nasjonal Samling in power. During the German invasion of Norway in April 1940, Quisling founded a government in which he was minister president.

Quisling’s government lasted only one week. The Germans crafted a new ruling body, in which Josef Terboven was Reich commissioner. On February 1, 1942, Quisling managed to attain greater political power as Norway’s minister president in a Nasjonal Samling government. He subsequently embarked on a program of Nazification for his country. His policies, which included efforts to convert churches and schools to the principles of National Socialism, met opposition from most of the Norwegian population. Quisling’s government was also responsible for transporting more than 1,000 Jews to German concentration camps. Quisling’s government was impeded both by interference from Berlin and by Norwegian partisan resistance.

Following the liberation of Norway in May 1945, Quisling was imprisoned in Norway to await trial for war crimes. During the subsequent court proceedings, Quisling claimed that he had acted for the greater good of Norway but was found guilty of high treason. Quisling was executed at Akershus Castle in Oslo, Norway, on October 24, 1945. His name has subsequently become synonymous with that of traitor.
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Rassinier, Paul

Left-wing French pacifist, educator, politician, and author whose work would inspire Holocaust deniers, although he himself did not deny that the Holocaust occurred. Paul Rassinier was born on March 18, 1906, in Bermont, France, to a politically engaged family. In 1922, Rassinier became a member of the French Communist Party (PCF), cementing his place in leftist French politics. After receiving a college degree, in 1933 he secured a position as a professor at a French school in Belfort, teaching geography and history. He also served a short stint in the French Army in the late 1920s, which served to solidify his pacifist leanings. Rassinier moved up in the hierarchy of the PCF, and after Adolf Hitler came to power in Germany, he authored numerous articles condemning both German Nazism and Italian fascism, rightly predicting that these regimes could not be trusted.

After the Germans defeated the French in June 1940, Rassinier became active in the French resistance movement, although his pacifist beliefs led him to eschew using violence against the German occupiers. Instead, he used his writing talents to publish misinformation intended to undermine the German war effort. He also helped create an underground railroad for Jews, political dissidents, and Free French partisans. On October 30, 1943, Nazi intelligence agents burst into Rassinier’s classroom and arrested him for suspected illegal activities. He was badly beaten and tortured during days of interrogation and finally deported by rail to Germany in January 1944. His health thereafter would remain precarious.

Rassinier was subsequently imprisoned at Nazi concentration camps in Buchenwald and Mittelbau-Dora. In late April 1945, he was freed by U.S. forces. The next year, he served briefly in the French National Assembly as a Socialist. Rassinier thereafter returned to academia and commenced a long—and oftentimes controversial—writing career. In 1950, Rassinier published The Lie of Ulysses: A Glance at the Literature of the Concentration Camps, which was instantly controversial in France. It was even denounced on the floor of the National Assembly. In the book, Rassinier asserted that many writers had exaggerated the enormity of the killing in German death camps, and that the stories about German atrocities had been trumped up by communists who were trying to divert attention from their own evil deeds. He was ultimately sued for libel—but was later acquitted—although his controversial work resulted in his expulsion from the SFIO, France’s main socialist political party, in 1951.

For the remainder of the 1950s, Rassinier avoided controversy by focusing on pacifism, critiques of modern capitalism, and the advocacy of world socialism. In 1962, he published the incendiary The True Eichmann Trial, or the Incorrigible Victors, in which he denounced the trial of Adolf Eichmann and the Nuremberg Trials as an attempt by communists and Zionists to keep the West divided against itself. The book resulted in much criticism.

In 1964, Rassinier published what was perhaps his most controversial work: The Drama of the European Jews. Among other questionable assertions was his argument that Nazi Germany never had a purposeful policy of extermination aimed at the Jews, despite reams of evidence to the contrary, including Hitler’s own writing in Mein Kampf. Even worse, Rassinier posited that Israel’s focus on war crimes had been part of an elaborate scheme to extract money from various nations and organizations so as to support the State of Israel.

Meanwhile, Rassinier had been in touch with Harry Elmer Barnes, an American Holocaust denier, who agreed to have Rassinier’s books translated into English. Prior to this, his work was largely unknown in other parts of the world, including the United States. Rassinier died on July 28, 1967, in a Paris suburb. In 1977, his collected works on the Holocaust were published in English under the title Debunking the Genocide Myth. This work fueled other Holocaust deniers, although it should be noted that Rassinier never specifically denied that the Holocaust took place; he merely questioned some of its critical underlying assumptions and the number of those murdered. Nevertheless, his willingness to question these events, and his seeming willingness to discount incontrovertible facts, encouraged others to go even further, questioning the veracity of the entirety of the Holocaust.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Ravensbruck 

Ravensbruck was a Nazi concentration camp for women. The camp was located 56 miles north of Berlin, Germany, on swampy land near the Havel River. On May 15, 1939, the first prisoners arrived, 867 women transferred from Lichtenburg. The camp was staffed by 150 female SS supervisors (Aufseherinnen), male guards, and male administrators. In 1942 and 1943, Ravensbruck served as a training base for women supervisors, and 3,500 women were trained there for work in Ravensbruck and other camps. Among them was Irma Grese.

In late 1939, the camp held 2,000 prisoners. By late 1942, there were 10,800. In 1944, the main camp contained 26,700 female prisoners and several thousand female minors grouped in a detention camp for children. Most of the camp was evacuated in March 1945 as the Russians approached, and 24,500 prisoners were marched into Mechlenburg. When the camp was liberated by Soviet troops during April 29–30, they found 3,500 ill and famished females.

During its existence, at least 107,753 (123,000 according to Germaine Tillion) women were interned in Ravensbruck and its satellite detention centers, most of which were industrial slave-labor sites. There was a concentration camp for men near Ravensbruck, but it was connected with the Sachsenhausen camp rather than Ravensbruck. Approximately 50,000 inmates died while imprisoned at Ravensbruck. In addition to general overwork, exposure, malnutrition, disease, and abuse, individual women were subjected to excruciating medical experimentation in the camp, including bone transplants, induced gas gangrene, and deliberately infected incisions. Early in 1945, a gas chamber was constructed at the camp, and between 2,200 and 2,400 women were gassed there. Max Koegel, who had been commandant from the opening of the camp until the summer of 1942, committed suicide in 1946. His successor, Fritz Suhren, was tried and executed in 1950.

Tillion, a member of the French resistance, was arrested on August 13, 1942. She and her mother, who was also involved in the resistance, were sent to Ravensbruck in October 1943. In Ravensbrück: An Eyewitness Account of a Woman’s Concentration Camp, Tillion wrote:


For a stipulated price the businessman or industrialist received the 500 or 1,000 women requested, along with Aufseherinnen who, equipped with trained dogs and clubs, could force twelve hours of work a day from exhausted and starving women, right up to the point of death. They would be replaced with more of the same, without additional cost to the client. But thanks to the Aufseherinnen, the dogs, and the beatings, it was a perfect cycle, with no waste. The prisoners worked until they could work no more.
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Rescuers of Jews

In the midst of the catastrophic World War II genocidal event of the Holocaust, in which three-fourths of European Jewry perished, a small number of non-Jews risked their lives to help Jews survive. They constituted but a fraction of the population that might have helped—even by the most generous estimates less than one-half of 1 percent of the total population under Nazi occupation—but their importance transcends their numbers.

Rescuers existed in all countries under Nazi occupation and they came from all walks of life: rich and poor, religious and non-religious, Catholics and Protestants, women and men, young and old, uneducated and educated. A few individuals, such as Oskar Schindler and Raoul Wallenberg, have received widespread public attention. But most remain unknown to the larger public, although several thousand have been honored by Israel’s Yad Vashem in Jerusalem or by their own countries. They were ordinary people who nonetheless performed extraordinary deeds. And consistent with their quiet heroism, many fail to see what they did as anything more than the ordinary and decent thing to have done.

What did rescuers do? As Jews were progressively stripped of the rights, segregated, and isolated from the rest of the community, rescuers sustained them materially and emotionally. As Jews were incarcerated in ghettos and concentration camps, rescuers conspired to extricate them and smuggle them out of the country. As it became clearer that Jews were marked for extermination, rescuers helped them maintain an underground existence, most often sheltering them within their own homes for at least part of the time.

All of the above activities merited death according to the legal codes imposed by the Nazis. In addition to this very real threat, rescuers carried other burdens. Forced to keep their activities secret, deception dominated their lives. Some helped manufacture new identities for the victims; obtaining or forging false identification papers and coaching them to play their new “Aryan” roles appropriately. Finding and building hiding places as well as food taxed their ingenuity and resources. Many deprived themselves of the routine intimacies of families and friends so as to avoid revealing secrets accidentally. They often enlisted their older children in their illicit activities and sometimes deceived the younger ones who might talk about the strangers living with them. In the atmosphere of the day, no one could be fully trusted and they had to be constantly on guard.

Rescuers received no money for their activities; they performed their activities voluntarily and at a very high potential cost not only to themselves but also to their families. In addition, they often acted in an environment that was at best ambivalent about Jews and at worst virulently anti-Semitic; betrayal by neighbors and acquaintances was all too common.
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Reserve Police Battalion 101

German Nazi mobile killing squad comprised chiefly of middle-aged German reservists from Hamburg who operated in occupied Poland from 1939 until 1945. The Reserve Police Battalion 101 played a key role in the implementation of the Holocaust in Poland, which targeted Jews, Roma (Gypsies), homosexuals, and non-Jewish Pole resisters. The unit was first activated and dispatched to Poland in September 1939, when German forces attacked Poland. Once there, it took Polish soldiers as prisoners, staffed a prisoner of war (POW) camp, and confiscated Polish military supplies. On December 13, 1939, the battalion returned to Hamburg and was partly reconstituted.

The battalion was sent back to Poland in May 1940, where it was engaged in the rounding up and deportation of Jews, Roma, Poles, and others in the western sector of the country. In just five months, the unit rounded up some 37,000 people. By the late summer of 1940, the battalion was tasked with pursuing Poles who had defied earlier deportation orders. In late November 1940, the unit was sent to patrol the Lodz Ghetto, with orders to shoot to kill any Jews who strayed too close to the fence surrounding them.

In May 1941, the battalion was again sent back to Hamburg, where it was reorganized, this time with a number of men from Luxembourg along with those from Hamburg. It trained there for the better part of a year, and was also involved with mass deportations of Jews from Hamburg. Many were sent by train to Minsk, Riga, or Lodz. By June 1942, the battalion had returned to Poland, this time assigned to the Lublin District. There it was tasked with gathering Jews from smaller towns and outlying areas for deportation to concentration camps or ghettos. In July 1942, the unit participated in mass shootings of Jews and others deemed “undesirable” in a number of smaller Polish communities.

During November 3–4, 1943, the battalion perpetrated one of the largest civilian massacres of World War II; at least 32,000 people were killed in three separate concentration camps in the Lublin District. Indeed, between July 1942 and November 1943, it is estimated that the unit murdered in excess of 39,000 people and deported 45,000 others. Between January 1944 and the war’s end in April 1945, the battalion was engaged mainly against local partisans, resisters, and enemy forces. The unit returned to Hamburg in the spring of 1945.

Despite the atrocities committed by the Reserve Police Battalion 101, just four members were brought to justice in the immediate postwar period. In 1947, the men were sent to Poland where they were tried and convicted; two received prison sentences and the other two were condemned to death. However, the battalion’s activities came under more scrutiny by the mid-1960s, resulting in the trial of 14 more members. Nearly all were convicted, but just five were sentenced to prison. Later, the sentences were reduced on appeal.
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Riegner Telegram

On August 29, 1942, Swiss representative of the World Jewish Congress Gerhard Riegner sent the now-famous Riegner Telegram (or Riegner Cable), which, for the first time, alerted Western leaders to the Nazi agenda of Jewish extermination.

The telegram read as follows: “Have received through Foreign Office following message from Riegner Geneva [Stop] Have alarming report that in Führer’s Headquarters plan discussed and under consideration all Jews in countries occupied or controlled Germany number 3 1/2 to 4 million should after deportation and concentration in East at one blow exterminated to resolve once and for all Jewish question in Europe. [Stop] Action reported planned for Autumn methods under discussion including prussic acid [Stop] We transmit information with all necessary reservation as exactitude cannot be confirmed [Stop] Informant stated to have close connexions [sic] with highest German authorities and his reports generally reliable [Stop] Inform and consult NewYork [sic] [Stop] Foreign Office as [sic] no information bearing on or confirming story.”

The communication was sent to Rabbi Stephen S. Wise in the United States and Samuel Silverman, a British member of parliament. The informant, discovered decades later, was German businessman Eduard Schulte, whose own information was both accurate and inaccurate. Wise’s obligation was to transmit this cable to the U.S. State Department for confirmation and later public awareness. After much governmental bickering, Wise was finally given the approval to make the contents of the cable known to the American Jewish communal leadership on November 24 of that same year. Similar governmental and bureaucratic objections were made by the British Foreign Office in regard to providing knowledge of the telegram to the British Jewish community. Although the information was now public, World War II would not end until three years later, during which time millions of Jews and others were to meet their tragic fate at the hands of the Nazis.
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Ringelblum, Emanuel

Polish Jew and professional historian who is credited with chronicling life in the Warsaw Ghetto between 1939 and 1944, at which time he and his family were murdered by the Nazis. Emanuel Ringelblum was born on November 21, 1900, in Buczacz, in eastern Galicia (now Poland) and was educated in Polish schools. In 1927, he received a doctoral degree in history from Warsaw University. Much of his scholarly work concerned the history of Jews in Warsaw, dating as far back as the Middle Ages. He particularly focused on social and economic issues and published numerous scholarly articles. Ringelblum also taught high-school history and was actively engaged in a variety of political and civic organizations. In 1929, he became the editor of Folkshilf, the official publication of the Jewish Cooperative Funds organization. He also became involved in missions designed to aid needy Jews and those who had been displaced either by the Germans or Soviets.

In 1938, Ringelblum visited a refugee camp in which some 17,000 Jewish Poles were living because the German government had forcibly deported them from their homes. The Polish government, meanwhile, refused to permit them to cross the border into Poland. For nearly a month and a half, he organized relief aid for the refugees, conducted testimonial interviews, and chronicled events in Germany.

After Germany invaded Poland in September 1939, Ringelblum and his family were relocated to the Warsaw Ghetto, where they joined thousands of other Polish Jews. There he continued his relief activities and began a concerted effort to chronicle events within the ghetto and in Poland as a whole. He designated a number of individuals to be his assistants, who helped him collect all kinds of information that could later be used by historians. Underground newspapers, interviews with ghetto dwellers, photographs, diaries, and reports were all painstakingly collected and hidden in various places. Ringelblum code-named his project Oneg Shabbat (“Enjoyment of the Sabbath”) to throw off Nazi officials.

After the Nazis deported as many as 250,000 Jewish Poles from the ghetto to concentration camps in the summer of 1942, Ringelblum became an active resister. Sometime thereafter, he and his family were deported from Warsaw, but he returned alone to Warsaw around the time of the April–May 1943 Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. He continued his archival project until his whereabouts were discovered in early March 1944. Ringelblum had been hiding since the previous summer, when the ghetto had been liquidated. Ringelblum was arrested and executed on March 7, 1944. Despite his tragic demise, Ringelblum’s extraordinary drive to chronicle the years of the Warsaw Ghetto has proven to be invaluable to scholars. Ringelblum’s personal notes, diary entries, and other writings were published posthumously in the early 1960s.
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Ringelblum's Archive

Large collection of archival material collected by historian Emanuel Ringelblum, a Polish Jew, between 1939 and 1944. Ringelblum sought to chronicle virtually all aspects of life in the Warsaw Ghetto, where he and his family were forced to live after the German invasion of Poland in September 1939. As a historian, he was keenly aware of the importance to future generations of an archive on the Warsaw Ghetto. He was also concerned that people be informed of Nazi policies and activities pertaining to the Polish Jews. Ringelblum appointed a number of assistants to help him gather material, document it, and write reports on all aspects of life in the ghetto. He and his assistants worked clandestinely, hiding their growing collection in various places within the Warsaw Ghetto. Ringelblum gave the project the code-name Oneg Shabat (“Enjoyment of the Sabbath”) to further conceal its existence. Many of the documents were placed into metal boxes and milk cans in hopes that they would be preserved.

More specifically, Ringelblum’s archive contained various documents, reports, interviews, and testimonials, evidence of German abuse and atrocities, diaries, memoirs, letters, underground newspapers in various languages (Polish, German, Yiddish, Hebrew), a detailed narrative of deportations, orders and meeting minutes of the Judenrat (council of Jewish leaders), concert announcements and tickets, food coupons, paintings, sketches, posters, and photographs. It was Ringelblum’s intention to archive every aspect of living in the ghetto—day-to-day affairs as well as economic, scientific, cultural, artistic, literary, social welfare, and even health and medical issues. Given the severe constraints under which he labored, he did a remarkable job in doing so. Indeed, the archive is perhaps the single most important resource for Holocaust studies in Poland.

By early 1942, so much material had been collected and documented that Ringelblum and his associates began work on a 2,000-page master report divided into four sections: General; Economic; Cultural, Scientific, Literary Artistic; and Social Welfare. The archive also offers insights into women and their roles during the war, youth in the ghetto, relations between gentile Poles and Jewish Poles, educational endeavors, politics, theater, food smuggling, and the operation of the black market. The Warsaw Ghetto was liquidated in the spring of 1943, and Ringelblum was murdered by the Nazis in March 1944.

In September 1946, part of Ringelblum’s archive was found. It included 1,505 files, containing up to a dozen documents each (of greatly varied length). In all, it contained 20,740 pages. Another part of the archive was unearthed in December 1950; it contained 585 files, for a total of 7,906 pages. Also included in both finds were paintings, diaries, photographs, and many other mementos. There is a third part of the archive, which contains information on the organization and activities of the ghetto underground, but that has never been found. Rumors persist, however, that it lies buried beneath the Chinese embassy in Warsaw. There are likely other canisters and boxes that lie undiscovered. The extant archive is now housed at the Jewish Historical Institute in Warsaw.
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Ritter, Robert

Psychologist and physician whose work concerning Roma and Sinti (“Gypsies”) in Germany informed Nazi racial policies and led to the policy of extermination of the Roma and Sinti beginning in the early 1940s. Robert Ritter was born on May 14, 1901, in Aachen, Germany, and earned a PhD in psychology in 1927 from the University of Munich. He continued his education at the University of Heidelberg, from which he received a medical degree in 1930. He then secured a position at the University of Tubingen, where he began to conduct research into the ethnic makeup of Germany’s Roma and Sinti population. He also sought to “prove” that “mixed-race” peoples were more inclined to engage in criminal activity.

In 1936, Ritter was named head of the newly established Eugenic and Population Biological Research Station. In this capacity, he was well placed to carry on his research, now with the full backing of the Nazi regime. The next year, he and his associates engaged in a major effort to interview all Roma and Sinti people living in Germany. In the end, he concluded that at least 90 percent of this population was of mixed ethnic and racial origin, which made them undesirable to Germany. Further, he created an index of descent, which would be used to marginalize—and then exterminate—thousands of Roma and Sinti peoples. As a result of his work, which hardly could be considered scientific, forced sterilization was used against the Roma. By the late 1930s and early 1940s, forced sterilization had morphed into a policy of placing the Roma and Senti population in concentration camps, where thousands were murdered.

After the war, Ritter became a psychologist at the Frankfurt Public Health Bureau in 1947. Meanwhile, his shady prewar research was barely mentioned. The following year, however, a group of Roma pressed Frankfurt’s chief criminal prosecutor to open an investigation into Ritter’s prewar research and his wartime activities. It was later determined that there was not enough evidence to charge Ritter with a specific crime, however. On April 15, 1951, Ritter died suddenly in Oberursel, Germany. His death certificate listed a natural cause of death; nevertheless, many believed that he committed suicide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Eugenics; Euthanasia Program; Roma and Sinti; Roma Genocide in the Holocaust


Further Reading

Kenrick, Donald. Gypsies during the Second World War. Hatfield, Hertfordshire, UK: University of Hertfordshire, 1999.

Milton, Sybil. “Gypsies as Social Outsiders in Nazi Germany.” In Social Outsiders in Nazi Germany. Edited by Robert Gellatey and Nathan Stoltzfus. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University, 2001.



Roma and Sinti

The Roma and Sinti are people of mixed ethnic lineage who early on were nomads. During the late Middle Ages, they began to arrive in settle on lands that would eventually comprise Germany, Austria, and Central Europe, particularly Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovakia, Serbia, Poland, and Croatia. Ethnographers theorize that the Roman and Sinti had their origins on the Indian subcontinent. They speak their own language, which has varying dialects and that has been heavily influenced by the German language. Together, they have often been referred to as “Gypsies,” which is viewed by many as unflattering or pejorative.

The Roma and Sinti located in Germany (which had one of the highest concentrations of them prior to World War II) endured much discrimination and ill treatment in Germany, and well before Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933. Their unique culture, language, dress, and customs made them easy targets for many non-Roma/Sinti Germans. The emergence of Nazi racial ideology during the 1920s subjected them to much harsher treatment. Amid the Nazis’ bogus racial and ethnic “types,” the Roma/Sinti were considered to be bottom-dwellers, and their mixed heritage was deemed a threat to the racial purity of the German (Aryan) race. They were also frequently seen as criminals, even though there is no evidence to suggest that they were any more inclined toward crime than any other Germans.

[image: ]

In June 1933, Hitler’s new Third Reich enacted the Law for the Protection of Offspring and Hereditary Defects, which resulted in the forced sterilization of thousands of German Roma-Sinti people. The Law against Dangerous and Habitual Criminals, promulgated in November 1933, brought the arrests of several thousand Roma/Sinti people, who were deemed “antisocial.” Most were detained in concentration camps. As the 1930s progressed, more anti-Roma/Sinti legislation was passed, which further marginalized the group.

After the German Anschluss (annexation of Austria) in 1938, the Lalleri, a subgroup of the Roma/Sinti who lived in Austria, were similarly oppressed, arrested, and incarcerated. As World War II approached, Schutzstaffel (SS) head Heinrich Himmler mandated that the Roma/Sinti, along with Jews and other minorities, were to be exterminated in all areas controlled by the Third Reich, in accordance with Nazi racial ideology. When war finally came in September 1939, which was precipitated by the German invasion of Poland, Himmler was determined to eradicate the Roma/Sinti people because the German government believed that they posed a serious security risk.

Nearly all of the Roma/Sinti remaining in Germany were deported to Poland and housed in bleak and brutal concentration camps. After Germany took control of the western two-thirds of Poland, the Roma/Sinti were relocated to forced-labor and death camps at Chelmno, Treblinka, and Majdanek. Some Roma/Sinti people were also placed in Polish ghettos. Toward the end of 1942, Himmler decreed that all surviving Roma/Sinti in Poland and Eastern Europe would be sent to a segregated camp at Auschwitz-Birkenau, where most died by gassing, rampant disease and sickness, or exhaustion from hard labor. In May 1944, with Soviet troops descending from the east, the Germans decided to vacate the camp. Rather than moving the Roma/Sinti and Lalleri, they simply killed them in vast numbers and cremated their bodies.

The Nazi effort to exterminate these people resulted in a catastrophe. Although precise numbers of those killed are not available, researchers have estimated that between 500,000 and 1.5 million Roma/Sinti/Lalleri died between the early 1930s and the mid 1940s. Perhaps as much as 50 percent of the Roma/Sinti/Lalleri population throughout all of Europe was wiped out during that period. The Porrajamos, which means “The Devouring” in Romani and refers to the period of the 1930s and 1940s, has been largely overshadowed by the Jewish Shoah (Holocaust), in which several million Jews died at the hands of the Nazis and their allies. These two horrific developments unfolded at the same time, however, and for much the same reasons. Indeed, many Roma/Sinti detainees were housed in the same concentration camps that held Jews and other people deemed “undesirable” by the Nazis. Much more recognition of and research into the Porrajamos is needed.
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Roma Genocide in the Holocaust

Roma, commonly but inaccurately referred to as “Gypsies,” were the only other population besides the Jews who were targeted for extermination on racial grounds in the Final Solution. They arrived in Europe about the year 1300 from India as a military population of mixed, non-Aryan peoples assembled to fight the invading Muslims. Their entry into Europe, via the Byzantine Empire, was also the direct result of Islamic expansion.

As a non-Christian, non-white, Asian people possessing no territory in Europe, Roma were outsiders in every European country. Romani culture also ensured, as it still does, that a social distance be kept between Roma and non-Roma, and thus their separateness was further reinforced.

Romani people in Germany call themselves Sinti, while Zigeuner is the German equivalent of “Gypsy.” When the Nazis came to power in 1933, German laws against them had already been in effect for hundreds of years. The persecution of the Romani people began almost as soon as the first Roma arrived in German-speaking lands, because as outsiders they were breaking many of the Hanseatic laws that made it a punishable offense not to have a permanent home or job, and not to be on the taxpayers’ register. They were also accused of being spies for the Muslims, whom few Germans had ever met but about whom they had heard many frightening stories. The dark complexions and non-Christian behavior and appearance of the Roma simply added to the prejudice that was steadily growing. In 1721, Emperor Karl VI ordered the extermination of all Roma everywhere; it was not illegal to murder a Roma, and there were sometimes “Gypsy hunts” in which Roma were tracked down and killed like wild animals. Forests were sometimes set on fire to drive out any Roma who might have been hiding there.

By the 19th century, scholars in Germany and elsewhere in Europe were writing about Roma and Jews as being inferior beings and “the excrement of humanity.” By the 1880s, German chancellor Otto von Bismarck reinforced some of the discriminatory laws, stating that Roma were to be dealt with “especially severely” if apprehended. In or around 1890, a conference on “The Gypsy Scum” was held in Swabia, at which the military was empowered to keep Roma on the move. In 1899, Houston Chamberlain’s work, The Foundations of the 19th Century, was published, which argued for the building of a “newly shaped . . . and . . . especially deserving Aryan race.” It was used to justify the promotion of ideas about German racial superiority and for any oppressive action taken against members of “inferior” populations. In the same year, the “Gypsy Information Agency” was set up in Munich under the direction of Alfred Dillmann. The agency began cataloguing information on all Roma throughout the German lands. The results of this were published in 1905 in Dillmann’s Zigeuner-Buch, which laid the foundations for what was to befall Roma in the Holocaust 35 years later.

The Zigeuner-Buch, nearly 350 pages long, consisted of three parts: first, an introduction stating that Roma were a “plague” and “menace” against which the German population had to defend itself using “ruthless punishments,” and which warned of the dangers of mixing the Romani and German gene pools. The second part was a register of known Roma, giving genealogical details and criminal records, if any; and the third part was a collection of photographs of those same people. Dillmann’s “race mixing” assertions later became a central part of the Nuremberg Laws in Nazi Germany.

In 1920, Karl Binding and Alfred Hoche published their book, The Eradication of Lives Undeserving of Life, using a phrase first coined by Richard Liebich with specific reference to Roma nearly 60 years earlier. Among the groups they considered “unworthy of life” were the “incurably mentally ill,” and it was to this group that Roma were considered to belong. Perceived Romani “criminality” was seen as a transmitted genetic disease, although no account was taken of the centuries of exclusion of the Roma from German society which made subsistence theft a necessity for survival. A law incorporating the same phrase was put into effect just four months after Adolf Hitler became chancellor of the Third Reich.

During the 1920s, the legal oppression of Roma in Germany intensified considerably, despite the egalitarian statutes of the Weimar Republic. In 1920, they were forbidden to enter parks and public baths; in 1925 a conference on “The Gypsy Question” was held that resulted in laws requiring unemployed Roma to be sent to work camps “for reasons of public security,” and for all Roma to be registered with the police. After 1927, all Roma, even children, had to carry identification cards bearing fingerprints and photographs. In 1929, The Central Office for the Fight against the Gypsies in Germany was established in Munich, and in 1933, just 10 days before the Nazis came to power, government officials in Burgenland called for the withdrawal of all civil rights from the Romani people.

In September 1935, Roma became subject to the restrictions of the Nuremberg Law for the Protection of German Blood and Honor, which forbade intermarriage between Germans and “non-Aryans,” specifically Jews, Roma, and people of African descent. In 1937, the National Citizenship Law relegated Roma and Jews to the status of second-class citizens, depriving them of their civil rights. Also in 1937, Heinrich Himmler issued a decree entitled “The Struggle against the Gypsy Plague,” which reiterated that Roma of mixed blood were the most likely to engage in criminal activity, and which required that all information on Roma be sent from the regional police departments to the Reich Central Office.

Between June 12 and June 18, 1938, “Gypsy Clean-Up Week” took place throughout Germany, which, like Kristallnacht for the Jewish people that same year, marked the beginning of the end. Also in 1938, the first reference to “The Final Solution of the Gypsy Question” appeared in a document signed by Himmler on December 8 of that year.

In January 1940, the first mass genocidal action of the Holocaust took place when 250 Romani children were murdered in Buchenwald, where they were used as guinea pigs to test the efficacy of the zyklon-B crystals, later used in the gas chambers. In June 1940, Hitler ordered the liquidation of “all Jews, Gypsies and communist political functionaries in the entire Soviet Union.”

On July 31, 1941, Reinhard Heydrich, chief architect of the implementation of the Final Solution, issued his directive to the Einsatzkommandos to “kill all Jews, Gypsies and mental patients.” A few days later, Himmler issued his criteria for biological and racial evaluation, which determined that each Roma’s family background was to be investigated going back three generations. On December 16 that same year, Himmler issued the order to have all Roma remaining in Europe deported to the Auschwitz-Birkenau concentration camp for extermination. On December 24, an additional directive ordered that “the Gypsies should be given the same treatment as the Jews.” At a party meeting on September 14, 1942, Justice Minister Otto Thierack announced that “Jews and Gypsies must be unconditionally exterminated.” On August 1, 1944, 4,000 Roma were gassed and cremated in a single action at Auschwitz-Birkenau, in what is remembered as Zigeunernacht.

Determining the percentage or number of Roma who died in the Holocaust (called the Porrajmos, “paw-RYE-mos” in Romani, a word which means “the devouring”) is not easy. Much of the Nazi documentation still remains to be analyzed, and many murders were not recorded because they took place in the fields and forests where Roma were apprehended. There are not accurate figures either for the prewar Romani population in Europe, although the Nazi Party’s official census of 1939 estimated it to be about two million, certainly a low estimate. The latest (1997) figure from the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum Research Institute in Washington puts the number of Romani lives lost by 1945 at “between a half and one-and-a-half million.”

Since the end of the Second World War, Germany’s record regarding the Romani people has been less than exemplary. Nobody was called to testify on behalf of the Romani victims at the Nuremberg Trials, and no war crimes reparations have ever been paid. Today, neo-Nazi activity in Germany makes the Roma a prime target of racial violence.

The United States too did nothing to assist Roma during or following the Holocaust. Only 10 percent of the hundreds of millions of dollars made available by the United Nations for the survivors, and which the U.S. government was given the responsibility of disbursing, was set aside for non-Jews, and none of that found its way to the Romani survivors who number today about 5,000. Roma were not mentioned anywhere in the documentation of the U.S. War Refugee Board, which was able to save the lives of over 200,000 Jews. When the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council was established in 1980, no Roma were invited to participate, and it only has one Romani member today.

IAN HANCOCK
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Romania

Romania is a nation situated in south-central Europe. When Romania entered World War II on the Axis side in 1940, it had a population of 15.91 million, of whom 550,000-625,000 were Jewish. The Holocaust in Romania was an absolute calamity for Jews and Roma (Gypsies), who were deported and/or murdered with virtual abandon between 1941 and 1944. During 1940, Romania was forced to cede large portions of its territory to the Soviet Union, Hungary, and Bulgaria. On September 6, 1940, partly as a result of these territorial losses, King Carol II was forced from his throne; he was replaced by Michael, his 19-year-old son, who would remain a figure head leader until 1944. At the same time, the Romanian government began to rule through a coalition of rightist army officers led by General Ion Antonescu, who wasted little time aligning Romania with Germany and Italy; Romania formally joined the Axis alliance on November 23, 1940.

Although there had been much persecution of Jews in Romania prior to the autumn of 1940, actions and violence against Jews increased dramatically once Antonescu and the Iron Guard took control of Romanian affairs. Army and police personnel, along with rightist paramilitary groups, began assaulting and killing scores of Jews in urban areas; they also vandalized, robbed, or seized Jewish-owned businesses. Much of this violence was orchestrated by the fascist Iron Guard, who caused so much disruption in Romanian cities that Antonescu attempted to rein it in. That resulted in an armed struggle between the Iron Guard and army elements loyal to Antonescu for several days in January 1941. Antonescu ultimately prevailed. Aided by German soldiers, the Iron Guard instigated a huge pogrom in Bucharest during the uprising, which killed hundreds of Jews. After their deaths, some victims were hung on meat hooks in a nearby slaughterhouse, their bodies mutilated in a macabre imitation of kosher slaughtering techniques.

Antonescu was anxious to take part in the June 22, 1941, German invasion of the Soviet Union, hopeful that Romania would win back areas lost to the Soviets just a year prior. Thousands of Romanian soldiers joined the fight, and by early July, Romanian military officials had already begun perpetrating violence against Jews in the east. In Iasi, Moldavia, some 4,000 Jews died in a horrific pogrom and orgy of violence; several thousand others were deported by train, with many dying from starvation and overcrowding.
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Romanian army forces and special police forces, sometimes working alongside German Schutzstaffel (SS) units, also killed thousands of Jews in Transnistria, Bukovina, and Bessarabia, areas that the Romanian controlled after the invasion of the Soviet Union. At least 11,000 Bessarabian Jews were placed into a ghetto in the summer of 1941 and forced to work in a labor camp, where many died. That fall, the survivors were deported to concentration camps or to ghettos in Transistria, joining Jews from northern Bukovina. The conditions in the camps and ghettos were appalling, and the death rates were high.

During December 1941, nearly all the Jews living in the ghetto in Bogdanovka, Transnistria were massacred. More deaths occurred in two concentration camps, also in Transnistria. The killings in the region continued, sporadically, until the spring of 1944, when Soviet troops seized control of Transnistria. That summer, Bessarabia fell to Soviet forces. The Soviet army continued moving west, and Antonescu refused to admit defeat or request an armistice with the Allies. As a result, on August 23, 1944, King Michael ordered Antonescu’s arrest. A new government was quickly seated, and Michael announced that Romania was leaving the Axis alliance. Romanian troops then fought with Soviet troops until Germany was defeated in 1945. Romania, however, would fall into the Soviet orbit after the conflict and would remain behind the Iron Curtain until the end of the Cold War.

The war proved disastrous for Romania, which lost thousands while fighting the Soviets and then the Germans. For the Jews and Roma, the war was a cataclysm. Between 185,000 and 250,000 Romanian and Ukrainian Jews died in Transnistria. Another 270,000 Jews died within Romania. Ion Antonescu did not escape justice for his part in the violence. He was tried and convicted at a show trial in Bucharest, where he was executed on June 1, 1946.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Roosevelt, Franklin D. 

Democratic politician and president of the United States (1933–1945). Franklin Delano Roosevelt was born in Hyde Park, New York, on January 30, 1882, to an affluent and politically prominent family. He was educated at Harvard University and Columbia Law School before becoming involved in state Democratic politics. From 1913 until 1920, he served as assistant secretary of the navy. In 1920, Roosevelt was the vice presidential candidate on the Democratic ticket, which lost to the Republican ticket. A year later, he contracted polio, which left him permanently disabled. Nevertheless, he successfully ran for the New York governorship in 1928.

In 1932, in the midst of the Great Depression and with unemployment at a staggering 25 percent, Roosevelt ran for president, promising a “New Deal” for the American people. He handily won the election, and his party gained huge majorities in both houses of Congress. Roosevelt established a flurry of new policies, programs, and government agencies designed to jump-start the economy and lessen the impact of the depression on ordinary Americans. In so doing, he greatly expanded the scope of the federal government, but in fact did not bring about a significant economic recovery. Indeed, the American economy would not pull out of the economic doldrums until the United States began a rearmament program in 1940. Nevertheless, Roosevelt was an enormously popular leader whose vision for America would hold sway for at least two generations.

Roosevelt, who was a long-standing internationalist, had to work hard to overcome stout isolationism in Congress and among much of the electorate prior to World War II. He nevertheless was able to provide significant material and moral support for Allied governments prior to the Pearl Harbor attack in December 1941. When America entered the war that same month, Roosevelt placed the greatest emphasis on the war in Europe. Forced to wage a two-front war, however, the president was careful to balance the needs in the Pacific with those of Europe.

Assessing Roosevelt’s position and policies regarding European Jews and the Nazi-inspired Holocaust is a complex endeavor. It is clear that Roosevelt was sympathetic to the plight of the Jews, and that he had the support of the majority of Jewish Americans (he also had a Jew in his cabinet). He also instinctively distrusted and disliked the Nazi regime and early on seemed to realize that it posed a significant threat to the United States and the other Western democracies. With that said, however, many scholars have suggested that Roosevelt might have done more to safeguard the lives of Jews and other persecuted minorities in Europe.

To be sure, Roosevelt labored under a host of restraints that limited his ability to react to events in Europe. Congress was rabidly xenophobic, and neither political party was willing to address the issue of Jewish refugees. The 1924 Immigration and Nationality Act, which was aimed chiefly at individuals from Central and Southern Europe as well as Asia, had in fact greatly limited immigration to the United States, and Roosevelt was unable to maneuver around this. Furthermore, current law stipulated that newly arriving immigrants had to have a guaranteed job, which would have been virtually impossible given the Great Depression. The Roosevelt administration could have waived the latter, but economic and political realities made that practically impossible.

Not until 1938, in fact, did Roosevelt become more involved in the immigration and refugee question. After Germany’s March 1938 annexation of Austria, the president ordered that the Austrian and German immigration quotas be combined, the net result of which would be more permissible immigration from Germany. At that point, he polled his cabinet about the possibility of asking Congress to amend the immigration laws, but the consensus was that Congress would never take such a move, and the issue was dropped. Roosevelt did convene a conference on the refugee issue in July 1938 (held in France), where he hoped to extract pledges from other nations to admit more refugees and form an international committee to settle German Jews in South America or Africa. The outcome of the Évian Conference was extremely modest at best, however, and did little to address the building crisis. In 1939, Roosevelt’s congressional detractors threatened to pass even tougher immigration laws if Roosevelt proceeded in his efforts to increase quotas. Further attempts by the president to bypass the immigration laws were stymied by Congress and the State Department.

When the United States entered the war in 1941, Roosevelt placed the Jewish refugee question on the back burner. His major concern was winning the war, which he believed was the best way to stop Nazi persecution of the Jews and other minorities. Furthermore, to counter Nazi propaganda that the Allies were waging a war “for the Jews,” Allied leaders decided not to refer specifically to the Holocaust in their war aims. In late 1942, the State Department confirmed the worst fears about Nazi crimes against the Jews, and in the summer of 1943, Jan Karski met with Roosevelt to report what he had personally witnessed at German concentration camps. Nevertheless, the Roosevelt administration did not step up its efforts to stop the mass murder of Jews or alter immigration policy.

In January 1944, the American Jewish community began lobbying Roosevelt to do more to halt the Holocaust; Secretary of the Treasury Henry Morgenthau Jr. also pleaded with the president to do more. Finally, Roosevelt created, by executive order, the War Refugee Board (WRB), which would be answerable only to him. However, the WRB was hamstrung by bureaucratic inertia and infighting, and it accomplished little of substance.

The Allies prevailed in Europe in May 1945 and in the Pacific in August 1945. Roosevelt, however, who was in precarious health, died in Warm Springs, Georgia, on April 12, 1945. The question as to whether he could have done more to prevent or mitigate the Holocaust is purely hypothetical. Given the restraints under which he had to work, a more aggressive stance would have been exceedingly difficult. Roosevelt certainly might have used his considerable gift of persuasion to alter public and congressional opinion on the matter, but no one can know for sure if such a course of action might have worked.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Rosenberg, Alfred 
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German National Socialist (Nazi) Party publicist and a leading Nazi racial theorist and “philosopher” of National Socialism. Born in Reval, Russia (today’s Tallinn, Estonia), on January 12, 1893, Alfred Rosenberg came from a family that spoke German but may have been of Estonian extraction. He studied architecture at Riga Technical University, which moved to Moscow with the approach of German forces in World War I. He graduated in Moscow in 1918 and witnessed the early days of the Bolshevik Revolution. He soon emigrated to Paris, and at the end of the year, he settled in Munich. There he joined the German Workers’ Party, which later became the National Socialist Party. Rosenberg became a German citizen in 1920 and gradually assumed the position of the party’s chief ideologist. In 1923, he was the sole editor of the party daily, the Volkischer Beobachter (National Observer). He participated in the unsuccessful November 1923 Beer Hall Putsch and was Adolf Hitler’s personal choice to serve as interim party leader while Hitler was in prison.

Rosenberg headed the new National Socialist Society for Culture and Learning (the Militant League for German Culture) from 1929 and was elected to the Reichstag (the national parliament) as a Nazi Party deputy from Hesse-Darmstadt in 1930. In that year, he also published his major work, The Myth of the Twentieth Century, which became the most popular party work after Hitler’s Mein Kampf. A turgid, racially tinged, pseudoscientific study, it claimed that the Germans represented a pure Nordic race destined to rule Europe. It also attacked Jews, Free Masons, the Catholic Church, and others.

Rosenberg held numerous party posts. After Hitler rose to power in 1933, Rosenberg headed the foreign policy office of the National Socialist Party and was made Hitler’s deputy for supervising the spiritual and ideological training of the Nazi Party. In January 1940, he was tasked with founding the so-called High School, which was to evolve into the postwar Central National Socialist University. One of the institutes within the High School was the Institute for Research of the Jewish Question, the libraries of which were filled with looted Jewish art. The Einsatzstab Rosenberg (Special Staff Rosenberg) and Rosenberg’s special “furniture action” confiscated art, furniture, rugs, and even appliances from the homes of Jews and Free Masons.

The peak of Rosenberg’s career came in 1941 when he was designated Reichsminister for the Occupied Eastern Territories. In this position, he opposed the genocide of the Jews and expulsion of populations, believing it made more sense to utilize their support against the Soviet Union. Despite his party positions, Rosenberg never achieved the influence or recognition he believed he merited. He was disappointed when Joachim von Ribbentrop became foreign minister in 1938 and was upset with the August 1939 German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact, which he believed sacrificed ideology to political motives. Rosenberg was an inept administrator, and Joseph Goebbels referred to him as “a monarch with neither country nor subjects” and spoke of his “ministry of chaos.”

Frustrated by his lack of influence, Rosenberg attempted to resign in October 1944, but Hitler never answered his letter. Arrested at the end of the war, he at last achieved the notoriety to which he believed he was entitled when he was tried among the principal Nazi leaders at the Nuremberg proceedings. He remained unrepentant in his support of Hitler and a true believer in National Socialism, but he argued that some of Hitler’s intentions had been subverted by more devious and bloodthirsty officials. Convicted on all four counts of war crimes, he was hanged at Nuremberg on October 16, 1946. His body was cremated and his ashes scattered in the Isar River.

JON D. BERLIN
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Rumbula Massacre

The mass murder of some 25,000 Jews—mainly from Latvia—by German authorities and Latvian collaborators at Rumbula, a small village and rail station located about seven miles south of Latvia’s capital city of Riga. After Germany attacked the Soviet Union in June 1941, Nazi troops also invaded and occupied the Baltic states, including Latvia, which had been occupied by the Soviets since the summer of 1940. After the German conquest, Nazi officials began implementing the Holocaust there, forcing thousands of Jews into a ghetto in Riga. By the autumn of 1941, the Germans sought to exterminate the Riga Ghetto Jews to make room for an influx of Jews from Germany and Austria, who would take their place. Placed in charge of the process was Friedrich Jeckeln, a Schutzstaffel (SS) officer and leader of a mobile killing squad in Riga. Jeckeln was careful to involve Latvian collaborationists in the operation, in order to give the appearance that they—and not the Germans—had devised and carried out the plan.

With thousands of Jews already on trains bound for Riga, the Germans had little time to empty the Riga Ghetto and exterminate its inhabitants. Jeckeln, who had been involved in other similar massacres, had planned the Riga operation to the last detail. Nazi-controlled police would gather people up and march them in groups of 1,000 people into the countryside, where they would be shot en masse and buried in mass graves. The weather was bitterly cold, and a number of people died of exposure. Meanwhile, three huge pits had already been dug. The victims were stripped of their clothing and personal possessions, pushed or thrown into a pit face down, and shot once in the back of the head. When the next group arrived, they were ordered to lie face down atop the bodies of those already shot; they in turn were shot in the head. When the pit was full, it was covered over with dirt by bulldozers; a number of people were buried alive. On the first day alone, November 30, about 13,000 Latvian Jews (and a few hundred German Jews transported from the west) were murdered in this way.

Organizational difficulties and unexpected resistance from some ghetto Jews delayed the second day of the massacre until December 8, when some 12,000 more were murdered in similar fashion. Only three people managed to survive the second day of killing; they later gave testimony about their experiences. Two of the survivors had managed to flee while being marched to Rumbula; the third feigned death and later escaped. A number of those responsible for the Rumbula Massacre were later tried and convicted for their crimes. Jeckeln was captured at war’s end and hanged by Soviet officials on February 3, 1946, in Riga.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Sachsenhausen

Sachsenhausen was a Nazi concentration camp established in July 1936. It was located north of Berlin, Germany, near Oranienburg. Administered by the Schutzstaffel (SS), Sachsenhausen initially housed political prisoners and others deemed “dangerous” to the German government. Beginning in 1937, and continuing into 1945, the prison camp expanded dramatically, and it soon became home to a wide array of detainees, including Jews, Jehovah’s Witnesses, homosexuals, individuals deemed “asocial,” and Roma (Gypsies). Between 1936 and 1945, some 200,000 detainees were either incarcerated at Sachsenhausen or transited through it. There were also some Soviet civilians held there, and the camp became a major staging area for Soviet prisoners of war (POWs). By 1945, the number of Jewish prisoners at Sachsenhausen totaled about 11,000. In the period immediate following Kristallnacht in 1938, when a massive pogrom was launched against German and Austrian Jews, at least 6,000 German Jews were rounded up and imprisoned at Sachesenhausen. Most Jews were released, however, and by early 1939 only 1,345 remained.

After World War II began in September 1939, however, Sachsenhausen once again became home to many Jews, mainly resident aliens who had been residing in Germany, or Polish Jews. Many of those people were transferred to death camps in the east, where most perished. In 1944, Hungarian and Polish Jews who had been residing in various ghettos began arriving in large numbers at Sachsenhausen. In the late summer of 1941, Soviet POWs began arriving at Sachsenhausen; as many as 18,000 of these men were shot and killed there between 1941 and 1945. Their bodies were cremated in an on-site crematorium. In the autumn of 1944, German officials arrested thousands of Polish civilians, of whom approximately 6,000 were sent to Sachsenhausen. Most were non-Jews.

As in all concentration camps, conditions at Sachsenhausen were appalling. Food was scant and of poor quality, living quarters were overcrowded, sanitation facilities were crude at best, and medical care was essentially nonexistent. Many prisoners were ordered to perform forced labor in area factories, where some were worked to the point of exhaustion and death. Malnutrition and disease were perhaps the biggest killers. Including the Russian POWs who died at Sachsenhausen, a total of some 30,000 people died at the camp between 1936 and 1945. Others were beaten to death or executed, and some became the victims of Nazi medical experimentation.

In early April 1945, as Allied troops closed in on Berlin, the SS decided to liquidate the facility. Prisoners were force marched toward the north and east, a brutal process that resulted in many detainee deaths. The Soviet Army liberated Sachsenhausen on April 22, 1945. There were still some 3,000 prisoners there, including 1,400 women.
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Salomon, Charlotte

Charlotte Salomon was a German Jewish artist whose autobiographical work, Life? or Theatre?, combines paintings, text, and musical cues in a unique chronicle of her life. Salomon’s autobiography deals with her childhood in Weimar, Germany, her coming of age during the Nazi years, and her exile in France as a refugee from the Nazi regime. It reveals her battle to define her existence and identity in the face of constant personal and political conflict.

Born into a prosperous family in Berlin in 1917, young Salomon struggled to find her own place and voice amid the turbulence of interwar Germany and the anti-Semitic policies of the Nazi regime. She quit school in 1933 but later applied and was admitted to the esteemed Berlin Art Academy. (Her openly avowed Jewish heritage would eventually lead to her dismissal from the institution.) There she learned classical, Nazi-sanctioned methods and techniques of realism, which she broke from almost completely in her own artistic work.

Increasing persecution at the hands of Adolf Hitler’s government ultimately convinced the Salomon family to leave their homeland. In the immediate aftermath of the anti-Jewish pogrom known as Kristallnacht (Night of the Broken Glass) on November 9, 1938, Salomon’s father, Albert, along with thousands of other Jews, was sent to Sachsenhausen concentration camp outside Berlin. His family managed to secure his release, and from that point forward the Salomons prepared to leave Germany. Salomon left in January 1939 to join her grandparents, who had fled Nazi rule in 1933, on the French Riviera. A plan to reunite with her father and stepmother in exile never materialized; her parents ended up in Amsterdam, where they survived World War II and the Holocaust.

After the German invasion of Poland in September 1939, Salomon’s grandmother, distressed by the expansion of Hitler’s empire, tried to commit suicide (she made another, successful attempt the following year). It was only then that Salomon learned a family secret hidden from her since childhood: six people in her family, including Salomon’s mother, had taken their own lives. (Salomon had been told that her mother, who died when Salomon was eight years old, had succumbed to influenza.) Her grandmother’s death, the dislocations of war, and her increasing clashes with her grandfather—including an exchange in which he angrily suggested that Salomon kill herself—provided her with the determination to paint the story of her life to avoid falling victim to this fate and as a means of grappling with her family’s history. Salomon spent more than a year crafting her autobiography in 1941 and 1942, composing over 1,300 notebook-sized gouache paintings on which text was written directly or on attached overlays. From these, she selected more than 700 for inclusion in Life? or Theatre?

In June 1943, Salomon married Alexander Nagler, a Jewish Austrian refugee also living in southern France. Just three months after their marriage, they were arrested during intensified Nazi roundups of Jews along the Riviera. Before her apprehension, Salomon had given Life? or Theatre? to a friend, with whom it safely remained until war’s end. After her arrest, Salomon was transported to Auschwitz, and she apparently was gassed soon after her arrival at the camp on October 10, 1943.

ADAM C. STANLEY
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Schacter, Herschel

Herschel Schacter was an influential Orthodox rabbi who was the first Jewish chaplain in the U.S Army to enter the Buchenwald concentration camp upon its liberation in April 1945.

Schacter was born on October 10, 1917, in Brooklyn, New York, the son of immigrants from Poland. After receiving a BA degree from New York’s Yeshiva University in 1938, he was ordained a rabbi in 1941, having studied under Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, who founded the Modern Orthodox Movement. During 1941 and part of 1942, Schacter served as a rabbi in Stamford, Connecticut before enlisting in the U.S. Army as a chaplain in 1942. He held the rank of lieutenant. Throughout World War II, he served in a variety of locations and settings throughout the European Theater.

On April 11, 1945, advance units of the U.S. Third Army (VIII Corps) made their way to Buchenwald, located in eastern Germany. Having learned that the concentration camp was about to be liberated, Schacter commandeered a jeep and raced to the camp. What he saw when he arrived was horrifying and heartbreaking. Emaciated, ill prisoners lay in squalid barracks, while piles of corpses were strewn about like firewood. He then proceeded to go from barracks to barracks, shouting in Yiddish “Peace be upon you Jews, you are Free!”

Schacter later described a deeply moving scene. As he moved around the camp, he spotted a seven-year-old boy cowering in a dark corner. He picked the boy up, asking him his name. The youth meekly replied “Lulek.” Schacter then asked him how old he was. The boy replied, “What difference does it make? I’m older than you anyway.” Puzzled, the chaplain asked him what he meant. The boy proceeded to tell him “because you cry and laugh like a child . . . I haven’t laughed in a long time, and I don’t cry anymore. So who’s older?” The young boy would later emigrate to Palestine and become a rabbi. Now known as Yisrael Meir Lau, he serves as Tel Aviv’s head rabbi.

After Buchenwald’s liberation, Schacter remained there for many months. He ministered to the survivors, held religious ceremonies, and later helped to resettle them. There had been almost 1,000 orphans at Buchenwald, nearly all of whom Schacter helped resettle. Many went to France, including a young Elie Wiesel, who later became a renowned writer, while others went to Switzerland. Schacter himself accompanied a group of orphans to Palestine. He was discharged from the army in early 1946.

In 1947, Rabbi Schacter became the chief rabbi for the Mosholu Jewish Center in the Bronx, New York, where he remained until 1999, when the facility was closed. Schacter died in the Bronx on March 21, 2013. In 2011, Rabbi Lau published a memoir, Out of the Depths, which details his encounter with Schacter in 1945 and how it affected the remainder of his life.
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Schindler, Oskar

An Austrian businessman with a penchant for women and alcohol, Oskar Schindler was an unlikely hero to hundreds of Jews during the Holocaust of World War II. By employing them in his factory in Poland, he saved them from certain death under the hands of the Nazis.
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Schindler was born in Zwittau, Moravia, on April 28, 1908. At the time, Moravia was part of a German region known as Sudetenland, but now it is a territory within the Czech Republic. Zwittau was an industrial town, and Schindler’s father owned his own factory, which manufactured farm equipment. Schindler went to school and worked for his father. He married in 1928, but his father was against it, and the two had a falling out. Schindler quit his father’s company and started working in sales at a utilities company. He often had to travel to Poland with his job, and he soon developed a love for Krakow.

In 1933, Adolf Hitler came to power in Germany. Part of his vision for his German empire included uniting all German people of Europe, and that included the several million ethnic Germans in Sudetenland, which had become part of Czechoslovakia after World War I. Hitler stirred nationalist passions and called on the Germans in Sudetenland to join the Sudeten German Party, a pro-Nazi organization. While Schindler did not much like the Nazis, he knew a business imperative when he saw one. He joined the party.

Hitler annexed Sudetenland in 1935 under threat of war. Soon, Schindler was approached by military intelligence agents and asked to bring back news of Polish military movements from Krakow. In exchange for his covert information gathering, he was exempt from service in the German Army. That covert action went on until Germany invaded Poland in 1939, precipitating World War II. Germany made Krakow the seat of power for its occupation administration. In Krakow, Schindler exploited the situation as well as he could, mostly by trading goods on the black market. Always the smooth-talking salesman, he made friends with high-ranking army and Schutzstaffel (SS) officials.

In around 1940, Schindler bought an old kitchenware factory and restored it to make enamel pots and pans for the army. He brought in Jewish accountant Itzhak Stern, who he had used as a go-between with the increasingly underground Jewish business community, as the bookkeeper for his Deutsche Emailwaren Fabrik. On Stern’s recommendation, he brought in Jews to work in the factory. They were cheap labor, as wages were regulated by the Nazis. By mid-summer 1940, the Nazis were cracking down on Jews; all Jews who were not employed in “essential” industry were forced to leave Krakow. Schindler hired all he could, as his factory was considered essential because it supplied the army. He was arrested in 1941 and 1942 but was quickly released each time because of his high-ranking friends and extravagant bribes.

In June 1942, Nazi soldiers began moving Jews out of Krakow’s ghetto and into labor camps. They seized some of Schindler’s workers, but a furious Schindler was able to win their release at the train station. His argument, which he kept throughout the war, was that his workers were vital to the German war effort. Eventually, however, an SS commander named Amon Goeth was put in charge of the forced labor camp at Plaszow, outside Krakow. Goeth convinced Schindler and other businessmen that it would be in their best interest to let his camp house their workers. Schindler struck a deal with Goeth in which his workers would live in a camp within his factory. He paid dearly in bribes for Goeth’s cooperation. For a few months, his Jewish workers were safe and well fed.

The subcamp, known as Emalia Camp, came to an end in early 1944. The Plaszow labor camp was now a concentration camp, and all of its prisoners were to be shipped to Auschwitz for extermination. Schindler’s workers were moved to Plaszow. Again, Schindler struck a costly deal with Goeth: he would move his factory and his workers to Czechoslovakia so they could continue to supply the German Army with much-needed munitions. Goeth asked him to draw up a list of the people he needed. With the help of Stern, Schindler wrote down some 1,100 names, which later became mythologized by Jews as Schindler’s List. To be on that list made the difference between life and death, and Schindler knew it.

Schindler’s factory moved to Brunnlitz along with Nazi-run boxcars full of his workers. Eight hundred men made it to the new factory, but the 300 women and children destined for the factory were accidentally sent to Auschwitz. Before he could retrieve his workers from Auschwitz, Schindler had to bribe the SS with diamonds to try to convince the officers that the workers’ small hands enabled them to polish artillery shells. He finally brought the workers to Brunnlitz, where his factory was up and running. However, Schindler made it so that the factory never manufactured one single passable piece of munitions. He attributed the quality-control failures to a rough startup.

On May 8, 1945, Germany surrendered to the Allies. Schindler called a meeting of all of his workers and told them about the war’s end. The Schindlerjuden, or “Schindler Jews,” as they called themselves, signed a letter that attested to Schindler’s good works and presented him with a ring of gold inscribed with a Hebrew verse: “He who saves one life, it is as if he saved the entire world.” Schindler and his wife went west to meet the approaching U.S. Army. A few days later, the Russians liberated the workers.

Schindler’s finest hour was during the war. Afterward, he experienced a string of failed businesses. He bought a farm in Argentina with some money given to him by the Jewish Distribution Committee, but by 1957 he was bankrupt. He left his wife and went to West Germany, where he mostly lived off the generosity of various Jewish organizations and a small pension. In 1961, Schindler visited Israel for the first time. He was treated warmly by the Schindlerjuden and their children, and every year, he went back to visit the people he considered family. After he died of heart and liver disease on October 9, 1974, he was buried in Jerusalem. Some 500 of his former workers came to the funeral to honor his memory.

KELLIE SEARLE
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Schindler's Jews

Schindler’s Jews (Schindlerjuden in German) refers to a group of some 1,100 mostly Polish Jews who were saved from almost certain death during the Holocaust by German businessman Oskar Schindler. After the German invasion of Poland began on September 1, 1939, Schindler purchased an enamelware factory near Krakow, Poland. His accountant, a German-speaking Jew by the name of Itzhak Stern, helped Schindler secure the services of some 1,100 Polish Jews, who would work in his factory.

Schindler witnessed more and more brutality toward Jews in Krakow, which troubled him greatly. After Nazi soldiers rounded up scores of Jews in 1943 for deportation to concentration camps, Schindler stepped up his efforts to shield his Jewish workers from Nazi atrocities. Increasingly, Schindler defended his workforce and claimed exemptions for them because his business was considered essential to the war effort. Schindler treated his workers fairly and civilly, even permitting them to pray.

Late in the war, as Soviet troops advanced to the west, Schindler learned that Nazi officials planned to close all factories in Poland, including his own. He then convinced SS officials to allow him to operate a factory in Brünnlitz (now in the Czech Republic), where he would manufacture military items. He also received approval to relocate his mostly Jewish labor force of some 1,200 to the new facility, under the premise that the workers were already trained and hence indispensable to his operations. Before the move, which took place in October 1944, a list of 1,200 workers—mostly Jews—was drawn up and presented to the authorities.

In reality, few military items were made in the new factory, and those that were had been purposely sabotaged. By mid-1945, Schindler and his family had closed the facility and fled to Austria, but almost all of his workers survived the war.

There are now more than 7,000 descendants of Schindler’s Jews living throughout the world, chiefly in Europe, Israel, and the United States. Nearly all of the original survivors have now died, and in January 2013, Leon Leyson, the youngest of the Schindler survivors, died at the age of 83 in Los Angeles, his adopted city. Leyson was reunited with Schindler almost 30 years after the war when Schindler visited the United States. Although there has been no formal mass reunion of Schindler’s Jews, a number of them did meet with other survivors after the war, often in conjunction with meetings with Schindler, who died in 1974.

Schindler’s deeds were later brought to light in a book published by Thomas Keneally entitled Schindler’s Arc (1982) but published as Schindler’s List in the United States. In 1993, Steven Spielberg produced a masterful and popular film rendition of the book, again entitled Schindler’s List.
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Schindler's List 

The film Schindler’s List is a historical epic about the Holocaust. It is widely considered a landmark work in director Steven Spielberg’s career, particularly notable for how the subject of the Holocaust is handled.

Released in 1993, Schindler’s List was directed by Spielberg, who also was one of the film’s producers. Steven Zaillian wrote the screenplay, based on the book Schindler’s Ark by Thomas Keneally. The film featured cinematography by Janusz Kaminski, editing by Michael Kahn, and music by John Williams, with violin performances by Itzhak Perlman.

When Schindler’s List was in development, director Martin Scorsese was reportedly being considered to direct. He declined, offering it to Spielberg, who eventually made the film. Spielberg asked Roman Polanski, the Polish-American director and Holocaust survivor, if he wanted to make the film, but Polanski respectfully declined.

Schindler’s List chronicles the story of Oskar Schindler (played by Liam Neeson). At first, Schindler was a war profiteer, but eventually he managed to save over 1,000 Jews from being sent to concentration camps. The movie features standout performances by Ben Kingsley, who plays Itzhak Stern, a Jew who runs Schindler’s factory, and Ralph Fiennes, who plays Amon Goth, a Nazi officer.

Except for the very beginning and end, Schindler’s List is shot entirely in black and white. At the 1993 Academy Awards ceremony, it became the first black-and-white film to win a Best Picture Oscar since 1960. The use of black-and-white cinematography, coupled with the matter-of-fact, undramatized way the horrors of the Holocaust are depicted, give Schindler’s List a sense of documentary-like realism.

Critics and audiences lauded the film. In her December 13, 1993, review of Schindler’s List, Janet Maslin writes about the film’s “indelible images.”


Schindler’s List brings a pre-eminent pop mastermind together with a story that demands the deepest reserves of courage and passion. Rising brilliantly to the challenge of this material and displaying an electrifying creative intelligence, Mr. Spielberg has made sure that neither he nor the Holocaust will ever be thought of in the same way again. With every frame, he demonstrates the power of the film maker to distill complex events into fiercely indelible images.



Schindler’s List won 7 of the 12 Academy Awards for which it was nominated: Best Picture, Best Director, Best Original Score, Best Adapted Screenplay, Best Film Editing, Best Cinematography, and Best Art Direction. It won numerous other awards, among them 7 BAFTA Awards, including a David Lean Award for Direction for Spielberg; a DGA Award; 3 Golden Globe Awards; 4 National Society of Film Critics Awards; and a WGA Award.

Schindler’s List has become a modern classic, not only for the top-notch quality of the filmmaking, but also for its unflinching, unforgettable look at one of the darkest hours in human history.

JAMES ROMAN
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Schmid, Anton

Anton Schmid was a German Army sergeant during World War II who was executed for assisting Jews in Lithuania during the Holocaust.

Born in Vienna, Austria, on January 9, 1900, Anton Schmid became an electrician and owned a radio sales and repair shop in Vienna during the 1930s. In 1938, he was drafted into the German Army after the German annexation of Austria that same year.

Following the German invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941, he was sent east and was assigned to the Vilnius Jewish ghetto in Lithuania in the autumn of 1941. In Vilnius, Schmid met many Jewish workers who had been assigned to perform various tasks in and around his office. Shocked when he witnessed the execution of Jews and the beating of children a few miles from Vilnius in Ponary, Schmid resolved from that point to assist the Jews in any way possible. Indeed, he wrote a letter to his family in Vienna, expressing his great torment at the violence he was witnessing, vowing to help the Jews in any way he could. When several neighbors in Vienna found out about Schmid’s sentiments, they harassed his wife; the windows in his house were also broken.

Schmid hid Jews in three houses of which he had charge. He also did everything in his power to free people from the Lakishki jail. In addition, Schmid was involved with the Jewish underground, transporting members of the Resistance in his truck and supplying them with falsified identity papers.

In January 1942, Schmid was arrested for assisting the Jews. On February 25, he was brought before a military tribunal for his actions. Found guilty, Schmid was shot by a firing squad in Vilnius on April 13, 1942. Schmid is credited with saving the lives of more than 250 people. On May 16, 1967, the Israeli government posthumously awarded Schmid the “Righteous among the Nations” medal.
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See also: Ghettos; Lithuania


Further Reading

Gilbert, Martin. The Righteous: The Unsung Heroes of the Holocaust. New York: Henry Holt, 2003.

Gushee, David P. Righteous Gentiles of the Holocaust: Genocide and Moral Obligation. 2d ed. St. Paul, MN: Paragon House, 2003.

Rittner, Carol. The Courage to Care: Rescuers of Jews during the Holocaust. New York: New York University Press, 1986.



Scholl, Hans and Sophie

German university students who were summarily tried and executed for their dissident activities against the Nazi German government in 1943. Hans Scholl was born on September 22, 1918, in Ingersheim, Germany; he was the second of six children. His sister Sophie was born on May 9, 1921, in Forchtenberg, Germany. Hans and Sophie both joined the Hitler Youth after Adolf Hitler came to power in 1933 and were initially enthusiastic supporters of the Nazi regime. Their parents, however, were far less enamored with the Nazis and expressed their dissatisfaction to others. By the early 1940s, Hans, now a medical student, and Sophie, an undergraduate, both at the University of Munich, had come to realize that Hitler and the Nazis were ruining the German nation and were engaged in atrocities against Jews and others. They had also come to realize that all Germans had a duty to object to their government’s policies and activities.

By 1942, Hans and Sophie had helped spearhead an underground resistance organization known as the Weisse Rose (White Rose), which was centered around the University of Berlin. The group began posting and mailing various antigovernment posters and literature, which publicized the atrocities perpetrated by Hitler’s government and which urged Germans to passively resist the government and its policies. These activities quickly drew the attention and ire of Nazi officials, especially the Gestapo (Nazi secret police), which vowed to end White Rose activities and arrest those involved. Hans and several other White Rose members spent time on the Eastern Front during late 1942–early 1943, which exposed them to the horrors of the Holocaust and other wartime atrocities committed by the Nazi regime. This only encouraged their efforts to resist Nazi authority when they returned to Germany.

The White Rose began planning an antigovernment demonstration in Munich for mid-February 1943. On February 18, Hans, Sophie, and several others were arrested as they publicized the event. They were quickly indicted for treason and given a summary trial in the Volksgericht (People’s Court). Found guilty of treasonous activities, the Scholls were executed by beheading on February 23, 1943. Numerous others associated with the White Rose were also arrested and either executed or consigned to concentration camps. The Scholls’ bravery has been celebrated in Germany and elsewhere since their deaths, and the siblings have come to represent individual bravery and sacrifice in the midst of unspeakable oppression and evil.
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Schonerer, Georg Ritter von

Georg Ritter von Schonerer was an early advocate of Pan-Germanism, Germanic religion, and anti-Semitism, and an important influence on the young Adolf Hitler. Schonerer was born on July 17, 1842, in Vienna. In 1869 and again from 1873 to 1888 and from 1897 to 1907, he was a member of the Austrian House of Delegates; in 1888, as a result of his involvement in an act of violence against political opponents, he was condemned to four months’ imprisonment and loss of his parliamentary mandate. After 1907, he became politically very isolated in Catholic Austria on account of his Los-von-Rom movement, in which he called for people to leave the Catholic Church (on the grounds of its alleged “friendliness to Slavs”) and to become Protestants. In 1879, Schonerer was involved in the foundation of the Pan-German Nationalist Party. In the Linzer Programme of 1882, he demanded the annexation of Austria to Germany under the leadership of the Hohenzollerns as a “fulfillment” of the German Reich, and the abandonment of the “Slavic territories.” As leader of the Alldeutsche Bewegung, he established a hero cult of Richard Wagner—whom he saw as liberator of German art from “Judaization”—and Otto von Bismarck, who remained reserved toward him. Schonerer pursued an aggressively anti-Semitic campaign in his newspapers (Unverfalschte Worte, Alldeutsches Tagblatt). He claimed that a “Greater German Reich” was the desire of all Germans and pointed to the Jews as “an unproductive and alien element,” undermining the “moral and material foundations” of the German Volk.

Schonerer regarded anti-Semitism as “the central pillar of the national idea,” called for a battle for the “purity of German blood,” and attacked the “Jewish press.” Many of his demands anticipated later Nazi measures, such as his demand for special laws even for baptized Jews to establish a limitation of freedom of domicile, exclusion of Jews from the civil service, from the teaching profession and the press, and the creation of special “Jewish registers.” From February 1884, his gatherings took place under a banner that read: “Entry forbidden to Jews!” In his newspapers, Schonerer introduced the greeting “Heil to the Fuehrer!” (addressed to himself). His German nationalism took on more and more strongly religious overtones; in 1883, he had described “German Volkstum (national character)” as “the perfect replacement for religion.” With his cult for old Germanic symbols like runes and midsummer, midwinter, and Yuletide festivals, and his introduction of old Germanic names of the months and ways of living among his followers, he influenced the later Germanic cult of Heinrich Himmler and the SS. Schonerer also argued that his followers should marry only “Aryan partners” and must be investigated for the “healthiness of their line.” Hitler referred to Schonerer admiringly many times in Mein Kampf but criticized him for his failure to win mass support and his faith in the parliamentary system

Schonerer died on August 14, 1921.
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Schutzstaffel 

The Schutzstaffel (SS), or Protective Squad, was formed in April 1925 as a bodyguard for Adolf Hitler and was composed of men personally loyal to him. Heinrich Himmler took over its leadership in January 1929, when it had about 280 men. The SS was technically part of the Sturmabteilung (SA) until July 1934. The men wore distinctive black uniforms to distinguish them from the SA. In order to qualify for membership, applicants had to submit genealogies proving pure Aryan ancestry for at least four generations.

In 1930, Hitler made the SS the internal police of the Nazi Party and gave it the responsibility of dealing with rebels within the party. The SS began to accumulate enormous power after Hitler became chancellor of Germany in January 1933. In April 1933, Himmler was appointed the chief of police for Bavaria, and by 1936, he had control of every police organization in Germany, including the Gestapo. The SS completed its ascendancy within the Nazi Party in June 1934, when under Hitler’s orders it murdered the leadership of the SA (and others) in the “Night of the Long Knives” and was made an independent party organization.

The SS consisted of two main groups: the Allgemeine-SS and the Waffen-SS. The Allgemeine-SS was composed of police units and organizations whose job was to monitor racial matters. Included within this division were the Gestapo, regular police, and the SD, which was the Nazi espionage bureau. The Waffen-SS was created in September 1933, when Hitler’s personal bodyguard was organized as a semi-independent battle formation. At its peak, the Waffen-SS fielded almost 40 full-strength divisions on both the eastern and western fronts. The Waffen-SS also administered the concentration camps through its Death’s Head Battalions.

The SS was branded a criminal organization at the Nuremberg Trials in 1946, which made mere membership an offense punishable by prison. Himmler escaped capture for a few weeks after Germany’s surrender but was caught at a British checkpoint and committed suicide in late May 1945.

The SS was an elite organization whose members felt a strong espirit de corps due to their rigorous physical training and supposed racial purity. By 1945, the SS had become, through Himmler’s careful accumulation of various powers, second in power to no other entity within Germany. It is certain that had Hitler died before the war ended, Himmler would have succeeded him or at least played a major role in selecting his successor.

LEE BAKER
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Second Generation 

A term that refers to the children of Holocaust survivors and victims. As the Holocaust generation rapidly diminishes, the second generation is becoming more central to understanding the Holocaust and the memories and myriad issues it has produced. The second generation has had to deal with a host of issues that spring directly from their parents’ experiences. Many feel obligated to preserve their parents’ memories, which become a burden for some because they find themselves having to preserve memories of memories, particularly after their parents have died. This is not an easy task. Most second-generation Holocaust victims have been affected by their parents’ experiences in one way or another, and to varying degrees.

The children of non-Jewish survivors and victims have had a particularly difficult time coming to terms with the Holocaust because the larger culture has tended to view the Holocaust as purely a Jewish experience. And while Jews certainly suffered more than any other group, hundreds of thousands of Holocaust victims and survivors were not Jews. Yet, there is little popular recognition of that, which has made it more difficult for non-Jews to process their emotions and memories. Some children of first-generation non-Jewish survivors have had to deal with guilt in the mistaken assumption that their parents did not suffer as much as Jews.

In addition, non-Jewish children have not had the same sense of cohesiveness as the Jews, and they have not had access to the large number of support organizations, which Jews established soon after the Holocaust ended. There is a feeling among some non-Jewish children that their memories and voices have not been heard with the same intensity and variation as the many Jewish stories about the Holocaust.

The perspective by which most second generation victims and survivors view the Holocaust is fundamentally different from that of their parents or society at large. The second generation has the ability to judge the Holocaust knowing the after-effects of it and how they have affected those involved in it. This retrospective viewpoint can be very useful, but it also means that the second generation must rely increasingly on their memories or perceptions of their parents’ memories, in effect second-generation memories, which can be problematic.

Those among the second generation have also experienced a far more complex and nuanced understanding of the Holocaust, particularly when compared to other individuals who have had no familial connections to it. They have learned that some survivors are not necessarily saints, or even “good” people. Others in the second generation came to learn from their parents that the Holocaust was not always black and white or good versus bad. Some survivors, for example, have told their children that some Jews during the Holocaust behaved abhorrently. Other have told stories of heroic Germans, Austrians, Poles, and others who are often grouped together with perpetrators in a monolithic way.

There can be no doubt that many in the second generation have borne—and continue to bear—the emotional and psychic scars of the Holocaust, which were knowingly or not passed onto them. Many Holocaust survivors suffered from life-long emotional and mental afflictions, including post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD). Until the 1970s, however, these problems went largely unrecognized and untreated, meaning that the children of those suffering from such illnesses were subjected to less-than-ideal family relationships and childhoods. As children, some in the second generation were ashamed of their parents, not because they were Holocaust survivors, but because they exhibited strange behaviors that did not mesh with the norms of the larger society in which they lived. These issues significantly affected some in the second generation, but also affected their relationships to their parents.

Several recent studies have shown that some in the second generation are also prone to emotional disturbances and even PTSD, despite the fact that they did not experience the Holocaust themselves. One study conducted in 2010 has even suggested the there are subtle differences in the genetic makeup of Holocaust survivors, which might be passed on to their children. It is not yet known how this might affect the children, however. Another recent study conducted at an Israeli university, however, has asserted that children of the Holocaust are no more likely to suffer emotional trauma than those who have no connection to it, unless their parents had suffered “extreme trauma” during the Holocaust.

The second generation has also begun producing a varied and rich body of work on the Holocaust, although many of its authors have experienced—to varying degrees—the same problems and limitations that the second generation in general has experienced. Some, like Art Spiegelman (author of Maus and Maus II), have poignantly described how the Holocaust affected his parents, changing their lives as well as his, in dramatic ways. Spiegelman had a contentious relationship with his father, which is one of the major themes in his graphic novels. Several other works also feature this theme.
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Senesh, Hannah

Hannah Senesh (also spelled Szenes) was a Hungarian Jewish partisan who spied for the British in Hungary during World War II and sought to rescue Allied airmen and Jewish people from Nazi occupiers.

Senesh was born in 1921. In 1939, when anti-Semitism was on the rise in Hungary, Senesh left her home and her mother in Budapest to travel to Palestine. Soon after arriving, she began to train as a radio officer and parachutist for the British Special Operations Executive (SOE).

In 1938, Senesh became a Zionist when she realized the force of anti-Jewish sentiment in her native country, which paralleled Adolf Hitler’s increasing power in Europe. Despite her Hungarian patriotism, she came to believe that Jews needed to find safety and sanctity in Palestine because the world was less and less safe for them elsewhere. Therefore, after her high school graduation, Senesh left Hungary for Palestine.

The British SOE organized teams of native speakers from central European countries. In Palestine, Senesh volunteered to train as a radio operator and a parachutist with the intention of returning to Hungary with a unit of volunteers. In Egypt she was trained in sabotage and espionage. With her unit, Senesh was to enable captured and hiding Allied flyers and Jews to escape to safety.

In 1944, Senesh rendezvoused with five male colleagues in Italy; from there they parachuted into Hungary to join underground resisters. Senesh and her unit members were arrested after they landed. The residents of the Hungarian village where she was hiding gave in to police intimidation and turned Senesh over to the authorities. After her arrest by the Hungarian police, German soldiers discovered her radio and took her to Budapest for interrogation.

In custody, Senesh withstood particularly severe torture but did not reveal any information except her name. The police arrested Senesh’s mother to question her about her daughter’s work, but they soon realized that the mother did not even know that Senesh had been in Hungary. Once this was discovered, her mother’s presence was used in an attempt to manipulate Senesh, but she still refused to give her captors information about the radio transmitter or her mission. In October 1944, Senesh was executed at the age of 23.

HEATHER E. OSTMAN
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Seyss-Inquart, Arthur

Arthur Seyss-Inquart was a prominent Austrian Nazi and Reich commissioner in the Netherlands responsible for the persecution of Dutch Jews.

Born in Stannern, Moravia, on July 22, 1892, Arthur Seyss-Inquart studied law at the University of Vienna before joining the Austro-Hungarian army. During World War I, he saw action and was badly wounded. After the war he became a lawyer in Vienna, where he developed right-wing views. A strong advocate of Anschluss (union with Germany) in the 1930s, Seyss-Inquart was regarded as the leader of the small Austrian Nazi organization. Publicly he sought to achieve reconciliation with the government headed by Kurt von Schuschnigg, but behind the scenes he eagerly undermined the Austrian state.

Seyss-Inquart became state councillor in May 1937, and in February 1938, following pressure by Adolf Hitler, Schuschnigg appointed Seyss-Inquart the minister of the interior. When Schuschnigg announced a plebiscite on the issue of Anschluss, the German government pressured him to resign on March 13, 1938, in favor of Seyss-Inquart as chancellor. Shortly thereafter, Hitler’s German followers took control.

Seyss-Inquart then became the Reich representative in the former Austria and minister without portfolio in Hitler’s cabinet. When Germany conquered Poland on September 1, 1939, Seyss-Inquart served as deputy governor there under Hans Frank. Displeased with the atrocities committed by Schutzstaffel (SS) forces and unable to exert any influence over policies, he asked for a new appointment.

In May 1940, Seyss-Inquart became Reich commissioner of the newly occupied Netherlands. He tried to come to terms with the Dutch and have them carry out a Nazification program. But instead of achieving collaboration, Seyss-Inquart found himself dealing with the Dutch Nazi movement. In Seyss-Inquart’s view, Dutch Nazi leader Anton Mussert’s followers were unsuited for German occupation policy. They were only a small minority with no real support from the Dutch population and no administrative experience.

Therefore, Seyss-Inquart preferred to work with the traditional elites. He sought to resign his post, but Hitler refused his request, believing that Seyss-Inquart’s moderate approach would achieve the desired results. Seyss-Inquart was partly responsible for recruitment of Dutch workers to be relocated in the Reich, the deportation of Jews to the extermination camps, and German exploitation of the Dutch economy, but he never managed to restrain the SS from interfering in the Netherlands.

After the war Seyss-Inquart was charged with war crimes and tried at Nuremberg. Specifically, the charges against him cited his heavy-handed repression of the Dutch resistance effort, the placement of thousands of Jews in the Amsterdam Ghetto, and the deportation of some 110,000 Jews to death camps in the east, where all but 5,000 perished. In all, 75 percent of Dutch Jews (including foreign nationals) died between 1940 and 1945. Seyss-Inquart was found guilty and hanged on October 16, 1946.
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Shanghai Ghetto

The Shanghai Ghetto was an area in the Hongkou (Hongkew) section of Shanghai, China, in which thousands of refugee Jews from Germany, Austria, Russia, and Poland lived before and during World War II. The area, which covered about one square mile, saw a large influx of Jews fleeing persecution in Europe beginning in the 1930s; by 1939, the number of Jews residing there was about 17,000. There were small concentrations of Jews in other parts of the city, some of whom had been there since the early part of the 20th century. After the Sino-Japanese War began in 1937, Japanese forces occupied much of Shanghai, but they did not immediately impose restrictions on Jews residing there. Not until the December 1941 Pearl Harbor attack, which brought war between Japan and the United States, did the Japanese require virtually all Jews in Shanghai to live in the ghetto.

The Shanghai Ghetto was part of the International Settlement, which dated to 1842, when the port at Shanghai was opened to international trade and commerce. It was administered by a council of Western nations including France, the United States, Britain, Italy, and Portugal. The first Jews to arrive in the settlement were Sephardic Jews from Iraq, who quickly established commercial enterprises there. They numbered between 700 and 1,000 people. During and after the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, which began in 1917, the settlement became home to several thousand Ashkenazi Jews who were fleeing persecution. Many became shopkeepers and small business owners who catered to the city’s small Jewish population.

In 1933, after the Nazis came to power in Germany, German Jews began migrating to Shanghai in increasing numbers; many were professionals and businessmen and their families. In 1938, after Germany’s annexation of Austria and Kristallnacht, which saw widespread destruction of Jewish-owned businesses and property in Germany, the pace of Jewish immigration to Shanghai increased dramatically, with as many as 15,000 arriving there between 1938 and 1941. Between late 1940 and early 1941, some 2,100 Jews from the Polish part of Lithuania also found refuge in Shanghai. This brought the total number of Jews in Shanghai to about 24,000; virtually all lived in the International Settlement. After the Pearl Harbor attack, however, virtually no Jews made their way to Shanghai.

Even though the Japanese were allied with Nazi Germany, they did not share the same hatred or antipathy toward Jews. Most Japanese occupation officials in Shanghai viewed them simply as stateless refugees. Indeed, as the war progressed and the Germans called for the Japanese to hand over Shanghai’s Jewish refugees, Japanese officials did not comply. In late 1942, however, the Japanese did hatch a plan that would require virtually all Jews in Shanghai to live in the “Designated Area for Stateless Refugees,” which would informally be known as the Shanghai Ghetto. The plan was implemented in February and called for all Jews who had arrived in Shanghai after 1937 to reside in the ghetto. This pushed the area’s Jewish population to some 20,000. The Japanese did this to protect the refugees and to ensure that they did not become collaborators with Chinese forces.

Although conditions in the ghetto were not nearly as bad as those in Europe, Jewish refugees nevertheless found themselves chronically short of food and clothing and forced to reside in crowded and primitive living quarters. The Japanese did not erect a wall or fence around the area, but they did enforce a curfew and required that anyone leaving or entering the ghetto have a written pass. Native Chinese continued to live among the Jews in the ghetto, which lessened their isolation. The Shanghai Ghetto witnessed the thriving of Jewish education, culture, and religious observances, unlike Nazi-run Jewish ghettos in Europe, where such things were strictly forbidden. The ghetto had its own newspapers, theaters, schools, sports teams, synagogues, and even cabarets. Indeed, each group (German, Austrian, Polish) had their own such institutions, based on language and culture.

In 1944, U.S. bombers began operations against Shanghai in the final push to defeat Japan and push its troops out of China. In July 1944, only weeks before the Japanese surrender, an air raid on Shanghai resulted in the deaths of 40 Jewish refugees in the ghetto; it is believed that as many as several hundred Chinese residents were also killed. This was the only time during the war that Jewish refugees in Shanghai were killed. American troops entered Shanghai and liberated it in September 1945. Thereafter, many Jews left, choosing to settle in the new State of Israel after 1948. After Mao Zedong’s communist forces took control on mainland China in late 1949, most of the remaining Jews left. Today, it is believed that no Jews are left in Shanghai.
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Shoah (Film, 1985)

Nine-and-a-half-hour film documentary on the Holocaust directed by French filmmaker Claude Lanzmann. Shoah was released in 1985 and is available in several languages, with subtitles in French, English, Polish, German, Yiddish, and Hebrew. The documentary took nearly 11 years to make, as it features dozens of interviews with victims, perpetrators, and witnesses that were conducted in 14 different nations. It does not employ the use of any archival footage; rather, it lets the interviewees relay the arc of the story. There are also no narrative interpretations or conclusions. Some of the interviews go into minute detail of seemingly mundane and everyday occurrences, which taken as a whole divulge the “banality” of evil, to use Hannah Arendt’s terminology.

Because of Lanzmann’s approach to the subject, the film has a somewhat loose and fluid narrative. The documentary is, however, broken down by subject matter—it covers the Chelmno, Treblinka, and Auschwitz-Birkenau death camps and then the Warsaw Ghetto. These four general topics are treated using current-day footage and scores of interviews. Jan Karski was interviewed extensively concerning the Warsaw Ghetto. One interview with a former camp guard was filmed clandestinely; the interviewee had granted only an audio interview. Finally, historian Raul Hilberg answers questions relating to German propaganda and the Holocaust. During many of the interviews, survivors and witnesses are actually taken to the sites of massacres, where their reactions—most of them emotion-charged—add to the film’s effectiveness.

After its release, Shoah was lauded by film buffs and critics alike as a movie that literally had no equal. The celebrated film reviewer Roger Ebert called it “an extraordinary film” but refused to name it best film of the year because he believed it was in a class by itself and should not be ranked against any other movies. Shoah won numerous awards and prizes in the United States and around the world.
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Sicherheitsdienst

The Sicherheitsdienst, or the German state security/intelligence agency, was created in 1931 by Heinrich Himmler, head of the Schutzstaffel (SS) and a high-ranking Nazi Party leader. The Sicherheitsdienst des Reichsfuhrers, usually abbreviated simply as SD, was founded almost two years before Adolf Hitler came to power in January 1933. Its primary purpose was to act as internal spy agency, but it soon became one of the prime movers of Germany’s Final Solution, or the mass deportation and extermination of European Jews. The SD detected and helped root all actual or potential enemies of the Nazi state and worked closely with the Gestapo (secret police), which arrested, deported, or killed state enemies.

Reinhard Heydrich headed the SD until his assassination in June 1942. Himmler appointed Ernst Kaltenbrunner to succeed him in January 1943; he remained in the post until the end of World War II in 1945. From 1933 until 1939, the SD, which reported directly to Himmler, was run as an independent SS office. After 1939, it became part of the Reich Main Security Office (RSHA).

The SD employed several hundred full-time intelligence agents, but made use of thousands of informants, who worked inside Germany until 1939, and then both inside Germany and in occupied territories between 1939 and 1945. As German armies pushed into areas and occupied them, the SD sometimes lent its staff to the Einsatzgruppen, or mobile killing squads, which rounded up and killed Jews and other “undesirables” in places like Poland and the western part of the Soviet Union. SD personnel were also posted to concentration and death camps, and the SD was the principal security and police force tasked with keeping order in the various Jewish ghettos throughout Europe.

Within Germany, the SD enforced Nazi racial laws by intimidating, terrorizing, killing, or deporting Jews and other groups deemed “undesirable.” It also confiscated millions of dollars’ worth of private property that had belonged to German Jews and other oppressed groups. The SD played a major role in Kristallnacht (November 9–10, 1938), during which at least 500 Jewish business, homes, and synagogues were destroyed. Some 90 Jews died during the pogrom, and another 30,000 were arrested and detained. Many of those men were never seen again.

In the immediate aftermath of the war, the International Military Tribunal (IMT), which conducted the Nuremberg Trials, ruled the SD to be a criminal organization. As part of the wider effort to bring about denazification in postwar Germany, the occupying Allies banned the SD and ordered its immediate dissolution. Unfortunately, many of the SD’s leaders were never brought to justice.
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Simon Wiesenthal Center

The Simon Wiesenthal Center is an international human-rights organization founded in 1977 and named for Simon Wiesenthal, an Austrian-Jewish Holocaust survivor and, later, a famed Nazi hunter. The center is headquartered in Los Angeles, California. The organization operates the Museum of Tolerance, also located in Los Angeles, and two smaller museums in New York and Jerusalem. The center’s main mission is to foster tolerance and fight bigotry and racism, although the major focus of the facility is on the Holocaust. The Los Angeles museum opened in 1993 at a cost of $50 million. The center sponsors educational programs and research covering bigotry, intolerance, anti-Semitism, and terrorism. It is also committed to defending Jewish interests internationally and advancing knowledge of the Holocaust. The center maintains offices in New York, Miami, Toronto, Buenos Aires, Paris, and Jerusalem.

The main office in Los Angeles features archives and a library with some 50,000 volumes and other materials. The Wiesenthal Center also sponsors various permanent and periodical publications, including a comprehensive, seven-volume work on the Holocaust, published between 1984 and 1990. In keeping with its namesake, the organization has also been involved in identifying and tracking down ex-Nazi officials who were involved in crimes against the Jewish people and other minorities. In addition, the center is involved in local, national, and international politics that affect or are affected by Jews and the center’s mission.

The Museum of Tolerance in Los Angeles attracts as many as 350,000 visitors per year, about a third of whom are school-age children. The facility has many exhibits and interactive displays featuring the newest technologies. Much of the museum is dedicated to multimedia presentations and exhibits; traditional historical artifacts are not a mainstay of the facility. Some critics have asserted that there is an overreliance on technology, which blunts the effects of the Holocaust and draws attention away from exhibits. Others, however, argue that the modern generation of school-age children is used to multimedia technology and therefore expects it. The two smaller museums located in New York and Jerusalem are modeled after the Los Angeles facility. The New York museum also sponsors programs for law enforcement personnel, educators, and other public figures that help instruct them to recognize bigotry and intolerance and stop them before they become a problem. More than 10,000 people have gone through the New York program.
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Slave Labor

In the World War II death camps of Auschwitz, Treblinka, Chelmno, Majdanek, Sobibor, and Belzec, the German Army compelled mostly Jews but also Gypsies, homosexuals, and political prisoners to engage in hard labor in the camps themselves and in factories. Political prisoners included communists, political dissidents, opponents of Germany, captured partisans, and citizens of countries occupied by the Germans. In addition, people who had volunteered for well-paid positions in German war factories ended up as slave prisoners of the Germans once Germany began losing the war.

The foreign workers came from Germany’s satellite states or occupied territories to work for the German Reich. As early as March 1938, when Germany invaded Austria, some 100,000 Austrian civilians were taken to work in Germany, and by August 31, 1939, 70,000 workers from Bohemia and Moravia had been taken to work in Germany. After Germany’s Polish invasion in September 1939 and its invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941, harsh methods were used to recruit workers to work for the German war effort as replacements for the millions of Germans who were fighting in the army.

In opposition to international law, Germany also used prisoners of war (POWs) to help support the German economy. As early as fall 1939, 340,000 Polish POWs were being compelled to work the land, and in August 1942, Germany enacted a decree that made forced labor possible in all occupied countries and POW camps. In Western Europe, local authorities cooperated with the Germans in recruitment in an effort to have their own POWs released or to have the status of their POWs changed to that of foreign workers in Germany.

Although Germany recruited millions of workers between 1942 and 1944, there were never enough for the country’s needs, partly because word had spread about the terrible working conditions and the treatment of foreign workers and partly because of Germany’s impending defeat. Nevertheless, by late 1944, there were 9 million foreign workers (including POWs) in Germany. One out of every five workers was a foreigner, and one out of every four tanks and every four aircraft manufactured in Germany was made by foreign workers.

In most instances, foreign workers were supervised by the Sicherheitspolizei (Security Police) and the Auslandische Arbeiter (Foreign Worker) section of the Gestapo, and members of those groups were guided by racism, xenophobia, and arbitrary decisions. They regarded Poles and Russians as inferior and subhuman beings. Thus, the East European workers were subjected to hard physical labor, humiliated, and severely penalized for misdeeds. They received very low pay, they had to wear special signs on their clothes—“P” for Poles and “Ost” (East) for Russians—and they could not socialize or mix with German society in any way. Germans who had sexual intercourse with foreign workers could be sentenced to death. Even though West European workers were treated better, they also complained that they were treated like slaves. Jews who became foreign workers or were taken as POWs tried to avoid being identified as Jewish.

Most of the 6 million Jews annihilated in the Holocaust were gassed immediately upon arriving by train at one of the six Nazi death camps in Poland. Only a small minority were selected for labor in the death camps or for work in other labor camps. When Germany invaded Poland in September 1939, army units recruited Jews at random for forced labor, including removing roadblocks and paving roads. Not only were the Jews mistreated, but their work was specifically chosen to degrade them. Jews were subject to beatings and harassment like the cutting of their beards.

From October to December 1939 in Poland, the Germans issued decrees drafting into compulsory labor Jewish men and women aged 14 to 60 and children aged 12 to 14. Jews had to register with the Judenrat, the German-imposed local Jewish councils, and they had to carry out temporary work assignments like removing snow, loading goods the Nazis had confiscated from other Jews, and building walls around the Jewish ghettos. Eventually, special labor camps were set up for the Jews; in the Lublin district in Poland alone, there were 29 such camps by July 1940. In August 1940, 20,000 Jews from the ages of 19 to 35 were ordered to report to the labor camps. Many defied the recruitment despite the danger involved in doing so.

Conditions in the labor camps were horrific. Often, the men had no sleeping quarters and had to sleep outside. Sometimes they were not fed even their meager rations, and they were humiliated and persecuted by dogs, Nazi threats, and beatings. Those working on land amelioration projects sometimes had to stand in water to work. Out of 6,000 men sent from the Warsaw Ghetto to labor camps, 1,000 were no longer fit for labor after only two weeks. In Poland’s Lodz Ghetto, the entire Jewish population had to partake in forced labor as the ghettos themselves became labor camps.

Large numbers of Jews worked in German factories in Poland and in ghetto workshops during the last years of the ghettos. At the end of 1940, more than 700,000 Jews were engaged in forced labor in Poland. The figure dropped to 500,000 in 1942 and to little more than 100,000 in mid-1943 owing to the high death rate in the ghettos and to deportations of the Jews from the ghettos to the death camps. Factories using Jewish labor had to pay sizable sums to the German secret police, and Jews had to pay bribes in order to obtain such employment, which they naively believed would exempt them from being deported to the concentration camps.

In mid-1942 and April–May 1943, some of the Jews in the ghettos were taken to the Trawniki and Poniatowa labor camps in Poland, and in November 1943, the Germans murdered 40,000 Jews in those camps. In most work camps, the Jews had to work 10 to 12 hours a day. If Jews were paid, they were paid less than the meager wage that people of other nationalities received. Jewish wages did not enable them to purchase food on the black market, so most of the workers starved.

Jews arriving in Auschwitz who were selected for work and not death faced the horrors of forced labor. Eating only a small piece of bread and watery soup either before or after a long, tough workday, most Jewish prisoners succumbed to diseases like typhus. Health conditions in the camps were primitive and the water undrinkable, and epidemics spread quickly. The Germans kept the Jews in a constant state of terror. People could be shot anytime and for any reason.

Jews had to do the dirty work in the Nazi-instigated death camps against their fellow Jews, often relatives or fellow Jewish community members. Unlucky men and women were selected for the most hideous medical experiments. Jewish prisoners had to clear rocks, fill trains full of dirt, dig trenches and tunnels, sort the possessions of new arrivals (which were confiscated by the Germans), and work in ammunition factories. Mostly, Jews were slave laborers in factories for the German military effort. Whether Jews were making or putting together airplane parts or ammunition, working in coal mines, or working in machine shops, they were abused by the Germans. Jews were compelled to steal in order to survive, and some Jewish women were forced into prostitution.

Toward the end of World War II, Jewish prisoners were often shot in forests or on long marches by foot or journeys by train after camps were evacuated because of Allied bombings. Many Jewish prisoners ended up in Bergen-Belsen, where they were neglected and left to die of typhus. In the last days before liberation, the Germans poisoned potato storehouses so that many Jews died when eating that food, the only food to be found. After liberation by the Allies, many prisoners died from overeating. Most Jews selected for labor in the death camps did not survive until liberation.
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Slavs

The term Slavs denotes a variety of ethnicities and nations in Central, Eastern, and Southeast Europe whose tongues belong to the Slavic language group: “the Slavs” were seen by the Nazis as inferior peoples. In comparison to the Jews, however, they occupied an indeterminate position in the Nazi racial hierarchy. They were collectively or separately characterized as fremdvolkische (“nationally alien”), Untermenschen, or “Asiatic,” and constituted the majority of victims of Nazi annihilation, deportation, and exploitation policies from 1938 to 1945. Nevertheless, representatives of all three Slavic subgroups—Western, Southern, and Eastern—were, at one point or another, accepted as German allies. A number of Nazi publications considered parts (and in some cases all) of the Slavs as belonging to the original “Nordic” or “Indogermanic” peoples. The Third Reich’s attack on Eastern Europe may have been primarily determined by motives other than anti-Slavism, such as anti-Bolshevism and the quest for new Lebensraum, yet implementation of the latter aims accounts only partly for the deaths of the millions of Russians, Ukrainians, Poles, and other Slavs who perished not only in combat against, but primarily under the occupation of, the Wehrmacht and the SS during World War II.

Nineteenth-century German public opinion and research on Eastern Europe and Russia showed, along with certain russophile tendencies, strong currents of anti-Slavism that continued earlier negative stereotypes about Poles and Russians. Views of Slavs as “unhistorical,” “cultureless,” or “barbaric” were voiced by representatives of both Right and Left—including Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. In the volkisch discourse of late imperial Germany, Slavs were described as “racially mixed” or “mongolized.” A significant minority of nationalist and racist publicists with influence on the Nazi movement, including Houston Stuart Chamberlain, did, however, write positively about the Slavs. The Slavs played a relatively minor role in interwar German racist discourse in general and Nazi racial thinking in particular. Both official statements and unofficial procedures of the Third Reich regarding Slavic people continued to be marked by contradictions and shifts right down to 1945. Although the Czechs were viewed by Hitler in the 1920s more negatively than the Poles, German occupation policies in the Reichsprotektorat of Czechoslovakia were more permissive and less violent than those in the Generalgouvernement and other annexed Polish territories. Whereas “only” 40,000 or so Czechs perished during Nazi occupation, the overwhelming majority of the 1.8 to 1.9 million Polish civilian victims of World War II were killed by Germans. In spite of manifest SS anti-Polonism, Himmler’s Generalplan Ost of 1942 made a distinction between eindeutschungsfahige Poles (“those who can be Germanized”) and Poles who were to be deported to Siberia within the next decades. Earlier, the greater part of the Czech population had become regarded as assimilable by the Nazis, while the Slovaks had been allowed to form their own satellite state.

Whereas in the Balkans Orthodox Serbs were among the nations least respected by Hitler, Orthodox Bulgarians (seen as being of Turkic origin) occupied a relatively high position in the Nazi racial hierarchy and were referred to by Joseph Goebbels as “friends.” Bulgaria was permitted to abstain from participation in the attack on the Soviet Union and to pursue an independent policy with regard to its Jews. The Soviet people were labeled “beasts,” “animals,” “half-monkeys,” “hordes,” and the like. Among the approximately 10 million Soviet civilians who perished under the Nazis, there were 3.3 million prisoners of war (POWs), most of them Eastern Slavs. Yet, as the German advance into Russia halted, the Waffen-SS recruited, among other soldiers from the Soviet Union, a specifically Ukrainian division (“Galicia”) and a Belorussian unit. Impressed by the phenotype of the Ukrainians, Hitler, in August 1942, proposed the assimilation of Ukrainian women. Toward the end of the war, German troops were assisted by General Andrei Vlasov’s Russian Popular Army of Liberation, consisting of tens of thousands of Russian POWs and emigrés. The Cossacks—though being Eastern Slavs—were even seen as “Germanic.” Shortly before his suicide, Hitler described the “Slavic race” as stronger than the Germanic one, whose destiny it was to succumb.
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Sobibor

Sobibor was a deportation and death camp established by the Nazis in Poland in April 1942. It was located in modern-day eastern Poland, five miles south of Wlodawa, and like most death camps, it was situated in a sparsely populated, remote area. Measuring 1,969 feet long and 1,312 feet wide, Sobibor was erected along the Chelm-Wlodawa rail line, which facilitated the shipment of detainees into the facility. Surrounded by a high, wire fence, the camp was masked by trees planted along its perimeter, so outsiders would not be aware of its true purpose. Beyond the fence and trees was a 50-foot-wide minefield to thwart escape attempts.

Sobibor was administered by 20–30 Schutsztaffel (SS) and security officials; the guard force numbered between 90 and 120 men, some of whom were Polish or Ukrainian civilians or Soviet prisoners of war. SS First Lieutenant Franz Stangl ran the facility from April until August 1942; he was replaced by SS Captain Franz Reichleitner, who headed the camp until it was decommissioned in November 1943. Most of the Jews sent to Sobibor were from the eastern and northern parts of Poland’s Lublin District, although Jews from Austria, Germany, Bohemia, Slovakia, Moravia, France, and The Netherlands were also sent there.

In May 1942, Sobibor officials began systematically gassing arriving detainees. As train loads of Jews pulled into the reception area, they were herded into platforms, had their valuables taken, and then were forced to disrobe. They were then led into the “tube,” which connected the reception area to the gas chambers. The system could accommodate up to 20 freight cars as a time. Once the victims were in the gas chambers, which the Germans cruelly told them were “showers,” the doors were sealed and they would be gassed to death with carbon monoxide. Sonderkommandos, detainees forced to work in the camps, then emptied the chambers and buried the dead in mass graves; before doing so, they extracted any jewelry or gold fillings from the corpses.

Sobibor was the site of a major detainee uprising in October 1943, which had been in the works since the late spring of 1943. On October 14, after learning that they would likely be deported to other camps, where they would meet a near-certain death, about 600 prisoners killed some 12 German prison administrators and guards. Amid the chaos, at least 300 detainees managed to exit the camp. About 100 were caught in the days immediately after the uprising; the fate of the others is not known.

The following month, SS officials decided to close Sobibor. The remaining prison guards shot any surviving internees still in camp and were ordered to dismantle the gas chambers and bulldoze the facility to the ground. By March 1944, when the last of the guard contingent had left the area, trees had planted over the site of Sobibor to mask its existence. No prisoners were taken to the facility after November 1943. Sobibor was one of six dedicated death camps operated by the Nazis during World War II.
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Social Darwinism

A social theory developed in the second half of the 19th century that applied Darwinistic evolutionary ideas to human society, Social Darwinism was a significant element in Nazi ideology. Natural selection became a central concept in social and political thought soon after the first popularization of Charles Darwin’s evolutionary theory, both in Europe and in North America. Socialist thinkers emphasized the inevitability of social evolution, at the end of which the classless society would arise. Others used Darwin’s thesis to justify the bourgeoisie’s claim to power and social distinctions. Conflicts within societies were now interpreted as much on the premise of the struggle for existence and the survival of the fittest as on the premise of conflicts between peoples and nations. The oppression of colonial peoples and imperialistic expansion projects now acquired a significant natural scientific justification. But within Europe, too, representatives of certain nations such as Britain, France, and Germany thought of themselves as superior to each other and, with the help of Darwinistic ideas, argued the necessity of conflict. War and soldierly virtues were glorified as necessary and beneficial for men and progress.

With the popularization of racist ideas in the second half of the 19th century through Gobineau and others, a synthesis of racism and Social Darwinism was quickly made. In order to be able to survive the necessary struggle between the nations, one’s own “race” must be strengthened. At the end of the 19th century many in Europe and North America thought that they could perceive massive signs of degeneration. The mass misery of the workers caused all kinds of rapid physical and mental decline, violent criminality, and alcoholism. Civilization was interpreted as a disturbance of natural selection, allowing a greater number of the allegedly biologically unfit to survive. Prophets of cultural pessimism prophesied unstoppable decline, unless and until the reproduction of “unworthy” life was blocked and the reproduction of the fittest furthered by massive state intervention.

Social Darwinism and racism were well entrenched both in North America and in Europe by the beginning of World War I. They entered even more into mainstream thinking, a store of ideas that well-known politicians and scientists and many racist, volkisch, nationalistic, and fascist movements (but also reformist groups and splinter groups) could make use of. From the beginning of the 20th century, population policy concepts developed both in Europe and in North America that were intended to assist natural selection through sterilization and control. Some of these concepts were implemented in a few of the U.S. states and in Sweden. Although the U.S. laws on sterilization of the seriously handicapped passed before World War I were applied only in a few cases, they were put forward as a model in Germany. In Sweden, a law was passed on January 1, 1935, that made possible the sterilization of persons with mental and physical illnesses, and it was applied as late as the 1970s.

Social Darwinism served National Socialist ideology as a justification for eugenics, euthanasia, the persecution of the Jews, and war. The radicalization of popular Social Darwinism took place during World War I and during the economic crises of the 1920s and 1930s. With Adolf Hitler and the Nazi Party, a man and a party came to power that implemented Social Darwinistic ideas bound in with racism and anti-Semitism in a regime of terror. The law on the prevention of reproduction by those with inherited disorders, which came into force on January 1, 1934, belongs in this context, like the Nuremberg Race Laws of October 18, 1935, and the Marriage Health Law of October 18, 1935. After the beginning of World War II, all of the remaining barriers fell, and millions—including thousands of persons with mental and physical handicaps—were murdered in the “race war” in which the main targets were Jews and Slavs.
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Sonderkommando

Sonderkommando is a term that refers to internees at Nazi death camps who helped herd newly arriving prisoners into the gas chambers and then deposited their corpses into crematoria. The term, meaning “special commandos” in German, was also used to describe special “killing units” of the Schutzstaffel (SS), which targeted Jews and other “undesirables” as German armies advanced into newly conquered territory. However, its most common usage refers to death camp workers.

Sonderkommandos were invariably young, able-bodied males (virtually all Jewish) who were selected for duty soon after their arrival in the death camps. They helped process newly arrived prisoners and readied them for the gas chambers. This included the removal of their clothing and the shaving of women’s heads. After the victims were gassed to death, they also gathered detainee’s personal possessions, removed any gold that victims might have had in their teeth, and moved the corpses from the gas chambers into the crematoria. The work was grim and gruesome, and shifts lasted for 12 hours, seven days a week.

Because the Sonderkommando were intimately familiar with the Nazis’ factory-like extermination procedures, they were housed in separate barracks, so they could not interact with other internees or tip them off as to their fate. And because the Nazis wished to keep the particulars of their death camps a secret, Sonderkommandos were routinely killed and replaced by newly arriving recruits. The average life span of a Sonderkommando was three to four months. To entice the workers to do such horrific labor, and to prevent them from influencing other inmates, the camp’s administrators usually gave the Sonderkommando special privileges, including better and more abundant food and better housing.

Only a very few of the Sonderkommando survived their ordeal, and some rebelled against their captors. On August 2, 1943, a number of Sonderkommando participated in an uprising at the Treblinka death camp, and nearly 100 prisoners managed to escape. At Auschwitz-Birkenau on October 7, 1944, a carefully planned revolt took place involving a number of Sonderkommando, who managed to destroy one of the camp’s crematoria. For several months prior to the rebellion, prisoners had been hiding gunpowder, which was used to blow up one of the ovens. Perhaps the worst rebellion to take place in the death camps, the unrest killed some 70 SS camp personnel. Several hundred conspirators were subsequently shot and killed, including as many as 450 Sonderkommandos.
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Soviet Union 

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), or Soviet Union, was a large Eurasian nation with a 1940 population of some 193 million, of whom perhaps 7–8 million were of Jewish origin. The USSR was a polyglot nation composed of many different nationalities and religions; at least 170 different languages and dialects were spoken within the nation. The majority of the population—about 100 million people—lived in the largest Soviet republic of Russia. After the communists had taken control of Russia in the 1920s, Jews in general prospered under Soviet rule. While there was certainly anti-Semitism and discrimination, Jews did far better than they had under Tsarist Russia. Between 1925 and 1940, nearly 40 percent of the Jews living in the Pale of Settlement (roughly western Russia, Lithuania, Belarus, Poland, and Moldava) had left the grinding poverty of the countryside to relocate in Russia’s large cities, like Stalingrad and Moscow. This mass migration meant that there would be fewer Jews in areas overrun by the Germans during World War II, sparing hundreds of thousands from the Final Solution. Jews in Russia concentrated on acquiring higher education, making them among the best-educated group in interwar Europe.

Soviet leader Joseph Stalin, ever the scheming pragmatist, entered into a non-aggression pact with Nazi Germany in August 1939, after he was unable to secure a firm alliance with western Europe. Among other things, the pact had clandestinely promised the Soviets free rein in eastern Poland and in parts of the Baltics once the war began between Germany and the West. When war did come in September, the Soviets wasted little time in securing what they believed to be their share of the spoils. In spite of numerous and increasingly disquieting signs that Germany was preparing to invade the USSR, Stalin refused to believe that Hitler would break the 1939 non-aggression pact so quickly. Thus, when the Germans struck on June 22, 1941, the Soviets were ill-prepared for the onslaught.

By early 1942, German forces had occupied all of the former Pale of Settlement as well as Russia west of a line that ran from Stalingrad to Moscow to Rostov. In total, these conquered lands contained a Jewish population of approximately 5 million. The Soviets tried to evacuate as many Jews to the east as possible, mainly from western Russia, but their primary goal was to stop the German offensive before it reached Leningrad and Moscow. Perhaps 1 million Jews were successfully evacuated, leaving some 4 million to stand alone against the Nazi menace. Almost immediately after the June 1941 attack, German mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen) began killing Jews, Roma (Gypsies), and communists in horrifying numbers. By year’s end, the killing squads had murdered approximately 15 percent of the Jews in the newly-occupied areas. Intent on exterminating all of the Jews, concentration and death camps proliferated, where Jews were deported en masse and killed with frightening efficiency.

The Soviets finally stopped the German offensive at Stalingrad in February 1942, which was the turning point of the war in the east; from then on, the Germans would engage in a gradual fighting retreat that would not end until 1945, when Germany was defeated by the Allied powers. The USSR suffered grievously during the war, certainly more than any other belligerent in terms of human and material losses. Millions of civilians died from starvation, disease, or war violence and millions more were displaced. Much of the Soviet countryside in the western areas was decimated, first by retreating Soviet soldiers and then by retreating German forces. Estimates now place Soviet war deaths at 27–28 million, including 7–8 million military dead and 19–20 million civilian dead. The Soviets claimed that 1,700 towns and some 70,000 villages were destroyed, while major cities like Stalingrad, Odessa, Kiev, and Leningrad also suffered catastrophic damage. An estimated 25 million Soviets were left homeless at war’s end, and estimates indicate that at least 25 percent of the total national wealth of the country was wiped out between 1941 and 1945.

For Jews, the losses were even more staggering. Almost all of the Jews in the Pale of Settlement areas were killed, perhaps as many as 3.5–4 million people. Although the precise number of Jews killed in the USSR and its western satellites and republics is difficult to pinpoint exactly, scholars estimate that anywhere from 5.75 million to 5.9 million may have died there between 1940 and 1945. These numbers include deaths by all causes, including those in concentration camps. On the other hand, as many as 600,000 Jews fought in the Soviet army between 1941 and 1945, of whom approximately 143,000 were killed in action. Clearly, the epicenter of the Holocaust unfolded in areas that had been controlled by the Soviets prior to 1941.

After the war, Jews enjoyed a brief period of relative calm under Stalin’s watch. Although the dictator had taken an official anti-Zionist stance for years, he hoped that the creation of the State of Israel would usher in a socialist regime in the Middle East. Thus, he tacitly encouraged an Israeli state, which he believed would offset Western influence in the Middle East and which might be incorporated into the communist orbit. When that failed to materialize, he ordered an internal backlash aimed at Jews. In August 1952, Soviet authorities quietly arrested and executed 13 important Jewish actors, writers, poets, and other intellectuals. For years, the Soviets denied that these events took place. After Stalin’s death in 1953, anti-Semitism in the USSR became far more subdued, although it never disappeared entirely.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Belarus; Einsatzgruppen; Estonia; Latvia; Lithuania; Poland


Further Reading

Barber, John, and Mark Harrison. The Soviet Home Front, 1941–1945: A Social and Economic History of the USSR in World War II. London: Longman, 1991.

Garrard, John, ed. World War II and the Soviet People. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993.

Linz, Susan J. The Impact of World War II on the Soviet Union. Totowa, NJ: Rowman and Allanheld, 1985.



SS St. Louis, Cruise of the

On May 13, 1939, 937 mostly Jewish passengers set sail on the luxury liner St. Louis destined for Cuba and freedom. They had been able to obtain American quota designations promising them eventual entry into the United States. In the interim, special permits had been issued to permit them temporary residence in Cuba while their American visas were being processed. A day before departure, however, the president of Cuba invalidated the landing permits, unbeknownst to the passengers and Gustav Schroeder, the captain of the German luxury liner, who did everything in his power to make his passengers comfortable. He removed a picture of the Fuehrer from the social hall of the boat and permitted religious services to take place, much to the consternation of some National Socialist crew members. When the liner arrived and docked in Havana, the passengers gathered on the decks and joyfully greeted relatives below. Soon, however, they and the captain were advised that they would not be able to set foot on Cuban soil unless they came up with an unexpected $1 million, a sum impossible to raise in spite of furious negotiations between the Cuban government and members of the American Joint Distribution Committee in the United States.

[image: ]

In desperation, the passengers sent a telegram to President Franklin D. Roosevelt, asking him personally for help. Captain Schroeder also appealed to the U.S. government on behalf of his passengers. An editorial appearing in the New York Times expressed the sentiments shared by many: “We can only hope that some hearts will soften and some refuge will be found. The cruise of the St. Louis cries to high heaven of man’s inhumanity to man.” All this was to no avail. The decision to bar the refugees from entering the United States reflected widespread feelings against immigrants.

On the return journey to Europe, the passengers could clearly see the lights of Miami. They also noticed a U.S. Coast Guard ship patrolling the waters. The passengers at first believed it was there to assist them, but instead it was making sure none of them jumped overboard to swim to shore. Captain Schroeder devised a plan, if all else failed, to run the St. Louis close to the Sussex coast of England, set the ship on fire, and evacuate the passengers ashore. In the meantime, negotiators from the American Joint Distribution Committee had worked around the clock to make arrangements for the passengers to enter Belgium, Holland, France, and England. On Tuesday, June 13, 1939, the world learned that the “wandering refugees” would not be returning to Germany.

Only the 288 passengers able to disembark in England survived the war; almost all the others ended up in death camps after the Germans invaded their respective countries. In 1957, two years before his death, the West German government honored Schroeder for his important role in saving the passengers of the St. Louis on their ill-fated trip to Cuba.
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SS-Totenkopfverbande

Specially trained SS (Schutzstaffel) personnel whose primary job was to provide administrative and guard duties for Nazi German concentration camps. SS-Totenkopfverbände (SS-TV) can be translated as “Death’s Head Squad.” By early 1934, SS head Heinrich Himmler had gained control over Germany’s nascent system of concentration camps. He created an inspectorate of camps and named General Theodor Eicke chief inspector. Eicke already had charge over the camp at Dachau, which would serve as a model for all subsequent camps. In April 1934, Eicke established the SS-TV. All SS-TV personnel were highly trained and were thus well placed to maintain day-to-day operations in the camps, including discipline, which as time progressed became more and more brutal for internees. In 1937, there were just four concentration camps in Germany; that number increased dramatically as Germany established many other camps within its borders as well as in those areas occupied by German troops after the war began in 1939. In 1939, the SS-TV had some 24,000 personnel, a number that had nearly doubled to 40,000 by early 1945.

After 1938, concentration camps became important not only in terms of the Holocaust, but also because they became a centerpiece of Germany’s forced labor system, particularly in occupied areas outside Germany. The SS-TV created a string of forced labor camps, which lent out internees to civilian contractors for a profit. In some instances, the SS-TV actually owned companies, using concentration camp internees as forced labor. Meanwhile, in 1939 a combat division of the SS-TV was formed, which later became part of the Waffen-SS, which was the armed branch of the SS. The uniforms of the SS-TV were adorned with a menacing skull-and-crossbones patch, a grim reminder of its sizable role in the Holocaust.

Between 1939 and 1945 alone, it is estimated that the SS-TV was directly responsible for the murders of at least 2 million prisoners. They included Jews, political dissidents, Roma (Gypsies), Jehovah’s Witnesses, homosexuals, alleged career criminals, and others. After the war ended in 1945, a number of SS-TV officers were tried for various war crimes and crimes against humanity.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Concentration Camps; Eicke, Theodor; Heydrich, Reinhard; Himmler, Heinrich; Waffen-SS


Further Reading

Fischer, Klaus. Nazi Germany: A New History. New York: Continuum Publishing Co., 1995.

Höhne, Heinz. The Order of the Death’s Head: The Story of Hitler’s SS. New York: Penguin, 2001.



Stein, Edith

Germany’s Edith Stein was a Jew whose study of philosophy and metaphysics led her on a religious odyssey from the Judaism of her family through atheism and eventually to an embrace of Catholicism. In 1933, she became a Catholic nun, but her association with the Church did not spare her from persecution as a Jew in the Holocaust during World War II. The Catholic Church has honored Stein not only for her religious struggles but also for her bravery in the face of death, canonizing her in October 1998.

Stein was born in Breslau, Germany (present-day Wroclaw, Poland), on October 12, 1891. She was the youngest of seven children in an orthodox Jewish family. Her father ran a lumberyard, and when he died suddenly in 1893, his wife, Auguste, was left to take over not only as head of the household, but also head of the business. Auguste was a resourceful woman, however, and proved an extremely successful businessperson.

Stein herself proved equally resourceful, though more restless than her mother. At the age of six, she demanded to be admitted to school early. At 13, she made a permanent decision to reject Judaism and declared herself an atheist. In 1911, she entered the University of Breslau but quickly became disillusioned with the intellectual opportunities there.

Although Stein hated the idea of leaving her mother, her intellectual curiosity took her to Goettingen, where she studied with Edmund Husserl, a philosophy professor who was building a reputation for his innovative theories on human thought and experience. Stein struggled through her years as a student, often feeling overwhelmed and depressed. She interrupted her studies during World War I to work as a volunteer nurse. In 1916, Stein managed to finish her dissertation, graduated summa cum laude, and continued to work as an assistant to Husserl, who was now in Freiburg. He proved a difficult boss, giving her little credit for her work editing his manuscripts. Her own academic future remained highly uncertain since most universities remained adamantly opposed to hiring a female philosophy professor.

In 1921, an entirely different path opened for Stein. After reading the autobiography of St. Teresa of Ávila, Stein was so affected that she not only rejected atheism, but converted to Catholicism. On January 1, 1922, she was baptized in her new faith. Her mother refused to accept her conversion, and many of her friends cut off contact with her altogether.

Stein gave up her position with Husserl and began teaching at a Dominican college in Speyer. During her tenure there, which lasted until 1932, she translated St. Thomas Aquinas’s De veritate (On Truth). After leaving Speyer, Stein took a position at the German Institute for Scientific Pedagogy in Muenster. She was forced to resign the post a year later as a result of anti-Semitic laws passed by the new Nazi government. Alarmed by Nazi activity, Stein wrote to Pope Pius XI asking him to condemn Nazi anti-Semitism. Her letter went unanswered.

In October 1933, Stein entered the Carmelite convent at Cologne, where she was given the religious name of Teresa Blessed by the Cross. Even as a nun, she continued to pursue her scholarship. While in Cologne, she completed a metaphysical work, Finite and Eternal Being, which was an effort to reconcile the philosophies of Aquinas and her former mentor, Husserl.

In 1938, Stein’s life in Cologne was disrupted by the growing threat of Nazi persecution of all Jews. For her protection, Stein was transferred to the Carmelite convent at Echt, the Netherlands. As she was forced to flee, she expressed concern for the plight of her family, but she looked to her religious training, both old and new, for consolation. On October 31, 1938, she wrote of her religious exile: “I keep having to think of Queen Esther who was taken from among her people precisely so that she might represent them before the king. I am a very poor and powerless little Esther, but the King who chose me is infinitely great and merciful. That is such a great comfort.” Stein hoped that her conversion to Catholicism might now serve her in aiding her fellow Jews.

Stein’s move to the Dutch convent secured her safety for only a short period of time. Early in World War II, the Nazis invaded the Netherlands. In 1942, to punish the Catholic community for the criticism by the Dutch bishop of the Nazi regime, Catholics of Jewish descent were deported to Auschwitz. Stein and her sister Rosa, also a convert living in the Echt convent, were among those sent to the death camp. Both women died in the Auschwitz gas chambers on August 9, 1942.

Stein has proved as controversial to the religious community in death as she did to her friends and family in life. The Catholic Church chose to honor her as a martyr for her faith. On May 1, 1987, Pope John Paul II beatified her (declared her a blessed person). Efforts to declare Stein a saint created dissent among Jewish leaders, who pointed out that she was sent to her death not for her Catholic faith but for her Jewish heritage. The Catholic Church, however, has remained committed to its veneration of Stein, officially canonizing her in a ceremony held on October 11, 1998.

ILISA HOROWITZ

See also: Catholic Church


Further Reading

Baseheart, Mary Catharine. Person in the World: Introduction to the Philosophy of Edith Stein. Boston: Kluwer Academic, 1997.

Graef, Hilda C. The Scholar and the Cross: The Life and Work of Edith Stein. Westminster, MD: Newman Press, 1955.

Herbstrith, Waltraud. Edith Stein: A Biography. San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985.

Stein, Edith. Life in a Jewish Family: Her Unfinished Autobiographical Account. Washington, DC: ICS Publications, 1986.



Streicher, Julius 

German politician and rabid anti-Semitic Nazi propagandist. Julius Streicher was born in Fleinhausen (Bavaria) on February 12, 1885. He eventually became a schoolteacher, and in 1909 he took an administrative post at a secondary school in Nuremberg. He saw military service during World War I, and in the immediate aftermath of that conflict he became involved in radical, right-wing politics. Shortly thereafter, he founded the Nuremberg chapter of the German Socialist Party, an entity that was in fact not socialist at all but rather fiercely anti-Semitic, anti-Catholic, and intensely nationalistic. Streicher helped merge the party with the incipient National Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nazi Party) in 1922, making him one of Adolf Hitler’s oldest political associates.

A year later, in 1923, Streicher began publishing Der Sturmer (The Attacker), a reactionary anti-Semitic newspaper that served as a useful tool for Nazi propaganda and which reinforced that party’s bizarre racial policies. After being a participant in Adolf Hitler’s abortive Beer Hall Pusch later that same year, Steicher was fired from his teaching position. Thereafter, he concentrated on his newspaper, which grew substantially in readership, and engaged in elicit right-wing political activities. From 1924 until 1932, he also held a seat in the Bavarian assembly. After Hitler was released from jail, he named Streicher head of the Nazi Party’s Franconia District, which included Streicher’s home town of Nuremberg.

After Hitler and the Nazis came to power in 1933, Streicher organized the April 1 boycott of Jewish-owned businesses in Germany. In 1935, he helped formulate the infamous Nuremberg Laws, which formed the basis of German racial policies and, later, of the Holocaust. Meanwhile, Streicher’s newspaper and other publishing ventures had reached the pinnacle of success, and the publisher continued to enjoy the confidence of Hitler. Nevertheless, Streicher was viewed by many Nazi leaders as a loose cannon: he was vain, mercurial, and greedy. His political downfall came in 1939, when he was foolish enough to publicly castigate Reich Marshall Herman Goering. This episode resulted in his effective banishment from the Nazi Party. Der Sturmer continued on, however, until early 1945.

In May 1945, after Germany was defeated, Allied troops took Streicher into custody and charged him with crimes against humanity. He was convicted by the International Military Tribunal in Nuremberg and sentenced to death on October 1, 1946. Streicher was hanged on October 16, 1946, in Nuremberg.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Der Sturmer; Holocaust, Propaganda in the


Further Reading

Bytwerk, Randall L. Julius Streicher: Nazi Editor of the Notorious Anti-Semitic Newspaper Der Sturmer. New York: Cooper Square Press, 2001.

Showalter, Dennis E. Little Man What Now? Der Sturmer in the Weimer Republic. Hamden, CT: Archon Book, 1982.



Stutthof

Stutthof was a Nazi forced-labor and concentration camp located in a parsely populated area west of Stutthof, some 22 miles east of Danzig (Gdansk), Poland.

Stuthoff was established in September 1939, in the immediate aftermath of the German invasion of Poland, which began on September 1. Initially, it served as a civilian prison camp and was administered by the Danzig police; in November 1941, it became a “labor education” camp, which was supervised by the Sicherheitzpolizei (German Security Police). In January 1942, Stutthof became a full-fledged concentration camp. At that time, the Schutzstaffel (SS) provided guards for the facility, who were joined by Ukrainian auxiliary personnel beginning in early 1943. The prison expanded exponentially between 1939 and 1944, eventually encompassing 105 subcamps throughout central and northern Poland. The two principal subcamps were Elbing and Thorn.

Nearly all the prisoners at Stutthof were compelled to work as forced laborers. Some worked in workshops on premises, while others worked in local agriculture, various privately owned industries, brickyards, or the German Equipment Works (DAW). Overwork and exhaustion were commonplace, and a sizable number of prisoners became sick or died as a result. The prison was greatly enlarged in 1943, as a new camp was built adjacent to the original facility. In 1944, a large aircraft manufacturing facility was built in nearby Stutthof, which caused the detainee population at the prison to increase markedly.

At first, most of Stutthof’s prisoners were non-Jewish civilian Poles. Later, as the Jewish population increased, many Jews from Bialystok and Warsaw were housed there. Beginning in 1944, as Soviet troops pushed east, the Germans transferred a large number of Jews to Stutthof from concentration camps located in the Baltics. It is estimated that Stutthof and its subcamps housed more than 100,000 prisoners in its six-year lifespan.

Conditions at Stutthof were grim. Food and adequate clothing were always in short supply, living conditions were squalid, and medical care was nonexistent. Typhus epidemics took a dreadful toll during the winters of 1942 and 1944. Guards routinely brutalized detainees, and prisoners who fell ill from disease or overwork were gassed in the on-site gas chamber. Others were given lethal injections.

As Allied forces began to press into the region, in January 1945 the Germans decided to evacuate Stutthof’s prisoners. At least 50,000 prisoners, most of them Jews, were force-marched out of the camp. Some 5,000 people were marched to the Baltic Sea, forced into the water, and mowed down by machine-gun fire. Most of the other detainees were marched into eastern Germany amid brutal cold and snow. Many died of exposure or were killed by guards. In April, the rest of the prisoners were forced toward the sea, where hundreds were murdered. About 4,000 were sent to Germany by boat, and a sizable number drowned during the perilous voyage. At least 25,000 prisoners died during the evacuations alone, or one out of every two detainees. A total of 60,000 prisoners died between 1939 and 1945. Soviet troops liberated the camp in May 1945, finding only about 100 detainees who had hidden and escaped the brutal evacuations.
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Sugihara, Chiune

Chiune Sugihara was a Japanese diplomat who issued travel visas in direct defiance of his government’s wishes that enabled more than 6,000 Jewish refugees to escape to safety during World War II. His accomplishment in rescuing Jews from the Holocaust ranks with that of famed saviors Oskar Schindler and Raoul Wallenberg.

Sugihara was born in Yaotsu, a town in the prefecture of Gifu, Japan, on January 1, 1900. His parents were Yoshimizu and Yatsu, and he had one sister and four brothers. Yoshimizu raised his children under the strict code of ethics that characterized samurai tradition in Japan. After completing his secondary education with honors, Sugihara defied his father’s wish that he enter the medical profession and enrolled in Waseda University in 1918 to study English literature. A year later, he moved to a foreign language institute in Harbin, Manchuria, to study Russian after passing an overseas studies exam administered by the Japanese Foreign Affairs Ministry. In 1924, he graduated (again with honors) and began a diplomatic career by accepting a clerical position at the Japanese consulate in Harbin. While there, he continued to study the Russian language and also acquired a proficiency in German.

In 1932, Sugihara was promoted to deputy consul in the Japanese Foreign Ministry in Manchuria. In that capacity, he successfully negotiated the purchase of the Northern Manchurian Railroad, a vital component of Manchuria’s economic infrastructure, from the Soviet Union. He also converted to Orthodox Christianity during that time. In 1934, he resigned his post in protest of Japan’s treatment of the Chinese in occupied Manchuria that had followed the Manchurian invasion. He returned to Tokyo the following year, where he married Yukiko Kikuchi. Her assistance would later prove invaluable to Sugihara’s efforts at rescuing Jewish refugees in Lithuania toward the end of 1940.

In 1937, Sugihara was assigned by the Foreign Affairs Ministry in Tokyo to the Japanese embassy in Helsinki, Finland, where he served in the capacity of interpreter and secretary. He remained there for two years, until he was dispatched to open an embassy in Kovno (now Kaunas), then the capital of Lithuania, in March 1939.

When Germany launched the Polish invasion in September 1939, thousands of Jewish refugees fled to Lithuania to escape Nazi atrocities. In June 1940, the Soviet Union invaded Lithuania, and Soviet authorities would not allow Jews to emigrate from Soviet-occupied territory without special travel documents. Although Germany and the Soviet Union were not yet at war, Soviet anti-Semitism was strong and Nazi troops were very near the border of Lithuania, prompting thousands of Jewish refugees to line up outside the Japanese embassy in hopes of securing transit visas to East Asia.

In preparation for annexing the Baltic states, Soviet authorities issued an order requiring that all foreign embassies vacate Lithuania in July 1940. Sugihara was able to negotiate a three-week extension, during which time he risked his career, and possibly his life, to issue more than 2,000 travel visas that facilitated the escape of more than 6,000 Jewish refugees to Japanese territory. With help from his wife, he tirelessly wrote and signed visas by hand, pausing very little to eat or sleep. He handed out the last visas from the window of his train as it left the station in Kovno on September 1, 1940.

Sugihara’s actions were in direct defiance of the official Japanese governmental policy toward Jews formulated in December 1938, which favored resistance to Jewish immigration and stipulated the possibility of expelling Jews already living within territory occupied by the Japanese. After three attempts to secure approval for issuing the visas were denied by the Japanese government, Sugihara and his wife consulted on the matter and decided to do what they felt was morally right, regardless of the consequences.

Many of the refugees saved by Sugihara ended up in Shanghai, China, resulting in the growth of a substantial Jewish community there that was allowed to flourish. Despite the insistence of their German allies, the Japanese government was ultimately unwilling to round up and murder Jews within their territory, nor did they follow through on their preliminary plans for mass deportation.

The Japanese government was willing to overlook Sugihara’s disobedience for the moment, possibly because of his strong diplomatic skills and credentials. He spent the rest of the war working in several posts, initially as diplomatic consul in Czechoslovakia in 1940. In 1941, he transferred first to the Japanese legation in Konigsberg, Germany, and later to the Japanese embassy in Romania. He stayed in Romania through the end of World War II, at which point his family’s return to Japan was delayed by a period of imprisonment in a Soviet internment camp. Released in 1946, they traveled across the Soviet Union on the Trans-Siberian Railroad and returned to their home country. Failing to secure a new post, Sugihara resigned from the Foreign Affairs Ministry in 1947, taking up residence on the outskirts of Tokyo in Fujisawa.

Although his diplomatic career was ruined, Sugihara was eventually able to find steady work as a manager in an international export company, due in large part to his foreign language skills. That job separated him from his family, as he was required to live in Moscow for many years while they remained in Japan. During that period, he adopted the pseudonym Sempo Sugiwara to disguise his true identity from Soviet authorities.

In 1978, the government of Israel honored Sugihara with a medal for saving the lives of thousands of Jews during the Holocaust. In 1985, he was recognized by Yad Vashem (The Holocaust Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Remembrance Authority) as “Righteous among the Nations,” Israel’s highest honor. Unfortunately, Sugihara’s health prevented him from traveling, so his wife and son departed for Jerusalem to accept the honor on his behalf.

On July 31, 1986, Sugihara died at his residence in Fujisawa at the age of 86. A monument was posthumously erected in his honor in Lithuania in 1991, and the Chiune Sugihara Memorial was opened in his hometown of Yaotsu in 2000. He has often been quoted as explaining his actions with the phrase: “I may have to disobey my government, but if I don’t I would be disobeying God.”
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Survival in Auschwitz

Survival in Auschwitz is a memoir by Primo Levi, a Holocaust survivor who was interned at the Auschwitz concentration camp during World War II. The book was first published in 1947, in Italian, under the far more prosaic title If This Is a Man (Se questo è un uomo). The work had a very limited press run until 1957, when it was reissued and became more popular. It was translated into English in 1959 and has since been published in dozens of other languages. The book was among the first published accounts of life at Auschwitz and is now considered a seminal and classic work on the Holocaust.

Levi, an Italian Jew from Turin, had been a member of the anti-Fascist Italian resistance during World War II. A chemist by education, he was arrested by German occupation authorities in December 1943 and deported to Auschwitz in February 1944. He was one of 650 Jews to be deported from Italy at that time. When Soviet forces liberated Auschwitz in late January 1945, only 20 of those 650 Jewish internees remained alive, including Levi.

Levi begins his book with a poem “If . . .” The poem both explains the original Italian title and establishes the work’s main theme—how to maintain humanity in an atmosphere of utter inhumanity. It specifically addresses the Germans’ treatment of prisoners as subhumans and how Auschwitz detainees like Levi maintained their humanity despite such horrific treatment. Levi goes on to detail the horrors and physical and mental strains associated with Auschwitz. Living conditions were filthy and appallingly inadequate. Food was scarce and virtually unpalatable. Sickness and disease ran rampant among the prisoners, and internees suffered from extreme winter cold and a lack of heating and adequate clothing. On the coldest nights, prisoners slept two to a cot to keep warm. Beatings from guards were routine. But Levi goes far beyond descriptions of Auschwitz in the book; he philosophizes about how and why he survived and how his experiences speak to the entirety of humanity.

Levi describes how the “ordinary moral world” was turned upside down at Auschwitz. Concepts like justice and injustice and right and wrong became nearly indistinguishable. Understanding that, he claims, helped him survive his ordeal without being permanently disabled mentally. Survival at Auschwitz meant divesting oneself of self-respect and dignity because the constant dehumanization to which he and others were subjected ultimately led to his own dehumanization.

Levi also argues that to survive at Auschwitz, one had to prioritize one’s desires. Focusing on large issues like hunger or illness was fruitless because nothing could be done about them, and to dwell on them invited insanity. Instead, he concentrated on smaller things, like waiting for spring, which he knew would come no matter what. Focusing on the cold—rather than hunger—during the winter helped him distract his mind from thoughts of food. After the Germans abandoned the camp as Soviet forces approached, Levi was left there to die, his body wracked with scarlet fever. After spending several months in Soviet custody, Levi returned to Turin in the fall of 1945.

Levi’s book is often philosophical and even witty, but it is always compelling and illuminating.
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Sweden

Sweden is a Scandinavian country situated in north-central Europe. Sweden’s population in 1939 was approximately 6.5 million, with only a tiny minority of Jews, perhaps numbering only several hundred. Sweden had a long-standing tradition of neutrality, and had remained aloof from World War I. When World War II began on September 1, 1939, the Swedish government immediately declared its neutrality, although the nation was tied to Germany economically. At the time, Sweden was supplying some 50 percent of Germany’s iron-ore imports. Sweden provided moral support for Finland during the Finnish-Soviet War (Winter War), and at least 10,000 Swedes volunteered in that effort, although the Swedes were careful not be drawn directly into the conflict themselves. When Germany invaded Norway and Denmark in the spring of 1940, the Swedish government augmented its defenses but insisted on neutrality.

Eventually, Sweden was cut off from much of the rest of the world and fell increasingly within the German orbit. To prevent a German invasion and occupation, the Swedes temporarily accommodated Berlin, including permission to employ Swedish rail lines to supply German troops in Norway. Germany also compelled Sweden to permit the passage through Sweden of a German Army division in preparation for the June 1941 attack on the Soviet Union.

By the late summer of 1943, with German military fortunes flagging and under pressure from Allied nations, Sweden revoked its transit arrangements with the Germans. Thereafter, although it remained neutral, Sweden in fact generally worked with the Allies to bring an end to the war. It did not, however, insert any of its military forces into the fighting.

During the war, Sweden ended up becoming a significant refuge for Jews fleeing persecution and potential death in other areas of Europe. In fact, numerous Swedes, encouraged by their government, undertook a sizable number of rescue missions. In the fall of 1943, some 5,500 Danish Jews were spirited out of that country and sent by boats to Sweden, where they took up residence until war’s end. Many Swedes in fact supported and aided the Danish resistance movement. Beginning in the summer of 1941, at least 900 Jews from Norway took up temporary asylum in Sweden. Sweden also became a destination for Jews fleeing the war in the Baltics.

In the late winter and spring of 1945, as the war in Europe was drawing to an end, the Swedish Red Cross, along with Danish officials, launched a major campaign to rescue prisoners being held in various European prison-of-war and concentration camps. The effort began as a way to rescue prisoners of war, but was soon expanded to include civilian internees. After being rescued, most were transported to Sweden. The Swedish Red Cross reported that 15,345 prisoners were rescued, of whom half were Scandinavian and the rest from other parts of Europe. Only a minority of these individuals was Jewish, but the effort helped Sweden overcome suspicions that it had accommodated the Nazis too generously in the early years of the war.
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Szeptycki, Andreas Alexander 

Andreas Alexander Szeptycki was a Polish-born Ukrainian-Greek Catholic priest and prelate who served as the archbishop of Lvov (Lviv) in southeastern Poland from 1901 until 1944.

Szeptycki was born on July 29, 1865, in Przylbice, Poland, into an aristocratic family with strong ties to the Church. He studied in Krakow and Wroclaw, Poland, earning a doctorate in law in 1888. He then entered a seminary in Domobryl, taking the name Andrew (Andreas); his given name had been Roman. He was ordained a deacon in August 1892 and became a priest in the Order of St. Basil that same year. In 1894, he earned a doctorate in theology from the Jesuit seminary at Krakow. A well-respected and learned clergyman, Szeptycki was named bishop of Ivano-Frankivsk (Stanislawow) in 1899. The following year, Szeptycki was appointed archbishop of Lvov and was confirmed in that position in 1901. He held that position for the remainder of his life.

In the early 1900s, Szeptycki visited the United States and Canada, where he ministered to Ukrainian-Greek Catholic enclaves. He spoke out against the outbreak of World War I in 1914 and was arrested and jailed by Russian authorities. Szeptycki had always been a proponent of religious ecumenism, and his interest in this went beyond Christian denominations. Indeed, he had studied Hebrew in the seminary and regularly visited Jewish communities, where he read from the Torah and ministered.

On September 22, 1939, Soviet troops rushed into Lvov, which had been under Polish control, and occupied the city. Meanwhile, as German troops occupied western Poland, an influx of some 200,000 Polish Jews flooded into the city. The Soviets forced many of Lvov’s Jews to liquidate their businesses and close their synagogues, part of a wider effort to “Ukrainize” the city. Archbishop Szeptycki publicly denounced Soviet policy, but his protestations had little impact on Soviet occupation authorities.

After the German invasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941, the Germans occupied Lvov and began to implement the Final Solution there. Jews were targeted, persecuted, rounded up, placed in a squalid ghetto, and many were deported to death camps. Szeptycki was outraged and deeply troubled by German policies toward Jews, and he took a public stand early on in which he denounced anti-Jewish activities. He also instructed his clergy to report to him anti-Semitic activities and to preach against anti-Semitism. He even wrote and distributed a pastoral letter entitled “Thou Shalt Not Kill,” which was aimed at German occupation officials, and threatened to excommunicate anyone in his flock who collaborated with Nazi officials. By 1943, the archbishop was sheltering 21 Jews in his home and cathedral and had facilitated the sheltering of as many as 200 other Jews in monasteries and convents under his control.

Szeptycki was hailed by the Jewish community as a Righteous Gentile, and in general his tenure in office brought much good to the archdiocese. Szeptycki died in Lvov on November 4, 1944. He is considered the 20th century’s most influential prelate in eastern Poland and Ukraine.
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Taylor, Telford 

American lawyer best known for his role as the counsel for the prosecution at the Nuremberg Trials. Telford Taylor was born in Schenectady, New York, on February 24, 1908. After graduating from Harvard Law School in 1932, he held a series of legal jobs with the federal government. One of these would have a profound impact on his career. From 1939 to 1940, Taylor was a special assistant to U.S. attorney general Robert Jackson. During World War II, Taylor joined the U.S. Army as a major in 1942, rising to the rank of colonel by 1944. He worked in intelligence analyzing information obtained from the Ultra code. Near the end of the war, Justice Robert Jackson, U.S. prosecutor for the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, had remembered Taylor’s earlier work and personally requested him for his staff. Taylor acknowledged that he had no experience with international law in general or war crimes in particular. Taylor also believed that, despite the high-profile nature of the appointment, it would be detrimental to his legal career because he had planned to enter private practice after the war. Nevertheless, the excitement of the work involved convinced him to take the job. Although motivated largely by his own admittedly selfish reasons, Taylor devoted himself wholeheartedly to bringing to fair and impartial justice those who had committed war crimes.

As the Allies gathered more information related to Nazi atrocities, it became clear that there was a need for more trials than the ones convened by the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, which tried the top-ranking Nazis. Taylor thus became the chief U.S. prosecutor for the 12 trials conducted under Control Council Law Number 10. Taylor helped prosecute judges, industrialists, doctors and others, all in the same manner, adhering strictly to due process and the rules of evidence. He left Nuremberg still committed to law, but seeing a need for international law that would be applied fairly to all belligerents, not just those on the losing side of war.

Once discharged, Taylor briefly worked with the Small Defense Plants Administration. He then became a private attorney, about the same time that Republican senator Joseph McCarthy began his anti-Communist witch hunt in 1950. Taylor was one of the few men who stood up to McCarthy early on, denouncing his actions in speech after speech and defending many of those McCarthy had accused of “un-American activities.” His past experience trying Nazis was one of the reasons he opposed McCarthy so vehemently. Indeed, he viewed McCarthy’s attempts to subvert the democratic process as the equivalent of the take over of the German government by the Nazis in the 1930s.

After taking on McCarthy, who fell from grace in 1954, Taylor turned to writing. In all he wrote nine books, most focusing on World War II and receiving critical acclaim. His 1992 book, The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trials: A Personal Biography, told the story of his experiences as a war crimes prosecutor. Taylor never left the law completely, however, and served as a special observer to the 1961 Adolf Eichmann Trial in Israel, which he denounced as violative of due process and fairness. He also worked to help free Jews imprisoned in the Soviet Union. Taylor died on May 23, 1998, in New York City.
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Theresienstadt 

Located in the town of Terezin, some 35 miles from Prague in northwestern Czechoslovakia, Theresienstadt was a Nazi-established Jewish ghetto as well as a concentration and transit camp. The camp was contained within an old fortress constructed in the 17th century. It became operational on November 24, 1941, and was liberated by Soviet troops on May 8, 1945. Theresienstadt was designed to fulfill two primary functions. First, it was a transit point for Czech Jews who were being deported to concentration camps, death camps, and forced-labor camps located in Eastern Europe and the Balkans. Second, it was a ghetto-labor camp where elderly, disabled, or well-known Jews were housed. The Nazis perpetrated an elaborate hoax by implying that detainees who remained at Theresienstadt were being treated well as “retirees”; they even called the camp a “spa town.”

In 1942, the Nazis began deporting large numbers of Jews at Theresienstadt to the east, where many perished. Nevertheless, the Germans continued to allude to the camp in quite glowing terms in an effort to disguise their activities and keep the outside world from learning about the true enormity of the building Holocaust. In 1944, the Germans allowed representatives of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) to visit the facility, after receiving negative press about the Nazis’ deportation of Dutch Jews to Theresienstadt. The visit occurred in June 1944. When ICRC officials arrived, they were impressed with what they saw. Gardens had been cultivated, barracks were clean and renovated, and buildings were freshly painted. Camp officials even staged social and cultural events for their visitors, many of which included detainees. When the ICRC personnel left, however, deportations from Theresienstadt were resumed, and they continued until October 1944. Camp authorities had, of course, forced internees to perform renovations and other projects prior to the ICRC’s visit.

At least 140,000 Jews were either interned or passed through Theresienstadt between 1941 and 1945. Of that number, some 90,000 were ultimately deported to death or concentration camps in the east; the vast majority of them perished. Some 5,000 children were transported to the east via Theresienstadt, and it is estimated that about 90 percent of them died in death camps. The death toll within the camp is estimated at 33,000. Many of those individuals died from disease, illness, malnutrition, exposure, or abuse by camp personnel. By mid-1942, the death toll became so high that camp authorities had to build a crematorium just outside the walls that accommodated as many as 200 bodies per day.

Unlike most concentration camps, Theresienstadt boasted a vibrant cultural scene; in this case, it resembled many Jewish ghettos. Because the facility housed a number of artists, writers, teachers, actors, and musicians from Czechoslovakia, Germany, and Austria, detainees benefitted from concerts, plays, lectures, art exhibits, and other cultural happenings. The library at Theresienstadt held an impressive 60,000 volumes, and although they were officially forbidden from instructing children, older internees held daily classes for hundreds of students.

On May 2, 1945, with Nazi leader Adolf Hitler dead and Soviet forces pressing in from the east, camp personnel turned over control of Theresienstadt to the ICRC. Soviet troops officially liberated the facility on May 8.
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Third Reich

The Third Reich, or Third Empire, was the name used by the Nazi Party to describe Germany under its rule. Nazi propagandists also called it the “Thousand Year Empire,” but it lasted just 12 years, from 1933 until Germany’s defeat in World War II in 1945. During that span, the Third Reich persecuted and killed millions of people for racial and political reasons, started World War II, and brought unparalleled destruction to the continent of Europe.

The Third Reich was proclaimed when the Nazis assumed political power in Germany in 1933. Although much power was concentrated in Adolf Hitler’s hands, the Third Reich functioned more like a chaotic bureaucracy, with constant institutional and personal conflict at lower levels of the government and party. Despite this, it maintained itself through both the acceptance and support of much of the German people and the intimidation and repression of opponents.

The Third Reich received strong initial popular support because it appealed to nationalist feelings and seemed to offer a solution to the economic depression. Hitler and the Nazis pulled Germany out of the deep worldwide economic depression and solved the problem of widespread unemployment through massive rearmament programs and other public works projects. The Nazis also appealed to the national pride of many Germans offended by the defeat in World War I and the harsh peace terms of the Treaty of Versailles (1919). They claimed to unite Germans from all walks of life and political perspectives into a higher unity, a nation with a unified sense of purpose and destiny. Toward the end of the 1930s, however, public support waned and was replaced more and more by acquiescence ensured by the threat of state-sanctioned violence.

The basis for the Nazis’ belief in the higher unity of all Germans was biological. Hitler and the Nazis believed in enduring, unchangeable racial differences between different nationalities. The Third Reich was to be an extensive empire of “racially pure” Germans, in which other races served as slaves or were eliminated altogether. These goals led to the murder of millions of Jews, Gypsies, and members of other nationalities, as well as Germans with hereditary diseases. The concentration camp system, initially begun in 1933 to imprison political prisoners, evolved into a complicated but ruthlessly efficient system of enslavement and mass murder.

Hitler sought to expand the Third Reich by annexing or invading other countries. He and the Nazis precipitated World War II when Germany divided Poland with the Soviet Union (after annexing Austria and Czechoslovakia). Following the outbreak of war, the Third Reich subsequently conquered and dominated almost the entire European continent, stretching from the Atlantic coast of France to deep into the Soviet Union. Ultimately, however, the main countries allied against Germany—Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United States—succeeded in defeating and occupying Germany and destroying the Third Reich in 1945.
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Tiergartenstrasse 4 (T-4) 

Tiergartenstrasse 4 (commonly abbreviated as T-4) was the physical street address of a large villa located in the Tiergarten section of Berlin, the German capital, which served as the headquarters of the Nazi euthanasia program. That program was code-named Aktion-T4. The building bore a misleading and benign sign that translates into English as “The Charitable Foundation for Curative and Institutional Care.” In reality, however, the T-4 program planned and carried out the systematic extermination of thousands of German citizens—including children and infants—who suffered from various physical, mental, or emotional limitations. In 1933, after the Nazis came to power, a compulsory sterilization law was passed that mandated the sterilization of any German citizens who had or carried a hereditary disease, to prevent them from passing the disease on to offspring. That program resulted in the forced sterilizations of as many as 350,000 people and served as a sort of pilot program for the much more sinister euthanasia program, which was begun in September 1939.

Like the compulsory sterilization program, T-4 was an outgrowth of Nazi racial ideology. That included the bogus science of eugenics, which embraced the concept of racial hygiene, or removing from society any individuals who were limited physically, mentally, or socially. The T-4 program was planned, supervised, and executed by German dictator Adolf Hitler’s personal physician, Karl Brandt, along with Philipp Bouhler, who was head of chancellery affairs. Both men had their offices at Tiergartenstrasse 4.

The first killings began in September 1939, when children with severe disabilities were murdered, their bodies cremated. At the same time, Germany’s Interior Ministry mandated that all medical workers—doctors, nurses, midwives, etc.—were required to report the births of any babies with physical or mental disabilities. Those children were taken from the hospital and euthanized. By 1940, the euthanasia program aimed principally at children was expanded to include all persons with physical or mental limitations or those who suffered from “chronic conditions.” The Nazi regime justified its actions not only by invoking its racial laws, but also by arguing to the German citizenry that euthanizing such individuals saved money because the victims would not require institutionalization or expensive medical care. In the end, however, the chief justification was the belief that some lives were simply expendable, and that the value of human lives were not equal.

The Nazis eventually established six killing centers, euphemistically referred to as “psychiatric centers,” where victims were murdered en masse. As the T-4 Program progressed, the Germans fine-tuned their system of killing, which included the use of poison gas and gas chambers. Most victims’ bodies were cremated. Some of Germany’s most preeminent physicians were involved in the program, including Alfred Ploetz, Hermann Pfannmuller, and Horst Schumann. The Nazis borrowed many of the procedures they used to carry out the Holocaust from the T-4 Program.

By the summer of 1941, however, the T-4 Program had come under withering criticism from various sectors of German society, including even Nazi Party members. Adding gravitas to that resistance was Roman-Catholic bishop Clemens von Galen, who referred to euthanasia as “plain murder.” Hitler announced the suspension of the T-4 Program on August 23, 1941, but in fact the program continued until Germany’s defeat in 1945. Thereafter, its operations were kept strictly secret. It is estimated that between 1939 and 1945, some 70,000 Germans were killed as part of the euthanasia campaign; that number included at least 5,000 children.
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Tiso, Jozef 

Slovak nationalist leader named president of the Slovak Republic in 1939. Born on October 13, 1887, at Velka Bytca, Slovakia (then Hungary), Jozef Tiso was ordained a Roman Catholic priest in 1910. In 1918, he helped to found the Slovak People’s Party (SPP). Tiso represented the SPP in the Czechoslovakian Parliament in 1925 and served as minister of health between 1927 and 1928. With the death of SPP leader Andrej Hlinka in August 1938, Tiso took over as head of the party.

On October 6, 1938, he became prime minister of an autonomous Slovakia created under the terms of the Munich Pact. In March 1939, the Czechoslovakian government deposed him for promoting Slovak independence, but Tiso received Adolf Hitler’s support during a visit to Berlin on March 13, and the following day, he proclaimed Slovak independence. The Germans occupied Czechoslovakia on March 15, and on March 16, Tiso placed the new Slovak state under the protection of Germany, primarily to avoid its annexation by Hungary.

On October 26, 1939, Tiso became president of the newly created Slovak Republic. Although he personally opposed Nazism, he was forced to share power with the fascist paramilitary Hlinka Guards, and his government willingly collaborated with the Germans, allowing some 68,000 Slovakian Jews to be deported to German concentration camps.

Tiso’s government survived an internal uprising in August 1944 but fell to the Red Army and Czech partisans in April 1945. Tiso fled to Austria but was apprehended by U.S. authorities and extradited to Czechoslovakia, where he was tried and convicted of treason and war crimes. He was executed by hanging at Bratislava, Czechoslovakia, on April 18, 1947. Largely as a consequence of his authoritarian, collaborationist regime, the postwar communist government of Czechoslovakia treated the Slovaks as second-class citizens and repressed the Catholic Church.
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Touvier, Paul 

Paul Touvier, known as the “Hangman of Lyon,” was the head of a division of the French military police (the Milice) in Vichy France during World War II and the only Frenchman convicted of crimes against humanity on grounds of furthering Germany’s policy of racial persecution. Born in 1915, in 1943, he joined the newly formed Milice of the pro-Nazi French Vichy government. A rabid anti-Semite, he was infamous for hunting down suspects, running protection rackets and extortions, and assassinating and torturing Jews and French Resistance members.

In the 1940s, Touvier was sentenced twice in absentia for war crimes. Touvier was kept hidden by right-wing elements of the French Catholic Church until 1967. In 1971, he was pardoned by French president Georges Pompidou. Public outrage forced Touvier back into hiding.

In 1989, he was arrested in a Catholic convent in Nice and charged with crimes against humanity. Touvier was ultimately convicted for the execution of seven Jews at a cemetery in Rillieux in June 1944, a day after the Resistance killed the pro-Nazi Minister Information of Vichy. Touvier personally selected his victims, instructed on how to carry out the killings, and gave the final execution orders.

At his trial, Touvier argued that he actually saved lives, since he alleged that he was ordered to kill 30 Jews, but had enough control to lower the number to 7, thereby “saving” the lives of 23 Jews. The defense was unsuccessful. Touvier died in a Paris prison in 1996.
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Touvier Case

The Touvier Case, a trial that took place from March 17 to April 20, 1994, almost 50 years after the end of World War II, was historic on two accounts. First, it was the first judgment of “crimes against humanity” against a Frenchman; second, it showcased the long-standing involvement of the Catholic Church in protecting war criminals from the Second World War. The filing of the complaint and the subsequent trial would never have happened by the will of the French government or of the French courts without the constant pressure of human rights activist Serge Klarsfeld and publications by historians like Robert Paxton.

Paul Touvier was born on April 3, 1915, and after failed attempts to settle himself professionally he joined the milice (a highly politicized militia) of the collaborationist Vichy regime, where he soon rose to the rank of chief of intelligence in the region of Lyons. His counterpart in the German occupation administration was the notorious “Butcher of Lyons,” Klaus Barbie. In this position, Touvier was responsible for a number of murders of Jews and of individual persons with real or suspected ties to the Resistance. Upon the collapse of collaborationist rule in France, he went into hiding and was sentenced twice in absentia to the death penalty for collaboration with the enemy and treason by French courts during the Épuration (the mass legal purge of Vichy officials) of the late 1940s. Arrested during a robbery in 1947, he escaped and found shelter within institutions of the French Catholic Church. In 1967, his condemnations to death from the 1940s expired because of a 20-year statute of limitation of such judgments under French law. Some minor judicial restraints remained valid, and therefore elements of the French Catholic clergy lobbied President Georges Pompidou to grant a pardon to Touvier. This occurred in 1971 and caused a public outcry when it was publicized by the media a year later. The outrage increased when it was revealed that Touvier was claiming property as his own that had been seized from Jews during the war. Soon thereafter, former Resistance fighters tried to bring legal action against Touvier on counts still punishable under the statute-limitations of French law. Touvier again went into hiding, aided by the Catholic Church, now with the Archbishop Lefebvre splinter group.

Although the French justice system took some steps to bring the absent Touvier to court again during the late 1970s and early 1980s, it was not until the trial of Klaus Barbie in 1987 that the Touvier case reentered the public debate. Barbie, who was not a French citizen, was the first person in French legal history to be convicted on counts of the non-prescriptive “crimes against humanity.” Pressure now mounted to bring the same charges against the most important French subordinate of Barbie: Paul Touvier. In 1989, Touvier was finally arrested in his hiding place, but French judges demonstrated an unwillingness to convict Touvier, and they suspended proceedings in 1992. After a public outcry, a higher court ordered a trial in 1993.

The trial did not get under way until March 20, 1994. Nevertheless, the charges had to be reduced, as many cases of murder were ineligible for trial under French statutory limitations, as they were “merely” individual war crimes and not “crimes against humanity.” However, the killing of seven people of Jewish origin in 1944 in retaliation for a Resistance killing of a prominent Vichy figure “qualified” in the legal sense for charges on account of “crimes against humanity.” Touvier’s defense argued that the killing of the seven persons had been the lesser evil, as Touvier thereby had avoided the killing of even more people, which has been ordered by Nazi occupation officials. This argument, however, failed to convince the court. Touvier was ultimately sentenced to life imprisonment. An appeal was rejected in 1995, and Touvier died in a prison hospital soon after, on July 17, 1996. His funeral service took place in a Parisian Catholic church administered by Lefebvre followers and was attended by prominent figures of the extreme right and by one member of the French Chamber of Deputies.
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Treblinka

Treblinka was a notorious Nazi forced-labor and extermination camp located some 60 miles to the northeast of Warsaw, Poland. Treblinka I, which became operational in December 1941, was chiefly a forced labor camp for select Polish Jews and Polish political prisoners. Treblinka I witnessed the deaths of thousands of prisoners, many of whom died from overwork, disease, starvation, and exposure. Many were also shot and killed, particularly if they demonstrated any sign of resistance or insolence toward their captors. Treblinka I remained in operation until July 1944, at which time it was liberated by advancing Soviet forces.

Treblinka II, the far more notorious of the two camps, was established in July 1942 and remained in operation until October 1943. Unlike Treblinka I, Treblinka II was created solely as a death camp. When it first began to accept internees, it featured two gas chambers and no crematoria; prisoners who were killed there early on were usually buried in a huge mass grave. However, Treblinka II underwent a massive expansion beginning in late 1942, and camp officials installed 10 new gas chambers as well as crematoria. This made Treblinka a virtual death factory that operated nearly around the clock. Bodies were now disposed of by burning in large crematoria.

Both of the Treblinka camps were staffed by some 30 SS (Schutzstaffel) personnel as well as 200–300 mainly Ukrainian and Latvian guards, who treated detainees with great cruelty. For much of its existence, Treblinka was commanded by SS Commandant Franz Stangl and his assistant, Kurt Franz. In addition to the regular staff, a small army of 800–1,500 Jewish male prisoners were utilized for the grisly tasks of removing bodies from the gas chambers, stripping them of any valuables, including gold teeth, and placing them into crematoria. The inmate workers were rotated fairly regularly. By mid-1943, Treblinka II was processing some 20 railroad cars full of prisoners per day. Most were immediately stripped of their clothing and sent directly to the gas chambers. The camp took in Jews from all over Europe, as well as Sinti-Romani.

In August 1943, Treblinka II was the site of a major prisoner uprising by an estimated 1,500 detainees. Some managed to escape, but almost all of them were eventually apprehended and summarily murdered. Those who did not make it out of the camp were either shot by guards or murdered in the gas chambers. It is believed that only 40 rebels survived among the original 1,500. After the uprising, and with Soviet forces moving inexorably closer, the Germans decided to liquidate Treblinka II, executing many of the remaining prisoners or moving them to locations further to the west. Treblinka I remained open until July 1944.

After World War II ended in 1945, a number of Treblinka’s staff members were tried for war crimes. Stangl received life imprisonment, as did Kurt Franz. Ten other individuals who had worked at Treblinka were tried and convicted; their sentences ranged from 2 to 20 years in prison. In all, some 800,000–1.2 million people were murdered at both Treblinka camps.
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Trocmé, André 

From 1934 to 1948, André Trocmé was the Protestant pastor of the southern French village of Le Chambon-sur-Lignon. He was one of the prominent leaders of the remarkable rescue efforts of Jews and other refugees carried out in the village and its surrounding areas, a rural mountainous region known as the Plateau Vivarais-Lignon, during World War II.

Born in Saint Quentin in northern France in 1901, Trocmé was the son of a French father and German mother and a product of a strict bourgeois Huguenot upbringing. As an eyewitness to the horrors of World War I, he became disillusioned by its tremendous violence and decimation of an entire generation, and he advocated for the resolution of conflict through nonviolent means. In 1926, he married the equally dedicated Magda Grilli di Cortona, who he had met while conducting postgraduate work on a scholarship at the Union Theological Seminary in New York City.

Trocmé became an outspoken proponent of nonviolence, which made him a controversial figure within the Protestant Reform Church of France. Since the Church sought to limit his influence, he was posted to a parish on the remote Plateau Vivarais-Lignon. However, Trocmé did not hesitate to infuse his work in Le Chambon with his pacifist convictions. In 1938, he and Pastor Edouard Theis, who came to the village to assist him, opened the École Nouvelle Cévenole, a coeducational secondary school based on the principles of tolerance, pacifism, and internationalism.

An early opponent of the Nazi regime, Trocmé saw his pacifism put to the test by the coming of World War II. In 1940, France capitulated to Germany in a few short weeks. The day after the armistice was signed, on June 23, 1940, he and Theis emphasized the following in a celebrated sermon: “The duty of Christians is to resist the violence brought to bear on their consciences with the weapons of the spirit—we will resist whenever our adversaries try to force us to act against the commands of the Gospel. We will do so without fear, but also without pride and without hatred.” The parishioners followed their words and example by proving time and again that they were willing to open their doors courageously to Jews and other persecuted refugees who arrived in the Plateau in search of shelter.

From the presbytery, Magda Trocmé assisted refugees in their search for safe haven in the region, connecting them with those who would take them in. While not part of a formal resistance network, the Trocmés’ efforts to assist Jews and others overlapped with the work of many who were supporting rescue efforts in the area, including other community leaders as well as representatives from French, Jewish, and international organizations.

Authorities took note of André Trocmé’s clandestine work, and in January 1943, he, along with Pastor Theis and the local headmaster, Roger Darcissac, were arrested and imprisoned for several weeks in the St. Paul d’Eyjeaux internment camp for political prisoners, near Limoges. They were released through the intervention of several individuals, including André’s cousin, Daniel Trocmé, who headed group homes for refugees in Chambon and who was later arrested for his rescue work and deported to Majdanek, a concentration camp in German-occupied Poland, where he died in 1944. Following his release, André continued his efforts on behalf of Jews and others in Chambon, but was forced to go into hiding for several months.

After the war, the Trocmés continued to advocate tirelessly for nonviolence and worked for the Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR), a pacifist organization. Trocmé died in 1971 in Geneva and is buried in the family grave in Le Chambon. Yad Vashem, Israel’s official memorial to the Holocaust, recognized André and Magda Trocmé as Righteous among the Nations in 1971, and in 1998, the entire village of Le Chambon-sur-Lignon was presented with the honor.
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Ukraine

In 1939, Ukraine was a Soviet socialist republic and had a population of 41.34 million. The republic had a sizable Jewish population, and in places like Kiev, Jews made up 25 percent or more of the total population. The Jewish population in Odessa was estimated to be almost 35 percent. Although most Ukrainians lived in the Soviet republic in 1939, a number of Ukrainians also lived in areas controlled by Hungary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia. Ukraine took a terrible beating when the Germans attacked the Soviet Union in June 1941, and Jews suffered grievously, chiefly because of Nazi policies that sought their complete extermination in the region. Indeed, the Germans hoped to clear Ukraine of much of its native population so that it could be used as a German colony after the war.

Even before World War II, Ukraine had seen more than it share of misery. Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin’s drive to collectivize Ukrainian agriculture (Ukraine was overwhelmingly agricultural) during the late 1920s and 1930 resulted in widespread famine that had wiped out several million Ukrainians by the mid-1930s. The onset of the Great Depression brought hardship to urban Jews in Ukraine, and some non-Jews blamed the Jews for Ukraine’s general economic misfortune.

Prior to the German invasion, anti-Semitism in Ukraine was certainly an undeniable part of everyday life for most Jews, but it was not nearly as pervasive as it was in other parts of Europe, and the Soviet government did not, as a general rule, sponsor anti-Semitic laws or ordinances. In fact, Ukraine’s Jewish population had been on the increase since the late 1930s as Jews living further west fled east, away from the Germans. Between June and September 1941 however, as German armies fought their way into Ukraine, some 100,000 Jews evacuated the capital of Kiev. However, that still left some 60,000 Jews in the city, most of whom were ill, elderly, women, or children.

Alleging—falsely—that the Jews had been responsible for bombings in Kiev as German troops secured the city, German mobile killing squads (Einsatzgruppen) retaliated by promulgating one of the worst incidents of mass killing in the history of the war. On September 29–30, the killing squads shot civilians—most of them Jews—execution style at Babi Yar, just outside Kiev. Also killed were Roma (Gypsies), Soviet prisoners of war, and anyone suspected of being a communist. In two days, 33,771 men, women, and children were killed. Some claim the true number killed might be closer to 100,000. The following month, German and Romanian troops murdered some 50,000 Jews in Odessa.

In all, the Einsatzgruppen were probably responsible for the deaths of 500,000 Jews in Ukraine between 1941 and 1944. Many more Jews were deported to concentration, forced-labor, or death camps, where the vast majority of them died or were murdered. German extermination policies alone were responsible for the deaths of at least 3 million Ukrainians; as many as 900,000–1,000,000 were Jewish. The mass murders were sometimes committed with the help of local collaborators. Before the war ended in 1945, 5–8 million Ukrainians had died of all causes.

The Soviets began retaking Ukrainian territory in late 1943, slowly pushing the Germans to the west. In November, Kiev was liberated, but the city’s entire prewar Jewish population had by then been slaughtered. It took the Soviets until May 1944 to liberate most of Ukraine, but the Ukraine military campaign only added to the Ukrainians’ misery. In July 1944, Soviet troops secured all of Ukraine. Ukraine once more became a Soviet republic, and would remain one until it declared its independence at the end of the Cold War.
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United States Holocaust Memorial Museum

The United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., is both a shrine to the Holocaust and its victims and a study center on genocide. Since its opening in 1993, more than 30 million people have visited it, with the numbers increasing every year.

The archival collection is massive: 50 million pages of records, 13,000 artifacts, 80,000 photographs, and a listing of several hundred thousand survivors. It has developed 10,000 oral histories. The memorial was built on land adjacent to the Washington Mall, with $190 million in private donations.

Although its primary function is educational, the pilgrimage aspect of its halls and memorials are what attract most visitors. The architect, himself a Holocaust survivor, designed the memorial as “a resonator of memory.” The Hall of Remembrance is a large octagonal room of great simplicity; it has an eternal flame.

The permanent exhibition is an eerie experience intended to draw the visitor into the experiences of the Holocaust. It avoids the museum display approach for one of involvement. Visitors arrive at the exhibits by an industrial elevator, where they receive the identification card of a real Holocaust victim. They exit the elevator to walk through a history of the Holocaust with pictures and videos, including survivors’ accounts. The fate of “their” prisoner is shown in the identification card.

Hate groups have made the memorial a focus of attacks on several occasions. In 2009 a guard (who later died of his wounds and is honored on a plaque at the memorial) was shot by an anti-Semite who later died in prison.

January 27, the anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz-Birkenau, is observed as International Holocaust Remembrance Day with a candle-lighting ceremony. During the anniversary of the Warsaw Uprising in April, a week of observances is held. The Holocaust Memorial Museum holds the national ceremony on the steps of the Capitol rotunda.
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USC Shoah Foundation Institute for Visual History and Education

Established in 1994 by American filmmaker Steven Spielberg, the USC Shoah Foundation Institute for Visual History and Education (formerly Survivors of the Shoah Visual History Foundation) moved with considerable speed toward realizing the vision of a video-based, interactive archive of tens of thousands of survivor testimonies, an irrefutable record that transforms our understanding of Holocaust history and influences the way in which all history and the social sciences are taught and learned. In 2006, the foundation commenced a partnership with the University of Southern California (Los Angeles), which has permitted the foundation to increase its presence among scholars and educators by making its history search technologies and archival holdings available to more people. The foundation has also expanded its purview and collection to other genocides, although the Holocaust remains its principal focus. Currently, the foundation’s archival staff is working on a project to document and make available for viewing thousands of victims’ and survivors’ testimonies from the Rwandan genocide of 1994.

Since its founding, the foundation has conducted or collected more than 52,000 interviews with Holocaust survivors in more than 30 languages and 50 countries. It has also developed an indexing system—a thesaurus—to make survivor testimonies fully accessible through keywords, geographical locations, and biographical information; and it has developed technology that provides electronic viewing capacity at numerous locations around the world. In addition, the indexing system is being used to create other genocide databases, to include the Rwandan genocide. Interviews in languages other than English are subtitled so anyone may watch and understand them.

The Shoah Foundation’s multimedia archive of eyewitness testimonies of the Holocaust is the world’s largest interview archive ever assembled of a single event. It would require nearly 12 years to watch all the testimonies from start to finish.

Looking up and accessing material is quite simple. The key can be a single word or person’s name. An end-user types these words at a computer interface at any one of the Shoah Foundation’s repository sites at museums and educational institutions around the world—words like “lullaby,” “Auschwitz” or “liberator.” These keywords will call up relevant sections of all the catalogued testimonies in the archive that touch upon this theme. Researchers may search within individual testimonies as well as across the entire collection with the touch of a finger.

A team of historians, archivists, and information technologists developed the foundation’s English-language keyword authority list as well as the digital technology and custom-designed software that support it and make the accessing process easy. The index is supplemented by tens of thousands of additional personal and place names contained in the archive database.

While the outline of Holocaust history is well known, human stories, the stories from which we can perhaps learn the most, are now coming to light through the Shoah Foundation’s and other projects’ efforts. Many of the testimonies in the foundation’s archive contain information previously unknown to historians and the world at large. The purpose of the Shoah Foundation is to gather interviews; catalogue them; disseminate them to named repositories, the most notable of which include Yad Vashem in Jerusalem, the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., New York’s Museum of Jewish Heritage, and the Fortunov Video Archive for Holocaust Testimonies at Yale University; and then to make this material available for educators, scholars, historians, and filmmakers to learn the story of the Holocaust and other genocides and to teach tolerance in classrooms around the world. The foundation also offers online exhibits, classroom products and lesson plans, documentary films, teacher workshops, and international forums so teachers from around the world may interact on issues relating to the foundation’s databases.
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Ustashe 

The Ustashe (literally, “rebels”) was an extreme right-wing Croat nationalist movement that fought for the secession of Croatia from Yugoslavia prior to and during World War II. Following the collapse of the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918, the Croat nationalists were disappointed to see their dreams of an independent Croatia crushed with the establishment of a new multi-ethnic state, the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. Croat radical nationalism eventually expressed itself in the creation of the Ustashe, which employed terrorist means in order to achieve its nationalist ambitions of an independent state.

The start of World War II provided the Ustashe with an opportunity to try to establish an independent Croatia. In 1941, the Ustashe came to power with the support of Nazi Germany and Fascist Italy and formed a fascist puppet state in Croatia. Governed by Ante Pavelic (1889–1959), Croatia incorporated Bosnia and Herzegovina and had a significant Serb population. The Ustashe pursued a policy of ethnic cleansing against Jews, Roma, Muslims, and Serbs in territories under its control. It established a network of concentration camps, the largest of which was Jasenovac (about 60 miles south of the Croatian capital of Zagreb) that became as notorious in the Balkans as Auschwitz was in Nazi-occupied Poland. Implemented with merciless brutality, the Ustashe’s extermination policies were responsible for the deaths of more than 500,000 Serbs, 20,000 Roma, most of the country’s Jews, and untold thousands of political opponents. Well over 150,000 Serbs fled or were deported from Croatia, and as many as 200,000 Orthodox Christian Serbs were forced, often at gunpoint, to convert to Roman Catholicism.

Yugoslavian resistance to the Germans and their supporters, the Croatian Ustashe and Serbian General Milan Nedic’s government, centered on two factions. Colonel Dragoljub “Draza” Mihajlovic, who strongly supported restoration of the monarchy, set up the Chetniks (named for Serb guerrillas who had fought the Turks), while Josip Broz Tito, leader of the Yugoslav Communist Party since 1937, headed the second resistance group, the Partisans, which were particularly active in Montenegro, Serbia, and Bosnia. After failing to develop a cooperative approach against the Germans and Ustashe, Tito and Mihajlovic turned against each other. Ultimately, the Partisans gained an upper hand and by the end of the war, their numbers swelled to over half a million men.

After the war, Tito Partisans exacted vengeance on their opponents, including the Ustashe and Chetniks. Within weeks of the war’s end, the Partisans had executed without trial up to a quarter of a million people who had sided with the Germans, most of them Croats. However, many of the Ustashe leaders were able to flee to safety in South America. Pavelic himself fled to Argentina, where he reorganized the Ustashe in exile. He was, however, wounded in an assassination attempt in Madrid in 1957, and died two years later from his injuries.
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Venezia, Shlomo

Greek-born Italian Jew who chronicled his experiences as a forced laborer at the Auschwitz-Birkenau death camp. Shlomo Venezia was born on December 29, 1923, in an Italian-Jewish émigré community in Thessaloniki, Greece, to an impoverished family. As a young teenager, he worked odd jobs. After World War II began, Thessaloniki was occupied by Italian troops who attempted to shield Italian Jews from anti-Semitic activities. That all changed, however, in March 1944, when German troops moved into the town. Venezia and his family were promptly deported to Athens, and then sent by boxcar to Auschwitz-Birkenau, arriving there in April 1944. Upon arrival, he was separated from his mother and two younger sisters, who perished in the gas chambers.

Selected for forced labor because he was young and healthy, Venezia was soon made a member of the Sonderkommando, a group of internees who helped herd newly arriving prisoners into the gas chambers and then deposited their corpses into crematoria. The work was grim and gruesome, and his shifts lasted for 12 hours, seven days a week. Venezia was at the facility for nearly nine months before being shipped out to Germany in January 1945. At that time, all surviving internees were force-marched west to Germany in brutally cold weather. Venezia survived the horrific ordeal and moved to Italy after the war, where he worked in a hotel on the Adriatic coast. Later, he and his wife opened a small shop in Rome.

For many years, Venezia did not discuss what he witnessed or what he was forced to do, although the experiences deeply affected him. In the early 1990s, however, when rightist groups in Italy began to emerge and anti-Semitism became a concern, he decided to speak publicly about his experiences in a variety of venues. He also commenced a long-standing professional relationship with a French journalist, Beatrice Prasquier, who began to interview him at great length about his World War II years. The result, published in 2007 as Inside the Gas Chambers: Eight Months in Sonderkommando at Auschwitz, is a book that provides excruciating—and sometimes macabre—details of his work at Auschwitz-Birkenau. The book has been translated into some two dozen languages, and is only one of a handful of testimonials by a Sonderkommando survivor; Venezia was the only Italian to have provided such a record.

Italian actor and director Roberto Benigni consulted with Venezia as he worked on Life Is Beautiful, a popular 1997 film that chronicled the experiences of a fictional Jewish-Italian family sent to a concentration camp. Venezia died in Rome on October 1, 2012.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Birkenau; Sonderkommando


Further Reading

Levi, Primo. Survival in Auschwitz: The Nazi Assault on Humanity. Austin, TX: Touchstone, 1995.

Venezia, Shlomo. Inside the Gas Chambers: Eight Months in Sonderkommando at Auschwitz. Cambridge: Polity, 2011.



Vichy France 

The Vichy administration was a collaborationist government in France that worked with Germany occupation officials from June 1940 to May 1945. Led by General Philippe Pétain, socialist politician Pierre Laval, and, briefly, Jean Darlan, the Vichy regime collaborated both militarily and economically with the Nazis after negotiating an armistice on June 22, 1940.

The terms of the armistice divided France into two zones. In the Occupied Zone, administered directly by the Germans, Vichy authorities were required to assist the German military in any way possible. The Unoccupied Zone, however, was intended to be governed by the Vichy authorities without German interference. In fact, both the Unoccupied and Occupied zones were technically sovereign, but according to the surrender agreement, German authorities had the right to veto any Vichy policy. However, in order to preserve the appearance of sovereignty, the Vichy administration would anticipate German policy by implementing Nazi statutes before actually being required to do so. This was certainly the case for much of the regime’s anti-Semitic legislation. At the time of the German invasion of France, there were approximately 350,000 Jews living throughout France.

Fewer than 175,000, however, were French citizens, making them especially vulnerable to anti-Jewish policies and activities. A sizable number of the non-citizen Jews were refugees from eastern Europe, including Germany. The number of resident-alien Jews in France further increased beginning in the summer of 1940, when Jews from the Netherlands, Belgium, and Luxembourg sought refuge in Vichy France.

In October 1940, Vichy officials enacted the first significant anti-Semitic legislation; a second set of laws were passed in June 1941. Together, these acts barred Jews from civil service positions, the military, and many other jobs and professions, including medicine and teaching. The legislation mirrored German policies in the Occupied Zone of France. In July 1941, Vichy officials began expropriating Jewish property and other tangible assets, leaving many French Jews destitute. At about the same time, Vichy authorities began interning thousands of non-citizen Jews in a number of detention camps scattered throughout France. The conditions in the camps were grim, and some 3,000 died there between 1941 and 1945.

In the summer of 1942, German and Vichy French officials began rounding up Jews in both occupation zones, including some 13,000 in Paris alone. Some were sent to detention camps, but many were deported to death camps in the east. By the autumn of that year, 42,000 Jews had been sent to the dreaded Drancy transportation camp near Paris. Most were non-French citizens. The Vichy regime focused on non-citizens in a vain attempt to prevent the Germans from sending French Jews to their deaths. Most who passed through the Drancy facility were later killed at Auschwitz. By the war’s end, it is estimated that 75,000 to 80,000 Jews had been deported from France to various German death camps; only 2,500 survived the war.

In February 1943, the Vichy authorities enacted the Service du Travail Obligatoire (Forced Labor Service), which forcibly sent French citizens to Germany to help the Nazi war effort. By war’s end, an estimated 700,000 French workers had been sent to Germany for work. In June of the same year, Laval gained German permission to create the Milice (militia), an armed French force that actively pursued and arrested French Resistance members, escapees from forced labor, and Jews in hiding.

After the German capitulation in May 1945, both Pétain and Laval were arrested on charges of war crimes and given the death penalty. Laval was executed in October 1945, but Pétain’s sentence was commuted to life imprisonment. Although it has been argued that Vichy spared France from further damage by collaborating, the vast majority of critics contend that the military and economic benefits brought to the Nazi war effort by Vichy’s policies may very well have prolonged the war. And although Vichy officials were sometimes less than rigorous in enforcing anti-Jewish legislation concerning French Jews, their policies and actions indeed led to the deaths of more than 70,000 resident alien Jews.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Bousquet, Ren; Collaboration; Laval, Pierre; Pétain, Philippe; Touvier, Paul; World War II


Further Reading

Kedward, Roderick. Vichy France and the Resistance: Culture and Ideology. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 1985.

Paxton, Robert O. Vichy France: Old Guard and New Order, 1940–1944. New York: Columbia University Press, 2001.



Von Faulhaber, Michael 

Michael von Faulhaber was a Roman Catholic priest and prelate and the leading German Catholic opponent of National Socialism and anti-Semitism.

Faulhauber was born on March 5, 1969, in Klosterheidenfeld, Unterfranken, Germany, and entered a Catholic seminary in Wurzburg in 1889. On August 1, 1892, he was ordained to the priesthood and undertook pastoral work and research in the diocese of Wurzburg. He served as chaplain and vicar rector in Rome from 1896 to 1898 and taught Sacred Scripture in Strasbourg before becoming bishop of Speyer in 1911. Faulhaber was appointed archbishop of Munich-Freising in 1917, and four years later he was made a cardinal. When Nuncio Eugenio Pacelli (future Pope Pius XII) wrote to Rome in 1923 complaining about the Nazi persecution of Catholics, he noted that the attacks “were especially focused” on the “learned and zealous” Cardinal Faulhaber, who “had denounced the persecutions against the Jews.”

In 1934, the year after Adolf Hitler came to power in Germany, Faulhaber published a book that defended the principles of racial tolerance and called for the people of Germany to respect the Jewish religion. In 1933, Faulhaber wrote then-secretary of state Pacelli, describing the persecution of the Jews as “unjust and painful.” In 1935, Nazi officials called for him to be killed. In February 1936, Nazi police confiscated and destroyed one of his sermons, which happened twice again the following year. During the riots of Kristallnacht (November 9–10, 1938), Faulhaber provided a truck to salvage religious objects from a local synagogue before it was destroyed. In May 1939, demonstrations against Faulhaber took place throughout Bavaria, and posters were hung with the message: “Away with Faulhaber, the friend of the Jews and the agent of Moscow.”

After World War II began in 1939, Faulhaber gave an address that sharply denounced National Socialism. Martin Niemoeller, a noted German Protestant leader who spent seven years in concentration camps for his opposition to Hitler and the Nazis, said that Faulhaber’s sermons showed him “to be a great and courageous man.” In his 1945 memorandum to U.S. general William Donovan, Fabian von Schlabrendorff praised Faulhaber for stating his opposition to the Nazis and influencing other Catholics to do the same. Schlabrendorff reported that “decisive credit” for the Catholic opposition to Nazism “ought to be given to Cardinal von Faulhaber from Munich . . . whose personal sermons branded Nazism as the enemy of Christendom.”

After the war, Rabbi Stephen S. Wise, the leading U.S. voice for the Jewish cause, called Faulhaber “a true Christian prelate” who “had lifted his fearless voice” in defense of the Jews. Even after the war, Faulhaber continued to preach that anti-Semitism was the “scourge of mankind.” On June 12, 1952, Faulhaber died in Munich, just one year after having ordained Joseph Ratzinger to the priesthood. Ratzinger went on to serve as Pope Benedict XVI from 2005 until 2013.
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Vrba, Rudolf 

Rudolf Vrba was a Slovakian Jew who escaped from the Nazi death camp at Auschwitz, Poland, in 1944 and provided grim testimony that detailed the enormity of the Holocaust in Eastern Europe. Vrba was born Walter Rosenberg in Topolkany, Czechoslovakia, on September 11, 1924. In 1942, German occupation officials announced that all Jewish citizens of Czechoslovakia were to be transported to concentration camps in Poland. Rosenberg decided to flee the country before the round-ups could begin. He made it to the Hungarian border, but was detected and handed over to Slovakian authorities. He was sent to a transit camp, where he escaped but was soon apprehended. On June 15, 1942, he arrived at the Majdanek concentration camp in Poland; on June 30, he arrived at Auschwitz, eventually transferring to Auschwitz II-Birkenau.

Rosenberg was put to work exhuming bodies from mass graves, which were to be cremated. He also worked as an orderly tasked with sorting through the personal possessions of detainees who were destined for the gas chambers. The work was horrific, and before long he was planning his escape. On April 7, 1944, Rosenberg fled the death camp with fellow detainee Alfred Wetzler. The two young men managed to return to Czechoslovakia, where they met with the Slovak Jewish Council at Zilina and provided the group with extremely detailed testimony of what was occurring at Auschwitz. The testimony was then transcribed, totaling some 40 pages.

Rosenberg’s and Wetzler’s testimony was passed on to the Zionist Aid and Rescue Committee in Bratislava, which shared it with Hungary’s Foreign Ministry along with the Vatican. British and American operatives had seen copies of the testimony as early as mid-June 1944. The testimony was partly broadcast by the BBC in Britain and condensed and printed in the New York Times on June 20. In the meantime, Rosenberg had secured fake identification papers under the name Rudolph Vrba and joined the Czech Army in exile. Thereafter, he assumed the name permanently.

After World War II ended in 1945, Vrba was celebrated as a national hero and garnered several prestigious awards. He located to Prague in 1945, where he earned a doctorate in biochemistry. Chafing under the yoke of Communism, however, he defected to Israel in 1958 and then to Britain in 1960. In 1963, he published his memoir—Escape from Auschwitz: I Cannot Forgive—in which he detailed not only his daring escape, but also the mishandling of his testimony that may well have led to the deaths of more than 400,000 Hungarian Jews, who were deported to Auschwitz beginning in May 1944, less than a month after his escape. Vrba maintains that the Zionist Aid and Rescue Committee delayed passing on his testimony in which he had warned of the Nazis’ plan to deport the Hungarian Jews. He also claimed that the Allies did not act quickly or forcefully enough given the information he had provided, which in turn led to many needless deaths. For the remainder of his life, Vrba believed that more could have been done to mitigate the effects of the Holocaust. During Adolf Eichmann’s 1961 war-crimes trial in Israel, Vrba presented written testimony against the Nazi leader.

Vrba moved to Canada in 1967, taking a faculty position at the University of Vancouver. In 1985, Vrba testified at the Toronto, Canada, trial of Holocaust denier Ernst Zundel, who had been charged with knowingly publishing false information in an attempt to foment social or racial intolerance. When Zundel’s defense attorney accused Vrba of having fabricated the events at Auschwitz, Vrba shot back that he had witnessed unmistakable mass murder with his own eyes. In 2004, Israeli scholar Ruth Linn claimed that some Israeli scholars had not included Vrba’s narrative in their Holocaust research in an attempt to foster a “culture of forgetting.” Vrba died on March 27, 2006, in Vancouver, British Columbia.
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Waffen-SS 

Military component of the German Schutzstaffel (SS) that fought alongside the Wehrmacht (German Army) as an elite National Socialist force. Created in 1925 through the merger of the guard organization of the Nazi Party (the Stabswache) and the Nazi Stosstruppe (shock troop), the SS initially functioned as a bodyguard unit for the Nazi hierarchy and contained the most ideologically fervent party members. Party leader Adolf Hitler appointed Heinrich Himmler as the SS-Reichsfuhrer in 1929, and Himmler increased SS membership from 280 to 50,000 and endowed members with a distinctive black uniform, as well as the skull and double runic S symbols. Himmler’s aim was to transform the SS from its security function within the Nazi Party into a separate and powerful bureaucratic organ of the German state.

Between 1933 and 1936, Himmler combined all state police functions, merging the Gestapo (Geheime Staatspolizei, or secret state police) with the Nazi Party’s security organization (Sicherheitsdeinst, or SD) to create the Reichssicherheithauptamt (RSHA). He ensured his organization a more pervasive role in 1939 after his appointment as Reichskommissar for the Strengthening of German Ethnicity. Through this post, the SS was assured economic and political control of occupied Europe, especially in the east, where Nazi ideology envisaged a German territorial expansion (Lebensraum) and the subordination/elimination of the Slavs and Jews. To achieve this goal, Himmler created a separate economic office for the SS, the Wirtschafts und Verwaltungs Hauptamt (WVHA) and oversaw the Race and Population Resettlement program (Rasse und Siedlungshauptamt, or RuSHA).

Himmler had much higher ambitions for the SS than mere police functions. He wanted it to be a professional military body that might one day subsume the German Army itself. As its political and bureaucratic functions expanded, the SS formed illegal military units, originally known as Verfugungstruppe, or special assignment troops. On March 17, 1933, Josef “Sepp” Dietrich established, on Hitler’s direct order, a personal armed guard, the Liebstandarte. Early on, members of the unit served, among other things, as honor guards and color guards at parades and other events, such as the 1934 Nuremberg rally. The rally involved Dietrich’s SS Leibstandarte Adolf Hitler, composed of 2,600 men. But Himmler also employed such units in liquidating the leadership of the Sturmabteilung (SA, or storm troops) during the Blood Purge of June 1934.

To qualify for the Verfügungstruppe, males had to be between 17 and 22 years old and at least 5'11" tall. These units were supposed to be superior to army formations in training and morale and were to receive the best weapons. Early armed SS personnel also included concentration camp guards, the SS-Totenkopfverbande (or Death’s Head formations), organized by Theodor Eicke. By March 1936, the SS was subdivided into five Sturmbanne (battalions) totaling 3,500 men: No. 1 Oberbayern, No. 2 Elbe, No. 3 Sachsen, No. 4 Ostfriedland, and No. 5 Brandenburg. After Germany introduced conscription in 1935, the SS organized two 5,000-man regiments, the Deutschland and the Germania.

On October 1, 1936, the SS Inspectorate was created to supervise the two SS officer training schools in operation at Bad Tolz and Braunschweig, under the supervision of Oberstgruppenfuhrers Paul Hausser and Felix Steiner. Early applicants had to have served at least two years in the army. Training emphasized physical fitness and endurance rather than parade-ground drill, so that fully equipped troops could march or run 1.86 miles within 20 minutes. There was also a rigorous combat-training course. Steiner’s demanding standards meant that, in 1937, only 15 of every 100 SS applicants were accepted. Steiner also sought to instill a sense of family in each SS unit, encouraging officers to consort with noncommissioned officers (NCOs) and not to address one another by rank but rather as “comrade.” In addition, the SS oath contained a sense of elitism and personal bond to the Fuhrer: “I swear to Adolf Hitler, as Fuhrer and Chancellor of the German Reich, loyalty and bravery. I vow obedience to you and to the superiors whom you shall appoint, obedience unto death, so help me God.”

The SS motto was “Loyalty is my honor” (Meine Ehre Heisst Treue). Mystique and symbolism were used to entice and muster group solidarity. Only those who had graduated from the two officer training schools and possessed the rank of Untersturmfuhrer or above were permitted to carry a special dagger. SS recruits were also tattooed in their armpits, and the first 10,000 received an SS ring (later on, only officers who had served three years might wear the ring). Himmler also created a pseudo-Arthurian court at Wewelsburg Castle near Paderborn in Westphalia, where he organized a round table of favorite officers (the Circle of Friends of the SS-Reichsfuhrer), with a runic coat of arms for each member.

On August 17, 1938, a decree by Hitler set up a separate headquarters for the military training of these SS units and established their military character as fighting (Waffen) SS. For obvious reasons, the leaders of the Army High Command (OKH) rejected the idea of another military establishment independent of its authority and had some success in limiting its size. By the eve of the war, there were only about 23,000 men in the SS formations, including the Death’s Head groups. But with the coming of the war, the size and scope of SS activities increased dramatically. During the Polish Campaign of September 1939, Waffen-SS regiments were merged together within regular Wehrmacht divisions. In October, the first three SS divisions were formed, one each from the Verfugungstruppe (later known as SS-Das Reich Division), the Death’s Head units (SS-Totenkopf Division), and the police (Polizedivision). Hitler’s Leibstandarte, initially a motorized regiment, became a fourth SS division (SS-Leibstandarte Adolf Hitler). In November, the various SS branches were united under the name Waffen-SS.

SS divisions were fully integrated into the regular army command structure, but that did not mean that there was no tension between regular army and SS commanders. The SS divisions were highly politicized and supported the National Socialist credo and its racial policies, especially in Eastern Europe. They were also guilty of numerous atrocities. The same was not true of many German regular army units. There was also anger in the army over the fact that the SS units had claim on the best weaponry. Sharp tensions and inefficiencies also existed within SS headquarters, where Himmler mirrored his master in practicing a divide-and-rule style of leadership.

The Waffen-SS role was greatly expanded after the German invasion of the Soviet Union began in June 1941. It was a foregone conclusion that the SS would play a paramount role during this ideological war of annihilation. In addition to the 1st SS Panzer Division (Leibstandarte Adolf Hitler), there were five other Waffen-SS divisions at this time: the 2nd SS Panzer Division (Das Reich), the 3rd SS Panzer Division (Totenkopf), the 4th SS Polezei Panzergrenadier Division, the 5th SS Panzer Division (Viking), and the 6th SS Gebirge Division (Nord, composed largely of Norwegians). The SS Einsatzgruppen (special action groups), death squads to murder Jews and communists, were also formed, a third of their membership being recruited from Waffen-SS units. Four of these groups of about 3,000 men each were formed by July 1941 to follow Army Groups North, Center, and South into the Soviet Union. Their role of exterminating Jews and Soviet officials had been decided prior to the Soviet invasion, and it was sanctioned by Hitler through his Commissar Order (Komissarbefehlen) of May 1941, as well as the operational orders to the Wehrmacht stipulating that no German soldiers were to be disciplined for any action against the civilian Soviet population.

SS formations fought on all battlefronts in which Germany was engaged, with the exception of the Western Desert campaigns. As casualties mounted and following the general army reform of May 1943 that reduced divisional size, Waffen-SS units were amalgamated and renamed. By the end of the war, when the total number in the SS mounted to more than 800,000 men in 38 divisions, some 200,000 were foreign volunteers (Freiwilligen). This practice of recruitment was accepted despite the SS pretense of representing only the most racially pure Germanic elements. Among the militarily effective new formations were the 9th SS Panzer Division (Hohenstaufen), the 10th SS Panzer Division (Frundsburg), and the 12th SS Panzer Division (Hitler Jugend, composed largely of Latvians).

Paradoxically, the early Waffen-SS units suffered higher casualties than their regular Wehrmacht counterparts, specifically as a result of their ideological zeal to fight the enemy. As the war progressed, anti-Semitic and anticommunist elements of the occupied populations formed their own Waffen-SS units, for example: Nordland, which was the first non-German organized (Norwegian and Danish); Lettisches (Baltic); Skanderbeg (Albanian); Maria Theresa (Austrian); Kama (Croatian); Niederland (Netherlands); Hunyadi (Hungarian); Charlemagne (French); Bohmen-Mahren (Czech and Slovak); Kalevala (Finnish); Galicia (Ukrainian); and Kaminski (Ukrainian and Russian).

Some Waffen-SS units were among the most effective German military formations, and there were a number of capable commanders. Undoubtedly, the most effective of the latter was Hausser, who became the first SS general to command a German field army and directed the Normandy defenses beginning in late June 1944. But Waffen-SS formations were also the most brutal German military units in their treatment of enemy prisoners and conquered peoples, and they committed numerous atrocities. The growing strength of the SS also posed a real threat to the ascendancy of the Wehrmacht, especially in the last year of the war. Hitler despised many of the army generals, and it is clear that, had Germany won the war, the Waffen-SS would have replaced the Wehrmacht as the army of the Reich. In all, as many as 250,000 Waffen-SS members may have been killed during the course of the war.
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Waldheim, Kurt 

After he served as secretary-general of the United Nations (UN) from 1971 to 1982, Kurt Waldheim became president of Austria in 1986 amid growing controversy stemming from revelations that he had served with the German Army during World War II and may have collaborated with the Nazis in committing atrocities.

Waldheim was born on December 21, 1918, in Sankt Andra-Wordern, Austria. He was educated at Vienna’s Consular Academy and the University of Vienna, where he received a doctor of jurisprudence degree. His education was interrupted by his draft into the German Army, with which he served on the Russian front until 1941, when he was wounded. He then returned to the university, although some documents suggest that he was a German staff officer stationed in the Balkans from 1942 to 1945.

Waldheim entered the Austrian Foreign Service at the end of the war and served in numerous capacities both at home and abroad: a delegate to the negotiations on the Austrian State Treaty, the director general for political affairs at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ambassador to Canada, and foreign affairs minister. Waldheim served as Austria’s permanent representative to the UN from 1964 to 1968 and again from 1970 until 1971. In 1971, he failed in his effort to become Austria’s president, but was elected as secretary-general of the UN, a post he held until 1982, when he was defeated in an effort to win a third term of office.

As secretary-general, Waldheim visited areas of special concern to the UN that included South Africa, Cyprus, and the Middle East. In 1973, he took part in the Paris International Conference on Vietnam, and in December of that year, he presided over the first meeting of the Geneva Peace Conference on the Middle East. In 1974, he visited the Sudano-Sahelian area of Africa, where the UN had undertaken major relief efforts to assist victims of a prolonged drought. Overall, Waldheim’s tenure was efficient but less dynamic than that of some of his predecessors.

Shortly after leaving his UN post, Waldheim was elected president of Austria as the People’s Party candidate. The election remains controversial because of allegations that emerged regarding his possible complicity in Nazi war crimes, which included vicious reprisals against Yugoslav partisans and the deportation of Jews. The allegations prompted sympathy for Waldheim in what had previously been a lackluster electoral campaign; that sympathy was instrumental in helping him become elected, while it also inspired a backlash of anti-Semitism. The claims prompted the U.S. government to declare Waldheim an undesirable alien so that he could not enter the country, an act that made him an international pariah for most of his tenure.

Waldheim appointed a historical commission to investigate the allegations against him. The commission found no evidence that he was directly involved in war crimes but did conclude that he had to have been aware of crimes committed while he served in the Balkans. The commission also determined that Waldheim had done nothing to stop the atrocities and that he lied about his military career in an effort to avoid exposure. Waldheim claimed the report was full of “manipulations, lies, and forgeries” and asserted that his problems were caused by an international Jewish conspiracy. Nevertheless, Waldheim had been included on a list of war criminals compiled by the Yugoslav government after the war, although he was never prosecuted.

Waldheim served as president of Austria, a primarily ceremonial position, for six years. In July 1992, he was succeeded by Thomas Klestil. Waldheim died in Vienna on June 14, 2007.
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Waldheim Affair 

The Waldheim Affair consisted of allegations of involvement in Nazi atrocities against Kurt Waldheim, the former secretary-general of the United Nations (UN) who was running for president of the Austrian Republic. Waldheim began his second campaign to become president of Austria in late 1985. He had run unsuccessfully in 1971 but lessened the sting of that defeat by negotiating his election as secretary-general of the UN the following year. He served two terms as secretary-general and established a reputation as a man of peace. His attempt to win a third term in 1981 was blocked by the government of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), however, and Waldheim retired to Vienna. He published his autobiography in 1985.

Despite Waldheim’s presence, the Austrian presidential campaign of 1986 merited little international attention until Profil, an Austrian news magazine, printed a series of articles alleging that Waldheim had omitted crucial details about his service in the German Army during World War II in both his autobiography and in his presidential campaign. Waldheim’s account claimed that although a junior officer in a German Sturmabteilung (SA) unit before 1939, he had spent most of the war in Vienna recuperating from wounds and studying law. Profil revealed evidence that Waldheim had spent considerable time on duty in the Balkans and in Salonika, Greece. Although the magazine did not accuse Waldheim directly, it did note that his unit had murdered Yugoslav partisans and deported Jews to concentration camps during his service. Waldheim responded by saying that he had no knowledge of any atrocities and had simply “done his duty as a soldier.”

The affair quickly became the focus of the presidential election. Older Austrians generally supported Waldheim, claiming that Austria was a victim of Nazi aggression and an unwilling participant in the war. Younger Austrians, however, tended to be more suspicious and called for an open discussion of Austria’s Nazi past. After heated debate and a run-off election, Waldheim emerged as president of Austria in June 1986, winning 54 percent of the vote.

His presidency put Austria in the international spotlight, but in a most unfavorable way. After an investigation by the U.S. Department of Justice, Waldheim became the first head of state ever placed on a watch list of undesirable aliens and was denied entry to the United States. Many other states also treated Waldheim as persona non grata, leaving Austria isolated internationally. Only the Vatican, the Soviet Union and its satellites, and a few Middle Eastern states that had received similar treatment allowed Waldheim to visit.

Amid growing tensions, the Austrian government launched its own investigation, which largely exonerated Waldheim. Where the U.S. report had concluded that there was “a prima facie case that Kurt Waldheim assisted or otherwise participated in the persecution of persons because of race, religion, national origin or political opinion,” these new findings found no evidence that Waldheim had participated in war crimes. At the same time, the report concluded that as a translator in the unit, Waldheim must have had knowledge of the atrocities.

Waldheim remained in office after this ambiguous finding, claiming that he did so in the best interests of the Austrian people. He also went on Austrian television to plead his case. He admitted that Austrians had played some role in the Holocaust, which he described as one of the greatest tragedies in human history, and he condemned fanaticism and intolerance in all forms. The international community remained unmoved. Whether or not Waldheim affected Austrian opinion is hard to say. He chose not to run for reelection in 1992. At the very least, Waldheim gave Austrians the chance to discuss a complicated past that had been kept under wraps for nearly 50 years.
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Wallenberg, Raoul 

Raoul Wallenberg was a Swedish businessman who, with the help of U.S. and other refugee organizations, helped save thousands of Hungarian Jews from the Holocaust during World War II. After his arrest by the Soviet Union at the end of the war, he was never seen again.

Raoul Gustav Wallenberg Jr. was born on August 4, 1912, in Stockholm, Sweden. His parents, Raoul Gustav and Maj Wising Wallenberg, were part of a prominent Swedish family whose members had been active in diplomacy, the Lutheran Church, and banking. Three months before Wallenberg was born, his father died, and his mother and grandfather, Gustav Wallenberg, raised him. Within six years of his birth, his mother married Fredrik von Dardel, and they had two children, Guy and Nina. Wallenberg was educated in Sweden and was fluent in English, French, German, and Russian. In the 1930s, he went to the United States and studied architecture at the University of Michigan.

Despite his love of architecture, Wallenberg was expected to take up a career in international commerce. He began working in trading companies first in South Africa, then the Middle East, and later in Sweden. He persevered, even though he was not happy in the business. From Sweden, Wallenberg went to work for Jewish refugee Koloman Lauer in the Central European Trading Company, where he rose through the corporate ranks. As Sweden was officially neutral in World War II and Wallenberg was from a prominent Christian family, he was able to travel throughout Europe in the years following 1939. He developed a sense of how Europe was changing and recognized the plight of Jews on the continent.

The Swedish representative of the U.S. War Refugee Board developed a plan in 1944 to help Hungarian Jews who faced deportation to concentration camps. The plan called for a prominent Swede to go to Hungary as a diplomat and issue Swedish passports to as many Hungarian Jews as possible, thus granting them protection from extermination. The board chose Wallenberg for the assignment. Wallenberg convinced the Swedish Foreign Ministry to send him to Hungary on a diplomatic passport, and he arrived in Budapest on July 9, 1944. Already, more than 400,000 Hungarian Jews had been deported.

Wallenberg first developed an imposing Swedish passport, albeit one that had no validity under international law, and began distributing it to Hungarian Jews. Eventually, more than 13,000 of these passports were issued. He also used his diplomatic status to set up safe houses, which flew the flag of Sweden and other neutral countries, where Hungarian Jews would be immune from deportation. Anywhere from 4,000 to 35,000 Jews lived in Wallenberg’s safe house. His action stimulated other neutral embassies to action, including those of Switzerland, Spain, and the Vatican. For his actions, Wallenberg was targeted by the Nazis, who attempted to assassinate him. He was threatened by Adolf Eichmann more than once. Wallenberg continued his work, however, even distributing food and clothing to Jews at deportation trains and trying to help some Jews out of the country with papers and money.

Wallenberg was arrested for espionage by Soviet troops on January 17, 1945, soon after Soviet forces arrived in Hungary. The Soviets later admitted that his arrest was a mistake, part of the confusion of the end of the war, but Wallenberg was never seen again. Various explanations were offered to explain his disappearance. Almost immediately, the Soviet Union suggested he had been killed by Hungarian fascists. Later, the Soviet response to Swedish inquiries was that Wallenberg had been taken into protective custody, and his return would be expedited if there were no more inquiries. Wallenberg was not returned to Sweden. On February 2, 1957, the Soviets announced that Wallenberg had died of a heart attack. Records from 1945 suggest that he was handed over to the Soviet secret police, and by February, he was in Lubyanka Prison, where he died on July 17, 1947.

Minor changes have continued to be made to this report. In 2000, the Russian government announced that Wallenberg was executed in 1947. From the time of his supposed death in 1947 to the present, reports have continued to surface that Wallenberg is alive. Yet no objective proof exists to verify such eyewitness reports. Whether Wallenberg died in 1947 or remains alive is unclear. Nonetheless, he has been honored in Israel at Yad Vashem (the Martyrs’ and Heroes’ Remembrance Authority) as a reminder that one person can make a difference for thousands.
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Wannsee Conference

Day-long conference of German leaders to discuss the bureaucratic demands of arranging for the emigration, deportation, concentration, and elimination of the Jewish population within Germany and the occupied territories. The conferees also established policies for the treatment of Jews who were of mixed blood or in mixed marriages.

The conference was convened and organized by Chief of Security Police Reinhard Heydrich, who invited 15 top Nazi bureaucrats and Schutzstaffel (SS) officers to plan for the concentration of Jews and their execution. It took place in the Wannsee villa in suburban Berlin on January 20, 1942.

The German invasion and occupation of much of Eastern Europe, especially Poland and the Soviet Union, presented a demographic challenge to the German government because of the large Jewish populations in those areas, especially in Poland and the western Soviet Union. By the end of 1941, the head of the SS, Heinrich Himmler, recognized that deportation and emigration were no longer adequate for the task of eliminating the Jewish population. He authorized Heydrich to create the bureaucracy and arrangements for a “Final Solution to the Jewish question.” The Wannsee Conference dealt with these matters. Jews were to be “evacuated” to the east, with the “Jewish question” to be resolved first in the General Government.

The organizational challenges of identifying, transporting, housing, and eventually eliminating what the conferees overestimated as a population of 11 million European Jews (this number included those in neutral nations, such as Ireland and Switzerland) demanded that the Nazi government establish an infrastructure and clear procedures for implementing the goals of the regime. Although much of the discussion focused on forced emigration and deportation to Eastern Europe, the underlying objective of the conference was initiating the “Final Solution,” the systematic murder of the Jewish population in Europe. Specific topics discussed at the conference included estimating the size of Europe’s Jewish population, organizing a systematic sweep of Europe to eliminate all Jewish remnants, and confronting local resistance in occupied countries.

Using the Nazi racial laws (the Nuremberg Laws), those attending the Wannsee Conference established criteria for dealing with mixed-blood Jews and mixed marriages. Mixed-blooded individuals were divided into a complex classification system based on “Mixed Blood of First Degree” and “Mixed Blood of Second Degree.” This juridical understanding of race was designed to bring about the complete extermination of Jews in Europe.

Stenographers carefully documented the day’s events in a complete record of the conversations. In 1984, a German documentary about the Wannsee Conference appeared, based on this source and letters written by Hermann Goering and Adolf Eichmann.

JAMES F. CARROLL

See also: Final Solution; Heydrich, Reinhard; Himmler, Heinrich; Schutzstaffel


Further Reading

Herf, Jeffrey. The Jewish Enemy: Nazi Propaganda during World War II and the Holocaust. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 2006.

Valentino, Benjamin A. Final Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the Twentieth Century. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2004.



Warsaw Ghetto Uprising 

Through the summer of 1942, the Germans deported or executed more than 300,000 Jews from the Warsaw Ghetto, leaving between 55,000 to 60,000 there. Aware through authenticated reports of the mass killings that were taking place of the deported and resolved to fight back against the Germans, inhabitants of the ghetto formed the Jewish Fighting Organization (Zobydska Organizacja Bojowa, or ZOB) and prepared to obstruct future German deportations.

Lightly armed and poorly trained for combat, the ZOB saw its first action against a small German Aktion (the German euphemism for an operation to round up and deport those destined for concentration camps) in January 1943. Surprised by the opposition and suffering several casualties, the Germans withdrew from the ghetto to regroup their forces and evaluate the situation.
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Shocked that the Jews would arm themselves and fight another round of deportations, the Germans returned in force in April to liquidate the ghetto completely. On April 19, 1943, Waffen-SS, police, and Wehrmacht units moved into the ghetto to complete the January operation. To ensure success, they sent in columns of troops, a tank, and two armored cars. Shortly after the Germans began to fan out to round up the deportees, the ZOB struck with pistol fire, homemade hand grenades, and Molotov cocktails.

Despite facing an overwhelming superiority of men and matériel, the ZOB forced the Germans from the ghetto within two hours, a noteworthy, though short-lived, achievement. Chagrined and angered by the resistance, SS-Brigadefuhrer Jurgen Stroop, the police chief of Warsaw, ordered his troops back into the ghetto. Using their superior firepower, the Germans forced the ZOB fighters from the rooftops and into the buildings and below the streets into the sewers. Desiring to force a rapid conclusion to the Aktion, Stroop petitioned and received permission from SS-Reichsfuhrer Heinrich Himmler to use whatever means necessary to eliminate resistance. Unable to quell the ZOB, the Germans set about systematically destroying each building in the ghetto with explosives and fire.

Despite the destruction of its headquarters building on May 8, the ZOB continued to engage the German troops. Increasingly frustrated by his units’ inability to subdue the resistance completely, Stroop ordered that the main synagogue be destroyed as a signal that the reduction of the ghetto was at an end. On May 16, with sporadic fighting continuing as small bands of ZOB fighters persistently engaged the German troops, Stroop declared the operation complete when Warsaw’s most prominent synagogue collapsed into a pile of rubble. In his report to his superiors, he acknowledged that 16 of his troops were killed and 85 wounded. Deaths among the ghetto’s inhabitants ran into the thousands, with roughly 50,000 taken into custody and eithers shot outright or deported.
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Although some members of the underground Polish Home Army (Armia Krajowa, or AK) assisted the ZOB during the ghetto uprising, the majority did not participate in the fighting, waiting instead for their own planned revolt.
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Weiss, Helga

Helga Weiss is a well-known Czech artist and Holocaust survivor. She was born Helga Hoskova-Weissova in Prague in 1929 to a Jewish family. Weiss began keeping a diary in 1938, as World War II neared and the Germans occupied her country. Among her first entries was a description of her family’s terrifying ordeal in a Prague bomb shelter, as German planes flew above the city. In December 1941, Weiss and her family were forced to leave their apartment—and virtually all of their belongings—when the Germans forced them into the Jewish ghetto at Terezin, located to the northwest of central Prague. She and her family would remain there until 1944, at which time they were deported to Auschwitz.

Weiss’ diary, published in 2013 as Helga’s Diary: A Young Girl’s Account of Life in a Concentration Camp, mainly details her experiences during 1944 and 1945, after deportation; however, the book also describes events at Terezin. In it, she chronicles the physical and mental strain of living in an enclosed ghetto and then the horrors of the concentration camps at Auschwitz and Mauthausen. Despite the deprivations and hardships of her young life, Weiss nevertheless acknowledges that the years in the Terezin ghetto were not universally bad. There she became a young adult, experienced her first crush, and spent quality time with her family. The diary has not been heavily edited, so readers will experience it through the lens and words of a child and teenager, rather than an adult reflecting back, which Weiss hopes will make it more accessible.

Weiss’s most riveting—and harrowing—experiences occurred after her deportation in 1944. Weiss and her mother arrived at Auschwitz in October 1944 (her father was also sent there, but the family was separated by gender. Weiss’s father was killed sometime later). Upon arrival, Weiss lied about her and her mother’s age to avoid being sent to the gas chambers. Instead, she and her mother became laborers. Later on, after the Germans began to liquidate Auschwitz as Allied troops closed in on Germany, Weiss and her mother were sent by rail to the camp at Flossenburg. When Allied troops approached that facility, the Germans sent detainees on a 16-day death march to the Mauthausen camp. Weiss and her mother barely survived the ordeal. When Mauthausen was liberated in the spring of 1945, Weiss writes that she was numb and took no pleasure in the event because she was so sick and had seen so many horrific things.

After the war, Weiss returned to Prague and studied at the Academy of Fine Arts there. She also apprenticed under the well-known Czech artist Emil Filla and went on to become one of the foremost artists in postwar Czechoslovakia. After the 1989 revolution, she displayed her work in Germany, Italy, and Austria. She has since been recognized many times for her courage and artistic talent, receiving the prestigious Medal of Merit in 2009.
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White Rose 

The White Rose was a small, student-led resistance movement based in Munich, Germany, from 1942 to 1943. The group’s opposition to Adolf Hitler and the Nazi Party was based on religious morality and humanitarianism, with little, if any, political motivation. The main activity of the group was the distribution of pamphlets that denounced the activities of the Nazi Party and decried the murder of innocent German citizens, including Jews.

The White Rose was founded by siblings Hans and Sophie Scholl. Involved with the Hitler Youth as adolescents, the Scholls became increasingly disenchanted with the Nazi Party during their years at the University of Munich. Their father, Robert Scholl, was arrested in 1942 for publicly doubting Germany’s ability to win World War II. Joining with fellow students Christoph Probst, Willi Graf, and Alexander Schmorell, the Scholls designed an anti-Nazi pamphlet titled The White Rose after a novel that had inspired the youths. That initial pamphlet, one of eventually six different pamphlets, was secretly published in June 1942. The pamphlets attracted public attention, and copies were frequently made and distributed. Eventually, White Rose pamphlets were disbursed throughout Germany and Austria.

The range of the White Rose group expanded beyond the University of Munich. Students at the University of Hamburg joined the White Rose, and at its highest point, it had about 80 members. The distribution of the pamphlets continued steadily and was interrupted only in the summer of 1942 when Hans Scholl, Probst, and others were sent to fight on the Russian front.

On February 18, 1943, a janitor spotted Hans and Sophie scattering copies of the sixth White Rose pamphlet from a balustrade in the atrium of the University of Munich. The janitor had the Scholls and Probst arrested. The students were sent to trial on February 22, 1943, and stood before Judge Roland Freisler, who berated them for their treasonous activities. They defiantly admitted their crimes and were executed by guillotine that afternoon. Hans was 24, Sophie was 21, and Probst was 22. The rest of the students were sent to concentration camps or executed.

After World War II ended, the White Rose movement began to be seen by Germans as an admirable example of resistance to evil. The Scholls have become revered, as evidenced by the more than 200 schools and square at the University of Munich that are named after the brother-sister team. The White Rose Foundation and White Rose International are contemporary organizations that seek to preserve the memory of the White Rose and continue its tradition of “principled resistance.”
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See also: Resistance Movements; Scholl, Hans and Sophie


Further Reading

Peukert, Detlev. Inside Nazi Germany: Conformity, Opposition and Racism in Everyday Life. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989.

Vinke, Hermann. The Short Life of Sophie Scholl. New York: Harper & Row, 1984.



Wiesel, Elie

Elie Wiesel is a Romanian-born American writer, thinker, and teacher, world-renowned for his work in raising awareness of the Holocaust and its meaning for contemporary society. For many, he is the conscience and expression of all Holocaust survivors. A prolific author, his work has been extremely influential in dealing with the moral responsibility of any person to fight hatred, racism, and genocide.

Wiesel was born on September 30, 1928, in the town of Sighet, in Transylvania, when it was still part of Romania, prior to its occupation by Hungary in 1940. With the Nazi invasion of Hungary in the spring of 1944, his entire village was first incarcerated in two ghettos in Sighet. He was then deported to Auschwitz, where he was tattooed with the number A-7713. He and his father were at that time separated from his mother and sisters. The two remained together for a year, surviving a death march to Buchenwald in the winter of 1944–1945, until Wiesel’s father died just a short time before the camp was liberated by the Americans in April 1945. Both of Wiesel’s parents, and one of his sisters, perished during the Holocaust.


[image: Elie Wiesel, Holocaust survivor and author. (AP Photo/Suzanne Plunkett)]
Elie Wiesel, Holocaust survivor and author. (AP Photo/Suzanne Plunkett)



After the liberation, Wiesel was taken to Paris, where he lived in an orphanage. Between 1947 and 1950, he studied the Talmud, philosophy, and literature at the Sorbonne, attending lectures by Jean-Paul Sartre and Martin Buber. Working as a teacher of Hebrew and a choirmaster in order to supplement his income, he then became a journalist. He steadfastly refused, however, to write about or discuss his Holocaust experiences. A meeting with the 1952 Nobel Laureate for Literature, François Mauriac, however, convinced him of the need to begin writing about his experiences, and his best known work, Night (1960), was the result. Night came to be a symbolic recording of the experience of all Jews, and as a result Wiesel has since dedicated his life to ensuring that no-one can forget what happened. For Wiesel, “Never Again” is more than a phrase; it has been his life’s mission.

In 1955, Wiesel moved to the United States and made his home in New York. In 1963, he became an American citizen, recognized as one of the most powerful voices in Holocaust consciousness in the world. Wiesel’s work received recognition from the U.S. government in 1978, when he was appointed chair of the Presidential Commission on the Holocaust, established by President Jimmy Carter. In 1980, the commission was renamed the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Council, and Wiesel retained his position as chairman until 1986. In further acknowledgment of his contribution to the betterment of society, Wiesel was awarded the U.S. Congressional Gold Medal of Freedom in 1985, the Nobel Peace Prize in 1986 (for advocating worldwide against violence, repression, and racism), and received an honorary knighthood in recognition of his advocacy work for Holocaust education in the United Kingdom. He was elected to the American Academy of Arts and Letters in 1996.

Wiesel’s many writings show an author possessing a highly diverse range of skills. He has made compelling and profound contributions to literature and theology, and it might be said that his input to Holocaust writing has been among the most important ever composed. It is his opposition to indifference, and his quest to try to ensure that “Never Again” becomes the guiding principle directing the actions of everyone, that has led Wiesel to condemn, over and over again, what he calls the sin of indifference. Putting his own words into practice, one of the first things Wiesel and his wife, Marion, did after he won the Nobel Peace Prize in 1986 was to establish a foundation to promote peace and human rights throughout the world, the Elie Wiesel Foundation for Humanity. The foundation’s mission, rooted in the memory of the Holocaust, is to combat indifference, intolerance, and injustice through international dialogue and youth-focused programs that promote acceptance, understanding, and equality, and in fulfillment of this mission it runs multiple programs both domestically and internationally.

In November 1992, during the Bosnian War, Wiesel went to Belgrade, Sarajevo, Banja Luka, and the Manjaca concentration camp. Upon his return, he then publicly urged U.S. secretary of state Lawrence Eagleburger to speak out against the genocide that was occurring. He was unsuccessful, but 18 months later, at the opening of the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum in Washington, D.C., he made a further public plea to President Bill Clinton on the necessity of addressing the Bosnian genocide. Again, however, he was not successful. Such initiatives were not isolated; for decades Wiesel’s has been an imposing voice in speaking out against injustice and genocide around the world, notably with regard to apartheid in South Africa, the so-called “disappearances” in Argentina, the treatment of dissidents in the Soviet Union, Serb actions in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Saddam Hussein’s actions against the Kurds in northern Iraq, and the genocide of black Africans in Darfur at the hands of the government of Sudan. In September 2006, Wiesel addressed the United Nations (UN) Security Council in the company of George Clooney about the humanitarian crisis in Darfur, urging immediate international action for the purpose of saving lives.

In 2007, the Wiesel Foundation issued a letter, signed by 53 Nobel laureates, condemning Armenian genocide denial by the Turkish government and its supporters. Alongside such activities, Wiesel has also been a major advocate for Jewish rights around the world, and in earlier times was an outspoken critic regarding the respective difficulties faced by Soviet and Ethiopian Jewry.

Wiesel’s major concern has been that in the decades since the end of World War II nothing substantial had been learned as a result of that terrible conflict. All the cries of “Never Again,” so frequently uttered at the time of the liberation of the camps, have, in his view, amounted to little of substance. According to him, after a cataclysm such as the Holocaust, people should be looking out for the welfare and safety of each other, but this, so far, has not yet happened. Having survived the Holocaust, Wiesel has devoted his life to fostering the kind of understanding that will enable people to see the necessity of developing compassion and defeating indifference, and thus prevent more atrocities and other genocides.

PAUL R. BARTROP

See also: Auschwitz; Night; United States Holocaust Memorial Museum


Further Reading

Downing, Frederick L. Elie Wiesel: A Religious Biography. Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 2008.

Wiesel, Elie. Night. New York: Hill and Wang, 1960.



Wiesenthal, Simon

The self-proclaimed “bad conscience of the Nazis,” Simon Wiesenthal used his experience in the Holocaust during World War II to devote his life to tracking Nazi officials who escaped prosecution or disappeared at the war’s end. From 1956 onward, Wiesenthal directed Austria’s Jewish Historical Documentation Center, where he collected evidence of Nazi wartime atrocities and analyzed information on the whereabouts of Nazi war criminals.

Wiesenthal was born on December 31, 1908, in Buczacz, Galicia (in present-day Ukraine), in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. His father was killed in battle during World War I. His mother took the family to Vienna, Austria, for a period before returning to Buczacz to remarry.

Wiesenthal graduated from school in 1928 and applied to the Polytechnical Institute in Lvov. Turned down because of quotas that limited the number of Jews who could be accepted to the institution, he instead attended the Technical University of Prague, where he earned a degree in architectural engineering in 1932.

After graduation, Wiesenthal found work in an architectural firm in Lvov, Poland, and in 1936, he married Cyla Mueller. In 1939, their peaceful life was disrupted by the division of Poland by Germany and the Soviet Union under the terms of the German-Soviet Non-aggression Pact. The Soviet Army occupied Lvov and began a purge of Jewish professionals and other bourgeois elements. Wiesenthal’s stepfather was arrested in that purge and later died in prison. Wiesenthal was driven from his job, and he and Cyla were interned at a labor camp outside of Lvov.


[image: Portrait of Simon Wiesenthal, Polish prosecutor of Nazi fugitives after World War II. (Getty Images)]
Portrait of Simon Wiesenthal, Polish prosecutor of Nazi fugitives after World War II. (Getty Images)



Conditions for Poland’s Jewish community only worsened after Germany rescinded its agreement with the Russians and launched the Polish invasion. The implementation of Nazi genocide policies all but annihilated the country’s Jewish population. By the end of 1942, most of Wiesenthal’s and his wife’s relatives had perished in the Nazi death camps.

The Wiesenthals were lucky to avoid a similar fate. Cyla’s blond hair made it possible for her to pass for a non-Jew, and Wiesenthal arranged with the Polish underground to provide her with false identity papers. In exchange, Wiesenthal, who had been forced by the Germans to work on the Lvov Eastern Railroad, drew detailed maps of the railroad junction points that the resistance could use for sabotage purposes. Cyla survived the war because of the deal, working first in Warsaw and then in the Rhineland under the Polish name Irene Kowalska.

Wiesenthal himself managed to escape from the labor camp in October 1943. He was recaptured by the Germans in 1944 and sent to the Jancwska concentration camp. He arrived there just as the German Eastern Front collapsed under the advancing Soviet Army. The Nazi soldiers at the camp forced the remaining 34 prisoners (all that remained of the camp’s initial population of 149,000) to retreat westward to the Mauthausen camp in eastern Austria. Wiesenthal barely survived the forced march and weighed an emaciated 100 pounds when Mauthausen was liberated by U.S. troops on May 5, 1945. Wiesenthal and Cyla were reunited at the end of the war, both amazed to find the other still alive. Cyla gave birth to their daughter Pauline in 1946.

Immediately after the war, Wiesenthal began working for the War Crimes Section of the U.S. Army, gathering evidence of Nazi crimes and atrocities. He also worked for a Jewish relief organization. In 1947, he created the Jewish Historical Documentation Center in Linz, Austria. The purpose of the center was to gather evidence for the future prosecution of Nazi war criminals. The center’s mission, however, was not to be realized. As Cold War tensions heightened, both the United States and the Soviet Union lost interest in tracking down former Nazi officials. Most of Wiesenthal’s volunteer staff turned to other pursuits in frustration. Wiesenthal closed the center in 1954, turning over most of its files to the archives of Yad Vashim in Israel.

Wiesenthal held on to one file—that of Adolf Eichmann, the Nazi bureaucrat who had technically and efficiently implemented and overseen the Holocaust. Eichmann had vanished immediately after the Nazis’ defeat, and Wiesenthal painstakingly followed reports of his whereabouts, passing on information to the Israeli government. When Eichmann was captured by Israeli agents in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in 1959, Wiesenthal was sufficiently encouraged to reopen the Jewish Documentation Center in Vienna. Eichmann was later found guilty by an Israeli court of mass murder, for which he was executed in 1961.

Wiesenthal and his small staff once again began gathering evidence and carefully analyzed information on the possible location of war criminals. They were aided by numerous international informants who included victims of the Nazis, German soldiers upset by their country’s wartime atrocities, and even former Nazi officers. Wiesenthal’s efforts resulted in 1963 in the capture of Karl Silberbauer, the Gestapo officer who had arrested Anne Frank and her family. In 1966, nine Nazi officers located by Wiesenthal were put on trial in what was then West Germany for the murder of Jews in Wiesenthal’s former home of Lvov.

In 1967, Wiesenthal published The Murderers among Us, a memoir about his Holocaust experiences and efforts as a “Nazi-hunter” and the methods he used to accomplish his goals. He also wrote a second volume, Justice, Not Vengeance, which was published in 1989. Wiesenthal’s experiences also became an HBO movie, Murderers among Us: The Simon Wiesenthal Story, which starred Ben Kingsley as Wiesenthal. He was also depicted by Sir Laurence Olivier in the film The Boys from Brazil (1978). Wiesenthal served as a technical consultant for the film The Odessa File (1974).

Wiesenthal’s dedicated work for more than half a century earned him numerous awards, including the U.S. Congressional Medal of Honor, which he received in 1980, and in 1986, the French Legion of Honor. The Simon Wiesenthal Center was founded in Los Angeles in 1977 with the purpose of keeping the memory of the Holocaust alive and fighting existing bigotry around the world. As lauded as he became, Wiesenthal also had his critics, who variously downplayed his role in the capture of Eichmann and questioned his “sightings” of Josef Mengele.

Toward the end of his life, Wiesenthal maintained a quiet existence in Vienna, Austria, with Cyla, doggedly pursuing his lifelong work. Following the Yugoslav Wars, he spoke out in favor of a war crimes trial, stating that “[Holocaust] survivors should be like seismographs . . . they should sense danger before others do, identify its outlines and reveal them.” In recognition of his tireless efforts, British queen Elizabeth II gave Wiesenthal an honorary knighthood on February 19, 2004. He died at his home in Vienna on September 20, 2005.

ILISA HOROWITZ
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Wise, Stephen Samuel

American Reform rabbi, U.S. Jewish leader, and Zionist. Stephen Samuel Wise was born on May 17, 1874, in Budapest but emigrated to New York City as a child. He was educated at the College of the City of New York, Columbia College, where he earned a bachelor’s degree in 1892; in 1901 he received a PhD from Columbia University and then pursued rabbinical studies at the Jewish Theological Seminary. He became a Reform rabbi and a committed Zionist by 1914. Wise also established several synagogues and participated in a number of American and World Jewish congresses. A close associate of future president Franklin D. Roosevelt, Wise was an eloquent proponent of social and economic change and strongly backed the New Deal.

In the early 1930s, when the Nazis ascended to power in Germany, Wise spoke out sharply against the regime and its racial policies and anti-Semitism. He helped spearhead an effort to boycott German-made goods and organized anti-Nazi protests in New York City. Wise also attempted to use his influence with President Roosevelt to convince him that the United States must actively resist the Nazis. Strong isolationist sentiments in the United States, however, largely prevented such action. Wise was influential, however, in persuading the State Department to increase the number of visas to Jews fleeing Europe during 1936–1939.

By early 1942, reports of the enormity of the Holocaust had begun to trickle into the United States, and Wise moved quickly to publicize it and strategize how to stop it. In November 1942, he held a press conference in which he detailed the reports coming out of Europe. He also appealed to the U.S. public for help in ending the slaughter of innocents. The next month, the United States and 11 of its allies issued a declaration denouncing the Germans’ attempts to exterminate European Jewry. Wise repeatedly urged Roosevelt to make cessation of the Holocaust a major war aim, but other exigencies prevented the president from doing so. This greatly saddened Wise, and as the war drew to a close, his influence among American Jews had begun to wane.

In 1945, Wise was sent to the United Nations (UN) Conference in San Francisco, where he helped formulate policies designed to help Holocaust survivors and to prevent such an atrocity from happening again. Wise was often criticized for not having taken a strong enough stance with the Roosevelt administration prior to the war, when Nazi policies toward the Jews were already manifest. Others faulted him for not being aggressive enough to stop the Holocaust during the war, but there was only so much Wise could have done in that regard. Roosevelt’s primary goal was to defeat Japan and Germany, and he had to act in concert with U.S. allies, for whom the Holocaust was not a central concern. Wise died on April 19, 1949, in New York.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Wolff Trial 

Karl Wolff was SS-Obersturmbannführer and Supreme Head of the German Police Forces in Italy in 1945. He stood trial in 1964 before the Schwurgericht (Court with a Jury) of the Landgericht Muenchen II. Charged as an accessory to the murder of more than 300,000 Jews killed while he was the Adjutant of the Reichsleiter SS, Heinrich Himmler, in the Führerhauptquartier of Winniza between 1942 and 1943, Wolff was tried as a so-called Schreibtischtäter, literally, a “desk perpetrator,” someone not physically present at the crime, but culpable for reasons of administrative responsibility.

Born on May 13, 1900, in Darmstadt, Germany, Karl Friedrich Wolff served in World War I. After the German defeat in 1918, he could not continue his military career and started an advertising agency that failed. In 1931, Wolff visited some party reunions of the Nazi Party, met Hitler and Himmler personally, and decided to enroll in Himmler’s newly formed Schutzstaffel (SS). Letters to his wife reveal that Wolff shared the ideas of “eliminating the Jews,” although he might not have dared to believe or plan actively how this could become reality. Wolff, a pragmatic and cool analyst, always followed the easiest path of self-advantage; attracted by the SS ideal of building a new German elite, he was obsessed with becoming part of it.

From 1932, Wolff had the personal attention of Himmler, who was impressed by the character and perfect manners of the “young gentleman.” In 1933, Wolff became Himmler’s Chief of Personal Staff and as such was drawn into his inner circle, and his notable diplomatic ability was useful to the head of the SS. Wolff became Himmler’s shadow, taking part in every meeting and accompanying Himmler on several inspection tours, including ones to concentration camps. At the same time, Wolff maintained contact with the different circles Himmler wished to address informally, such as industrialists, officers, or journalists. With his formal position as head of the “Adjutantur des Reichsführers SS,” Wolff controlled access to Himmler. To strengthen his position against the other SS-Hauptamt-heads, Wolff became head of the chancellery of the Reichsführers SS and supervised the SS organizations “Ahnenerbe” and “Lebensborn” for Himmler.

With the outbreak of World War II in 1939, Wolff was promoted to the position of liaison officer for Himmler at the Fuehrerhauptquartier and was named a General of the Waffen-SS to emphasize his position, although he was not a trained general staff officer. Wolff became isolated from his duties and powers at Berlin, but at the same time involved in the racial war of the SS in the East. Wolff participated in several meetings dealing with the murder of the Jews; he knew of the so-called “Generalplan Ost” and of the gas chambers. He also participated several times, together with Himmler, in mass shootings of Jews and “communists,” including in Minsk in 1941.

Wolff’s involvement in planning the deportation of the Jews of Warsaw in July/August of 1942 became obvious after the war. 300,000 Jews had been deported to die in the gas chambers of Treblinka, and Wolff could not deny having personally ordered several trains to start the deportations.

With defeat in sight, Wolff was perfectly clear about his responsibilities and the guilt of staff members of the SS. After the fall of Mussolini in July 1943, Wolff became supreme head of the German Police Forces in Italy. Besides the police work in occupied territory, he was also concerned with deportation of Italian civilians for slave labor in Germany. As he controlled the rear areas, he became involved in the war against the partisans.

Although he followed the lines given by his patron, Wolff also looked out for more positive action, because he strongly felt that he had to earn new reputation. After the deportation of the Jews of Rome by a special SS group from Germany, an action ordered by Himmler against Wolff’s suggestion, Wolff became more isolated from Himmler. Wolff was on good terms with the Vatican and the Italian bishops and became one of the most important German negotiators for the surrender in the south. In exchange, the Allied partners promised Wolff the new life he longed for; in a secret agreement, Wolff was given the promise that he would not be prosecuted for actions committed during his command in Italy, including harsh anti-partisan tactics.

Wolff’s role in the deportation and deaths of the Jews was another matter. Because he never had an official function in the chain of mass murder of the Jews, it was quite difficult to bring Wolff to trial. Only the existence of some letters in which Wolff not only ordered the trains for the deportation but also expressed himself content and happy in very anti-Semitic phrases allowed him to be tried at all. Several former colleagues testified as to Wolff’s important role as the “right hand of Himmler,” but nobody could testify that Wolff had killed personally, as he had always been eager to remain the image of the “gentleman with white gloves.”

Based on the contents of his letters, in March 1965, Wolff was found guilty and sentenced to 15 years of imprisonment. He was released in 1969 on medical grounds and died in Rosenheim, Germany, on July 17, 1984.

KERSTIN VON LINGEN
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World War II

The origins of World War II lay in the ideological drive for expansion manifest in the Nazi worldview. The basic goal was to create an expanded Germany to the east, thereby recapturing German Lebensraum in order to form a new superpower: the Thousand-Year Reich. In so doing, Adolf Hitler envisaged destroying the Soviet Union and eliminating France as a continental power. Further, this would be combined with an ethnic revolution in the region, promoted by the Nazis as being a defense of German-speaking peoples. It was this racial aspect that distinguished Nazi policy from older forms of German expansionism. As far back as 1934, Hitler ordered his generals to be ready for war “within eight years.” This policy of rearmament was given a substantial fillip by the failure of the West to react to Hitler’s remilitarization of the Rhineland in 1936. Hitler believed that he could forge allegiances with Great Britain and the Soviet Union in order to gain the time to fulfill this plan. With regard to the latter, Nazi diplomacy resulted in the Non-aggression Pact, signed on August 23, 1939. Hitler believed that despite the lack of a formal alliance, this promise of non-aggression by the Soviet Union would deter Britain from fighting. The pact itself was mutually beneficial. For Joseph Stalin, not only did a secret protocol allow for westward territorial expansion, but it would also very likely result in a war between Germany and the imperial powers that would engender favorable conditions for the wider spread of communism in Europe. Hitler’s Germany was, therefore, a “friend” of communism—though not an “ally”—and Soviet terminology dubbed Hitler the “icebreaker of the revolution.”

Hitler had offered the Polish government status as a satellite state at the beginning of 1939. When this was turned down, Hitler decided to destroy Poland. It took less than two weeks for the rest of the country to be overrun by the German forces, and this was followed by a Soviet invasion. Initially the German public did not have a great enthusiasm for the offensive. This was a period when the Nazi Party was in decline in the popular consciousness, despite the fact that Hitler’s own standing remained high. However, morale was improved by the swift victory. Unprecedented Blitzkrieg tactics allowed for a new form of warfare, far removed from the trenches of World War I, to be implemented. The combination of modern technology with a belief that the “spirit” of the Teutonic warriors of old was working with them in winning breathtakingly rapid and decisive victories was typical of the Nazi idealization of modern warfare. Following this victory, the ethnic cleansing programs that would develop into the Holocaust began to evolve. For example, Heinrich Himmler was given the role of “Reich commissariat for the strengthening of Germandom,” and under his governance 1 million Poles were removed from western Polish provinces and replaced with German immigrants. The majority of Poland was placed under the rule of a Nazi governorship, which formed the “Government of Central Poland,” and the Reich directly annexed Upper Silesia, West Prussia, Poznan, and Danzig.

Following the invasion of Poland, German attention turned to Denmark and Norway in the spring of 1940. These invasions were pragmatic, as the supply of Swedish iron ore was essential for the German war machine. A British-occupied Norway might have halted this flow of raw materials. Again, easy victories followed, despite British and French intervention. Attention then switched to Western Europe, and May 1940 saw the Blitzkrieg sweep across Belgium, Holland, and France. In the previous winter, Germany had developed a plan to attack France at the north of the defensive barrier, the Maginot Line, via the Ardennes Mountains. This proved highly effective and split the Allied armies; the French capitulated because of poor morale, and 300,000 British troops were forced into a legendary evacuation via the port of Dunkirk. On June 16, Marshal Henri Pétain became the new French head of state, and peace negotiations were signed. Hitler toured Paris in triumph and returned to Germany to a genuine excitement at the dramatic victories in Western Europe, fueling National Socialist propaganda of a virile “people’s Germany” that was triumphant over Western decadence. The British, now under the new leadership of Winston Churchill, declared that there would be “no surrender”—this despite high-level British discussions for a negotiated peace. Hermann Goering’s plan to defeat Britain in 1940 via Luftwaffe bombing raids—the Battle of Britain—failed to remove Britain from the war or crush the Royal Air Force (RAF). Both countries maintained aerial bombing raids on civilian and military targets.

Instead of invading Britain, Hitler decided to fulfill a greater objective: the destruction of the Soviet Union. This was an ideological “war of racial annihilation,” as Hitler informed his generals, rather than a battle for expansion. Hitler was convinced that the Red Army had been emasculated as a result of the Great Purges, a belief greatly encouraged by the Soviets’ poor performance in the invasion of Finland in November 1939. After some delays in the spring of 1941, Operation BARBAROSSA was launched on June 22. Some 147 divisions were allocated to the invasion, initially joined by Romanian and Finnish troops. Despite warnings of an attack, the invasion came as a surprise to Stalin. Consequently, the Soviets lost most of their air force, and Germany soon made vast gains, taking a huge number of prisoners of war (POWs). However, by the winter the German forces had failed in their initial aspiration of knocking out the Red Army in five months, and they were ill prepared for the freezing conditions of the Russian winter. To compound these logistical problems, German supply lines had become increasingly overstretched by Hitler’s decision to split the attack between Moscow and the Ukraine. The occupied Soviet territories were chaotically administered, and it is difficult to overstate the brutality that the Germans unleashed on the local populations, which served to unify the Soviet forces in the defense of “Mother Russia.” Logistical difficulties were compounded by the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in December. Not only did this draw Germany into a state of war with the United States, thereby demoralizing the home front, but it also freed up experienced Soviet troops from the Siberian Front to fight the Nazi invasion: it was clear that Japan would be too busy with South Asian expansion to nurture designs against the Soviet Union.

In 1942, Albert Speer was promoted to minister for armaments and war production, and he brought about dramatic increases in the construction of wartime materials, more than trebling production in three years. This was often achieved through the use of foreign prisoners and slave labor in the concentration camps. From its peak at the start of Operation BARBAROSSA, enthusiasm in Germany for the war began to dwindle. Optimism was still very much “in the air” in Germany during 1942, especially with news of Erwin Rommel’s victories in North Africa and U-boat supremacy over British shipping in the North Atlantic. However, 1942 also saw the suspension of Nazi reforms to the state welfare and insurance schemes, and so the redistributive aspect of Nazi “socialism” and plans for a massive increase in social housing were shelved in favor of the essential war economy.

The war turned decisively against Germany in 1943. In February, German forces were defeated at Stalingrad—a battle that Hitler swore he would never lose—and in May, Rommel was defeated in North Africa. By the summer, the U-boat campaign was turning in favor of the Allies, and in July the Germans were defeated at the famous tank battle around Kursk. Consequently, it was not until 1943 that the Goebbels propaganda machine reached its height in order to counter the increasingly gloomy news of the war’s progress, compounded by rising prices and intensified Allied bombing campaigns. By this time, Hitler’s health—mental and physical—had begun to decline. Often meetings with military personnel led to histrionics from the Fuehrer and sometimes to major disputes over tactical matters. Hopes for avoiding a German defeat were dwindling, and they now lay either in the possibility that the Red Army would not be able to maintain its unique ability to absorb a truly colossal rate of attrition, or with the idea that an increased Soviet conquest of Eastern Europe would lead to a squabble that would destroy the Allies’ unity. Such hopes were finally dashed with the D-Day landings in Normandy in June 1944. The success of this invasion was made possible by the massive industrial capacity of the United States to produce war materials, in combination with the fact that the Allies had cracked Enigma, the German codes. Although the initial battles were by no means certain, the Allies soon proved successful and began moving eastward.

By 1944, the Nazi regime had become increasingly unstable. The July Plot against Hitler’s life augmented the power base of the SS and its leader, Himmler, in whom Hitler now placed a deep trust. He gave the former chicken farmer the position of “commander-in-chief of the reserve army and supreme commander of the Army Group Vistula,” the sort of promotion that is indicative of a wider characteristic of the Nazi war machine—placing people in positions for which they had no real training. This gave Himmler prime responsibility for defending Germany from the onslaught of the Red Army, a task in which he failed spectacularly. In these final months, Martin Bormann rose, too, and plotted against Himmler and other high-ranking Nazis, a development that was symptomatic of the fact that the upper echelons of the Nazi Party were shot through with infighting. In the shadow of imminent defeat, Himmler and Goering both sought peace settlements, the latter, incredibly, acting under the false belief that he was now Germany’s de facto leader. Hitler, however, was determined that Germany would not surrender. In his final words, written in a Berlin bunker, he expressed no contrition for the frightful destruction he had unleashed, and prophesied that a new National Socialist Germany would one day rise again from the ruins. It was here, on April 29, that he married Eva Braun, and later committed suicide. Before doing so, he promoted Goebbels to chancellor, Bormann to party secretary, and Admiral Karl Donitz to Reich president and supreme commander of the armed forces. On May 7, 1945, German representatives signed an initial peace and unconditional surrender order, and the following day they signed an unconditional surrender to all the Allies in Berlin.

For Italy, too, the war followed a tragic path. Although war was central to fascist ideology, it is clear that initially Benito Mussolini had no intention of involving Italy in such a great conflagration. Italy lacked the military infrastructure to mount a major war against Western powers, and Mussolini was happy to limit himself to piecemeal expansionist policies in Africa and the Balkans. Despite the “Pact of Steel” of May 1939, Mussolini did not enter the war immediately. In fact, he regarded the Non-aggression Pact as criminal, backed Finland after the Soviet invasion of that country, and sold weapons, including airplanes, to France until May 1940. On June 10, 1940, when France was on the verge of defeat, Italy entered on the side of Germany in hopes of territorial gains. Mussolini wanted only a partial association with Nazi expansionism. Therefore, he decided to fight a “parallel war” in Italy’s interests, basically to make Italy the key regional power in the Mediterranean and North Africa. In October 1940, Mussolini ordered an invasion of Greece that quickly ran into difficulties because of the military strength built up under the Metaxas regime in the interwar years. Italian troops were forced into retreat. Mussolini was rescued in April 1941 when Hitler overran Yugoslavia and Greece, delaying Operation BARBAROSSA. This was due to an anti-German coup in Yugoslavia and a British military expedition supporting Greece. After that Italy was stripped of her military independence. Italian troops were sent to aid the invasion of the Soviet Union and also to Rommel’s campaign in Africa. The latter sat awkwardly with the Italians’ self-image, at least at a rhetorical level, of performing a civilizing form of imperialism, emancipating indigenous populations from British and French rule. However, despite their own atrocities committed in Africa, it is worth noting that the Italians did not comply with the Nazi Jewish policy and maintained the second highest survival rate of Jewish populations among occupied countries.

The hostilities highlighted the fact that the Italian fascist war machine was a weak force, negating the ideals of the fascist new man. Further, it became increasingly obvious that the Italian Fascist Party and its associated militia, the MVSN, were both ineffective and corrupt. By 1943, public confidence in the regime collapsed, as it seemed to many that the war was contrary to any Italian interests. Mussolini, however, could see no way out and felt that Italy’s destiny was tied inextricably to Germany. Following the Allied invasion of Sicily on July 9, 1943, a meeting of the Fascist Grand Council was called for July 24. There, Dino Grandi collected signatures supporting a resumption of rule by King Victor Emmanuel III. Mussolini was deposed, and a new government was created under Marshal Pietro Badoglio. Mussolini was placed under arrest, and the new government signed peace terms on September 8, the eve of the Allied invasion of Italy.

German forces then invaded, and the peninsula became the site of civil war between antifascists and a combination of German and fascist forces. Mussolini was rescued on September 12 and was coerced by Hitler into running a puppet state. Installed in a villa near Salò, Mussolini was essentially a prisoner of the SS. The Italian Social Republic, or the Salò Republic as it was popularly known, initially attempted to introduce a new “socialization” scheme that would reorder the economy along more corporatist lines. The German Reich terminated these reforms, as it was fearful of a drop in essential wartime production. The republic did gain a genuine minority support, however, and it founded a new army of around 500,000 men and a new militia, the National Republican Guard. However, the Allied invasion was too powerful, and the republic was eventually defeated. Partisans captured Mussolini at the end of April 1945. He was executed, and his body was hung in a square in Milan.

In other invaded territories, Hitler preferred to set up satellite regimes that, in the main, drew on local conservative forces, rather than either drawing on indigenous fascist forces or governing annexed regions directly from Berlin. The Scandinavian countries were given somewhat lenient treatment, and Denmark, Norway, and Holland were allowed relatively autonomous governance. This stemmed from a belief that Scandinavians, the Dutch, and the Flemish were “racially redeemable.” The most notorious of these was the regime of Norway’s Vidkun Quisling, who ruled in Germany’s interests for most of the war, and whose name became synonymous with such a relationship. Holland, Denmark, and Belgium also developed collaborationist regimes. However, because of contingencies of administration, indigenous fascists did gain more significant positions of power in some invaded countries. In Romania, Hitler’s main concern was to make the country a stable satellite and bulwark in support of the invasion of the Soviet Union. The Iron Guard did, however, briefly seize power. In 1940, King Carol realigned Romanian allegiance from Britain to Germany and offered Horia Sima and others from the Iron Guard places in the government. However, when Germany transferred Transylvania to Hungary, Carol’s popularity dropped. Carol put in General Ion Antonescu as dictator, and the latter then forced the king to abdicate in favor of his son Prince Michael. Other parties were unwilling to form a grand coalition, so Antonescu relied on the Iron Guard to back his pro-German Romanian nationalism. Thereafter, the Iron Guard became the only political party in Romania, and Sima became vice premier. “Romanianization” commissars from the Iron Guard peppered the country and even gained new powers over industry. Overall, this simply resulted in bad (and increasingly unpopular) administration. Antonescu attempted to appropriate the Iron Guard, emulating Francisco Franco’s tactics with the Falange—a policy that Hitler backed. However, amid increasing political tension, on January 21, 1941, the legion carried out a full revolt, seized local government offices, and enacted a vicious Jewish pogrom. This rebellion was crushed, however, and the Iron Guard was banned. Antonescu remained in power, and Romanian forces were sent to the Eastern Front in return for territorial gains. Antonescu also presided over Romania’s own Jewish genocide, the largest by non-German forces during the war.

Hungary was also reinvented as a Nazi satellite state in which the Arrow Cross, led by Ferenc Szalasi, eventually secured power. The regent, Admiral Miklos Horthy, initially resisted the fascist party. He favored the rise of the new radical-right party, Hungarian Renewal, under Bela Imredy. Hitler, too, initially resisted Szalasi and preferred to give power to Imredy after Hungary entered the war as a German ally. The Arrow Cross held representatives in the Hungarian parliament and set up a biological racial office in 1942. The advance of Soviet forces in 1943 led to a full German occupation in March, and Horthy was forced to put a more radical-right government into office; yet Szalasi refused to be a party to this coalition. By the autumn of 1944, German authorities wanted to put Szalasi and the Arrow Cross in power. They seized the existing government, and Szalasi was installed. By this time, half of the Jewish population had been transported to death camps, and under Szalasi the rest were deported. Szalasi developed an ideological project for a new “Hungarian Order,” and a “Corporate Order of the Working Nation” comprising a nationalized and “controlled” economy. By March 1945, the country was under full Soviet occupation, and Szalasi was captured and executed for war crimes.

After invading Yugoslavia, Hitler dismantled the country, following which the Ustasha rose to power in Croatia. The leader of the Ustasha, Dr. Ante Pavelic, was put at the head of the new Independent State of Croatia (NDH) and remained there throughout the war. He developed a charismatic leadership and “mystical bond” with the nation. Under this administration chaos reigned, and a culture of very high ethnic violence developed. That resulted in the attempted extermination of a large proportion of the Orthodox Serb population, some 1 million strong. The regime also spontaneously executed around 40,000 Jews.

After the French defeat, Marshal Pétain headed what was the most independent of the satellite states, Vichy France. Comprising southeastern and central France, the regime maintained official sovereign status and formal diplomacy throughout the war and was allowed to keep France’s colonial empire. Essentially, this was an authoritarian, right-wing dictatorship modeled on Franco rather than Hitler or Mussolini. It did, however, respond to widespread desires for patriotic reform and announced a “national revolution.” This involved the promotion of conservative values, the reintroduction of religious instruction in schools, and the modernization of industry along corporatist lines. Also, new youth and veterans’ organizations were formed. Anti-Semitic policies were introduced in 1940, and the French police ended up deporting tens of thousands of Jews to Germany and beyond. In August 1941, the regime became more authoritarian when Pétain suppressed political parties, formed new courts, and created a new national police force. Mandatory labor was introduced in 1942, basically to ensure that the youth worked for German interests. However, by 1942 the Vichy zone was under direct German occupation, which blocked further constitutional reform. From that point onward, Pétain was a mere figurehead. Marcel Déat and other indigenous French fascists were given positions in the assembly. After the Allied invasion the government was moved to Sigmaringen in Germany, in order to organize guerrilla tactics opposing the liberation.

As the war progressed, it developed an increasingly international aspect. There was a significant Europewide, rather than exclusively German, input into the German armed forces, reflective of the way that for many across Europe the war took on the face of a genuine ideological conflict between “European Civilization” and “Asian Bolshevism.” For example, the Waffen-SS drew on not only non-national Volksdeutche (“ethnic Germans”) but also other volunteers from Northern, Eastern, and Western Europe, and even non-Europeans. This was often constructed in terms of a somewhat convoluted Nietzschean ideal of the emergence of European “supermen.” However, it was more likely that these recruits were inspired by deeply felt anticommunist sentiments that allowed any Nazi atrocities to be justified in the greater good of defeating Bolshevism. Typical of this fusion between increasing Nazification and anti-Bolshevism was the leader of the Belgian Rex movement, Léon Degrelle, who spent a great deal of time on the Eastern Front. He also developed a “Eurofascism” that argued that Nazi-style racism must become manifest in all nationalisms, which would result in a unified European community of nations after the war.

World War II was devastating for the fascist worldview. Inherent to fascism—especially Nazism—was the idea that war was the ultimate test of the nation and of the new fascist men created in its name. Consequently, the comprehensive defeat of Nazi expansionism, which drew other forms of fascism and authoritarian right politics into its hurricane, revealed the inherently self-destructive nature of fascist ideologies. In the postwar dynamic, this has meant that fascist ideology has sought to build ideological constructions that either attempt to transcend this history through sophisticated metapolitical discourses of “organic nationalism,” or else fetishize these experiences, often in esoteric paramilitary groupuscules.
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Yom HaShoah

Yom HaShoah (Holocaust Remembrance Day) is a Jewish commemoration day dedicated to the remembrance of the Holocaust, the destruction of some 6 million Jews that began with the rise to power of the National Socialist Party (the Nazis) in Germany in the 1930s and reached its zenith in the last years of World War II with the development of the gas chambers in the several death camps, most notably Auschwitz in Poland. Shoah is a Hebrew word meaning “catastrophe” or “utter destruction.”

Yom HaShoah is held on the 27th of Nissan (which occurs in late April or early May on the Common Era calendar) and is an official holiday in Israel. In 2005, the United Nations designated January 27 as the International Holocaust Memorial Day, and that date is acknowledged in most of the countries of the European Union. Neither day is recognized in the United States, but the Jewish community and many in the Christian community hold a commemoration on or near Nissan 27.

As a relatively new day of commemoration, not only has no date been agreed upon by all, but there is no set ritual. Many will light candles, often 6 candles symbolic of the 6 million who died, though much more emphasis is placed upon holding some form of commemoration rather than the form that the observance will take. In Israel, a siren will sound, at which point everyone stops any activity in which they are engaged. Integral to the day is the retelling the stories of what people experienced. The United Kingdom first celebrated a Holocaust Remembrance Day in 2001, the year following the opening of a permanent Holocaust Exhibition at the Imperial War Museum.

In 1994, following the release of Schindler’s List (1993), director Steven Spielberg formed the Survivors of the Shoah Visual History Foundation (now the USC Shoah Foundation Institute for Visual History and Education) to record and preserve video testimonies of survivors of the Holocaust. The Foundation concentrated on documenting the stories of Jewish survivors, but also interviews other victims, including homosexuals, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Gypsies, and a variety of others who had knowledge of the events. By the end of the 1990s, the archive (since 2006 housed at the University of Southern California) included some 52,000 video testimonies offered by people from 56 different countries.

The Holocaust began with a campaign of anti-Semitism by the Nazis and accompanying acts of violence and destruction. Once Adolf Hitler came to power, plans were put in place to eradicate various segments of the population including homosexuals and Gypsies, but most notably the Jews. In the end, the Nazis adopted a policy, termed the “Final Solution,” that looked toward the complete annihilation of the Jews from all of Europe. Systematically, Jews were confined to overcrowded ghettos, then sent to concentration camps, and as additional countries were overrun, sent to death camps. By the time the Nazi regime was brought down, two-thirds of Europe’s Jews had been killed.
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Zionism 

Zionism is a Jewish nationalist movement that dates from the 19th century. The foremost goal of Zionism, the creation of a Jewish homeland, was achieved with the founding of the state of Israel in 1948.

The desire for a Jewish homeland has Biblical origins. Jews believe that over 4,000 years ago, God told Abraham, the founding father of Judaism, to go and occupy Canaan, the land in the Middle East that is Israel and Palestine today. Yet it was not until after the Holocaust of World War II that the Jewish state of Israel was established. That victory for Zionism was bittersweet, however, because the legality of Israel was challenged by Arabs on all sides. That conflict continues to this day.

In the mid-1800s, Jewish intellectuals, after suffering and failing to gain complete acceptance into the German, Russian, or Spanish social structures where they lived, began to support the idea that Jews should settle in the region near Jerusalem. Mount Zion is one of the hills surrounding Jerusalem, the holy city, and it was from that sacred mountain that the movement’s name was adopted.

In Russia in particular, Jews who lived under the harsh regimes of the czars had failed miserably in their attempts to assimilate into the culture. Consequently, they lived in separate communities and spoke their own language, Yiddish. Most of them were poor, although a certain quota were allowed to attend the universities, and a few had become doctors and lawyers. Those autonomous communities had their own schools, businesses, and financial structure. In the mid-19th century, the Russian government all but sanctioned pogroms, bloody grass-roots revolts aimed at Jews. That violence resulted in many Jews escaping to Western Europe and the United States.

In 1882, Judah Leib (Leo) Pinsker published, in German, a pamphlet called Auto-Emancipation. Pinsker focused on the dream of establishing a Jewish homeland, but his words fell on deaf ears in most of Western Europe. In Russia, however, a small group, inspired by his writing, banded together under the name Hovevei Ziyyon, or Lovers of Zion. The Lovers of Zion promoted the idea of Jewish farmers and craftspeople settling in Palestine. Thanks to the generosity of Baron Edmund de Rothschild of Paris, that dream became a reality for a few. From 1882 to 1903, 25,000 Jews immigrated to Palestine in what is called the First Aliyah. The Second Aliyah, or next wave, came just before World War I, during 1904–1914, when another 40,000 Jews were added to the population of Palestine. In 1914, there were about 85,000 Jews in Palestine, a small minority among the Arab population. In addition, there were 43 Jewish agricultural settlements with 13,000 settlers, many of them supported by the wealth of the Rothschilds.

Theodor Herzl, a journalist from Austria, moved Zionism into the worldwide political arena and is often called the Father of Zionism. In August 1897, he convened the First Zionist Congress in Switzerland. The constitution written at the congress stated: “Zionism strives to create for the Jewish people a home in Palestine secured by public law.” In 1903, after years of negotiations with the British government, Herzl convinced the United Kingdom of the legitimacy of a Jewish state, and Britain offered 6,000 square miles in the highlands of Uganda. Yet the land in Africa was not the promised land near Jerusalem that many Jews longed for, so any serious consideration of the British proposal began to split the Zionist movement into two factions. Herzl’s untimely death at the age of 44 in 1904 marked the end of negotiations with Britain about Uganda, and Zionists were left to focus their hopes on Palestine.

The death of Herzl and the onset of World War I contributed to a temporary halt in the Zionist movement. Because the Ottoman Empire (which controlled Jerusalem) was at war with the United Kingdom, and since Herzl had already convinced the British government to sympathize with the Jews, World War I could have been used as on opportunity to rally behind British warfare to garner support for the Zionist movement. However, the Zionists’ lack of strong central leadership resulted in a missed opportunity.

After World War I, support for Zionism shifted from Germany, Austria, and Russia to London and New York, where money was being raised. Most Zionists who moved to Palestine in the interwar period were from Poland.

On November 2, 1917, British foreign secretary Arthur J. Balfour declared his support for the Zionist movement by writing: “His Majesty’s Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine, or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews in any other country.” That document, called the Balfour Declaration, was endorsed by the main Allied Powers at the San Remo Conference in 1920 and became an official international policy. Using the Balfour Declaration as a preamble, the council of the League of Nations approved on July 24, 1922, the Palestinian Mandate. The League of Nations also advised how to aid in Jewish immigration to Palestine.

However, while the Balfour Declaration had noted the rights of Muslim Arabs in Palestine, the Zionists’ goals overshadowed them. Zionists and their supporters did not question the right of Jews to occupy a land that had not been theirs for hundreds of years. The strife among Jews, Palestinians, and other Arabs during the last 50 years of the 20th century proves that short-sighted thinking marred supporters of the Zionist movement, even at the government level of foreign nations. It must be remembered, though, that Britain had enjoyed many successful years of colonization and war victories. The British government thought that it was perfectly acceptable for Jews to “colonize” or occupy Palestine in the same way that the British had conquered and settled areas all over the world.

Between 1922 and 1939, the Jewish population in Palestine increased to 30 percent of the total population, or about 450,000 people. Tel Aviv, a city founded specifically by Jews for Jews, became a major economic center with a population of 150,000. As the Jewish population grew in Palestine, Zionist activists turned toward violent behavior to support their cause.

Meanwhile, the anti-Semitic Adolf Hitler gained power at the head of the National Socialist German Workers’ Party, or Nazis. The Nazis’ mass murder of Jews during World War II did more to bring attention and sympathy to Zionism than any other act of the 20th century. By the time Germany was defeated at the end of the war, surviving Jews all over the world felt that the Old Testament command given to Abraham to conquer and possess the Holy Land had even greater meaning.

From the end of World War II in 1945, it took three years to establish Israel as a Jewish state in Palestine. Four major groups were involved in the process: the United Kingdom, which occupied Palestine by mandate of the League of Nations; the United States, a new superpower that had a powerful Jewish voting bloc; the Arab League, which vowed to block the establishment of a Jewish state in the Middle East; and the Zionist Jews from various nations. Each group had its own agenda regarding territorial ownership, government policies, and rights. The British, desiring to maintain good relations with the Arab nations and angered by acts of Zionist terrorism in Palestine, wished to restrict Jewish immigration to Palestine. The United States, however, favored an independent Jewish republic in Palestine. Finally, in 1947, the United Kingdom passed the problem on to the United Nations (UN).

The UN Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP) recommended that Palestine be partitioned into Jewish and Arab territories but that it maintain the same economic core in an attempt to promote unity and stability in the region. The Arab League immediately protested the recommendation. The Arab nations felt that Jews did not have the fundamental right to live in Palestine just because they needed a place to call home and they wanted that home to be near Jerusalem. Moreover, the territory that UNSCOP recommended for Jewish occupancy included the valuable coastline and farm lands that the Arabs felt was out of proportion to the ratio of Jews and Arabs living in the region. Nevertheless, the UN General Assembly approved the partition on November 29, 1947.

The British soon pulled their occupying forces out of the region, and David Ben-Gurion proclaimed the state of Israel on May 14, 1948. The United States and the Soviet Union immediately recognized the new nation. The Arab League, on the other hand, had declared a jihad, or holy war, against the Jews in Palestine. Zionists had achieved their homeland, but that victory set the stage for decades of conflict between Israelis and Palestinians—a conflict that continues to this day.
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Zuehlke Trial 

From 1941 to 1944, Willy Zuehlke, a member of the Waffen-SS, served as warden for two prisons located in Amsterdam and run by the German Security Police (SD, or Sicherheitsdienst) and the Gestapo. These prisons held political prisoners, such as Dutch resisters, and Jewish “punishment cases”—i.e., Jews who had gone into hiding and were either betrayed or discovered—before their deportation to German labor and concentration camps. Yet, despite his prominent position of authority in the capital city of the occupied Netherlands, Zuehlke’s 1948 trial before the Netherlands Special Court in Amsterdam and his subsequent appeal before the Netherlands Special Court of Cassation are not especially well known.

Between the years 1943 and 1947, the government of the Netherlands established five Special Courts located around the country and devoted solely to trying wartime crimes. A special Court of Cassation, located in The Hague, was to serve as an appeals court for these dedicated Special Courts. In the summer of 1948, Zuehlke stood trial before Amsterdam’s Special Court, accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity committed during his tenure at two prisons. He was charged with two counts, the first concerning the Jewish prisoners in his custody and the second concerning prisoners in general. For the first count, Zuehlke was accused of having “cooperated in the German policy of humiliation and persecution of the Jews” by assisting in the imprisonment of illegally detained Jews. Further, he had allegedly struck, kicked, and forced his Jewish prisoners to engage in humiliating work. The second count alleged Zuehlke’s “cooperation in the maintenance of a policy of terrorism and brutality against defenseless arrestees.” Here, Zuehlke was charged with the same physical abuse of prisoners as specified in the first count, as well as denying a condemned prisoner “spiritual aid” in the form of a priest. Additionally, Zuehlke was charged both as perpetrator—since he committed these offenses in his capacity as prison warden—and superior, since he commanded the prison guards who committed similar offenses. In his defense, Zuehlke cited his membership in the Waffen-SS as evidence that he had acted under duress and in accordance with superior orders.

The judgment of the Special Court in Amsterdam was rendered on August 3, 1948, and Zuehlke was found guilty on both counts. His offenses were pronounced to be “war crimes and/or crimes against humanity” in accordance with both Articles 6 b and c of the Nuremberg Charter (London Agreement) and Dutch municipal law concerning illegal detention and “the crime of ill-treatment.” He was, however, acquitted of the charge that he had denied spiritual assistance to condemned prisoners. The court declared that this behavior did not necessarily constitute a war crime. Further, there was no proof that Zuehlke had been authorized to forward such requests from prisoners or that such requests, even if forwarded, would have been successful. The Special Court sentenced Zuehlke to seven years’ imprisonment, taking account of the fact that the accused had not initiated the arrests of prisoners and that his ill-treatment of prisoners had not been of a rather serious nature. Further, the court maintained that Zuehlke had acted not out of a desire to attack his victims but “rather on account of his rough nature.”

Both Zuehlke and the prosecutor appealed this verdict before the Special Court of Cassation in The Hague, with Zuehlke maintaining that the punishment was too severe and the prosecutor arguing that it was too lenient. In December 1948, this appeals court upheld the initial verdict, in essence confirming that the “superior orders” defense did not absolve Zuehlke of criminal responsibility. However, in evaluating mitigating circumstances and the offenses committed, the Court of Cassation reduced his sentence to that of five years’ imprisonment. Furthermore, while the appeals court agreed with the first court’s conclusion that Zuehlke had not been personally responsible for forwarding the requests of condemned prisoners for spiritual assistance, it declared that the denial of spiritual assistance did constitute a punishable offense as both a war crime and a crime against humanity. This judgment perhaps remains the most durable legacy of the Willy Zuehlke case, an otherwise overlooked trial of a wartime prison guard. It is cited, for example, in recognition that the “invasion of the religious rights of occupied territories” constitutes an offense under international criminal law.
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Zygielbojm, Szmul Artur

Jewish-Polish socialist leader, activist, and a member of the Government of the Republic of Poland in Exile (1942-1943). Szmul Artur Zygielbojm was born on February 21, 1895, in Borowice, Lublin (then part of Russia), into an impoverished family. At the age of 10, he began working in a factory. As a young man, he became associated with the Jewish labor movement in Chełm and joined the General Jewish Labor Union (Polish Bund), becoming a member of its central committee by 1924. Beginning in the early 1930s, he began editing the Bund’s labor journal, and in 1936 the group dispatched him to Łodź to spearhead the Bund’s activities there. In 1938, he was elected to the city’s governing council.

An ardent Polish nationalist, Zygielbojm was arrested by the Germans shortly after the invasion of Poland in September 1939. Nazi occupation authorities then ordered Zygielbojm and other Jewish leaders to begin work on the creation of the Warsaw Ghetto. He balked and decided to flee Poland in December, although he was heartbroken to leave his family behind. He succeeded in evading capture, stopping first in Belgium, then France, then the United States, and eventually London by the early spring of 1942. There he became a member of the Polish government-in-exile’s National Council. In the meantime, he had met with socialists from various nations, filling them in on Nazi activities in Germany and Eastern Europe.

Once in London, Zygielbojm took to the BBC airwaves, broadcasting the dire circumstances of Polish Jews. In early May 1943, news of the Nazis’ brutal suppression of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising and the decision to liquidate the survivors reached Zygielbojm. He was devastated by the news; a few days later, he received word that his wife and teenaged son had been killed during the unrest in Warsaw. Completely distraught, Zygielbojm committed suicide in London on May 12, 1943. The note he left behind took the Allies to task for not having done more to protect Polish Jews; he wrote: “I hope my death will shock those who have been indifferent, shock them into action. . . .”
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Zyklon-B Case (1946)

In the Trial of Bruno Tesch and Two Others (March 1–8, 1946), also known as the Zyklon-B Case, the British Military Court in Hamburg tried Tesch, Karl Weinbacher, and Joachim Drosihn of Tesch & Stabenow (Testa), for complicity in the murder of Allied internees. The indictment charged that the defendants had supplied the Nazi Schutzstaffel (SS) with Zyklon-B (prussic acid), in full knowledge of its use against human beings. Arguing that private individuals who knowingly provide state institutions with the means to commit mass murder are themselves guilty of war crimes, the prosecution charged that the defendants had violated Article 46 of the Hague Regulations of 1907 by abetting the extermination of citizens in territory under military occupation. The court convicted Tesch and Weinbacher and sentenced them to death, but acquitted Drosihn. The British executed Tesch and Weinbacher on May 16, 1946.

Testa was one among several firms involved in Zyklon-B distribution. In the interwar years, Deutsche-Gold-und-Silberscheideanstalt (Degussa, German Gold-and-Silver Separation Society), IG Farbenindustrie AG (IG Farben, Community of Interests, Dye Industry), and Thomas Goldschmidt AG formed a holding company for insecticides, Deutsche Gesellschaft fuer Schadlingsbekampfung (Degesch, German Society for Pest Control). Degesch furnished gas-absorbent pellets, canisters, and other materials to manufacturers Dessauer Werke and Kali Werke. Heerdt-Lingler (Heli) monopolized sales in southern and western Germany. Founded as a partnership by Tesch and Paul Stabenow in 1923, Testa’s territory north and east of the Elbe eventually included Auschwitz, where it sold 12 tons of the fumigant in 1943. Until June 1942, Degesch had a controlling interest in Testa, after which Tesch became sole owner. Except when training personnel in fumigation or the use of Degesch delousing chambers, Testa’s employees did not directly handle the product.

Convened under the Royal Warrant of June 14, 1945, the British Military Court of Hamburg consisted of Brigadier R.B.L. Persse (president), Lieutenant Colonel Sir Geoffrey Palmer, Major S.M. Johnstone, and Captain H.S. Marshall (alternate). The Royal Warrant provided for admission of limited hearsay evidence, but confined jurisdiction to war crimes, not crimes against humanity, committed by Germany or Japan against Allied nationals after September 2, 1939. The Royal Warrant also provided for the accused to testify in their own defense, a right availed by each defendant in this case. The indictment excluded German gas victims and, as was then customary, subsumed the Jewish victims’ identity under the rubric of Allied nationalities. The British Military Court asserted jurisdiction over the Tesch Case because Testa was headquartered in Hamburg and the charges involved multiple nationalities.

Hearsay testimony and circumstantial evidence played crucial roles in the conviction of Tesch and Weinbacher. Bookkeeper Eric Sehm described a company travel report from late 1942, which summarized Tesch’s interview with German officers, allegedly from the Wehrmacht (armed forces), not the SS. After mentioning the shooting of Jews on the Eastern Front, the officials solicited Tesch’s advice concerning the use of Zyklon-B for the enhancement of killing efficiency. Tesch offered technical assistance on the spot. Sehm took notes about the report but later destroyed them, on the advice of Wilhelm Pook, another witness who partly endorsed his account. Two former stenographers, Erna Biagini and Anna Uenzelmann, confirmed their superior’s knowledge of mass murder by Zyklon-B. The court also determined that Tesch had visited Sachsenhausen, Neuengamme, and Gross-Rosen concentration camps, but never Auschwitz. By emphasizing Tesch’s meticulousness, his counselor inadvertently aided the case against his client, because the judge advocate subsequently cited that characteristic as proof that Tesch must have known how the SS used his product.

Unable to adduce direct evidence against Weinbacher, the prosecution stressed his position as prokurist, the deputy empowered to transact business in Tesch’s absence. Denying that he had seen the damning travel reports, Weinbacher claimed that his heavy workload prevented his reading every document. For 200 days per year, however, Weinbacher directed the firm while Tesch traveled on business. The prosecution argued that Weinbacher was in a circumstantial position to know how the firm’s customers used Zyklon-B.

As first gassing technician, Drosihn visited several concentration camps while servicing Degesch chambers. The prosecution was unable to prove that he knew of any illegitimate purposes for Zyklon-B before the end of the war, or that he was in a position to influence company policy.

Like the Nuremberg industrialist cases, the Zyklon-B case established the precedent that private persons could be held accountable for the commission of war crimes. The specific findings contrasted with the IG Farben Case, however, in which the defendants who had supervisory roles in Degesch were acquitted of complicity in genocide because the prosecution was unable to establish their direct knowledge of criminal activities.
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Was Adolf Hitler the Primary Driving Force behind the Holocaust or Would It Have Occurred Even without His Leadership?

Introduction 

No name is more closely associated with the Holocaust than that of German chancellor Adolf Hitler. As the leader of the German state from 1933 until the end of World War II and his death in 1945, the virulently anti-Semitic Hitler orchestrated the genocide of some 6 million Jews, as well as approximately 5 million others—including Poles, Soviets, Roma, disabled people, and homosexuals—who the Nazi Party labeled as Untermenschen (subhumans). Safeguarding the purity of the “Aryan race” and removing the supposed racial, social, and economic threat posed by European Jewry were central to the ideology of both Hitler and his National Socialist Workers’ (Nazi) Party.

Although Hitler’s central role in the Holocaust is clear, the question of whether or not the genocide would have occurred without Hitler remains a topic for scholarly debate. Would the Holocaust have occurred if Hitler and the Nazis had not been in power?

In the Perspectives that follow, three scholars offer their own opinions on this enduring historical question. In his essay, Dr. Spencer C. Tucker argues that Hitler was absolutely instrumental to the Holocaust and that it very likely would not have occurred without his leadership. He points out that although there are no written orders from Hitler himself calling for the wholesale destruction of the Jewish people, it is clear from Hitler’s own writings and the manner in which the German state functioned that the Holocaust could not have occurred without Hitler’s knowledge and express direction. By contrast, Michael Nolte asserts that the Holocaust could not have happened without the support—at least passively so—of the German people. He suggests that although Hitler was indeed anti-Semitic, the Nazis’ targeting of the Jews was done largely for political purposes precisely because Hitler knew such a stance would serve as a powerful rallying point among a large segment of the German populace. In her essay, Alexis Herr traces the historical roots of anti-Judaism and anti-Semitism to demonstrate that the Holocaust was a product of long-standing prejudice and discrimination. She explores how views on Jews changed during the Middle Ages and early modern period of European history.

Perspective 1: The Importance of Hitler

Adolf Hitler was absolutely the driving force behind the Holocaust, and it is difficult to conceive of it occurring without him.

Anti-Semitism had deep roots in Germany, but it had also been prevalent in much of Eastern Europe, notably in Poland and in Russia, as well as in Western Europe, as in France. Hatred of Jews was not a function of behavior or deeds. It was an irrational phenomenon, defying reasoned explanation. But with Jews a small minority in Germany, it was possible to alienate them without major political cost, and Hitler made anti-Semitism a focal point of his National Socialist movement. This was for him both ideological principle and propaganda tactic. Jews were persecuted not for their religion, but because Hitler presented them as having been part of an effort that had denied Germany its rightful victory in World War I (the “Stab-in-the-Back legend”) and who were a counter-race of subhumans out to destroy Aryans by blood-pollution. Either destroy the Jews or be destroyed by them, Hitler claimed.

After Hitler came to power in Germany in 1933, Jews were gradually excluded from German society, turned into untouchables in their own land. This was done at varying rates, not according to a precise, preconceived plan. Years later it became clear that the only way to save the Jews was through emigration to Palestine or overseas, but that was not evident in the early days of the Nazi regime when the authorities actually sought to encourage emigration. With other countries unwilling to admit the Jews, Hitler drew the appropriate conclusion: Jews were defenseless and had no way out of their predicament.

One of Hitler’s cardinal goals was to reverse the outcome of World War I, even at the cost of a new and more terrible world war. Hitler blended hatred for the Jews and Bolsheviks, choosing to regard them as one force. This conveniently justified German expansion in the east to secure lebensraum (“living space”). There was in fact an overriding concentration and consistency of Hitler’s policy toward the destruction of the Jews.

There was no straight path to the Holocaust, however. As late as 1940, there was still talk of settling Jews in Madagascar, but it is difficult not to believe that executing the Jews was there from the beginning. The plan to exterminate the Jews began with Hitler, and despite the fact that there is no document bearing his signature ordering their extermination, there is a paper trail through his loyal Shutzstaffel (SS) leader Heinrich Himmler. Unlike Hitler, who gave his orders orally and in the most general terms, Himmler, the consummate bureaucrat, left a long paper trail.

In 1977, David Irving, a British military historian specializing in World War II, created a storm of protest when he stated unequivocally in his book Hitler’s War that Hitler was unaware of the extermination of the Jews in Europe, at least until 1943. Irving contended that Himmler and the SS had instigated the Final Solution. A number of historians quickly took issue with Irving, but in the opinion of many the matter was settled once and for all by the late British historian Gerald Fleming at Surrey University in his 1984 book, Hitler and the Final Solution, which was thereafter widely translated and published abroad.

Fleming marshaled an impressive amount of evidence from a wide variety of sources, including a horde of documents seized by the Soviets at the end of World War II and stored at Riga. Despite elaborate Nazi efforts to conceal or destroy evidence linking those at the top of the chain of command to the Final Solution, Fleming was able to assemble such a weight of circumstantial evidence as to prove conclusively that Hitler had full knowledge of the plan to exterminate the Jews, that it was in fact done at his express order, and that he went to considerable lengths to conceal his direct role.

As noted, there exists no written order with Hitler’s signature on it ordering the killing of the Jews—a fact exploited by Irving and other Holocaust deniers. Most probably the order was given orally to either Hermann Goering or Himmler. This was Hitler’s studied practice, with his secretary and head of the chancellery Martin Bormann forming these into written commands. When queried by his subordinates in regard to the so-called “Final Solution to the Jewish Question,” Himmler repeatedly referred to a “very hard” Fuhrer Order (which in the Third Reich had the force of law) as the justification for the extermination of the Jews. Himmler said that Hitler had ordered “without exception” the elimination of “whatever Jews we can reach” during the war.

Fleming also established, from work done in the archives at Riga, that the killing of 27,000 Jews there in November and December 1941 was not the decision of local authorities but was in fact carried out on orders from Berlin. Hitler must have been behind it, and he was certainly kept informed of all the work of the four SS Einsatzgruppen (special units formed to carry out the execution of communist officials and Jews in Russia). There is conclusive proof that he was given totals of Jews executed in the winter of 1941 in Russia.

This is important because it precedes the so-called Wannsee Conference of January 20, 1942, in Berlin that is generally given as the impetus for the implementation of the Final Solution. By that date, a million Russian Jews had already been executed, Jews from Germany were being killed at Riga and Chelmno, construction of death camps had begun, and Zyklon-B gas was being tested at Auschwitz.

In any case, it is inconceivable that Reinhard Heydrich, number two man in the SS and the spokesman at the Wannsee Conference, would have presented the Final Solution as policy to high-ranking SS and Reich officials without Hitler’s express approval. There is simply no way Hitler could have been unaware of the Final Solution until 1943 as suggested by Irving. For Hitler, the “Jewish Question” took priority over everything else, including conduct of the war. Nazi ideologue and self-proclaimed expert on the Soviet Union Alfred Rosenberg sought for tactical reasons to delay the massacre of Jews until the war with the Soviet Union had been won, but he was overruled. Indeed, freight trains that were badly needed to move supplies for the German Army were being diverted to carry Jews to the death camps. There is no way that such practices could have escaped the Fuehrer’s notice, let alone have occurred without his explicit order.

The only remaining issue to be resolved by historians concerning Hitler and the extermination of the Jews is whether he intended on this from the very beginning or if it evolved as other options closed. The weight of evidence suggests the former, given Hitler’s repeated references to the “elimination of the Jewish race in Europe.” But since Hitler so deliberately concealed his true plans, even from his closest subordinates, we may never know for certain.

SPENCER C. TUCKER

Perspective 2: The Role of the German People

Asking how the world of superheroes would develop under different circumstances, the comic series What If? creates a parallel reality. After the 1980 presidential elections, for example, the magazine pictured Captain America as head of state. Had the patriotic hero decided to run against Ronald Reagan, the comic argued, our world would have been another place. The series is so appealing because it makes a valid point. Rejecting the idea that history is predetermined, it highlights lost opportunities and the importance of human agency. What works for a comic book, though, should not be transferred to historical scholarship. The question of whether the Germans would have murdered the Jews without Adolf Hitler’s leadership cannot be answered. Since the Holocaust is an undisputed fact, any speculation that, under different conditions, the perpetrators would not have committed their crimes leads into the realm of fiction.

Although evoking unfounded assumptions, the question of whether the Holocaust would have occurred without Hitler has a factual layer. It asks if a single person was capable of mobilizing millions of followers, seizing control of the government, and using his power to orchestrate genocide. The dictator, who subjugated the Nazi state to his personal leadership, wielded enormous influence; yet, his authority did not emerge from a vacuum. The majority of Germans backed him. Millions joined National Socialist demonstrations, accepted concentration and slave labor camps in their neighborhoods, and stood by idly as their Volksgenossen (racial comrades) escorted Jews to deportation trains. What, to put it another way, was the relationship between the dictator and the population? Was Hitler the driving force behind the mass murder or did the impetus come from below?

The support of ordinary Germans, without a doubt, was a key element in the implementation of the “Final Solution.” Although anti-Semitic street violence and the vulgarity of anti-Jewish Nazi propaganda initially appalled many Germans, the social and economic segregation of Jews was carried out amidst widespread public approval. “By the beginning of the war at latest,” historian Robert Gellately discovered, “most Germans agreed with Nazi anti-Semitism.” Only a small segment of society, however, participated in mass murder. Scholars estimate that about 200,000 persons—no more than 0.25 percent of the Reich’s inhabitants—were directly involved in the killings. Although the number of perpetrators was relatively small, the majority of German civilians provided crucial support for the Holocaust. Most Germans knew about the mass murder; still, they arranged themselves with the regime and, at best, passively supported National Socialism. They stole Jewish property, refused to associate with Jews, and denounced those who were persecuted by the Nazis. Particularly during the last phase of National Socialism, civilians played an active role. As the Germans “evacuated” the concentration camps toward the end of the war, large parts of the population witnessed mass murder. Driven on long and exhausting marches, the prisoners passed cities, town, and villages. Ordinary Germans, who watched the guards shooting everybody who could not continue, frequently joined the killers. Near the city of Celle, for instance, a group consisting of camp guards, SA personnel, soldiers, policemen, party members, and civilians hunted down fugitive prisoners in April 1945. Among them, writes the Israeli scholar Daniel Blatman, were boys aged 14–16 who did not hesitate to shoot their victims. German society was deeply entangled in the crimes of the Nazi regime. The population, permeated by an anti-Semitic and racist consensus, generally endorsed National Socialist racial policies. Without such broad-based support from below, Hitler and his henchmen would have most likely been relegated to the role of insignificant hatemongers.

Even though the majority of Germans backed the Holocaust, whether actively or passively, they collectively denied culpability for Nazi crimes after the war. Already during the last months of the Third Reich, the U.S. intelligence officer Saul Kussiel Padover observed the “tendency to put the whole burden of guilt and blame upon Hitler . . . psychologically.” He wrote about his experience in 1946, saying: “The German people is now prepared to escape punishment and moral responsibility by offering the world a scapegoat who only a short while ago was a demi-god.” Presenting themselves as reluctant bystanders, Germans sought to diminish their own role in the crimes of the regime. Even the legal system of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG, West Germany) played into the myth of the almighty Fuehrer. For Holocaust perpetrators to be convicted, the prosecution had to demonstrate that they exhibited particular cruelty and malice. As long as the killers merely carried out orders, they were considered innocent. Not individual agency, German society maintained, but commands from above were responsible for the implementation of genocide. Against this background, it is not surprising that this view found its way into historical writing. The German scholar Eberhardt Jackel, for instance, regarded Hitler as the main driving force behind the Holocaust. This is not to say that Jackel discounted civilian participation in National Socialism; on the contrary, he indeed stressed the widespread support for the Nazis. Nonetheless, claiming that a single person propelled the mass murder, his argument involuntarily falls in line with the German postwar campaign to reject individual accountability.

Hitler, without a doubt, played a crucial role in both rallying the Germans behind National Socialism and guiding the bureaucracy of genocide. The dictator was, to quote the historian Christopher Browning, “not only ‘champion and spokesman’ [of the Final Solution] but also the necessary and pivotal decision maker.” Reducing the Holocaust to an executive procedure orchestrated from above, on the other hand, ignores the social dimension of mass murder. Nazi decision-making did not unfold in a vacuum. The German apparatus of power consisted of an unmanageable network of overlapping and conflicting agencies pertaining to ministerial bureaucracy, armed forces, industry, and party; although the Fuehrer stood on top, these structures were carried from below. “The Nazis,” Gellately demonstrated, “did not act out of delusional or blind fanaticism in the beginning, but with their eyes wide open to the political and social realities around them. They developed their racist and repressive campaigns by looking at German society, history, and traditions.” Hitler and his confidants knew that it would be impossible to carry out the Holocaust without societal backing. They chose to murder the Jews because the Germans accepted this decision. The Fuehrer and his followers, in other words, belong together. How the dictator would have acted without the support of the population is as much a matter of speculation as the question of what the Germans would have done without Hitler’s leadership.

MICHAEL NOLTE

Perspective 3: The Historical Roots of the Holocaust

Adolf Hitler’s successful annihilation of millions of European Jews relied upon centuries of prejudice and violent hatred to succeed. The Holocaust did not occur overnight. Instead, Hitler capitalized on preexisting prejudice and managed to rally those around him in the wake of World War I. The murder of Europe’s Jews speaks to society’s deepest vulnerability: to embody evil and commit atrocity. The Holocaust shows us that the path to genocide builds over time. Hitler is part of the chain that links the history of anti-Judaism to murderous anti-Semitism.

The history of Jews in Europe is rooted in the separation of Jews from Christian society. By the Middle Ages, the Catholic Church had managed to convert nearly all of Europe to Christianity, but the Jews were the exception. Theologians and philosophers in the Middle Ages purported that everyone had a place and position in society, and Jews were part of that social order. Jews residing in cities were relegated to a specific neighborhood knows as a “ghetto,” an enclosed space with a gate, which locked Jews in and Christians out on high holidays like Easter. Jewish separation from Christians afforded an unequal co-existence.

Christian “othering” of Jews was strengthened by elements of the Jewish faith. The Yiddish language, for example, was one way they avoided assimilating into Christian society, as many Jews could not speak the common tongue of their country of residence.

Political struggle often motivated pogroms (organized massacres of Jews) during the Middle Ages. During this period, kings and local noblemen were responsible for Jews and Jews came to symbolize royal power and elitism, as they were the only members of the community permitted to lend money. Violent outbreaks in medieval Europe erupted from conflicts between religious and secular authorities. Because Jews fell under the nominal protection of the king or nobleman, Christians frustrated with the rigid class system often attacked Jews out of political discontent more than religious hatred.

In the 16th and 17th centuries, centralized governments emerged as well as philosophers who called for political equality. The French Revolution was inspired by the drive for political equilibrium and aimed to abolish the old kind of society in which the elites had all the power. Napoleon opened the ghettos and led a purge known as the Terror, during which 1,200 aristocrats went to the guillotine, murdered for their status, not their crimes.

The Terror and the French Revolution destroyed the Middle Age rhetoric that everyone had a place in society. The violent actions during the French Revolution introduced the notion that mass murder was an acceptable form of political expression. This time, the nobles and royals were the victims, but who would come next?

During the 1700s and 1800s, nationalism emerged as a dominant thought in European society. As a result of the French Revolution leaders’ demand for political equality, societies came to view themselves as one nation of people—not classes or individuals—with a shared responsibility to ensure the success of their homeland.

With the obsession of nation came the idea of separate races and the thought that a nation was made of a people with shared biological and genetic makeup. In this new racial conceptualization of nationalism and people, the Jews were left out. While in the Middle Ages their outsider status had much to do with political monarchies, in the 1700s and 1800s, Jews were seen as something “other” on a biological level.

In the middle of the 19th century, anti-Judaism (political and economic hatred) changed into anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism is prejudice toward Jews motivated by religious, racial, cultural, and ethnic biases. Jews were seen as an internal enemy and a scapegoat for a nation’s misgivings. In Russia, for example, Christians blamed Jews for mass poverty and famine, which inspired widespread pogroms. Unlike pogroms of the Middle Ages, pogroms in the 1800s had much to do with ethnic hatred.

World War I created another opportunity for disgruntled nations to blame Jews and further the obsession over the concept of race. The war was an explosion of death, carnage, and industrialized warfare. Violence and bloodshed saturated all of Europe and mutilated corpses affronted Europeans at a new level. Men returned home with amputated limbs and other disfiguring injuries, which spurred scientist to study the body’s place in racial thinking.

The rise of political anti-Semitism and the pattern of blaming Jews for a country’s misgivings occurred again after World War I. Despite having fought alongside their Christian neighbors in the Great War, Germans painted the Jews as backstabbers and deserters who wanted Germany to lose.

Harsh economic restrictions and fines placed on Germany as penalty for inciting war left many Germans unemployed and without means to support themselves. When Hitler finally came to power in 1933, he captivated the German people’s attention by promising to return Germany to the economic and financial stability of the past.

Hitler’s path to power had much to do with timing and the building anti-Jewish and anti-Semitic fever throughout Europe. The same can be said of the mass German support for the genocide. Hitler’s ascent to power and the German consensus to Hitler’s genocidal demands can only be understood by examining the historical patterns of violence, political strife, and racial thinking over the proceeding centuries.

It is impossible to say Hitler was the driving force behind the Holocaust because it is unknown whether he could have rallied support without centuries of anti-Jewish and anti-Semitic philosophies and politics. Hitler managed to turn anti-Semitic sentiment into an annihilationist policy supported by Germans. Without civilian participation, Hitler would not have been able to execute his murderous plans.

ALEXIS HERR

How Is the Wannsee Protocol Indicative of the Nazi Use of Euphemism in the Final Solution?

Introduction 

The bureaucratic apparatus of Nazi Germany was characterized by the use of euphemism in its day-to-day transactions in regards to domestic policy, the war effort, public security, and particularly in the Final Solution of the Jewish Question. In government correspondence, official documentation, and public declarations, the Nazi regime was careful to never explicitly describe anything that might shed any light on actual policies or actions against marginalized groups, particularly the Jews of Europe. Through the use of such terms as “evacuation,” “emigration,” “refugees,” among others, the German police state and military forces were able to perpetrate the Holocaust, maintaining an official policy mean to ensure that these actions were never actually specified or documented. As such, the Schutzstaffel (SS), the Sicherheitsdienst (SD), the Gestapo, and the Einsatzgruppen (mobile killing squads), were able to conduct their respective duties throughout the Third Reich.

The Wannsee Conference of 1942, organized by Reich Main Security Office leader Reinhard Heydrich, to discuss potential solutions for the “evacuation” of the Jewish populations of the Third Reich, resulted in the infamous Wannsee Protocol. In this key document, the Nazis never specifically mention the mass shootings of Jews conducted by the Einsatzgruppen or the SS-run concentration and death camps where millions perished. As such, this raises the question: How is the Wannsee Protocol indicative of the Nazi use of euphemism in the Final Solution?

In Document Study 1, the Wannsee Protocol (1943) is presented in its entirety, to better illustrate the exact wording used by the Nazi leadership in their plans to implement the destruction of the Jews of Europe, otherwise known as the “Final Solution.” In Document Study 2, historian Mike Geheran explains how the use of euphemism throughout the Wannsee Protocol is indicative of Nazi plans to destroy the Jews of Europe while maintain it as an “open secret” for the German public.
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Document Study 1: The Final Solution: The Wannsee Protocol (1942)

	Stamp: Top Secret
 	30 copies / 16th copy
 	Minutes of discussion.


	The following persons took part in the discussion about the final solution of the Jewish question which took place in Berlin, am Grossen Wannsee No. 56/58 on 20 January 1942:
 	At the beginning of the discussion Chief of the Security Police and of the SD, SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich, reported that the Reich Marshal had appointed him delegate for the preparations for the final solution of the Jewish question in Europe and pointed out that this discussion had been called for the purpose of clarifying fundamental questions. The wish of the Reich Marshal to have a draft sent to him concerning organizational, factual and material interests in relation to the final solution of the Jewish question in Europe makes necessary an initial common action of all central offices immediately concerned with these questions in order to bring their general activities into line. The Reichsführer-SS and the Chief of the German Police (Chief of the Security Police and the SD) was entrusted with the official central handling of the final solution of the Jewish question without regard to geographic borders. The Chief of the Security Police and the SD then gave a short report of the struggle which has been carried on thus far against this enemy, the essential points being the following: 	a) the expulsion of the Jews from every sphere of life of the German people,
 	b) the expulsion of the Jews from the living space of the German people.




In carrying out these efforts, an increased and planned acceleration of the emigration of the Jews from Reich territory was started, as the only possible present solution.

By order of the Reich Marshal, a Reich Central Office for Jewish Emigration was set up in January 1939 and the Chief of the Security Police and SD was entrusted with the management. Its most important tasks were

	a) to make all necessary arrangements for the preparation for an increased emigration of the Jews,
 	b) to direct the flow of emigration,
 	c) to speed the procedure of emigration in each individual case.


The aim of all this was to cleanse German living space of Jews in a legal manner.

All the offices realized the drawbacks of such enforced accelerated emigration. For the time being they had, however, tolerated it on account of the lack of other possible solutions of the problem.





	In Germany proper on 30 January 1933
	approx. 360,000



	In Austria (Ostmark) on 15 March 1939
	approx. 147,000



	In the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moraviaon 15 March 1939
	approx. 30,000







The work concerned with emigration was, later on, not only a German problem, but also a problem with which the authorities of the countries to which the flow of emigrants was being directed would have to deal. Financial difficulties, such as the demand by various foreign governments for increasing sums of money to be presented at the time of the landing, the lack of shipping space, increasing restriction of entry permits, or the cancelling of such, increased extraordinarily the difficulties of emigration. In spite of these difficulties, 537,000 Jews were sent out of the country between the takeover of power and the deadline of 31 October 1941. Of these there were:

The Jews themselves, or their Jewish political organizations, financed the emigration. In order to avoid impoverished Jews’ remaining behind, the principle was followed that wealthy Jews have to finance the emigration of poor Jews; this was arranged by imposing a suitable tax, i.e., an emigration tax, which was used for financial arrangements in connection with the emigration of poor Jews and was imposed according to income.

Apart from the necessary Reichsmark exchange, foreign currency had to be presented at the time of landing. In order to save foreign exchange held by Germany, the foreign Jewish financial organizations were—with the help of Jewish organizations in Germany—made responsible for arranging an adequate amount of foreign currency. Up to 30 October 1941, these foreign Jews donated a total of around 9,500,000 dollars.

In the meantime the Reichsführer-SS and Chief of the German Police had prohibited emigration of Jews due to the dangers of an emigration in wartime and due to the possibilities of the East.

	III. Another possible solution of the problem has now taken the place of emigration, i.e. the evacuation of the Jews to the East, provided that the Führer gives the appropriate approval in advance.
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These actions are, however, only to be considered provisional, but practical experience is already being collected which is of the greatest importance in relation to the future final solution of the Jewish question.

Approximately 11 million Jews will be involved in the final solution of the European Jewish question, distributed as follows among the individual countries:

The number of Jews given here for foreign countries includes, however, only those Jews who still adhere to the Jewish faith, since some countries still do not have a definition of the term “Jew” according to racial principles. The handling of the problem in the individual countries will meet with difficulties due to the attitude and outlook of the people there, especially in Hungary and Rumania. Thus, for example, even today the Jew can buy documents in Rumania that will officially prove his foreign citizenship.

The influence of the Jews in all walks of life in the USSR is well known. Approximately five million Jews live in the European part of the USSR, in the Asian part scarcely 1/4 million.

The breakdown of Jews residing in the European part of the USSR according to trades was approximately as follows:

Under proper guidance, in the course of the final solution the Jews are to be allocated for appropriate labor in the East. Able-bodied Jews, separated according to sex, will be taken in large work columns to these areas for work on roads, in the course of which action doubtless a large portion will be eliminated by natural causes. The possible final remnant will, since it will undoubtedly consist of the most resistant portion, have to be treated accordingly, because it is the product of natural selection and would, if released, act as a the seed of a new Jewish revival (see the experience of history.)

In the course of the practical execution of the final solution, Europe will be combed through from west to east. Germany proper, including the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, will have to be handled first due to the housing problem and additional social and political necessities.

The evacuated Jews will first be sent, group by group, to so-called transit ghettos, from which they will be transported to the East.





	Agriculture
	9.1%





	As urban workers
	14.8%



	In the trades
	20.0%



	Employed by the state
	23.4%



	In private occupations - medicine, press, theater, etc.
	32.7%







SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich went on to say that an important prerequisite for the evacuation as such is the exact definition of the persons involved.

The intention is not to evacuate Jews over 65 years old, but to send them to an old-age ghetto—Theresienstadt is being considered for this purpose.

In addition to these age groups—of the approximately 280,000 Jews in Germany proper and Austria on 31 October 1941, approximately 30 percent are over 65 years old—severely wounded veterans and Jews with war decorations (Iron Cross I) will be accepted in the old-age ghettos. With this expedient solution, in one fell swoop many interventions will be prevented.

The beginning of the individual larger evacuation actions will largely depend on military developments. Regarding the handling of the final solution in those European countries occupied and influenced by us, it was proposed that the appropriate expert of the Foreign Office discuss the matter with the responsible official of the Security Police and SD.

In Slovakia and Croatia the matter is no longer so difficult, since the most substantial problems in this respect have already been brought near a solution.

In Rumania the government has in the meantime also appointed a commissioner for Jewish affairs.

In order to settle the question in Hungary, it will soon be necessary to force an adviser for Jewish questions onto the Hungarian government.

With regard to taking up preparations for dealing with the problem in Italy, SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich considers it opportune to contact the chief of police with a view to these problems.

In occupied and unoccupied France, the registration of Jews for evacuation will in all probability proceed without great difficulty.

Under Secretary of State Luther calls attention in this matter to the fact that in some countries, such as the Scandinavian states, difficulties will arise if this problem is dealt with thoroughly and that it will therefore be advisable to defer actions in these countries. Besides, in view of the small numbers of Jews affected, this deferral will not cause any substantial limitation.

The Foreign Office sees no great difficulties for southeast and western Europe.

SS-Gruppenführer Hofmann plans to send an expert to Hungary from the Race and Settlement Main Office for general orientation at the time when the Chief of the Security Police and SD takes up the matter there. It was decided to assign this expert from the Race and Settlement Main Office, who will not work actively, as an assistant to the police attaché.

	IV. In the course of the final solution plans, the Nuremberg Laws should provide a certain foundation, in which a prerequisite for the absolute solution of the problem is also the solution to the problem of mixed marriages and persons of mixed blood.


The Chief of the Security Police and the SD discusses the following points, at first theoretically, in regard to a letter from the chief of the Reich chancellery:

	1) Treatment of Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree


Persons of mixed blood of the first degree will, as regards the final solution of the Jewish question, be treated as Jews.

From this treatment the following exceptions will be made:

	a) Persons of mixed blood of the first degree married to persons of German blood if their marriage has resulted in children (persons of mixed blood of the second degree). These persons of mixed blood of the second degree are to be treated essentially as Germans.
 	b) Persons of mixed blood of the first degree, for whom the highest offices of the Party and State have already issued exemption permits in any sphere of life. Each individual case must be examined, and it is not ruled out that the decision may be made to the detriment of the person of mixed blood.


The prerequisite for any exemption must always be the personal merit of the person of mixed blood. (Not the merit of the parent or spouse of German blood.)

Persons of mixed blood of the first degree who are exempted from evacuation will be sterilized in order to prevent any offspring and to eliminate the problem of persons of mixed blood once and for all. Such sterilization will be voluntary. But it is required to remain in the Reich. The sterilized “person of mixed blood” is thereafter free of all restrictions to which he was previously subjected.

	2) Treatment of Persons of Mixed Blood of the Second Degree


Persons of mixed blood of the second degree will be treated fundamentally as persons of German blood, with the exception of the following cases, in which the persons of mixed blood of the second degree will be considered as Jews:

	a) The person of mixed blood of the second degree was born of a marriage in which both parents are persons of mixed blood.
 	b) The person of mixed blood of the second degree has a racially especially undesirable appearance that marks him outwardly as a Jew.
 	c) The person of mixed blood of the second degree has a particularly bad police and political record that shows that he feels and behaves like a Jew.


Also in these cases exemptions should not be made if the person of mixed blood of the second degree has married a person of German blood.

	3) Marriages between Full Jews and Persons of German Blood.


Here it must be decided from case to case whether the Jewish partner will be evacuated or whether, with regard to the effects of such a step on the German relatives, [this mixed marriage] should be sent to an old-age ghetto.

	4) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of German Blood. 	a) Without Children.




If no children have resulted from the marriage, the person of mixed blood of the first degree will be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto (same treatment as in the case of marriages between full Jews and persons of German blood, point 3.)

	b) With Children.


If children have resulted from the marriage (persons of mixed blood of the second degree), they will, if they are to be treated as Jews, be evacuated or sent to a ghetto along with the parent of mixed blood of the first degree. If these children are to be treated as Germans (regular cases), they are exempted from evacuation as is therefore the parent of mixed blood of the first degree.

	5) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree or Jews.


In these marriages (including the children) all members of the family will be treated as Jews and therefore be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto.

	6) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of Mixed Blood of the Second Degree.


In these marriages both partners will be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto without consideration of whether the marriage has produced children, since possible children will as a rule have stronger Jewish blood than the Jewish person of mixed blood of the second degree.

SS-Gruppenführer Hofmann advocates the opinion that sterilization will have to be widely used, since the person of mixed blood who is given the choice whether he will be evacuated or sterilized would rather undergo sterilization.

State Secretary Dr. Stuckart maintains that carrying out in practice of the just mentioned possibilities for solving the problem of mixed marriages and persons of mixed blood will create endless administrative work. In the second place, as the biological facts cannot be disregarded in any case, State Secretary Dr. Stuckart proposed proceeding to forced sterilization.

Furthermore, to simplify the problem of mixed marriages possibilities must be considered with the goal of the legislator saying something like: “These marriages have been dissolved.”

With regard to the issue of the effect of the evacuation of Jews on the economy, State Secretary Neumann stated that Jews who are working in industries vital to the war effort, provided that no replacements are available, cannot be evacuated.

SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich indicated that these Jews would not be evacuated according to the rules he had approved for carrying out the evacuations then underway.

State Secretary Dr. Bühler stated that the General Government would welcome it if the final solution of this problem could be begun in the General Government, since on the one hand transportation does not play such a large role here nor would problems of labor supply hamper this action. Jews must be removed from the territory of the General Government as quickly as possible, since it is especially here that the Jew as an epidemic carrier represents an extreme danger and on the other hand he is causing permanent chaos in the economic structure of the country through continued black market dealings. Moreover, of the approximately 2 1/2 million Jews concerned, the majority is unfit for work.

State Secretary Dr. Bühler stated further that the solution to the Jewish question in the General Government is the responsibility of the Chief of the Security Police and the SD and that his efforts would be supported by the officials of the General Government. He had only one request, to solve the Jewish question in this area as quickly as possible.

In conclusion the different types of possible solutions were discussed, during which discussion both Gauleiter Dr. Meyer and State Secretary Dr. Bühler took the position that certain preparatory activities for the final solution should be carried out immediately in the territories in question, in which process alarming the populace must be avoided.

The meeting was closed with the request of the Chief of the Security Police and the SD to the participants that they afford him appropriate support during the carrying out of the tasks involved in the solution.

Document Study 2: Euphemism in the Wannsee Protocol

The Wannsee Protocol remains the sole surviving Nazi document to outline a methodical blueprint for the genocide of European Jewry. What is remarkable about the document, however, is that it contains no direct references to mass murder. Formulated in objective and dispassionate prose, it refers to the deportations of Jews to Nazi extermination camps as “resettlement” or “evacuation to the East.” As a high-level, top secret document that was never intended for public dissemination, the Wannsee Protocol stands in sharp contrast to the surviving after-action reports of the Einsatzgruppen or transcripts of Heinrich Himmler’s speeches before the Schutzstaffel (SS), where there is little evidence that the SS saw it necessary to conceal their intentions when discussing the Final Solution. This development raises several fundamental questions: what made it necessary for the perpetrators to use the language of denial at Wannsee? And what does it reveal about the Nazis’ use of euphemism more broadly?

When representatives of the SS and various German government ministries met at the Grosser Wannsee in Berlin on January 20, 1942, to discuss the “Final Solution of the Jewish Question,” their goal was to organize the mass murder of the 11 million Jews who remained in Europe. A radical new plan did not emerge from the meeting, for the systematic murder of Soviet Jews had already been well underway since the start of Operation BARBAROSSA six months earlier. What changed, however, was that by early 1942 the Germans had decided to move from local shooting actions and territorial solutions to murdering Europe’s entire Jewish population. The logistics required to identify, apprehend, and transport victims from across the European continent to death camps in the eastern-occupied territories were beyond the ability of the SS to carry out independently; the support of other government agencies was crucial for the successful implementation of the Final Solution.

Under the pretext of “evacuation,” the SS was able to secure the cooperation of other government ministries, many of which had no prior involvement in the mass murder of the Jews. The Third Reich’s leadership was only too aware that most Germans, including some Nazi officials, did not share the virulent antisemitic convictions of the SS, nor would they be willing to implicate themselves in mass murder. They sensed that most people would support the forced deportation of Jews from the Reich, even from Europe, but that few would openly countenance genocide. Himmler’s solution was to deny the actions being taken; to conceal the Final Solution in the euphemistic language of “evacuation” and “resettlement.” This semantic illusion enabled German bureaucrats to sufficiently distance themselves from a frank appreciation of the consequences of the genocide they were implementing. To be sure, the thousands of bureaucrats and government officials who provided the vital logistical support for the Final Solution were fully aware of what their actions entailed. But because the SS never publicly revealed that Jews were being sent to their deaths, it freed them of allegations that they knowingly and willfully supported Hitler’s policy of mass murder. As Holocaust historian Raul Hilberg noted, “The key to the successful transportation of the Jews to death and extermination from a psychological standpoint was never to utter the words that would be appropriate to the actions being taken.”

Euphemisms are designed to obscure reality in a way that creates uncertainty and confusion in the face of a moral dilemma. In essence, they reorder facts in abstract terms, distorting the boundaries of “good” and “evil,” thus enabling the undecided or ambivalent fellow travelers to disavow their involvement in Nazi crimes. Euphemism can have a powerful psychological effect, for imagination and disbelief are crucial in liberating people from moral dilemmas. The language of denial allowed for Germans’ deeper entanglement in the crimes of the Nazi regime, as it created a reasonable doubt. It gave perpetrators the opportunity to deny their involvement in mass murder. Euphemism carried concepts that succeeded in obfuscating the worst crimes and, over time, became rooted in public discourse. As Victor Klemperer observed: “Nazism permeated the flesh and blood of the people through single words, idioms, and sentence structures which were imposed on them in a million repetitions and taken on board mechanically and unconsciously. . . . Language does not simply write and think for me, it also increasingly dictates my feelings and governs my entire spiritual being the more unquestioningly and unconsciously I abandon myself to it. . . . Words can be like tiny doses of arsenic: they are swallowed unnoticed, appear to have no effect, and then after a little time the toxic reaction sets in after all.”

The language of deception used at Wannsee also found expression in the manner the Final Solution was communicated to the German public. Although the Holocaust would be carried out with the tacit support of millions of Germans, the vulgarity of Nazi anti-Semitic propaganda and open street violence continued to appall many Germans, as evidenced by negative reactions to the April Boycott in 1933 and the Kristallnacht pogrom of 1938. Although over time the Nazis achieved some consensus on the Jewish Question, relegating Jews to the status of second-class citizens did not mean that most Germans would approve of, much less participate in, genocide. Mass murder transgressed the moral boundaries of what is permissible in a civilized society, so it was vital for the Nazis to obviate potential opposition. While recent scholarship has decisively shown that the Holocaust was an “open secret,” that most Germans were in a position to know the extent of Nazi crimes if they actively chose to do so, many were shocked after witnessing the first deportations. But they could— and would—claim that they were unsure as to what “evacuation” involved and what it actually meant. They could console themselves that Jews were being relocated to the East without evoking images of mass shootings or murder on an industrial scale. By shrouding the fate of their victims in obscurity, the Nazis were able to gain exceptional leverage over ordinary Germans by enabling them to accept distasteful elements of National Socialism and to take part in genocide. It allowed deportations to be well organized and orchestrated without the violent round-ups that many Germans found so disturbing.

In his infamous Posen speech in October 1943, Himmler referred to the Final Solution as “an unwritten and never-to-be-written page of glory.” The Wannsee Protocol provided the official language the Nazis would use to disguise their genocidal intentions, and to ensure that the Final Solution would be surrounded by a “tactful silence.” As these examples show, the significance of Nazi euphemisms went beyond the protocol. They provided a mechanism that allowed both perpetrators and ordinary Germans to justify their support for Hitler, while denying their complicity in the crimes of National Socialism.

MICHAEL GEHERAN


Documents

1. Program of the National Socialist German Workers' Party

The Program of the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei), also referred to as the “25 Point Program,” was initially the party platform of German Workers’ Party, but when it was announced, on February 24, 1920, Adolf Hitler publicly took the opportunity to proclaim the new name of the party, which he would shape henceforth as he envisaged it should be. As the party’s official program, it was to remain unchanged in view of the fact that it was already “perfect” and a guiding light for all Germans, until realized.

The Program of the German Workers’ Party is a program for our time.

The leadership rejects the establishment of new aims after those set out in the Program have been achieved, for the sole purpose of making it possible for the Party to continue to exist as the result of the artificially stimulated dissatisfaction of the masses.

	We demand the uniting of all Germans within one Greater Germany, on the basis of the right to self-determination of nations.
 	We demand equal rights for the German people (Volk) with respect to other nations, and the annulment of the peace treaty of Versailles and St. Germain.
 	We demand land and soil (Colonies) to feed our People and settle our excess population.
 	Only N ationals (Volksgenossen) can be Citizens of the State. Only persons of German blood can be Nationals, regardless of religious affiliation. No Jew can therefore be a German National.
 	Any person who is not a Citizen will be able to live in Germany only as a guest and must be subject to legislation for Aliens.
 	Only a Citizen is entitled to decide the leadership and laws of the State. We therefore demand that only Citizens may hold public office, regardless of whether it is a national, state or local office. We oppose the corrupting parliamentary custom of making party considerations, and not character and ability, the criterion for appointments to official positions.
 	We demand that the State make it its duty to provide opportunities of employment first of all for its own Citizens. If it is not possible to maintain the entire population of the State, then foreign nationals (non-Citizens) are to be expelled from the Reich.
 	Any further immigration of non-Germans is to be prevented. We demand that all non-Germans who entered Germany after August 2, 1914, be forced to leave the Reich without delay.
 	All German Citizens must have equal rights and duties.
 	It must be the first duty of every Citizen to carry out intellectual or physical work. Individual activity must not be harmful to the public interest and must be pursued within the framework of the community and for the general good.
 We therefore demand:

 	The abolition of all income obtained without labor or effort.
 Breaking the Servitude of Interest.

 	In view of the tremendous sacrifices in property and blood demanded of the nation by every war, personal gain from the war must be termed a crime against the nation. We therefore demand the total confiscation of all war profits.
 	We demand the nationalization of all enterprises (already) converted into corporations (trusts).
 	W e demand profit-sharing in large enterprises.
 	We demand the large-scale development of old-age pension schemes.
 	We demand the creation and maintenance of a sound middle class; the immediate communalization of the large department stores, which are to be leased at low rates to small tradesmen. We demand the most careful consideration for the owners of small businesses in orders placed by national, state, or community authorities.
 	We demand land reform in accordance with our national needs and a law for expropriation without compensation of land for public purposes. Abolition of ground rent and prevention of all speculation in land.
 	We demand ruthless battle against those who harm the common good by their activities. Persons committing base crimes against the People, usurers, profiteers, etc., are to be punished by death without regard to religion or race.
 	We demand the replacement of Roman Law, which serves a materialistic World Order, by German Law.
 	I n order to make higher education—and thereby entry into leading positions—available to every able and industrious German, the State must provide a thorough restructuring of our entire public educational system. The courses of study at all educational institutions are to be adjusted to meet the requirements of practical life. Understanding of the concept of the State must be achieved through the schools (teaching of civics) at the earliest age at which it can be grasped. We demand the education at the public expense of specially gifted children of poor parents, without regard to the latters’ position or occupation.
 	The State must raise the level of national health by means of mother-and-child care, the banning of juvenile labor, achievements of physical fitness through legislation for compulsory gymnastics and sports, and maximum support for all organizations providing physical training for young people.
 	We demand the abolition of hireling troops and the creation of a national army.
 	We demand laws to fight against deliberate political lies and their dissemination by the press. In order to make it possible to create a German press, we demand: 	a) all editors and editorial employees of newspapers appearing in the German language must be German by race;
 	b) non-German newspapers require express permission from the State for their publication. They may not be printed in the German language;
 	c) any financial participation in a German newspaper or influence on such a paper is to be forbidden by law to non-Germans and the penalty for any breach of this law will be the closing of the newspaper in question, as well as the immediate expulsion from the Reich of the non-Germans involved.




Newspapers which violate the public interest are to be banned. We demand laws against trends in art and literature which have a destructive effect on our national life, and the suppression of performances that offend against the above requirements.

	24. We demand freedom for all religious denominations, provided that they do not endanger the existence of the State or offend the concepts of decency and morality of the Germanic race.


The Party as such stands for positive Christianity, without associating itself with any particular denomination. It fights against the Jewish-materialistic spirit within and around us, and is convinced that a permanent revival of our nation can be achieved only from within, on the basis of: Public Interest before Private Interest.

	25. To carry out all the above we demand: the creation of a strong central authority in the Reich. Unquestioned authority by the political central Parliament over the entire Reich and over its organizations in general. The establishment of trade and professional organizations to enforce the Reich basic laws in the individual states.


The Party leadership promises to take an uncompromising stand, at the cost of their own lives if need be, on the enforcement of the above points.

Munich, Germany

February 24, 1920.

Source: Yitzhak Arad, Yisrael Gutman, and Abraham Margaliot (ed.), Documents on the Holocaust, Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1981, pp. 15–18. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

2. Decree of the Reich President for the Protection of the People and the State (Reichstag Fire Decree), February 28, 1933

On February 28, 1933—one day after a fire had destroyed the Reichstag, Germany’s Parliament building—Germany’s recently installed chancellor, Adolf Hitler, on the pretext that revolution was imminent, persuaded President Paul von Hindenburg to sign a Decree for the Protection of the People and the State, suspending all the basic civil and individual liberties guaranteed under the constitution. It empowered the government to take such steps as were necessary to ensure that this threat to German society was removed. Significantly, it made no specific references to definite adversaries; while directing itself in this instance toward communism, it contained the menacing portent of later restrictions which might be applied toward other “enemies.” Its terms enabled the new regime to begin to entrench itself in office, paving the way for the Nazi dictatorship and dismantling Germany’s Weimar Republic.

On the basis of Article 48, Section 2, of the German Constitution, the following is decreed as a defensive measure against Communist acts of violence that endanger the state:

§ 1

Articles 114, 115, 117, 118, 123, 124, and 153 of the Constitution of the German Reich are suspended until further notice. Thus, restrictions on personal liberty, on the right of free expression of opinion, including freedom of the press, on the right of assembly and the right of association, and violations of the privacy of postal, telegraphic, and telephonic communications, and warrants for house searches, orders for confiscations as well as restrictions on property are permissible beyond the legal limits otherwise prescribed.

§ 2

If any state fails to take the necessary measures to restore public safety and order, the Reich government may temporarily take over the powers of the highest state authority.

§ 3

State and local authorities must obey the orders decreed by the Reich government on the basis of § 2.

§ 4

Whoever provokes, appeals for, or incites the disobedience of the orders given out by the supreme state authorities or the authorities subject to them for the execution of this decree, or

the orders given by the Reich government according to § 2, can be punished—insofar as the deed is not covered by other decrees with more severe punishments—with imprisonment of not less than one month, or with a fine from 150 to 15,000 reichsmarks.

Whoever endangers human life by violating § 1 is to be punished by sentence to a penitentiary, under mitigating circumstances with imprisonment of not less than six months and, when the violation causes the death of a person, with death, under mitigating circumstances with a penitentiary sentence of not less than two years. In addition, the sentence may include the confiscation of property.

Whoever provokes or incites an act contrary to the public welfare is to be punished with a penitentiary sentence, under mitigating circumstances, with imprisonment of not less than three months.

§ 5

The crimes which under the Criminal Code are punishable with life in a penitentiary are to be punished with death: i.e., in Sections 81 (high treason), 229 (poisoning), 306 (arson), 311 (explosion), 312 (flooding), 315, paragraph 2 (damage to railways), 324 (general public endangerment through poison).

Insofar as a more severe punishment has not been previously provided for, the following are punishable with death or with life imprisonment or with imprisonment not to exceed 15 years:

	Anyone who undertakes to kill the Reich President or a member or a commissioner of the Reich government or of a state government, or provokes such a killing, or agrees to commit it, or accepts such an offer, or conspires with another for such a murder;
 	Anyone who under Section 115, paragraph 2, of the Criminal Code (serious rioting) or of Section 125, paragraph 2, of the Criminal Code (serious disturbance of the peace) commits these acts with arms or cooperates consciously and intentionally with an armed person;
 	Anyone who commits a kidnapping under Section 239 of the Criminal Code with the intention of making use of the kidnapped person as a hostage in the political struggle.


§ 6

	This decree enters into force on the day of its promulgation.
 	Berlin, 28 February 1933
 	The Reich President von Hindenburg
 	The Reich Chancellor Adolf Hitler
 	The Reich Minister of the Interior Frick
 	The Reich Minister of Justice Dr. Gürtner


Source: United States Chief Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Criminality, Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, Volume III. Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1946, Document 1390-PS, pp. 968–70.

3. "Wear It with Pride, the Yellow Badge!"

Robert Weltsch (1891–1982) was editor of Berlin’s Jüdische Rundschau newspaper. By the time Hitler had seized power in 1933, Weltsch had become one of the most articulate interpreters of the German Jewish plight, and on April 4, 1933, in response to the Nazi-led boycott of Jewish shops of April 1, Weltsch published an article entitled “Tragt ihn mit Stolz, den gelben Fleck” (“Wear It with Pride, the Yellow Badge”). While this was a time before Jews were required to wear the Star of David under the Nazis, it was, nonetheless, a call for unity, strength, and solidarity in the face of Nazi persecution. He called on German Jews to accept the reality of the Nazi obsession with a “Jewish question,” and to affirm their Jewishness with dignity and pride.

The first of April, 1933, will remain an important date in the history of German Jewry—indeed, in the history of the entire Jewish people. The events of that day have aspects that are not only political and economic, but moral and spiritual as well. The political and economic implications have been widely discussed in the press, though of course the need for agitation has frequently obscured objective understanding. To speak of the moral aspect, that is our task. For however much the Jewish question is now debated, nobody except ourselves can express what is to be said on these events from the Jewish point of view, what is happening in the soul of the German Jew. Today the Jews cannot speak except as Jews. Anything else is utterly senseless. . . . Gone is the fatal misapprehension of many Jews that Jewish interests can be pressed under some other cover. On April 1 the German Jews learned a lesson which penetrates far more deeply than even their embittered and now triumphant opponents could assume. . . .

We live in a new period, the national revolution of the German people is a signal that is visible from afar, indicating that the world of our previous concepts has collapsed. That may be painful for many, but in this world only those will be able to survive who are able to look reality in the eye. We stand in the midst of tremendous changes in intellectual, political, social and economic life. It is for us to see how the Jews will react.

April 1, 1933, can become the day of Jewish awakening and Jewish rebirth. If the Jews will it. If the Jews are mature and have greatness in them. If the Jews are not as they are represented to be by their opponents.

The Jews, under attack, must learn to acknowledge themselves.

Even in these days of most profound disturbance, when the stormiest of emotions have visited our hearts in face of the unprecedented display of the universal slander of the entire Jewish population of a great and cultural country, we must first of all maintain: composure. Even if we stand shattered by the events of these days we must not lose heart and must examine the situation without any attempt to deceive ourselves. One would like to recommend in these days that the document that stood at the cradle of Zionism, Theodor Herzl’s “Jewish State,” be distributed in hundreds of thousands of copies among Jews and non-Jews. . . .

They accuse us today of treason against the German people: The National-Socialist Press calls us the “enemy of the Nation,” and leaves us defenseless.

It is not true that the Jews betrayed Germany. If they betrayed anyone, it was themselves, the Jews.

Because the Jew did not display his Judaism with pride, because he tried to avoid the Jewish issue, he must bear part of the blame for the degradation of the Jews.

Despite all the bitterness that we must feel in full measure when we read the National-Socialist boycott proclamations and unjust accusations, there is one point for which we may be grateful to the boycott Committee. Para. 3 of the directives reads: “The reference is . . . of course to businesses owned by members of the Jewish race. Religion plays no part here. Businessmen who were baptized Catholic or Protestant, or Jews who left their Community remain Jews for the purpose of this Order.” This is a [painful] reminder for all those who betrayed their Judaism. Those who steal away from the Community in order to benefit their personal position should not collect the wages of their betrayal. In taking up this position against the renegades there is the beginning of a clarification. The Jew who denies his Judaism is no better a citizen than his fellow who avows it openly. It is shameful to be a renegade, but as long as the world around us rewarded it, it appeared an advantage. Now even that is no longer an advantage. The Jew is marked as a Jew. He gets the yellow badge.

A powerful symbol is to be found in the fact that the boycott leadership gave orders that a sign “with a yellow badge on a black background” was to be pasted on the boycotted shops. This regulation is intended as a brand, a sign of contempt. We will take it up and make of it a badge of honor.

Many Jews suffered a crushing experience on Saturday. Suddenly they were revealed as Jews, not as a matter of inner avowal, not in loyalty to their own community, not in pride in a great past and great achievements, but by the impress of a red placard with a yellow patch. The patrols moved from house to house, stuck their placards on shops and signboards, daubed the windows, and for 24 hours the German Jews were exhibited in the stocks, so to speak. In addition to other signs and inscriptions one often saw windows bearing a large Magen David, the Shield of David the King. It was intended as dishonor. Jews, take it up, the Shield of David, and wear it with pride! . . .

Source: Robert Weltsch, Juedische Rundschau, No. 27, April 4, 1933. From Yitzhak Arad, Yisrael Gutman, and Abraham Margaliot (ed.), Documents on the Holocaust, Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1981, pp. 44–47. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

4. The Nuremberg Laws, 1935

The Nuremberg Laws were two constitutional laws issued by a special session of the Reichstag on September 15, 1935, at the Annual Nazi Party Rally (named the “Party Rally of Freedom”) in Nuremberg, both of which were designed to further exclude Jews from all manner of public life. The first, the Reich Citizenship Law, stated that only Germans or those related by blood could be citizens of Germany, thus excluding Jews from citizenship, thus further defining Aryans, Jews, and Mischlinge (that is, persons of “mixed race”). The second, the Law for the Protection of German Blood and Honor, prohibited Jews from marriage with other Germans, extramarital affairs, the employment of German female domestic servants under the age of 45 in Jewish households, and the raising of the German flag by Jews. Whatever previous exclusions were in effect for Jewish veterans of World War I, these were nullified. Ultimately, these laws paved the way for even further exclusion of Jews and the expansion of additional anti-Semitic activities.

I. The Reich Citizenship Law of September 15, 1935

The Reichstag has unanimously adopted the following law, which is herewith promulgated.

§ 1.

	(1) A subject of the State is a person who belongs to the protective union of the German Reich, and who therefore has particular obligations towards the Reich.
 	(2) The status of subject is acquired in accordance with the provisions of the Reich and State Law of Citizenship.


§ 2.

	(1) A citizen of the Reich is only that subject who is of German or kindred blood and who, through his conduct, shows that he is both willing and able to faithfully serve the German people and Reich.
 	(2) The right to citizenship is acquired by the granting of Reich citizenship papers.
 	(3) Only the citizen of the Reich enjoys full political rights in accordance with the provision of the law.


§ 3.

The Reich Minister of the Interior in conjunction with the Deputy of the Führer will issue the necessary legal and administrative decrees for implementing and supplementing this law.

	Nuremberg, September 15, 1935
 	The Führer and Reich Chancellor
 	Adolf H itler
 	The Reich Minister of the Interior
 	Frick


II. First Regulation to the Reich Citizenship Law of November 14, 1935

On the basis of § 3, Reich Citizenship Law, of September 15, 1935 (RGBl [Reich Law Gazette] I, page 1146) the following is ordered:

§ 1.

	(1) Until further regulations regarding citizenship papers are issued, all subjects of German or kindred blood who possessed the right to vote in Reichstag elections at the time the Citizenship Law came into effect shall, for the time being, possess the rights of Reich citizens. The same shall be true of those to whom the Reich Minister of the Interior, in conjunction with the Deputy of the Führer, has given preliminary citizenship.
 	(2) The Reich Minister of the Interior, in conjunction with the Deputy of the Führer, can withdraw preliminary citizenship.


§ 2.

	(1) The regulations in § I are also valid for Reich subjects of mixed Jewish blood [Mischlinge].
 	(2) An individual of mixed Jewish blood is one who is descended from one or two grandparents who were fully Jewish by race, insofar as he or she does not count as a Jew according to § 5, Paragraph 2. One grandparent shall be considered as full-blooded if he or she belonged to the Jewish religious community.


§ 3.

Only the Reich citizen, as bearer of full political rights, exercises the right to vote in political affairs or can hold public office. The Reich Minister of the Interior, or any agency empowered by him, can make exceptions during the transition period, with regard to occupying public offices. The affairs of religious organizations will not be affected.

§ 4.

	(1) A Jew cannot be a citizen of the Reich. He has no right to vote in political affairs, he cannot occupy a public office.
 	(2) Jewish civil servants will retire as of 31. December 1935. If these civil servants served at the front in the World War, either for Germany or her allies, they will receive in full, until they reach the age limit, full pension to which they were entitled according to the last salary they received; they will, however, not advance in seniority. After reaching the age limit, their pensions will be calculated anew, according to the last salary they received, on the basis of which their pension was calculated.
 	(3) The affairs of religious organizations will not be affected.
 	(4) The employment status of teachers in Jewish public schools remains unchanged until new regulations for the Jewish school systems are issued.


§ 5.

	(1) A Jew is anyone who descended from at least three grandparents who were fully Jewish by race. § 2, par. 2, second sentence will apply.
 	(2) A Jew is also anyone who descended from two fully Jewish grandparents, if: 	(a) he belonged to the Jewish religious community at the time this law was issued or joined the community later;
 	(b) he was married to a Jewish person at the time the law was issued or married one subsequently;
 	(c) he is the offspring from a marriage with a Jew, in the sense of Section 1, which was contracted after the Law for the Protection of German Blood and German Honor became effective (RGBl. [Reich Law Gazette] I, page 1146 of September 15, 1935);
 	(d) he is the offspring of an extramarital relationship with a Jew, according to Section 1, and will be born out of wedlock after July 31, 1936.




§ 6.

	(1) In case Reich laws or orders by the NSDAP and its organizations make demands for racial pureness that exceed § 5, they will not be affected.
 	(2) Any other demands for pureness of blood that exceed § 5 can only be made with permission from the Reich Minister of the Interior and the Deputy of the Führer. If any such demands have been made, they will be void as of January 1, 1936, if they have not been requested from the Reich Minister of the Interior in agreement with the Deputy of the Führer. These requests must be made to the Reich Minister of the Interior.


§ 7.

	The Führer and Reich Chancellor can grant exemptions from the regulations laid down in the law.
 	Berlin, November 14, 1935 4
 	The Führer and Reich Chancellor
 	Adolf H itler
 	The Reich Minister of the Interior
 	Frick
 	The Deputy of the Führer
 	R. Hess (Reich Minister without Portfolio)


Source: The Reich Citizenship Law of September 15, 1935, and the First Regulation to the Reich Citizenship Law of November 14, 1935. In United States Chief Counsel for the Prosecution of Axis Criminality, Nazi Conspiracy and Aggression, Volume IV. Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1946. Documents 1416-PS and 1417-PS, pp. 7–10.

5. Decisions Taken at the Evian Conference on Jewish Refugees (July 14, 1938)

In March 1938, President Franklin Delano Roosevelt of the United States invited 30 European and Latin American nations, as well as Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa, to meet and consider the resettlement of Jewish refugees from Germany and Austria. Some nations refused; others sent low-level bureaucrats with little or no authority to act. In July 1938, the representatives of these nations met at Evian, France, to discuss the issue. Attitudes were mixed, though almost all of those present went to lengths to explain why their governments could not assist the refugees. At the end of the 90-day meeting, no resolution was reached. With the exception of the Dominican Republic, no one agreed to accept refugees into their country. Thus, the conference itself has been viewed, with hindsight, as little more than a public relations ploy for the United States in its own relationship with a concerned Jewish constituency with a modicum of non-Jewish support. More perversely, it affirmed for Hitler and the Nazis the unwillingness of Western democracies to extend themselves on behalf of the Jews.

Having met at Evian, France, from July 6th to July 13th, 1938:

	Considering that the question of involuntary emigration has assumed major proportions and that the fate of the unfortunate people affected has become a problem for intergovernmental deliberation;
 	Aware that the involuntary emigration of large numbers of people, of different creeds, economic conditions, professions and trades, from the country or countries where they have been established, is disturbing to the general economy, since these persons are obliged to seek refuge, either temporarily or permanently, in other countries at a time when there is serious unemployment; that, in consequence, countries of refuge and settlement are faced with problems, not only of an economic and social nature, but also of public order, and that there is a severe strain on the administrative facilities and absorptive capacities of the receiving countries;
 	Aware, moreover, that the involuntary emigration of people in large numbers has become so great that it renders racial and religious problems more acute, increases international unrest, and may hinder seriously the processes of appeasement in international relations;
 	Believing that it is essential that a long-range program should be envisaged, whereby assistance to involuntary emigrants, actual and potential, may be coordinated within the framework of existing migration laws and practices of Governments;
 	Considering that if countries of refuge or settlement are to cooperate in finding an orderly solution of the problem before the Committee they should have the collaboration of the country of origin and are therefore persuaded that it will make its contribution by enabling involuntary emigrants to take with them their property and possessions and emigrate in an orderly manner;
 	Welcoming heartily the initiative taken by the President of the United States of America in calling the Intergovernmental Meeting at Evian for the primary purpose of facilitating involuntary emigration from Germany (including Austria), and expressing profound appreciation to the French Government for its courtesy in receiving the Intergovernmental Meeting at Evian;
 	Bearing in mind the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations on May 14th, 1938, concerning international assistance to refugees: Re commends:
 		a) That the persons coming within the scope of the activity of the Intergovernmental Committee shall be 1) persons who have not already left their country of origin (Germany, including Austria), but who must emigrate on account of their political opinion, religious beliefs or racial origin, and 2) persons as defined in 1) who have already left their country of origin and who have not yet established themselves permanently elsewhere;
 	b) That the Governments participating in the Intergovernmental Committee shall continue to furnish the Committee for its strictly confidential information, with 1) details regarding such immigrants as each Government may be prepared to receive under its existing laws and practices and 2) details of these laws and practices;
 	c) That in view of the fact that the countries of refuge and settlement are entitled to take into account the economic and social adaptability of immigrants, these should in many cases be required to accept, at least for a time, changed conditions of living in the countries of settlement;
 	d) That the Governments of the countries of refuge and settlement should not assume any obligations for the financing of involuntary emigration;
 	e) That, with regard to the documents required by the countries of refuge and settlement, the Governments represented on the Intergovernmental Committee should consider the adoption of the following provision: In those individual immigration cases in which the usually required documents emanating from foreign official sources are found not to be available, there should be accepted such other documents serving the purpose of the requirements of law as may be available to the immigrant, and that, as regards the document which may be issued to an involuntary emigrant by the country of his foreign residence to serve the purpose of a passport, note be taken of the several international agreements providing for the issue of a travel document serving the purpose of a passport and of the advantage of their wide application;
 	f) That there should meet at London an Intergovernmental Committee consisting of such representatives as the Governments participating in the Evian Meeting may desire to designate. This Committee shall continue and develop the work of the Intergovernmental Meeting at Evian and shall be constituted and shall function in the following manner: There shall be a Chairman of this Committee and four Vice-Chairmen; there shall be a director of authority, appointed by the Intergovernmental Committee, who shall be guided by it in his actions. He shall undertake negotiations to improve the present conditions of exodus and to replace them by conditions of orderly emigration. He shall approach the Governments of the countries of refuge and settlement with a view to developing opportunities for permanent settlement. The Intergovernmental Committee, recognizing the value of the work of the existing refugee services of the League of Nations and of the studies of migration made by the International Labor Office, shall cooperate fully with these organizations, and the Intergovernmental Committee at London shall consider the means by which the cooperation of the Committee and the director with these organizations shall be established. The Intergovernmental Committee, at its forthcoming meeting at London, will consider the scale on which its expenses shall be apportioned among the participating Governments;


 	That the Intergovernmental Committee in its continued form shall hold a first meeting at London on August 3rd, 1938.


Source: Proceedings of the Intergovernmental Committee, Evian, July 6th to 15th, 1938 . . . Record of the Plenary Meetings of the Committee. Resolutions and Reports, London, July 1938.

6. Adolf Hitler's Speech to the Reichstag, January 30, 1939

Known for his lengthy speeches, this one is no exception (64 typeset single-spaced pages!). It is primarily concerned with the economic, political, military, and diplomatic recovery of Germany in the aftermath of the devastating Versailles Treaty of 1919 after World War I. Like a snake making its way through the grass, Hitler’s anti-Semitism is reflected in numerous phrases of his Weltanschauung/worldview that international conspiratorial Jewry is at the root of all the ills of the world and Jews continue to manipulate governments, economies, the press, and the media. Particularly virulent are two paragraphs three-quarters of the way into the speech. First is Hitler’s supposed prophecy:


If the international Jewish financiers in and outside of Europe succeed in plunging the nations once more into a world war, then the result will not be the bolshevization of the earth, and thus the victory of Jewry, but the annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe. . . .



And, secondly, his statement that in this supposed struggle for European domination and control, the “workers of all classes and all nations” will recognize their common enemy.

Deputies! Men of the German Reichstag!

When, six years ago this evening, tens of thousands of National Socialist fighters marched through the Brandenburg Gate to the light of their torches to express to me, who had just been appointed Chancellor of the Reich, their feeling of overwhelming joy and their vows as faithful followers countless anxious eyes all over Germany and in Berlin gazed upon the beginning of a development, the end of which still seemed unknown and unpredictable.

About 13 million Nazi voters were then behind me. A huge number—but only just over one third of all votes cast. Of course, the other 20 million was distributed and fragmented to approximately 35 other parties and factions. The only thing connecting them was common hatred against our young movement.

It united—as elsewhere still today—priests of the center and communist atheists, socialist demolishers of property and capitalist suitors of the stock market, monarchist advocates for the throne, and republican destroyers of the Reich.

They all had found each other in the long struggle of the national socialism for the leadership to defend their interests and were in cahoots with Jewry. The politicizing bishops of the various churches spread their blessing hands over it.

Opposite this only in the negative bonding fragmentation of the nation stood that third of faithful German men and women, who—against a world of internal and external opposition—embarked upon the recreation of the German Volk and Reich.

The overall picture of the size of the collapse at that time is beginning to fade.

But one thing remains unforgotten: It seemed that only a miracle in the twelfth hour could save Germany. We National Socialists believed in this miracle. Our opponents ridiculed our belief in it. The idea of redeeming the nation from a decline extending over fifteen years simply by the power of a new idea seemed to the non-National Socialists fantastic nonsense.

To the Jews and the other enemies of the State, however, it appeared to be the last flicker of the national power of resistance. And they felt that when it had disappeared, then they would be able to destroy not only Germany but all Europe as well. Had the German Reich sunk into Bolshevik chaos it would at that very moment have plunged the whole of Western civilization into a crisis of inconceivable magnitude. Only islanders with the most limited vision can imagine that the Red plague would have stopped of its own accord before the sacredness of the democratic idea or at the boundaries of disinterested States.

The rescue of Europe began at one end of the Continent with Mussolini and Fascism. National Socialism continued this rescue in another part of Europe and at the present moment we are witnessing in still a third country the same drama of a brave triumph over the Jewish international attempt to destroy European civilization.

Now, what are six years in the life of one man? What are they even in the lives of the peoples? One sees in such a short span of development little more than the symptoms of a general stagnation, a regression or a progress. But looking back, the last six years in Germany were filled with the most colossal events in German history.

On January 30, 1933, I moved into the Wilhelm Street filled with the deepest anxiety for the future of my people. Today, six years later, I am able to speak before the first Reichstag of Great Germany! We are, indeed, perhaps better able than other generations to realize the full meaning of those pious words: “What a change by the grace of God.”

Six years is enough to fulfill the dream of centuries; one year to bring our people in the pleasure of that unity which was the unsuccessful aim of many generations.

As I today see you assembled before me as the representatives of our German people from all over the Reich and know that among you are the newly elected men of the Ostmark [Austria] and the Sudetenland I am once more overwhelmed by tremendous impressions of the events of a year which realized the dream of centuries.

How much blood has been shed in vain for this goal! How many million Germans have consciously or unconsciously trodden the bitter path to sudden or painful death for the sake of this ideal! How many others have been condemned to drag out behind the walls of fortresses and prisons lives they would gladly have given for Great Germany! How many hundreds of thousands have been scattered over the wide world by the endless stream of German emigration, driven by misery and want! For many a year they still think of their unfortunate homeland, but as generations go by they forget it. And now in a single year it has been possible to realize this dream.

Not without a fight, as unthinking citizens to maintain this might think. Prior to this year of German unification we had almost two decades of struggle for a fanatical political idea.

Hundreds of thousands and millions threw themselves into it, their physical and economic existence; they took ridicule just as willing as years of shameful treatment, pathetic slander, and unbearable terror. Numerous blood-covered dead and injured all over Germany are witnesses of the fight.

Moreover, this success was won through an immense effort of will and by force of brave and fanatical endured decisions. I mention this because there is a chance that precisely those who had the least practical part in the success of Germany’s unification, cheekily claim the act of creation of this Reich as their doing. Or they might view the events of the year 1938 as a long overdue but unfortunately delayed matter of course which was finally brought about by National Socialism.

To these elements I would like assure that the enforcement of this year took a nerve-force of which these goblins not even possess a hint! These are the well known old incorrigible pessimists, skeptics, or apathetics, which were always absent as positive elements in all of our twenty years of struggle, but who now—after the victory—think they have to deliver their critical comments as called experts of the national exaltation.

I will now in a few sentences give you the facts of the historical events of the memorable year 1938. Among the fourteen points which President Wilson promised Germany in the name of all the Allies as the basis on which a new world peace was to be established when Germany laid down her arms was the fundamental principle of the self-determination of peoples. The proclamation of this principle might have been of fundamental importance. Actually during the following period the Allied Powers of the day also applied these theories when they could make them serve their own selfish purposes. Thus they refuse to return Germany’s colonial possessions, alleging that it would be wrong to return the native inhabitants of the colonies to Germany against their will.

But, of course, in 1918 no one took the trouble to find out what their will was. But while the Allies thus upheld the right of self-determination for primitive Negro tribes, they refused in 1918 to grant to a highly civilized nation like the Germans the rights of man which had previously been solemnly promised to them. All efforts to bring about a change in the situation to normal methods of reasonable revision have hitherto failed, and are bound to fail in the future, in view of the well-known attitude of the Versailles powers. Indeed, all the articles dealing with revision in the Covenant of the League of Nations had only a platonic significance.

I myself, as a son of the Ostmark, was filled with a sacred wish to solve this problem and thus lead my homeland back to the Reich. In January, 1938, I finally resolved that in the course of that year, in one way or another, I would fight for and win the right of self-determination for the 6,500,000 Germans in Austria.

	I invited Herr Schuschnigg, then Chancellor of Austria, to an interview at Berchtesgaden and made it clear to him that the German Reich would no longer inactively tolerate any further oppression of these German comrades, and that I would therefore leave it up to him to come up with a sensible agreement in order to solve this problem once and for all. I didn’t leave any doubt about the fact that otherwise the freedom of these 6,500,000 Germans would be enforced by other means. The result was an agreement which permitted me to hope for a solution of this difficult problem by means of a general understanding.
 	In my Reichstag speech of February 20, I stated that the Reich could no longer be indifferent to the fate of the 10,000,000 Germans in Central Europe who were separated from the motherland against their will. I stated that further oppression and mistreatment of these Germans would lead to the most energetic counter measures.


A few days later, Herr Schuschnigg decided to violate in a glaring manner the agreement which he had entered into at Berchtesgaden. His idea was by means of a faked plebiscite to destroy the legal basis of the national right of self-determination and the will of these 6,500,000 Germans. On the evening of Wednesday, March 9, I learned of this intention through Schuschnigg’s speech at Innsbruck. That night I ordered the mobilization of a certain number of infantry and mechanized divisions with orders to cross the frontier on Saturday, March 12, at 8 a.m. in order to liberate the Ostmark. On the morning of Friday, March 11, the mobilization of these army and SS units was completed. They took up their positions during the course of the day. Meanwhile in the afternoon, due to the pressure of all the events and the rising of the citizens in the Ostmark, Schuschnigg resigned.

On Friday night I was asked to order the German troops to march into Austria to prevent grave internal disorders in that country. Toward 10 p.m. troops were already crossing the frontier at numerous points. At 6 a.m. the next morning the main body began to march in. They were greeted with tremendous enthusiasm by the population which was thus at last free.

On Sunday, March 13, I ordered in Linz by means of the two laws with which you are familiar, the integration of the Ostmark into the German Reich and the swearing in of the former federal army with me as the commander in chief. Two days later the first parades of the troops took place in Vienna. All this took place very rapidly. The confidence in the speed and the efficiency of the new German Wehrmacht was not disappointed but maybe surpassed. The belief in the great value of this fine instrument was confirmed within a few days.

The first election to the Greater German Reichstag, which took place on April 10, expressed the overwhelming approval of the German nation. About 99 of 100 gave their vote in approval.

A few weeks later, influenced by the international campaign of hate carried on by certain newspapers and individual politicians, Czechoslovakia began an intensified oppression of the Germans within her borders.

Close upon 3,500,000 of our fellow-countrymen lived there in self-contained settlements which for the most part adjoined the boundaries of the Reich. Together with the Germans who were driven out during twenty odd years by the Czech reign of terror, this makes a total of over 4,000,000 persons who were retained in this State against their will and were ill-treated to a greater or less degree. No world power with any sense of honor would have watched such a state of affairs permanently. The man responsible for this development which gradually made Czechoslovakia the exponent of all hostile intentions directed against the Reich, was Dr. Benes.

Despite a declaration twice given to the Czechoslovakian President, Dr. Benes, in my name, that Germany had not mobilized a single solider, despite the same assurances that it was possible to make to representatives of foreign powers, the fiction was maintained and disseminated that Czechoslovakia for her part had been forced to mobilize in consequence of the German mobilization and that Germany had thus had to countermand her own mobilization and to renounce her plans. . . .

I resolved to solve, once and for all, and this radically, the Sudeten German question. On May 28, I ordered:

	That preparations should be made for military action against this State by October 2;
 	That the construction of our western defenses should be greatly extended and speeded up.


For the dispute with Mr. Benes and in order to protect the Reich from other influences or even threats the immediate mobilization of ninety-six divisions was planned to begin with and arrangements were made whereby these could be supplemented in a short time by a larger number.

Developments late in the summer and the plight of the Germans in Czechoslovakia showed that these preparations were justified. The various stages of the final settlement of this problem are a matter of history.

If certain newspapers and politicians in the rest of the world now allege that Germany thus threatened other nations by military blackmail it can only be as a result of crude distortion of the facts. Germany restored the rights of self-determination to 10,000,000 of her fellow-countrymen in a territory where neither the British nor any other Western nation have any business. It has not threaten anyone, it has only been a defense against the attempted interference of third parties.

And I need not assure you gentlemen that in the future as well we shall not tolerate the Western States’ attempting to interfere in certain matters which concern nobody but ourselves in order to hinder natural and reasonable solutions by their intervention.

We were all happy therefore when, thanks to the initiative of our good friend, Benito Mussolini, and thanks also to the highly appreciated readiness of Mr. Chamberlain and M. Daladier, it became possible to find the elements of an agreement which not only allowed of the peaceful settlement of a matter which admitted no further delay but could moreover be looked upon as an example of the possibility of a general and sensible treatment and settlement of certain vital problems. However, if it weren’t for the resolution to solve this problem either way, the European powers wouldn’t have come together.

[ . . . ]

This unique event in the history of our nation represents for you, gentlemen, a sacred and everlasting obligation. You are not the deputies of a district or of a certain side, you are not the representatives of particular interests, but you are, first of all, the chosen delegates of the whole German nation. You are thus guarantors of that German Reich which National Socialism has made possible and created. You are therefore in duty bound to serve with the deepest loyalty the movement which paved the way for and realized the miracle of German history in the year 1938. In you must be incorporated in the most superlative form the virtues of the National Socialist party—loyalty, comradeship and obedience.

[ . . . ]

The history of the last thirty years has taught us all one great lesson, namely, that the importance of nations in the world is proportionate to their strength at home. The number and value of a population determines the importance of a nation as a whole. The final decisive part played in the valuation of the real strength of a nation will always be found in the state of its internal order; that is, the organization of its national strength.

The German of today is no different from that of ten, twenty or thirty years ago. Since then the number of Germans has not increased to any considerable extent. The capabilities of genius and energy cannot be considered more plentiful than in former times. The one thing which has changed considerably is the way in which these values are utilized to the full by the manner of their organization, and thanks to the formation of a new method of the selection of the leaders.

[ . . . ]

Gentlemen, we are faced with enormous and stupendous tasks. A new history of the leadership of our nation must be constructed. Its composition is dependent on race. It is, however, just as necessary to demand and make sure through the system and method of our education that above all bravery and the readiness to accept responsibility will be regarded as essential qualities in those about to assume public office of any kind.

When appointing men to leading positions in the State and party, greater value should be placed on character than on purely academic or allegedly intellectual suitability. It is not abstract knowledge which must be considered as a decisive factor wherever a leader is required but rather a natural talent for leadership, and with it a highly developed sense of responsibility which brings with it determination, courage and endurance. It must be recognized on principle that the lack of a sense of responsibility can never be made up for by a supposedly first-class academic training, of which certificates may supply the fruit. Knowledge and qualities of leadership, which always imply energy, are not incompatible. But in doubtful cases knowledge can in no circumstances be a substitute for integrity, courage, bravery and determination. These are the qualities that are more important in a leader of the people in the State and party.

And I say this to you now, gentlemen, looking back on the one year in German history which has shown me more clearly than the whole of my previous life how vital and essential these very qualities are; and how in time of crisis one single energetic man of action outweighs ten feeble intellectuals. But as a factor in society this new type, selected as embodying the qualities of leadership, must also be freed from numerous prejudices which I can really only describe as the untruthful and fundamentally nonsensical code of social morals. There is no attitude which cannot find its ultimate justification in the benefit which it brings to the community as a whole.

Anything that is obviously unimportant or even harmful to the existence of the community is not to be recognized as a moral code on which a social order can be built up. And most important of all, the national community is possible only when laws are recognized which are binding for all. It will not do to expect or demand that one man should act in accordance with principles which in the eyes of the others are absurd or harmful or even just unimportant. I fail to appreciate the efforts of social classes, which are dying out, to cut themselves off from real life and keep themselves artificially alive behind a hedge of dry, outlived class laws.

[ . . . ]

So long as the idea is only to secure a peaceful burial place there is no objection. But if this is an attempt to place a barrier in the way of life’s progressive march then the windstorm of youth will clear away the whole tangled growth in its downward sweep. In the German State of today, the people’s State, there are no social prejudices. And consequently there is no special social code of morals. This State recognizes only the laws of life and the necessities at which man has arrived through reason and insight. National Socialism recognizes these laws of necessity and it is one of the concerns of National Socialism to have them respected.

[ . . . ]

Gentlemen, we live in an age when the air is full of the cries of democratic defenders of morals and world reformers. Judging from the statements of these apostles one might almost conclude that the whole world is only waiting its chance to redeem the German nation from its unhappy plight, to lead it back to the blessed state of cosmopolitan brotherhood and mutual assistance in international affairs which were Germans were so thoroughly able to test during the fifteen years before the National Socialist assumption of power.

Speeches and newspapers in these democracies tell us every day about the difficulties we Germans face. One difference is to be noted between the speeches of the statesmen and the leading articles of their journalists. The statesmen either pity us or else unctuously praise the tried recipes—which unfortunately, however, do not seem to be so successful in their own countries; the journalists on the other hand give expression to their true sentiments somewhat more candidly. They inform us confidently and with a feeling of malicious pleasure that we are either suffering a famine or that one is—God wiling—about to descend upon us, that we are facing ruin as the result of a financial crisis, or else a production crisis or—if even that should not come to pass—a consumption crisis.

The only thing is that the sagacity of these democratic world economic scholars, of which we have so much concrete proof, does not always produce quite uniform diagnosis. During the past week alone, in view of the increased concentration of German self-assertiveness, one could read at the same time:

	That although Germany had a surplus of production she would succumb as a result of the lack of consumption power;
 	Although there was a huge consumers’ demand, the shortage of production goods alone would bring the country to ruin;
 	That we should certainly collapse under the terrific burden of our debts;
 	That we wanted no debts, but by National Socialist policy in this field too we were acting contrary to the last sacred capitalist ideas, and consequently—please God—would ruin ourselves;
 	That the German people were in revolt on account of the low standard of living;
 	That the State could no longer maintain the high standard of living of the German people—and so on.


All these and many similar theses of these democratic world economic dogmatists had their forerunners in countless statements made during the period of the National Socialist struggle and in particular during the last six years. In all these laments and prophecies there is only one sincere strain, and that is the single honest democratic wish that the German people, and particularly the National Socialist Germany of today, should finally perish.

[ . . . ]

What is the root cause of all our economic difficulties? It is the overpopulation of our territory. And in this connection there is only one fact and one question which I can hold up to the Western and the extra-European democracies.

The fact is this: In Germany there are 135 people to the square kilometer, living entirely without their former reserve; for fifteen years a prey to all the rest of the world, burdened with tremendous debts, without colonies, but the German people are nevertheless fed and clothed, and, moreover, there are no unemployed among them.

While the question is this: Which of the so-called great democracies is capable of performing the same feat? If we chose particular methods, the reason was simply that we were forced intro particular circumstances. And in fact, our position was so difficult that there can be no possible comparison with the position of the other great States. There are countries in the world where instead of 135 people to the square kilometer, as there are in Germany, there are only between five and eleven, where vast stretches of fertile land lie fallow, where all imaginable minerals are available. There are countries which have all this and the natural wealth of coal, iron and ore and yet are not even capable of solving their own social problems, of doing away with unemployment or overcoming their other difficulties.

And now the representatives of these States swear by the wonderful qualities of their democracy. They are quite at liberty to do so as far as they are concerned. But as long as we still had an offshoot of this democracy in Germany we had 7,000,000 unemployed; trade and industry were faced with absolute ruin in town and country, and society was on the point of revolution. Now we have solved these problems in spite of our difficulties, and for this we have our regime and our internal organization to thank. The representatives of foreign democracies marvel that we now take the liberty of maintaining that our regime is better than the former one; above all they marvel that the German people acquiesce in the present regime and reject the former.

But, after all, does not a regime which has the support of 99 per cent of the people represent quite a different kind of democracy from the solution which in some countries is possible only with the help of extremely doubtful methods of influencing election results? And above all, what is the meaning of this attempt to foist something onto us which—insofar as it is a question of government by the people—we already possess in a much clearer and better form? But as for the method that is so much recommended, it has proved absolutely useless in our country.

In those other countries it is maintained that collaboration should be possible between democracies and what they term dictatorships. And what might that mean? The question of the form of government or of the organization of the national community is not a subject for international debate at all. It is a matter of absolute indifference to us in Germany what form of government other nations have. At the most, it is a matter of indifference to us whether National Socialism—which is our copyright, just as fascism is the Italian one—is exported or not. We are not in the least interested in this ourselves! We see no advantage in making shipments of National Socialism as an idea, nor do we feel that we have any occasion to make war on other people because they are democrats.

The assertion that National Socialism in Germany will soon attack North or South America, Australia, China, or even the Netherlands, because different systems of government are in control in these places, is on the same plane as the statement that we intend to follow it up with an immediate occupation of the full moon.

[ . . . ]

If certain methods of our economic policy appear injurious to the rest of the world, it should recognize that a hatred on the part of the former victor States, which was irrational and purposeless from an economic point of view, was chiefly responsible for making these efforts necessary. On this occasion again, as so often before, I wish to make clear in a few words to you, gentlemen, and thus to the entire German people, an existing situation which we must either accept or alter.

Before the war Germany was a flourishing economic power. She participated in international trade and observed the economic laws which had general validity at that time as well as the methods of that trade. I need say nothing here with regard to the compulsion to participate in this trade activity since it is presumptuous to assume that God created the world only for one or two peoples. Every people has the right to ensure its existence on this earth.

The German people is one of the oldest civilized peoples of Europe. Its contribution to civilization is not based on a few phrases of politicians but on immortal achievements which have been of positive benefit to the world. It has exactly the same right as any other people to share in the opening up and development of the world. Nevertheless, even in pre-war years, English circles upheld the idea—which was utterly childish from an economic point of view—that the destruction of Germany would tremendously increase British profits from trade. In addition, there was the further fact that even then the Germany of that day was believed to be in the final analysis a not entirely amenable factor with regard to the domination of the world which the Jews were attempting to establish.

Consequently, from this side all available means were utilized to incite to an attack upon Germany. The war in which Germany found herself involved, purely as a result of a mistaken interpretation of loyalty to an ally, ended after over four years with that fantastic proclamation of the famous American President Wilson. These fourteen points, which were then supplemented by four additional ones, represent the solemn commitments of the Allied powers, on the basis of which Germany laid down her arms. After the Armistice these undertakings were broken in the most infamous manner.

There then began the insane efforts of the victor States to transform the sufferings of the war into a permanent state of warfare during times of peace. For the most part an end has been put to this condition today. This has not happened because the democratic statesmen have displayed insight or even merely a sense of equity but solely through the strength of the reawakened German nation.

It is in any case a fact that at the end of the war any rational considerations would have shown that no State had visibly profited. The clever British writers of economic articles, who had formerly written that destruction of Germany would increase the wealth of every individual Englishman and benefit the welfare of their country, were forced—at least for a certain period, when reality too clearly showed the untruth of their statements—to remain silent. Similar brilliant discoveries have begun to crop up again in the speeches of British politicians and the leading articles of the same type of newspaper writers during the past few months. What was the war fought for? In order to destroy German sea power, which then occupied second place.

[ . . . ]

From the banks of the Pacific Ocean in the Far East to the waters of the North Sea and the coast of the Mediterranean, other forms of government are spreading with great rapidity. Any benefits one can possibly imagine from this war have been completely canceled, not merely by the tremendous sacrifices of human lives and goods but also by the continuing burden on all production, and above all on the budgets of the States. This, however, was a fact which was evident and could be seem immediately after the war. If it had been taken into consideration, the peace treaties would certainly have been drawn up on a different basis.

For example, proof for all time to come of an extraordinarily limited insight in judging economic possibilities was furnished by the sums proposed in the years 1919 and 1920 as possible reparations payments. They are so far beyond the bounds of any economic reason that one can only assume a general desire for world destruction as the sole intelligible cause for this procedure, which otherwise can only be characterized as insanity.

[ . . . ]

But this was not all: in order to prevent or hamper any autarchic activity by Germany, the Reich was even deprived of its own colonial possessions which had been acquired by purchases and treaty. This means that the strongest people of Central Europe was forced through a series of truly brilliant maneuvers to work much harder than before as an exporting nation regardless of cost. For German exports had to be large enough not only to satisfy German requirements, but also to provide additional insanely high reparations, which, of course, meant that, in order to pay 1 mark, 3 or 4 marks’ worth of goods had to be exported, since in the long run these gigantic sums could only be paid from profits and not from capital. Since Germany was not in a position to fulfill these obligations the victor nations by means of loans subsidized German trade competition on the world market, after ten or twelve million men had given their lives on the battlefield to eliminate the trade enemy from the world market.

I will only mention parenthetically that this insane procedure finally led to exaggerated developments and in the end upset all national economies and caused serious currency crises. The entire conduct of the so-called victor powers after the end of the war was completely irrational and irresponsible. The theft of the German colonies was morally an injustice. Economically it was utter insanity! The political motives advanced were so mean that one is tempted merely to call them silly.

[ . . . ]

In actual fact the problem at the end of the war had become still more critical than it was before the war. Quite briefly, the problem was as follows:

How can a just and sensible share in the world’s wealth be assured to all great nations? For surely no one can seriously assume that, as in the case of Germany, a mass of 80,000,000 intelligent persons, can be permanently condemned as pariahs, or be forced to remain passive forever by having some ridiculous legal title, based solely on former acts of force, held up before them. And this is true not only of Germany but of all nations in a similar position, for it is quite clear that: either the wealth of the world is divided by force, in which case this division will be corrected from time to time by force, or else the division is based on the ground of equity and therefore, also, of common sense, in which case equity and common sense must also really serve the cause of justice and ultimately of expedience.

But to assume that God has permitted some nations first to acquire a world by force and then to defend this robbery with moralizing theories is perhaps comforting and above all comfortable for the ‘haves,’ but not for the ‘have-nots.’ It is just as unimportant as it is uninteresting and lays no obligation upon them. Nor is the problem solved by the fact that a most important statesman simply declares with a scornful grin that there are nations which are ‘haves’ and that the others on that account must always be ‘have-nots.’

[. . .]

As far as Germany is concerned the situation is very simple. The Reich has 80,000,000 inhabitants; that means over fifteen persons to the square kilometer. The great German colonial possessions, which the Reich once acquired peacefully by treaties and by paying for them, have been stolen—contrary indeed to the solemn assurance given by President Wilson, which was the basic condition on which Germany laid down her arms.

The objection that these colonial possessions are of no importance in any case should only lead to their being returned to us with an easy mind. But the objection that this is not possible because Germany would not know what to do with them since she did not do anything with them before is ridiculous. Germany, which was late in acquiring her colonial possessions, was able to develop them in a relatively short time and before the war was not faced by the same acute needs as today. This objection is consequently just as foolish as if anybody were to question a nation’s capacity to build a railway because it had no railway 100 years ago.

The further objection that her colonial possessions cannot be returned to her because Germany would thus acquire a strategic position is a monstrous attempt to deny general rights to a nation and a people a priori. For this can be the only answer: Germany was in any case the only State which set up no colonial army since she trusted to the terms of the Congo Act which were afterward broken by the Allies.

Germany does not require her colonial possessions at all in order to set up armies there—she has a sufficiently large German population for this purpose at home—but to relieve her economic difficulties. But even if this be not believed, it is wholly immaterial and in no way affects our rights. Such an objection would only be justified if the rest of the world wished to give up its military bases and were only forced to maintain them if Germany were to be given back her colonies. The fact remains that a nation of 80,000,000 will not be willing permanently to be assessed differently from other nations.

The fallacy and poverty of these arguments clearly show that at bottom it is only a question of power, in which common sense and justice receive no consideration from the common standpoint of view. The very reason which could once be advanced against taking Germany’s colonies from her can be used today for their return.

As she lacks a sphere of economic development for herself, Germany is forced to satisfy her own requirements by an increasing participation in world trade and in exchanges of goods. For on one point those very nations must be agreed, which themselves have immense economic possibilities at their disposal, either because they themselves occupy large territories or because they have great additional colonial possessions—namely, that the economic existence of a nation cannot be maintained without a sufficient supply of foodstuffs or without independent raw materials.

If both are lacking a nation is forced to participate in world trade under all circumstances and perhaps to an extent which may even be undesirable to other countries. Only a few years ago, when conditions forced Germany to adopt her Four-Year Plan, we could to our great astonishment hear from the lips of British politicians and statesmen the reproach—which at that time sounded so sincere—that Germany was withdrawing from the sphere of international economics, even from world economic contacts, and was thus retiring into regrettable isolation.

I replied to Mr. Eden that this apprehension was perhaps a little exaggerated and if it was meant at all sincerely was not admissible. Conditions today make it quite impossible for Germany to withdraw from world trade. The simply compel us by the mere force of necessity to participate in it under all circumstances even when the form of our participation perhaps does not suit one country or another. . . .

If certain countries combat the German system this is done in the first instance because through this German method of trading the tricks of international currency and Bourse speculations have been abolished in favor of honest business transactions. Germany, moreover, does not force her trading methods upon anybody else, but neither does she let any parliamentary democrat lecture her on the principles on which she shall or may act. We are buyers of good foodstuffs and raw materials and suppliers of equally good commodities!

It is clear that everything which an economic system cannot produce in the territory in which its own currency circulates can only be imported by an increased turnover in exports. But since, as I have already emphasized, a nation which has an insufficient freedom of movement economically is imperatively forced to import foreign raw materials and foodstuffs, its economic system by doing so is acting under the most imperious force which exists, namely, the force of necessity!

[. . .]

If ever need makes humans see clearly it has made the German people do so. Under the compulsion of this need we have learned in the first place to take full account of the most essential capital of a nation, namely, its capacity to work. All thoughts of gold reserve and foreign exchange fade before the industry and efficiency of well-planned national productive resources. We can smile today at an age when economists were seriously of the opinion that the value of currency was determined by the reserves in gold and foreign exchange lying in the vaults of the national banks and, above all, was guaranteed by them. Instead of that we have learned to realize that the value of a currency lies in a nation’s power of production, that an increasing volume of production sustains a currency, and could possibly raise its value, whereas a decreasing production must, sooner or later, lead to a compulsory devaluation. [ . . . ]”

At one point, however, nature sets the limit to any further intensification of effort. That means, if some change does not take place, that German consumption power would find its natural limitation in the maximum of production of food supplies. The situation which would then arise could only be overcome in two ways:

First, by means of additional imports of foodstuffs and increased exports of German products, which would necessitate the importation of at least some of the raw materials necessary for their manufacture, with the result that only a proportion of imports received would be available for the purchase of foodstuffs, or,

Second, the extension of our nation’s living space so that in our domestic economy the problem of Germany’s food supplies can be solved.

As the second solution is for the time being not yet feasible, by reason of the continued blindness of the one-time victorious powers, we are forced to occupy ourselves with the first; in other words, we have to export in order to buy foodstuffs and, moreover, as these exports require raw materials, all of which we do not possess, we are forced to export still more in order to assure ourselves of these extra raw materials. This necessity is consequently not of a capitalistic kind, as perhaps may be the case in other countries, but arises out of the uttermost need a nation can meet with, namely, the need for its daily bread. And when in this matter statesmen of other countries threaten us with I do not know what kinds of economic counter-measures, I can only give the assurance that in such a case a desperate economic struggle would ensue, which would be easy for us to carry out, easier for us than for the ever-satiated nations because our leading idea would be a very simple one: the German nation must live; that means export or die. And I assure all the international skeptics that the German nation will not die, least of all for this reason, but that it will live. If need be it will place all the production resources of our new National Socialist community at the disposal of its leaders to begin such a struggle, and to see it through.

[ . . . ]

In 1933 and 1934 I made one offer after another to set reasonable limits to armaments. They were coldly rejected, as was the claim for the return of the stolen German colonial possessions. If these gifted statesmen and politicians in the other countries draw up an account of the net profits which have accrued to them from the military and colonial inequality, and therefore the general legal inequality for which they have so persistently contended, then they will perhaps hardly be able to contest that they have already paid far too much for their supposed military superiority, and the wonderful colonial possessions they took from Germany.

Economically it would have been wiser to have reached a reasonable and prudent agreement with Germany in regard to the colonies and European politics, rather than to have taken a course, which perhaps yields enormous dividends to the international armament profiteers, but at the same time forces the gravest burdens on the nations. I estimate that the 3,000,000 square kilometers of the German colonial possessions which have fallen to England and France, together with the refusal to accept Germany on a basis of political and military equality, will in a short time have cost England alone 20,000,000,000 gold marks; and I am afraid that in the not too distant future this sum will increase at an even greater rate with the result that, far from yielding golden profits, the former German colonies will cost a great deal.

The objection could be raised that this would also apply to Germany. Granted that it is no great pleasure for us either, there is one difference between us: We are struggling for a vital right, without which we cannot in the long run live, whereas the others are struggling to uphold an injustice which is only a burden to them and yields no profit whatsoever.

Under the present circumstances the only way open to us is to continue our economic policy of trying to produce the utmost from the territory at our disposal. This compels us to intensify our efforts in all branches, in order to expand production. This, in turn, forces us to carry out the Four-Year Plan more resolutely than ever. This means we must further utilize our labor resources, and here we are approaching a new period in Germany’s economic policy. [. . .]”

To this purpose, trade and industry, and finance must necessarily be more closely concentrated. In this connection I am resolved to complete the transformation of the Reichsbank, begun January 30, 1937, changing it from a bank under international influence to a purely German bank of issue. If some other countries complain that thereby another German undertaking would lose its international features and characteristics, then we can only reply that we are absolutely determined that every institution in our national life shall have primarily German, that is, National Socialist, features. [ . . . ]”

Today, gentlemen, I regard it as the duty of every German to understand the economic policy which the Reich Government is pursuing and to give every possible support thereto. Above all, to remember, both in town and country, that it has its foundation not in some financial theory or other but in a very simple realization of the function of production; that is, in an understanding of the fact that it is the amount of goods produced that is decisive.

The fact that we have other supplementary problems to face, that we are obliged to employ a large percentage of our national labor power for national armaments which are not in themselves productive, is to be regretted but cannot be helped. Ultimately the economic structure of present-day Germany is bound up for better or for worse with the political security of the State. It is better to realize this in good time. Therefore I regard it as the supreme duty of the National Socialist Government to do everything within human power to strengthen our national defenses.

I rely here on their understanding of the German people and, above all, on its powers of recollection. For the period in which Germany was defenseless was not one in which we enjoyed any particular equality of right, whether internationally, politically or economically. It was rather one marked by the most humiliating treatment ever meted out to a great nation, and by the direst extortion.

We have no reason to assume that if at any time in the future Germany were to suffer a second fit of weakness her fate would be different. On the contrary, some of those very men who once hurled the firebrands of war into the world are still at work today, as driving forces or driven instruments for the stirring up of the peoples, endeavoring to keep up enmities and so prepare the way for a new outbreak of strife.

You in particular, gentlemen, should bear one thing in mind:

In certain democracies it is apparently one of the special prerogatives of political-democratic life to cultivate an artificial hatred of the so-called totalitarian States. A flood of reports, partly misrepresentations of fact, partly pure inventions, are let loose, the aim being to stir up public opinion against nations which have done nothing to harm the other nations and have no desire to harm them, and which indeed have been for years the victims of harsh injustice. When we defend ourselves against such agitators such as Churchill, Duff Cooper, Eden or Ickes and the rest, our action is denounced as encroachment on the sacred rights of the democracies.

According to the way these agitators see things, they are entitled to attack other nations and their governments, but no one is entitled to defend himself against such attacks. I need hardly assure you that as long as the German Reich continues to be a sovereign State, no English or American politician will be able to forbid our Government to reply to such attacks. And the arms that we are forging are our guarantee for all time to come that we shall remain a sovereign State—our arms and our choice of friends.

Actually the assertion that Germany is planning an attack on America could be disposed of with a mere laugh, as one would prefer to pass over in silence that incessant agitation of certain British warmongers, but we must not forget this:

First, owing to the political structure of these democratic States, it is possible that a few months later these warmongers might themselves be in the government. We, therefore, owe it to the security of the Reich to bring home to the German people in good time the truth about these men. The German nation has no feeling of hatred toward England, America or France. All it wants is peace and quiet.

But these other nations are continually being stirred up to hatred of Germany and the German people by Jewish and non-Jewish agitators. And so, should the warmongers achieve what they are aiming at, our own people would be landed in a situation for which they would be psychologically quite unprepared and which they would thus fail to grasp. I therefore consider it necessary that from now on our Propaganda Ministry and our press should always make a point of answering these attacks and, above all, bring them to the notice of the German people. The German nation must know who the men are who want to bring about a war by hook or by crook.

It is my conviction that these people are mistaken in their calculations, for when once National Socialist Propaganda is devoted to the answering of attacks, we shall succeed just as we succeeded inside Germany herself in overcoming, through the convincing power of our propaganda, the Jewish world enemy.

The nations will in a short time realize that National Socialist Germany wants no enmity with other nations, that all the assertions as to our intended attacks on other nations are lies—lies born out of morbid hysteria or of a mania for self-preservation on the part of certain politicians; and that in certain States these lies are being used by unscrupulous profiteers to salvage their own finances, that, above all, international Jewry may hope in this way to satisfy its thirst for revenge and gain, that on the other hand this is the grossest defamation that can be brought to bear on a great and peace-loving nation.

Never, for instance, have German soldiers fought on American soil unless it was in the cause of American independence and freedom; but American soldiers were brought to Europe to help strangle a great nation that was striving for its freedom. Germany did not attack America, but America attacked Germany, as the committee of investigation of the American Senate concluded, from purely capitalist motives, without any other cause. But there is one thing that every one should realize:

These attempts cannot influence Germany in the slightest in the way in which she settles her Jewish problem. On the contrary, in connection with the Jewish question, I have this to say: It is a shameful spectacle to see how the whole democratic world is oozing sympathy for the poor tormented Jewish people, but remains hard-hearted and obdurate when it comes to helping them, which is surely, in view of its attitude, an obvious duty. The arguments that are brought up as an excuse for not helping them actually speak for us as Germans and Italians.

For this is what they say:

First, ‘We’—that is, the democracies—‘are not in a position to take in the Jews.’ Yet in these empires there are not even ten people to the square kilometer. While Germany with her 140 inhabitants to the square kilometer is supposed to have room for them!

Second, they assure us: ‘We cannot take them unless Germany is prepared to allow them a certain amount of capital to bring with them as immigrants.’

For hundreds of years Germany was good enough to receive these elements, although they possessed nothing except infectious political and physical diseases. What they possess today, they have to by far the largest extent gained at the cost of the less astute German nation by the most reprehensible manipulations.

Today we are merely paying this people what they deserve. When the German nation was, thanks to the inflation instigated and carried through by Jews, deprived of the entire savings that it had accumulated in years of honest work, when the rest of the world took away the German nation’s foreign investments, when we were divested of the whole of our colonial possessions, these philanthropic considerations evidently carried little noticeable weight with democratic statesmen.

Today I can only assure these gentlemen that, thanks to the brutal education with which the democracies favored us for fifteen years, we have completely hardened to all attacks of sentiment. After more than 800,000 children of the nation had died of hunger and undernourishment at the close of the war, we witnessed almost 1,000,000 head of milking cows being driven away from us in accordance with the cruel paragraphs of a dictate that the humane democratic apostles of the world forced upon us as a peace treaty.

We witnessed over 1,000,000 German prisoners of war being retained in confinement for no reason at all for a whole year after the war was ended. We witnessed over one and a half million Germans being torn away from all that they possessed in the territories lying on our frontiers, and being whipped out with practically only what they wore on their backs. We had to endure having millions of our fellow-countrymen torn from us without their consent, and without their being afforded the slightest possibility of existence. I could supplement these examples with dozens of the most cruel kind. For this reason we asked to be spared all sentimental talk.

The German nation does not wish its interests to be controlled by any foreign nation. France to the French, England to the English, America to the Americans, and Germany to the Germans. We are resolved to prevent the settlement in our country of a strange people that was capable of snatching for itself all the leading positions in the land, and to oust it. For it is our will to educate our own nation for these leading positions. We have hundreds of thousands of very intelligent children of peasants and of the working classes. We shall have them educated—in fact, we have already begun—and we wish that one day they, and not the representatives of an alien race, may hold the leading positions in the State altogether with our educated classes.

Above all, German culture, as its name alone shows, is German and not Jewish, and therefore its management and care will be entrusted to members of our own nation. If the rest of the world cries out with a hypocritical mien against this barbaric expulsion from Germany of such an irreplaceable and culturally eminently valuable element, we can only be astonished at this reaction. For how thankful they must be that we are releasing apostles of culture and placing them at the disposal of the rest of the world. In accordance with their own declarations they cannot find a single reason to excuse themselves for refusing to receive this most valuable race in their own countries. Nor can I see a reason why the members of this race should be imposed upon the German nation, while in the States that are so enthusiastic about these ‘splendid people’ their settlement should suddenly be refused with every imaginable excuse. I think the sooner this problem is solved the better, for Europe cannot settle down until the Jewish question is cleared up. It may very well be possible that sooner or later an agreement on this problem may be reached in Europe, even between those nations that otherwise do not so easily come together.

The world has sufficient space for settlement, but we must once and for all get rid of the opinion that the Jewish race was only created by God for the purpose of being in a certain percentage a parasite living on the body and the productive work of other nations. The Jewish race will have to adapt itself to sound constructive activity as other nations do, or sooner or later it will succumb to a crisis of an inconceivable magnitude.

One thing I should like to say on this day, which may be memorable for others as well as for us Germans: In the course of my life I have very often been a prophet and have usually been ridiculed for it. During the time of my struggle for power, it was in the first instance the Jewish race that only received my prophecies with laughter when I said that I would one day take over the leadership of the State and with it that of the whole nation and that I would then, among many other things, settle the Jewish problem. Their laughter was uproarious, but I think that for some time now they have been laughing on the other side of their face.

Today I will once more be a prophet. If the international Jewish financiers in and outside Europe should succeed in plunging the nations once more into a world war, then the result will not be the bolshevization of the earth, and this the victory of Jewry, but the annihilation of the Jewish race in Europe! For the time when the non-Jewish nations had no propaganda is at an end. National Socialist Germany and fascist Italy have institutions that enable them when necessary to enlighten the world about the nature of a question of which many nations are instinctively conscious, but which they have not yet clearly thought out. At the moment Jews in certain countries may be fomenting hatred under the protection of a press, of the film, of wireless propaganda, of the theater, of literature, etc., all of which they control. [ . . . ]”

The nations are no longer willing to die on the battlefield that this unstable international race may profiteer from a war or satisfy its Old Testament vengeance. The Jewish watchword, ‘Workers of the world, unite!’ will be conquered by a higher realization, namely, ‘Workers of all classes and of all nations, recognize your common enemy!’

Among the outcries against Germany raised today in the so-called democracies is the assertion that National Socialist Germany is an anti-religious State. I therefore wish to make the following solemn declaration to the whole German nation:

	No one in Germany has hitherto been persecuted for his religious views, nor will any one be persecuted on that account!
 	The National Socialist State, since January 30, 1933, has, through its State organs, placed the following sums accruing from public taxes, at the disposal of both churches: . . . [There follows a list of grants to the churches.]


It is therefore a piece of impertinence—to put it mildly—for foreign politicians, of all people, to talk about hostility to religion in the Third Reich. If, however, the German churches really should regard this position as unbearable, the National Socialist State would be at any time prepared to make a clear separation between church and State such as prevails in France, America and other countries. I should only like to ask this question: what sums have France, England or America paid to their churches through the State within the same period of time?

	3. The National Socialist State has neither closed any church nor prevented any service from being held, nor has it ever influenced the form of a church service. It has neither interfered with the doctrinal teaching nor with the creed of any denomination.


But the National Socialist State will ruthlessly make clear to those clergy who, instead of being God’s ministers, regard it as their mission to speak insultingly of our present Reich, its organization or its leaders, that no one will tolerate a destruction of this State and that a clergy that places itself beyond the pale of the law will be called to account before the law like any other German citizen. Let it be mentioned, however, that there are tens of thousands of clergy of all Christian denominations who fulfill their ecclesiastical duties just as well or probably better than the political agitators, without ever coming into conflict with the laws of the State. The State considers their protection its task. The destruction of the enemies of the State is its duty.

	4. The National Socialist State is neither prudish nor deceitful. There are, however, certain moral principles adherence to which is in the interests of the biological health of a nation, and with which we tolerate no tampering. Pederasty and sexual offenses against children are punishable by law in this State, and no matter who commits such crimes.


When, some five years ago, certain heads of the National Socialist party were found guilty of these crimes, they were shot. When other persons in public or private life, even priests, are guilty of such offenses, they are, according to law, sentenced to terms of imprisonment or hard labor. It is no concern of ours if priests break their other vows, such as chastity, etc. Not a single word about that has ever been published in our press. For the rest, this State has only once interfered in the inner organization of the churches.

This happened in 1933, when I myself attempted to unite the hopelessly disrupted regional churches in Germany into one large and powerful Reich church. The attempt failed, owing to the opposition of some of the regional bishops. In consequence, no further efforts were made; after all, it is not our task to defend the Protestant Church or even to strengthen it by forcible means in face of the opposition of its own supporters!

There can be only political reasons for other countries and for certain democratic statesmen in particular in taking up cudgels on behalf of individual German clergy, for these same statesmen were silent when hundreds of thousands of priests were butchered or burned in Russia; they were silent when in Spain tens of thousands of priests and nuns were massacred with bestial cruelty and burned alive. They could not, and cannot, deny these facts, that they were silent and are silent now.

Meanwhile—I must mention this to the democratic statesmen—it was just because of such butchery that numerous National Socialist and fascist volunteers placed themselves at the disposal of General Franco in order to help him in his efforts to prevent bolshevist lust for blood from spreading over Europe and over the greater part of the civilized world. It was anxiety for European culture and for real civilization that compelled Germany to take sides in the fight carried on in Nationalist Spain against the bolshevist destroyers. It does not say much for the mentality predominant in various countries that cannot conceive of such a step being taken for purely unselfish reasons. However, National Socialist Germany sympathized with General Franco’s uprising out of a sincere desire to see him succeed in delivering his country from the dangers that at one time had threatened to engulf Germany herself.

[ . . . ]

In view of the dangers that threaten all around us, I appreciate it as a piece of great good fortune to have found in Europe and outside it States that, in the same way as the German nation, are compelled to carry on a hard struggle to safeguard their existence. I refer to Italy and Japan. In the Western World of today the Italians, as the descendants of the ancient Romans, as we Germans, as the descendents of the Germanic peoples of those times, are the oldest peoples—and our relations with each other reach farther back than do those between any other nations. In my speech in the Palazzo Venezia on the occasion of my visit to Italy, I pointed out that it was indeed a calamity that the mightiest civilized nation of the ancient world and the young nation of a new world in process of formation should, owing to the absence of a natural dividing line and under the influence of many other circumstances, become involved in centuries of fruitless conflict.

But out of the contacts of a thousand years there grew up a sense of community; and this community must only have its roots in countless racial ties, but it developed an immeasurable historical and cultural significance. The debt that the Germanic peoples owe to the ancient world as regards the organization of the State and, consequently, national development, as well as in the sphere of civilization in general, cannot be estimated in detail, and is in its sum total immense. Since then nearly 2,000 years have passed. And now we, too have made our own abundant contribution to civilization. But we have always maintained close spiritual ties with the Italian people and with its cultural and historical past.

In the nineteenth century there was a strangely similar process of unification. The German peoples became united in the German Reich, and the Italian States were united in the Kingdom of Italy. In the same year—1866—both nations were fated to take up arms simultaneously for the new form that their State was to assume.

Today we are experiencing this parallel development for the second time. A man of outstanding historic importance was the first to bring a new idea to oppose the democratic notions that had become barren in this people and to carry this idea to victory within a few years. It is hard to estimate the significance of fascism for Italy. What fascism has done for the preservation of civilization is as yet incalculable. Who can stroll through Rome or Florence without being moved at the thought of the fate that all these unique documents of human art and civilization would have suffered if Mussolini and his fascist movement had not succeeded in saving Italy from bolshevism? Germany was faced with this same danger.

[ . . . ]

Let no one in the world make any mistake as to the resolve that National Socialist Germany has made so far as this friend is concerned. It can only serve the cause of peace if it is quite clearly understood that a war of rival ideologies waged against the Italy of today will, once it is launched and regardless of its motives, call Germany to the side of her friend. Above all let no one be ill-advised by those isolated bourgeois weaklings who vegetate in every country and who cannot understand that in the life of nations it is not necessarily cowardice but also courage and honor that may prompt wisdom.

As regards National Socialist Germany, she is well aware of the fate that awaits her if ever an international power, whatever its motive, should succeed in overcoming fascist Italy. We realize the consequences that would follow upon such an event and face them unflinchingly. The fate of Prussia in 1805 and 1806 will not be repeated a second time in German history. Weaklings like the advisers of the King of Prussia in 1805 will not be asked their opinion in the Germany of today. The National Socialist State realizes the danger and is determined to take all steps to counteract it.

I know, too, that not only our defense forces but also Italy’s military power, are equal to the severest military requirements. Just as it is impossible to judge the present German Army by the standard of the army of the German Bund of, say, 1848, so it is likewise impossible for any evaluation of modern fascist Italy to be made by the standards of the days when the Italian State was not yet united. Only a hysterical, unteachable, tactless and extremely malicious press can forget in so short a time that only a few years ago it made a thorough fool of itself with its prophecies as to the probable outcome of the Italian campaign in Abyssinia, and it is not one whit better now in its judgment of Franco’s national forces in the Spanish campaign.

Men make history. But they also forge the instruments that are suited to the forming of history, and, above all, they give them spirit. Great men, however, are themselves merely the strongest, most concentrated expression of a nation. National Socialist Germany and fascist Italy are strong enough to safeguard peace against every one, and to end resolutely and successfully any conflict that irresponsible elements lightly start.

This does not mean that we desire war, as is asserted in the irresponsible press day by day. It simply means that we take this stand because, first, we understand that other nations, too, desire to assure themselves of their share of the world’s riches due them by virtue of their number, their courage and their worth; and that, second, in recognition of these rights, we are determined to give common support to common interests. Above all, however, that we shall never under any circumstances yield to any threats amounting to extortion! Thus our relationship with Japan is determined by the recognition of the need to stem, as we are determined to do, the tide of the threatened bolshevization of a world gone blind, with all the resolution at our command.

The anti-Comintern pact will perhaps one day become the crystallization point of a group of powers whose ultimate aim is none other than to eliminate the menace to the peace and culture of the world instigated by a satanic apparition. The Japanese nation, which in the last two years has set us so many examples of glorious heroism, is undoubtedly fighting in the service of civilization at the other side of the world. Her collapse would not benefit the civilized nations of Europe or of other parts of the world, but would only lead to the certain triumph of bolshevism in the Far East. Apart from international Jewry, which is desirous of this development, no people in the world can wish to see this take place.

The tremendous efforts made last year ultimately attained their end by peaceful means, and we would add to our thanks to Mussolini our unreserved expression of gratitude to the two other statesmen who during the critical hours attached greater value to peace than to the preservation of an injustice. Germany has no territorial demands against England and France apart from that for the return of our colonies. While the solution of this question would contribute greatly to the pacification of the world, it is in no sense a problem that could cause a war. If there is any tension in Europe today, it is primarily due to the irresponsible activity of an unscrupulous press that scarcely permits a day to go by without disturbing the peace of mankind through alarming news that is as stupid as it is mendacious.

[ . . . ]

Announcements by American film companies that they intend to produce anti-Nazi—that is, anti-German—films can but induce us to produce anti-Semitic films in Germany. Here, too, our opponents should not permit themselves any delusions as to the effectiveness of what we can do. There will be very many States and peoples who will show great understanding for supplementary instruction of this kind on such an important subject! We believe that if the Jewish international campaign of hatred by press and propaganda could be checked, good understanding could very quickly be established between the peoples. It is only such elements that hope steadfastly for a war. I, however, believe in a long peace! For in what way do the interests of England and Germany, for example, conflict?

I have stated over and over again and again that there is no German, and, above all, no National Socialist, who even in his most secret thoughts has the intention of causing the British Empire any kind of difficulty. From England, too, the voices of men who think reasonably and calmly express a similar attitude with regard to Germany. It would be a blessing for the whole world if mutual confidence and cooperation could be established between the two peoples. The same is true of our relations with France. We have just celebrated the fifth anniversary of the conclusion of our non-aggression pact with Poland. There can scarcely be any difference of opinion today among the true friends of peace with regard to the value of this agreement.

[ . . . ]

Our relations with Hungary are based on a long and well-proven friendship, a common interest and on traditional mutual esteem. Germany has gladly undertaken to contribute to the redressing of the wrongs inflicted on that country.

Yugoslavia is a State that has increasingly attracted the attention of our people since the war. The high regard that the German soldiers then felt for this brave people has since been deepened and has developed into genuine friendship. Our economic relations with this country are undergoing constant development and expansion, just as is the case with the friendly countries of Bulgaria, Greece, Rumania, Turkey, Switzerland, Belgium, Holland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden, Finland, and the Baltic States.

The essential reason for this is to be found in the natural conditions that make it possible for these countries and Germany to complement each other’s economic systems.

Germany is happy today in the possession of peaceful frontiers in the west, south and north. Our relations with the western and northern States become all the more satisfactory with the increasing tendency in these countries to turn away from certain articles of the Covenant of the League of Nations that involve danger of war.

The addition of Hungary and Manchukuo to the anti-Comintern pact is a welcome symptom of the consolidation of world-wide resistance to the Jewish-International-Bolshevist threat to the peoples of the world.

The relations of the German Reich with the countries of South America are satisfactory, and economic relations with them continue to expand.

Our relations with the United States are suffering from a campaign of defamation carried on to serve obvious political and financial interests, which, under the pretense that Germany threatens American independence, is endeavoring to mobilize the hatred of an entire continent against the European States that are nationally governed. We all believe, however, that this does not reflect the will of the millions of American citizens who, despite all that is said to the contrary by the gigantic Jewish-capitalistic propaganda through the press, the radio and the films, cannot fail to realize that there is not one word of truth in all these assertions. Germany wishes to live in peace and on friendly terms with all countries, including America.

Germany refrains from any intervention in American affairs and likewise decisively repudiates any American intervention in German affairs. The question, for instance, as to whether Germany maintains economic relations and does business with the countries of South and Central America, concerns nobody but them and ourselves. Germany anyway is a great and sovereign country and is not subject to the supervision of American politicians.

Quite apart from that, however, I feel that all States today have so many domestic problems to solve that it would be a piece of good fortune for the nations if responsible statesmen were to confine their attentions to their own problems.

[ . . . ]

We may now regard this process of growth of the German nation as virtually completed. The greater German Reich now embodies our people’s entire struggle for existence over 2,000 years. All streams of German blood flow into the Reich, and there are united in it all past traditions, their symbols and standards, and above all the great men of whom Germans of past periods have reason to be proud.

[ . . . ]

As we include them in this great Reich in grateful reverence, the wealth of German history is revealed in all its glory. Let us thank Almighty God that He has granted to our generation and to us the great blessing of experiencing this period of history and this hour.

Source: Inhaltsbeschreibung im Programmheft (Illustrierte Filmkurier No. 183/1939, November 27, 1939). Bundesarchiv.

7. The Wannsee Protocol, January 20, 1941

More often than not misunderstood as giving the rationale for the activities of the Holocaust by the Nazis, this record of the meeting held at the Wannsee House in January of 1942 after the July, 1941, invasion of Soviet Russia (“Operation Barbarossa”), it is actually a summary of events already in place. Convened by SS-Obergruppenführer and Chief of the Security Police Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942), the actual minute-taker was SS Obersturmbannführer Adolf Eichmann (1906–1962) with 11 other lesser-level functionaries in attendance. Basing itself upon a presumption of 11,000,000 Jews still alive in Europe, discussion was focused on “preparations for the final solution of the Jewish question” regarding emigration and evacuation as well as “the problem of mixed marriages and persons of mixed blood” [sic] including sterilization. While discussions of murder were not specifically discussed (i.e., recorded) nor references to the various extermination camps (Vernichtungslager) and death camps (Todeslager) already active, there is no doubt that these were also in the minds of the participants.

* * * * *
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Minutes of discussion.

I. The following persons took part in the discussion about the final solution of the Jewish question which took place in Berlin, am Grossen Wannsee No. 56/58 on 20 January 1942:

	Gauleiter Dr. Meyer and Reichsamtsleiter Dr. Leibbrandt
 	Secretary of State Dr. Stuckart
 	Secretary of State Neumann
 	Secretary of State Dr. Freisler
 	Secretary of State Dr. Bühler
 	Under Secretary of State Luther
 	SS-Oberführer Klopfer
 	Minsterialdirektor Kritzinger
 	SS-Gruppenführer Hofmann
 	SS-Gruppenführer Müller, SS-Obersturmbannführer Eichmann
 	SS-Oberführer Dr. Schöngarth Commander of the Security Police and the SD in the Government General
 	SS-Sturmbannführer Dr. Lange Commander of the Security Police and the SD for the General-District Latvia, as deputy of the Commander of the Security Police and the SD for the Reich Commissariat “Eastland”.
 	Reich Ministry for the Occupied Eastern Territories
 	Reich Ministry for the Interior
 	Plenipotentiary for the Four Year Plan
 	Reich Ministry of Justice
 	Office of the General Government
 	Foreign Office
 	Party Chancellery
 	Reich Chancellery
 	Race and Settlement Main Office
 	Reich Main Security Office
 	Security Police and SD
 	Security Police and SD


II.

At the beginning of the discussion Chief of the Security Police and of the SD, SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich, reported that the Reich Marshal had appointed him delegate for the preparations for the final solution of the Jewish question in Europe and pointed out that this discussion had been called for the purpose of clarifying fundamental questions. The wish of the Reich Marshal to have a draft sent to him concerning organizational, factual and material interests in relation to the final solution of the Jewish question in Europe makes necessary an initial common action of all central offices immediately concerned with these questions in order to bring their general activities into line. The Reichsführer-SS and the Chief of the German Police (Chief of the Security Police and the SD) was entrusted with the official central handling of the final solution of the Jewish question without regard to geographic borders. The Chief of the Security Police and the SD then gave a short report of the struggle which has been carried on thus far against this enemy, the essential points being the following:

	a) the expulsion of the Jews from every sphere of life of the German people,
 	b) the expulsion of the Jews from the living space of the German people.


In carrying out these efforts, an increased and planned acceleration of the emigration of the Jews from Reich territory was started, as the only possible present solution.

By order of the Reich Marshal, a Reich Central Office for Jewish Emigration was set up in January 1939 and the Chief of the Security Police and SD was entrusted with the management. Its most important tasks were

	a) to make all necessary arrangements for the preparation for an increased emigration of the Jews,
 	b) to direct the flow of emigration,
 	c) to speed the procedure of emigration in each individual case.


The aim of all this was to cleanse German living space of Jews in a legal manner.

All the offices realized the drawbacks of such enforced accelerated emigration. For the time being they had, however, tolerated it on account of the lack of other possible solutions of the problem.

The work concerned with emigration was, later on, not only a German problem, but also a problem with which the authorities of the countries to which the flow of emigrants was being directed would have to deal. Financial difficulties, such as the demand by various foreign governments for increasing sums of money to be presented at the time of the landing, the lack of shipping space, increasing restriction of entry permits, or the cancelling of such, increased extraordinarily the difficulties of emigration. In spite of these difficulties, 537,000 Jews were sent out of the country between the takeover of power and the deadline of 31 October 1941. Of these there were:





	In Germany proper on 30 January 1933
	approx. 360,000



	In Austria (Ostmark) on 15 March 1939
	approx. 147,000



	In the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moraviaon 15 March 1939
	approx. 30,000







The Jews themselves, or their Jewish political organizations, financed the emigration. In order to avoid impoverished Jews’ remaining behind, the principle was followed that wealthy Jews have to finance the emigration of poor Jews; this was arranged by imposing a suitable tax, i.e., an emigration tax, which was used for financial arrangements in connection with the emigration of poor Jews and was imposed according to income.

Apart from the necessary Reichsmark exchange, foreign currency had to presented at the time of landing. In order to save foreign exchange held by Germany, the foreign Jewish financial organizations were—with the help of Jewish organizations in Germany—made responsible for arranging an adequate amount of foreign currency. Up to 30 October 1941, these foreign Jews donated a total of around 9,500,000 dollars.

In the meantime the Reichsführer-SS and Chief of the German Police had prohibited emigration of Jews due to the dangers of an emigration in wartime and due to the possibilities of the East.

III. Another possible solution of the problem has now taken the place of emigration, i.e. the evacuation of the Jews to the East, provided that the Führer gives the appropriate approval in advance.

These actions are, however, only to be considered provisional, but practical experience is already being collected which is of the greatest importance in relation to the future final solution of the Jewish question.

Approximately 11 million Jews will be involved in the final solution of the European Jewish question, distributed as follows among the individual countries:

[image: ]


[image: ]

The number of Jews given here for foreign countries includes, however, only those Jews who still adhere to the Jewish faith, since some countries still do not have a definition of the term “Jew” according to racial principles. The handling of the problem in the individual countries will meet with difficulties due to the attitude and outlook of the people there, especially in Hungary and Rumania. Thus, for example, even today the Jew can buy documents in Rumania that will officially prove his foreign citizenship.

The influence of the Jews in all walks of life in the USSR is well known. Approximately five million Jews live in the European part of the USSR, in the Asian part scarcely 1/4 million.

The breakdown of Jews residing in the European part of the USSR according to trades was approximately as follows:





	Agriculture
	9.1 %



	As urban workers
	14.8 %



	In the trades
	20.0 %



	Employed by the state
	23.4 %



	In private occupations-medicine, press, theater, etc.
	32.7 %







Under proper guidance, in the course of the final solution the Jews are to be allocated for appropriate labor in the East. Able-bodied Jews, separated according to sex, will be taken in large work columns to these areas for work on roads, in the course of which action doubtless a large portion will be eliminated by natural causes. The possible final remnant will, since it will undoubtedly consist of the most resistant portion, have to be treated accordingly, because it is the product of natural selection and would, if released, act as a the seed of a new Jewish revival (see the experience of history.)

In the course of the practical execution of the final solution, Europe will be combed through from west to east. Germany proper, including the Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia, will have to be handled first due to the housing problem and additional social and political necessities.

The evacuated Jews will first be sent, group by group, to so-called transit ghettos, from which they will be transported to the East.

SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich went on to say that an important prerequisite for the evacuation as such is the exact definition of the persons involved.

The intention is not to evacuate Jews over 65 years old, but to send them to an old-age ghetto—Theresienstadt is being considered for this purpose.

In addition to these age groups—of the approximately 280,000 Jews in Germany proper and Austria on 31 October 1941, approximately 30% are over 65 years old—severely wounded veterans and Jews with war decorations (Iron Cross I) will be accepted in the old-age ghettos. With this expedient solution, in one fell swoop many interventions will be prevented.

The beginning of the individual larger evacuation actions will largely depend on military developments. Regarding the handling of the final solution in those European countries occupied and influenced by us, it was proposed that the appropriate expert of the Foreign Office discuss the matter with the responsible official of the Security Police and SD.

In Slovakia and Croatia the matter is no longer so difficult, since the most substantial problems in this respect have already been brought near a solution. In Rumania the government has in the meantime also appointed a commissioner for Jewish affairs. In order to settle the question in Hungary, it will soon be necessary to force an adviser for Jewish questions onto the Hungarian government.

With regard to taking up preparations for dealing with the problem in Italy, SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich considers it opportune to contact the chief of police with a view to these problems.

In occupied and unoccupied France, the registration of Jews for evacuation will in all probability proceed without great difficulty.

Under Secretary of State Luther calls attention in this matter to the fact that in some countries, such as the Scandinavian states, difficulties will arise if this problem is dealt with thoroughly and that it will therefore be advisable to defer actions in these countries. Besides, in view of the small numbers of Jews affected, this deferral will not cause any substantial limitation.

The Foreign Office sees no great difficulties for southeast and western Europe.

SS-Gruppenführer Hofmann plans to send an expert to Hungary from the Race and Settlement Main Office for general orientation at the time when the Chief of the Security Police and SD takes up the matter there. It was decided to assign this expert from the Race and Settlement Main Office, who will not work actively, as an assistant to the police attaché.

IV. In the course of the final solution plans, the Nuremberg Laws should provide a certain foundation, in which a prerequisite for the absolute solution of the problem is also the solution to the problem of mixed marriages and persons of mixed blood.

The Chief of the Security Police and the SD discusses the following points, at first theoretically, in regard to a letter from the chief of the Reich chancellery:

	1) Treatment of Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree


Persons of mixed blood of the first degree will, as regards the final solution of the Jewish question, be treated as Jews.

From this treatment the following exceptions will be made:

	a) Persons of mixed blood of the first degree married to persons of German blood if their marriage has resulted in children (persons of mixed blood of the second degree). These persons of mixed blood of the second degree are to be treated essentially as Germans.
 	b) Persons of mixed blood of the first degree, for whom the highest offices of the Party and State have already issued exemption permits in any sphere of life. Each individual case must be examined, and it is not ruled out that the decision may be made to the detriment of the person of mixed blood.


The prerequisite for any exemption must always be the personal merit of the person of mixed blood. (Not the merit of the parent or spouse of German blood.)

Persons of mixed blood of the first degree who are exempted from evacuation will be sterilized in order to prevent any offspring and to eliminate the problem of persons of mixed blood once and for all. Such sterilization will be voluntary. But it is required to remain in the Reich. The sterilized “person of mixed blood” is thereafter free of all restrictions to which he was previously subjected.

	2) Treatment of Persons of Mixed Blood of the Second Degree


Persons of mixed blood of the second degree will be treated fundamentally as persons of German blood, with the exception of the following cases, in which the persons of mixed blood of the second degree will be considered as Jews:

	a) The person of mixed blood of the second degree was born of a marriage in which both parents are persons of mixed blood.
 	b) The person of mixed blood of the second degree has a racially especially undesirable appearance that marks him outwardly as a Jew.
 	c) The person of mixed blood of the second degree has a particularly bad police and political record that shows that he feels and behaves like a Jew.


Also in these cases exemptions should not be made if the person of mixed blood of the second degree has married a person of German blood.

	3) Marriages between Full Jews and Persons of German Blood.


Here it must be decided from case to case whether the Jewish partner will be evacuated or whether, with regard to the effects of such a step on the German relatives, [this mixed marriage] should be sent to an old-age ghetto.

	4) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of German Blood. a) Without Children.


If no children have resulted from the marriage, the person of mixed blood of the first degree will be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto (same treatment as in the case of marriages between full Jews and persons of German blood, point 3.)

	b) With Children.


If children have resulted from the marriage (persons of mixed blood of the second degree), they will, if they are to be treated as Jews, be evacuated or sent to a ghetto along with the parent of mixed blood of the first degree. If these children are to be treated as Germans (regular cases), they are exempted from evacuation as is therefore the parent of mixed blood of the first degree.

	5) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree or Jews.


In these marriages (including the children) all members of the family will be treated as Jews and therefore be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto.

	6) Marriages between Persons of Mixed Blood of the First Degree and Persons of Mixed Blood of the Second Degree.


In these marriages both partners will be evacuated or sent to an old-age ghetto without consideration of whether the marriage has produced children, since possible children will as a rule have stronger Jewish blood than the Jewish person of mixed blood of the second degree.

SS-Gruppenführer Hofmann advocates the opinion that sterilization will have to be widely used, since the person of mixed blood who is given the choice whether he will be evacuated or sterilized would rather undergo sterilization.

State Secretary Dr. Stuckart maintains that carrying out in practice of the just mentioned possibilities for solving the problem of mixed marriages and persons of mixed blood will create endless administrative work. In the second place, as the biological facts cannot be disregarded in any case, State Secretary Dr. Stuckart proposed proceeding to forced sterilization.

Furthermore, to simplify the problem of mixed marriages possibilities must be considered with the goal of the legislator saying something like: “These marriages have been dissolved.”

With regard to the issue of the effect of the evacuation of Jews on the economy, State Secretary Neumann stated that Jews who are working in industries vital to the war effort, provided that no replacements are available, cannot be evacuated.

SS-Obergruppenführer Heydrich indicated that these Jews would not be evacuated according to the rules he had approved for carrying out the evacuations then underway.

State Secretary Dr. Bühler stated that the General Government would welcome it if the final solution of this problem could be begun in the General Government, since on the one hand transportation does not play such a large role here nor would problems of labor supply hamper this action. Jews must be removed from the territory of the General Government as quickly as possible, since it is especially here that the Jew as an epidemic carrier represents an extreme danger and on the other hand he is causing permanent chaos in the economic structure of the country through continued black market dealings. Moreover, of the approximately 2 1/2 million Jews concerned, the majority is unfit for work.

State Secretary Dr. Bühler stated further that the solution to the Jewish question in the General Government is the responsibility of the Chief of the Security Police and the SD and that his efforts would be supported by the officials of the General Government. He had only one request, to solve the Jewish question in this area as quickly as possible.

In conclusion the different types of possible solutions were discussed, during which discussion both Gauleiter Dr. Meyer and State Secretary Dr. Bühler took the position that certain preparatory activities for the final solution should be carried out immediately in the territories in question, in which process alarming the populace must be avoided.

The meeting was closed with the request of the Chief of the Security Police and the SD to the participants that they afford him appropriate support during the carrying out of the tasks involved in the solution.

Source: EuroDocs, Harold B. Lee Library, Brigham Young University. Available online at http://eudocs.lib.byu.edu/index.php/Wannsee_Protocol

8. Hermann Graebe, "An Eyewitness Account of Einsatzgruppen Killings" (1942)

This account of the killings by German engineer Hermann Graebe (1900–1986) working in the Ukraine was presented at the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, Germany, on 10 November 1945, and covers the period between September 1941, and January 1944, and where he witnessed the liquidation of the Rovno Ghetto of 5,000 Jews on July 13, 1942. In it, he details quite graphically the murderous brutality of the Nazis against men, women, and children. In 1948, Grabe left Germany for the United States together with his family because of harassment and persecution by his fellow Germans, and in 1986 was honored by the state of Israel as a “Righteous among the Nations.”

I, the undersigned, Hermann Friedrich Graebe, make the following declaration under oath:

From September 1941 to January 1944 I was director and chief engineer of the Sdolbunow branch of the Josef Jung Construction Company of Solingen. In this capacity I had, among my other duties, to visit the firm’s projects. Under the terms of a contract with the army construction services, the company was to build grain warehouses on the old Dubno airfield in the Ukraine.

On October 5, 1942, at the time of my visit to the construction offices in Dubno, my foreman, Hubert Moennikes, living at 21 Aussenmühlenweg, HamburgHaarburg, told me that some Dubno Jews had been shot near the building in three huge ditches about 30 metres long and 3 metres deep. The number of people killed daily was about 1,500. The 5,000 Jews who had lived in Dubno before the Pogrom were all marked for liquidation. Since the executions took place in the presence of my employee, he was painfully impressed by them.

Accompanied by Moennikes, I then went to the work area. I saw great mounds of earth about 30 metres long and 2 high. Several trucks were parked nearby. Armed Ukrainian militia were making people get out, under the surveillance of SS soldiers. The same militia men were responsible for guard duty and driving the trucks. The people in the trucks wore the regulation yellow pieces of cloth that identified them as Jews on the front and back of their clothing.

Moennikes and I went straight toward the ditches without being Stopped When we neared the mound, I heard a series of rifle shots close by. The people from the trucks-men, women and children-were forced to undress under the supervision of an SS soldier with a whip in his hand. They were obliged to put their effects in certain spots: shoes, clothing, and under wear separately. I saw a pile of shoes, about 8001,000 pairs, great heaps of underwear and clothing. Without weeping or crying out, these people undressed and stood together in family groups, embracing each other and saying goodbye while waiting for a sign from the SS soldier, who stood on the edge of the ditch, a whip in his hand, too. During the fifteen minutes I stayed there, I did not hear a single complaint, or plea for mercy. I watched a family of about eight: a man and woman about fifty years old, surrounded by their children of about one, eight, and ten, and two big girls about twenty and twentyfour. An old lady, her hair completely white, held the baby in her arms, rocking it, and singing it a song. The infant was crying aloud with delight. The parents watched the groups with tears in their eyes. The father held the tenyearold boy by the hand, speaking softly to him: the child strug gled to hold back his tears. Then the father pointed a finger to the sky, and, stroking the child’s head, seemed to be explaining something. At this moment, the SS near the ditch called something to his comrade. The latter counted off some twenty people and ordered them behind the mound. The family of which I have just spoken was in the group. I still remember the young girl, slender and dark, who, passing near me, pointed at herself, saying, “Twentythree.” I walked around the mound and faced a frightful common grave. Tightly packed corpses were heaped so close together that only the heads showed. Most were wounded in the head and the blood flowed over their shoulders. Some still moved. Others raised their hands and turned their heads to show that they were still alive. The ditch was twothirds full. I estimate that it held a thousand bodies. I turned my eyes toward the man who had carried out the execution. He was an SS man; he was seated, legs swinging, on the narrow edge of the ditch; an automatic rifle rested on his knees and he was smoking a cigarette. The people, completely naked, climbed down a few steps cut in the clay wall and stopped at the spot indicated by the SS man. Facing the dead and wounded, they spoke softly to them. Then I heard a series of rifle shots. I looked in the ditch and saw their bodies contorting, their heads, already inert, sinking on the corpses beneath. The blood flowed from the nape of their necks. I was astonished not to be ordered away, but I noticed two or three uniformed postmen nearby. A new batch of victims approached the place. They climbed down into the ditch, lined up in front of the previous victims, and were shot.

On the way back, while rounding the mound, I saw another full truck which had just arrived. This truck contained only the sick and crippled. Women already naked were undressing an old woman with an emaciated body; her legs frightfully thin. She was held up by two people and seemed paralyzed. The naked people led her behind the mound. I left the place with Moennikes and went back to Dubno in a car.

The next morning, returning to the construction, I saw some thirty naked bodies lying thirty to fifty yards from the ditch. Some were still alive; they stared into space with a set look, seeming not to feel the coolness of the morning air; nor to see the workers standing around. A young girl of about twenty spoke to me, asking me to bring her clothes and to help her escape. At that moment we heard the sound of a car approaching at top speed; I saw that it was an SS detachment. I went back to my work. Ten minutes later rifle shots sounded from the ditch The Jews who were still alive had been ordered to throw the bodies in the ditch; then they had to lie down themselves to receive a bullet in the back of the neck.

Source: Leon Poliakov, Harvest of Hate (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1954), 125–126. Available online at or http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1942graebe.html

9. "To the 5,000,000 Jews in the Nazi Death Camps Bermuda Was a Cruel Mockery"

This full-page advertisement by an American-Palestinian revisionist right-wing group—the “Bergson Group”—was an attempt to stir the conscience of the American people regarding the plight of the Jews under Nazis, and the insincere attempt by Western nation, including the United States and Great Britain, regarding the plight of the refugees. They met, they expressed their concern, but other than smaller nations (e.g., the Dominican Republic), no nation of any size was willing to provide a home for Jews fleeing Nazi persecution and under threat of death. It should also be noted that the leadership of the major American Jewish organizations was not in favor of such a tactic, preferring to work through so-called normal channels (i.e., meetings with governmental officials and representatives), fearing that such an approach would falsely indicate to Americans that World War II was a “Jewish war,” given the already high number of Americans disposed toward anti-Semitism.

To the 5,000,000 Jews in the Nazi Death Camps Bermuda Was a Cruel Mockery

When Will The United Nations Establish An Agency To Deal With The Problem of Hitler’s Extermination of a Whole People? Somehow, through invisible, underground channels, one ray of shining hope might have penetrated the ghettos of Europe. A rumor might have spread and grown into a whisper among the agonized Jews of Hitler’s hell. A whisper of telling of deliverance from torture, death, starvation, and agony in slaughter-houses. This ray of hope and this whisper were expressed in one word: Bermuda!

The rumor told of representatives of the United States and Great Britain, the leading champions of the United Nations, the protagonists of the Four Freedoms, assembling to save the hunted and tortured Jews of Europe. On the deliberations of this small convention on an Island in the Atlantic were focused all the hopes of the doomed Jews of Europe; those, too, of the free well-meaning people the world over. Men and women of good will everywhere at last believed that the United Nations had decided to do something about the unprecedented disaster of a people put to death.

Wretched, doomed victims of Hitler’s tyranny! Poor men and women of good faith the world over! You have cherished an illusion. Your hopes have been in vain. Bermuda was not the dawn of a new era, of an era of humanity and compassion, of translating pity into deed. Bermuda was a mockery, and a cruel jest.

This is not our definition. It is the definition of the London Sunday “Observer”—one of the most influential and important newspapers in Great Britain.

Not only were ways and means to save the remaining four million Jews in Europe not devised, but their problem was not even touched upon, put on the agenda, or discussed. More than that—the name “Jews” was banished from the vocabulary of this convention, as PM’s foreign editor, Alexander Uhl, reports: “It was regarded as almost improper to mention even the word Jew.”

But not only the attention of the victims of Nazi atrocities and of their friends the world over was concentrated on the meeting at Bermuda: Hitler, too, was concerned with the United Nations’ reply to his challenge to the extermination of the Jewish population in Europe. Alas! To him Bermuda was again convincing proof that the United Nations were neither ready nor willing to answer his threat with action. They were continuing to give him “carte blanche” in his extermination process, exactly as in the pre-war days they permitted him to deal with Jews in Germany, with Austria and Czechoslovakia, thus paving the way for aggression, invasion, and war.

Can it be possible that the United Nations do not understand that should Hitler succeed in exterminating the Jews as a people, they by their silence will pave the way to the extermination of the Czechoslovak, Polish, Greek, or even the French peoples?

Now we are witnessing a variety of attempts to justify the Bermuda failure, to wrap it in secret formulae, such as “no dealing with Hitler,” or “not to interfere with the prosecution of the war,” or “not to undertake anything which should prolong the war,” etc. All this is just throwing sand into the eyes of public opinion. All this has nothing to do with the read facts and the harrowing truth.

The facts, plain and simple, are the following:

	(a) This is a specific problem of Jewish disaster. Hitler did not (as yet) decree the extermination of all the peoples of Europe, he decreed the extermination of the Jewish people in Europe and this process of extermination is unabated and steady. Two million or more have been put to death already!
 	(b) Five million Jews in Europe still live. The governments of Roumania, Hungary and Bulgaria, all satellites of Germany, are willing to release their Jews any time the United Nations are willing to take part in the deliverance.
 	By doing so, they hope to find grace and pardon in the eyes of the United Nations whom they consider as the inevitable victors in this world struggle.
 	(c) The United Nations have taken no advantage of these offers. They have not done so for one reason: the British government has prevented them, fearing that public opinion will demand that those refugees be admitted into Palestine—a practical place of salvation only a few days away from the Axis countries by short water route, train, or even bus, where the new Hebrew Nation awaits them with open arms.


The Jewish Problem Is Not a Refugee Problem

With the Bermuda Conference a thing of the past, not having even discussed the problem of the extermination of the Jewish people in Europe, now, more than ever, it is clear that we are dealing not only with a refugee problem, but with the Jewish problem of Europe. These two problems should not be confused. They are entirely distinct. Democracy cannot connive wit the slaughter of millions of innocent civilian people—the Jews in Europe. There are ways and means to stop Hitler’s wholesale murder and to evacuate those who can be evacuated. But no one has been assigned to deal with this tremendous problem. What is necessary is that the machinery for action be created. The United Nations, which have uttered so many words of pity must now do something if the words of pity are to be more than empty lies. They must create a United Nations Agency composed of military and diplomatic experts which should have full authority to define and effectuate a realistic and stern policy of action, to save the remaining millions of Jewish people. This Agency or Commission will deal, not with refugees outside Hitler’s reach, but with the Jewish people under his yoke today.

A Program of Action (. . . Not Pity!)

There are two broad areas in which this Agency can begin to operate without delay or procrastination.

	Immediate utilization of all existing possibilities of transfer of Jews from Hitler-dominated countries to Palestine or to any temporary refuge and the initiation of all further possibilities in this program.
 	The immediate creation of a Jewish army of stateless and Palestinian Jews, including “suicide” Commando squads, and Air Squadrons for retaliatory bombing, which will raid deep into Germany, thus participating as an entity in the war and bringing their message of hope to Hitler’s victims.


Join the Crusade for Decency

The crime of Europe calls for the mobilization of every shred of righteousness and spiritual power left in the world. On the field of battle soldiers die. On the field of massacre civilization dies. The thunder of civilization against the swamp-like armies of the German government is alone capable of stopping the German crime against life. Such a thunder unleashed by our own representatives and by all the notions that serve the cause of God would strike terror into the souls of the German people.

Therefore we dedicate ourselves to this fight and we call upon every American to join hands with us in this crusade for humanity and decency.

Source: New York Times, May 4, 1943, page 17.

10. Rudolf Hoess, Testimony

In May 1940, SS-Obersturmbannführer Rudolf Hoess (1901–1947) received his first senior posting when appointed to be the Kommandant of a new camp, which he would establish, at Auschwitz. His initial orders were to build a transit camp capable of accommodating 10,000 prisoners, but he later became responsible for carrying out the Nazi “Final Solution of the Jewish Question” at Auschwitz through the industrial mass murder of Jews sent from across Europe. In 1945 he was arrested by the Americans and transferred to Polish jurisdiction. While awaiting trial in 1946, he wrote his autobiography, in which he showed himself to be a devoted husband and father, dedicated employee, diligent administrator, and sensitive individual—as well as being a first-rank mass murderer. The Polish court sentenced him to death on March 29, 1947, and he was hanged on April 16 of the same year.

Where did the Jews on the Special Detachment derive the strength to carry on night and day with their grisly work? Did they hope that some whim of fortune might at the last moment snatch them from the jaws of death? Or had they become so dulled by the accumulation of horror that they were no longer capable even of ending their own lives and thus escaping from this “existence?”

I have certainly watched them closely enough, but I have never really been able to get to the bottom of their behaviour.

The Jew’s way of living and of dying was a true riddle that I never managed to solve.

All these experiences and incidents which I have described could be multiplied many times over. They are excerpts only, taken from the whole vast business of the extermination, sidelights as it were.

This mass extermination, with all its attendant circumstances, did not, as I know, fail to affect all those who took a part in it. With very few exceptions, nearly all of those detailed to do this monstrous “work,” this “service,” and who, like myself, have given sufficient thought to the matter, have been deeply marked by these events.

Many of the men involved approached me as I went my rounds through the extermination buildings, and poured out their anxieties and impressions on me, in the hope that I could allay them.

Again and again during these confidential conversations I was asked: is it necessary that we do all this? Is it necessary that hundreds of thousands of women and children be destroyed? And I, who in my innermost being had on countless occasions asked myself exactly this question, could only fob them off and attempt to console them by repeating that it was done on Hitler’s order. I had to tell them that this extermination of Jewry had to be, so that Germany and our posterity might be freed for ever from their relentless adversaries.

There was no doubt in the mind of any of us that Hitler’s order had to be obeyed regardless, and that it was the duty of the SS to carry it out. Nevertheless we were all tormented by secret doubts.

I myself dared not admit to such doubts. In order to make my subordinates carry on with their task, it was psychologically essential that I myself appear convinced of the necessity for this gruesomely harsh order.

Everyone watched me. They observed the impression produced upon me by the kind of scenes that I have described above, and my reactions. Every word I said on the subject was discussed. I had to exercise intense self-control in order to prevent my innermost doubts and feelings of oppression from becoming apparent.

I had to appear cold and indifferent to events that must have wrung the heart of anyone possessed of human feelings. I might not even look away when afraid lest my natural emotions got the upper hand. I had to watch coldly, while the mothers with laughing or crying children went into the gas-chambers.

On one occasion two small children were so absorbed in some game that they quite refused to let their mother tear them away from it. Even the Jews of the Special Detachment were reluctant to pick the children up. The imploring look in the eyes of the mother, who certainly knew what was happening, is something I shall never forget. The people were already in the gas-chamber and becoming restive, and I had to act. Everyone was looking at me. I nodded to the junior non-commissioned officer on duty and he picked up the screaming, struggling children in his arms and carried them into the gas-chamber, accompanied by their mother who was weeping in the most heart-rending fashion. My pity was so great that I longed to vanish from the scene: yet I might not show the slightest trace of emotion.

I had to see everything. I had to watch hour after hour, by day and by night, the removal of the bodies, the extraction of the teeth, the cutting of the hair, the whole grisly, interminable business. I had to stand for hours on end in the ghastly stench, while the mass graves were being opened and the bodies dragged out and burned.

I had to look through the peephole of the gas-chambers and watch the process of death itself, because the doctors wanted me to see it.

I had to do all this because I was the one to whom everyone looked, because I had to show them all that I did not merely issue the orders and make the regulations but was also prepared myself to be present at whatever task I had assigned to my subordinates. . . .

I had many detailed discussions with Eichmann concerning all matters connected with the “final solution of the Jewish problem,” but without ever disclosing my inner anxieties. . . . I was forced to bury all my human considerations as deeply as possible. . . . There was no escape for me from this dilemma. . . .

I had to go on with this process of extermination. I had to continue this mass murder and coldly to watch it, without regard for the doubts that were seething deep inside me.

I had to observe every happening with a cold indifference. Even those petty incidents that others might not notice I found hard to forget. In Auschwitz I truly had no reason to complain that I was bored.

If I was deeply affected by some incident, I found it impossible to go back to my home and family. I would mount my horse and ride, until I had chased the terrible picture away. Often, at night, I would walk through the stables and seek relief among my beloved animals.

It would often happen, when at home, that my thoughts suddenly turned to incidents that had occurred during the extermination. I then had to go out. I could no longer bear to be in my homely family circle. When I saw my children happily playing, or observed my wife’s delight over our youngest, the thought would often come to me: how long will our happiness last? My wife could never understand these gloomy moods of mine, and ascribed them to some annoyance connected with my work.

When at night I stood out there beside the transports, or by the gas-chambers or the fires, I was often compelled to think of my wife and children, without, however, allowing myself to connect them closely with all that was happening.

It was the same with the married men who worked in the crematoria or at the fire-pits.

When they saw the women and children going into the gas-chambers, their thoughts instinctively turned to their own families. . . .

Yet everyone in Auschwitz believed that the commandant lived a wonderful life.

My family, to be sure, were well provided for in Auschwitz. Every wish that my wife or children expressed was granted them. The children could live a free and untrammelled life. My wife’s garden was a paradise of flowers. The prisoners never missed an opportunity for doing some little act of kindness to my wife or children, and thus attracting their attention.

No former prisoner can ever say that he was in any way or at any time badly treated in our house. My wife’s greatest pleasure would have been to give a present to every prisoner who was in any way connected with our household.

The children were perpetually begging me for cigarettes for the prisoners. They were particularly fond of the ones who worked in the garden.

My whole family displayed an intense love of agriculture and particularly for animals of all sorts. Every Sunday I had to walk them all across the fields, and visit the stables, and we might never miss out the kennels where the dogs were kept. Our two horses and the foal were especially beloved.

The children always kept animals in the garden, creatures the prisoners were forever bringing them. Tortoises, martens, cats, lizards: there was always something new and interesting to be seen there. In summer they splashed in the paddling pool in the garden, or in the Sola. But their greatest joy was when Daddy bathed with them. He had, however, so little time for all these childish pleasures. Today I deeply regret that I did not devote more time to my family. I always felt that I had to be on duty the whole time. This exaggerated sense of duty has always made life more difficult for me than it actually need have been. Again and again my wife reproached me and said: “You must think not only of the service always, but of your family too.”

Yet what did my wife know about all that lay so heavily on my mind? She has never been told.

Source: Rudolf Hoess, Commandant of Auschwitz: the Autobiography of Rudolf Hoess, Cleveland: World Publishing, 1960, pp. 169–174. Used by permission.

11. Filip Müller, A Sonderkommando in Auschwitz

Filip Müller (b. 1922) was a Czech Jew from the city of Sered. In April 1942, at the age of 20, he was deported to Auschwitz and became prisoner number 29236. Placed into a work group responsible for the construction and maintenance of the crematoria, Müller was destined to be one of the very few Sonderkommandos to survive Auschwitz. Although in subsequent years his story was told in a piecemeal fashion, it was only in 1979 that a full account was published in English. In Auschwitz I nferno: The Testimony of a Sonderkommando (U.S. title, Eyewitness Auschwitz: Three Years in the Gas Chambers), Müller gave one of the most detailed accounts of how the gas chambers and crematoria operated, from one who was there as a witness-participant.

In the first Republic of Czechoslovakia Theresienstadt, now Terezin, remained a garrison town. But after the occupation of Bohemia and Moravia by the Germans, all inhabitants were compulsorily resettled, while the town which is surrounded by wide ramparts became a ghetto for Jews from Bohemia, Moravia, Germany, Austria, and later also from Holland. From the autumn of 1941 an increasing number of Jews were quartered in the depopulated residential districts as well as in the roomy barracks of Theresienstadt. They provided a reservoir for the places of extermination which had been established further east, and very few of them survived the Third Reich. The little fortress, on the other hand, was used as a prison for political prisoners.

In September 1943 a few thousand Jews were deported from Theresienstadt to Auschwitz and put in the camp without the usual selection on the ramp. To us older prisoners this seemed almost unbelievable. Still more unbelievable was the fact that behind the barbed wire of their camp the detainees did not wear prison garb but were allowed civilian clothes. They did not even have their hair shaved off. Compared to the rest of the camp inmates their physical and mental condition was relatively good.

Nobody could find a valid reason why it was these Jews from Theresienstadt had been spared the walk to the gas chamber, or why their living conditions were incomparably better that those of the other prisoners. They were made to do the work of building their own camp, but they were never used as forced labour. Every month they were allowed to write one post-card and receive one parcel from outside. Pregnant women were given small quantities of milk, butter and even white bread. Children under six went to a nursery school, while the older children were taught by Jewish teachers. In the Family Camp there existed an excellent orchestra among whose members were well-known artists, and which on occasions had to perform before the SS. There was even a hospital where noted university professors and doctors worked, and all this in a place where, not 100 metres away, a human life was worth nothing. It was, therefore, not surprising that these unusual conditions led us to assume that the Family Camp was under the special protection of the International Red Cross. However, the secret order which I had read that night showed me that this was not so. It was more likely that the Jews in the Family Camp were used to provide an alibi for the Nazis, to demonstrate to the world how well they treated the Jews in concentration camps, and that this was the reason why they had been given special status.

Voss was still sitting at the table, thoughtfully drumming the table top with his pencil and consulting his writst-watch; then he began scribbling figures on a scrap of paper. After a while he turned to the kapos and said: “To get the stiffs burnt by tomorrow morning is no problem. All you have to do is see that every other load consists of two men and one woman from the transport, together with a Mussulman and a child. For every other load use only good material from the transport, two men, one woman and a child. After every two loadings empty out the ashes to prevent the channels from getting blocked.” Then he continued menacingly: “I hold you responsible for seeing to it that every twelve minutes the loads are stoked, and don’t forget to switch on the fans. Today it’s working flat out, understood?”

“Yes, Herr Oberscharführer,” cried the two kapos.

“And another thing,” Voss snapped, “when you’ve finished, clean up everything, you know, hosing down, chlorinating, and all that sort of thing. And to finish up, lime-wash the walls! Everything clear? By 8 tomorrow morning everything’s got to be shipshape! Off you go!”

About 500 dead bodies were still lying in heaps in the changing room. They must now be sorted according to their combustibility: for the corpses of the well-nourished were to help burn the emaciated. Under the direction of the kapos, the bearers began sorting the dead into four stacks. The largest consisted mainly of strong men, the next in size of women, then came children, and lastly a stack of dead Musselmans, emaciated and nothing but skin and bones. This technique was called “express work,” a designation thought up by the Kommandoführers and originating from experiments carried out in crematorium 5 in the autumn of 1943. The purpose of these experiments was to find a way of saving coke. On a few occasions groups of SS men and civilians visited the crematorium to watch the experiments. From conversations between Voss and Gorges we gathered that the civilians were technicians employed by the firm of Topf and Sons of Erfurt who had manufactured and installed the cremation ovens.

In the course of these experiments corpses were selected according to different criteria and then cremated. Thus the corpses of two Musselmans were cremated together with those of two children or the bodies of two well-nourished men together with that of an emaciated woman, each load consisting of three, or sometimes four, bodies. Members of these groups were especially interested in the amount of coke required to burn corpses of any particular category, and in the time it took to cremate them. During these macabre experiments different kinds of coke were used and the results carefully recorded.

Afterwards, all corpses were divided into the above-mentioned four categories, the criterion being the amount of coke required to reduce them to ashes. Thus it was decreed that the most economical and fuel-saving procedure would be to burn the bodies of a well-nourished man and an emaciated woman, or vice versa, together with that of a child, because, as the experiments had established, in this combination, once they had caught fire, the dead would continue to burn without any further coke being required.

As the number of people being gassed grew apace, the four crematoria in Birkenau, even though they were working round the clock with two shifts, could no longer cope with their workload. According to the makers’ instructions the ovens required cooling down at regular intervals, repairs needed to be done and the channels leading to the chimneys to be cleaned out. These unavoidable interruptions resulted in the “quota” of no more than three corpses to each oven load being kept to only very rarely.

The decision as to whether it was to be “express” or “normal” work was taken by the Kommandoführers. If outsiders or perhaps even the Lagerkommandant arrived at the crematorium for an inspection we switched over to normal work immediately. On such occasions Voss and his Kommandoführers would put on a grand performance. They pretended to pay meticulous attention to the strict observing of instructions, bustling about in a show of efficiency, ordering us around, hustling us along and generally creating the impression that the smooth running of the crematorium was their sole purpose in life. And if a stoker dared to push his iron fork against the fire-brick lining, if the fans were not switched off in time, or if anything else unforseen occurred there would be much shouting on the part of the SS. “Can’t you watch what you’re doing, you bloody Jewish bastard,” they would yell. “Watch it, or you’ll end up inside the oven too!” Once the visitors had gone “express work” continued at the usual pace, significantly raising the output of the ovens.

In crematorium 5 the most floor space was taken up by the changing room, about 300 square metres. With its exposed rafters it looked just like a spacious barn. The changing room was on the same level as the two gas chambers and the cremation room. As in the other crematoria its scanty furnishings consisted of two wooden benches, numbered clothes-hooks and signboards along the walls. However, there was in crematoria 4 and 5 one signboard whose inscription was actually correct. It was the one which referred to return “after the bath.” For in these two crematoria the changing rooms served also as mortuaries: after each gassing the corpses had to be dragged back there from the gas chamber. Nowhere were the omnipresence and inexorability of death more obvious than in this place. Because of our constant handling of the dead we seemed to forget they were corpses. We would talk to them as if they were still alive, and even though there was no reply it appeared to worry no one, for we supplied our own answers.

Source: Filip Müller, Auschwitz Inferno: The Testimony of a Sonderkommando, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1979, pp. 97–100. Used by permission of Ivan R. Dee and Taylor & Francis Books (UK).

12. Report from Rudolf Vrba, Escapee from Auschwitz

Originally from Slovakia, Rudolf Vrba (1924–2006) was a Jewish prisoner in Auschwitz who, with fellow prisoner Alfred Wetzler (1918–1988), managed to escape from the camp on April 10, 1944. Eventually making it back to Slovakia, the report they produced on conditions in the camp provided some of the earliest information about the Nazi annihilation of the Jews there. Much of what was exposed related to the destruction of the Jews of Hungary, but the detail in the report uncovered atrocities beyond this one huge case. The lengthy report, part of which is reproduced here, was passed to leaders of Slovakia’s Jewish community, who held onto the information they received and did not circulate it through the general Jewish community. Over time, the account became known as the Vrba-Wetzler report.

ON THE 13TH April, 1942 our group, consisting of 1,000 men, was loaded into railroad cars at the assembly camp of SERED. The doors were shut so that nothing would reveal the direction of the journey, and when they were opened after a long while we realized that we had crossed the Slovak frontier and were in ZWARDON.

The train had until then been guarded by Hlinka men, but was now taken over by SS guards. After a few of the cars had been uncoupled from our convoy, we continued on our way arriving at night at AUSCHWITZ, where we stopped on a sidetrack.

The reason the other cars were left behind was apparently the lack of room at AUSCHWITZ. They joined us, however, a few days later. Upon arrival we were placed in rows of five and counted. There were 643 of us. After a walk of about 20 minutes with our heavy packs (we had left Slovakia well equipped), we reached the concentration camp of AUSCHWITZ.

We were at once led into a huge barrack where on the one side we had to deposit all our luggage and on the other side completely undress and valuables behind. Naked, we then proceeded to an adjoining barrack where our heads and bodies were shaved and disinfected with Lysol. At the exit every man was given a number which began with 28,600 in consecutive order

With this number in hand we were then herded to a third barrack where so-called registration took place. This consisted of tattooing the numbers we had received in the second barrack on the left side of our chests. The extreme brutality with which this was effected made many of us faint. The particulars of our identity were” also recorded.

Then we were put in groups of a hundred into a cellar, and later to a barrack Where we were issued striped prisoners’ clothes and wooden dogs. This lasted until 10 A.M. In the afternoon our prisoners’ outfits were taken away from us again and replaced by the ragged and dirty remains of Russian uniforms. Thus equipped we were marched off to BIRKENAU.

AUSCHWITZ is a concentration camp for political prisoners under so-called “protective custody.” At the time of my arrival, that is in April of 1942, there were about 15,000 prisoners in the camp, the majority of whom were Poles, Germans, and civilian Russians under protective custody. A small number of prisoners came under the categories of criminals and “work-shirkers.”

AUSCHWITZ camp headquarters controls at the same time the work camp of BIRKENAU as well as the farm labor camp of HARMENSE. All the prisoners arrive first at AUSCHWITZ where they are provided with prisoners’ matriculation numbers and then are either kept there, sent to BIRKENAU or, in very small numbers, to HARMENSE.

The prisoners receive consecutive numbers upon arrival. Every number is only used once so that the last number always corresponds to the number of prisoners actually in the camp. At the time of our escape, that is to say at the beginning of April, 1944, the number had risen up to 180,000. At the outset the numbers were tattooed on the left breast, but later, due to their becoming blurred, on the left forearm.

All prisoners, irrespective of category or nationality, are treated the same. However, to facilitate identification, they are distinguished by various colored triangles sewed on the clothing on the left breast under the matriculation number. The first letter indicates the nationality of the prisoner.

This letter (for instance “P” for Poles) appears in the middle of the triangle. The colored triangles have the following meaning:

	red triangle—political prisoners under protective custody
 	green triangle—professional criminals
 	black triangle—“dodgers” (labor slackers), “anti-socials” (mostly Russians)
 	pink triangle—homosexuals
 	violet triangle—members of the religious sect of “Bibelforscher”


The Jewish prisoners differ from the Aryan prisoners in that their triangle (which in the majority of cases is red) is turned into a David’s star by adding yellow points.

Within the enclosure of the camp of AUSCHWITZ there are several factories: a war production plant, Deutscher Aufrustungswerk (DAW), a factory belonging to the KRUPP works and one to the SIEMENS concern. Outside the boundary of the camp is a tremendous plant covering several square kilometers named “BUNA.” The prisoners work in all the aforementioned factories.

The prisoners’ actual living quarters, if such a term may at all be used, inside the camp proper cover an area of approximately 500 by 300 meters surrounded by a double row of concrete posts about 3 meters high which are connected (both inside and outside) with one another by a dense netting of high-tension wires fixed into the posts by insulators. Between these two rows of posts, at intervals of 150 meters, there are 5 meters high watchtowers, equipped with machine guns and searchlights.

In front of the inner high-tension circle there is further an ordinary wire fence. Merely touching this fence is answered by a stream of bullets from the watchtowers. This system is called “the small or inner chain of sentry posts.” The camp itself is composed of three rows of houses. Between the first and second row is the camp street, and between the second and third there used to low a wall.

The Jewish girls deported from Slovakia in March nod April, 1942, over 7,000 of them, lived in the house separated by this wall up to the middle of August, 1942. After these girls had been removed to BIRKENAU, the wall between the second and third row of houses was removed.

The camp entry road cuts across the row of houses, while over the entrance gate, which is of course always heavily guarded, stands the ironic inscription: “Work brings freedom.” At a radius of some 2,000 meters the whole camp is encircled by a second line called “the big or outer chain of sentry posts” also with watchtowers every 150 meters. Between the inner and outer chain of sentry posts are the factories and other workshops.

The towers of the inner chain are only manned at night when the high-tension current is switched into the double row of wires. During daytime the garrison of the inner chain of sentry posts is withdrawn, and the men take up duty in the outer chain. Escape through these sentry posts-and many attempts have been made is practically impossible.

Getting through the inner circle of posts at night is completely impossible, and the towers of the outer chain are so close to one another (one every 150 meters, i.e., giving each tower a sector with a 75-meter radius to watch) that approaching unnoticed is out of the question. The guards shoot without warning. The garrison of the outer chain is withdrawn at twilight, but only after it has been ascertained that all the prisoners are within the inner circle. If the roll call reveals that a prisoner is missing, sirens immediately sound the alarm.

The men in the outer chain remain in their towers on the lookout, the inner chain is manned, and a systematic search is begun by hundreds of 55 guards and bloodhounds. The siren rings the whole surrounding countryside to a state of alarm, so that if by miracle the escapee has been successful in getting through the outer chain he is nearly certain to be caught by one of the numerous German—police and SS patrols.

The escapee is furthermore handicapped by his clean-shaven head, his striped prisoner’s outfit or red patches sewn on his clothing, and the passiveness of the thoroughly intimidated inhabitants.

The mere fact of neglecting to give information on the whereabouts of a prisoner, not to speak of extending help, is punished by death.

Provided that the prisoner has not been caught sooner, the garrison of the outer chain of sentry posts remains on the watch for three days and nights after which delay it is presumed that the escapee has succeeded in breaking through the double circle. The following night the outer guard is withdrawn.

If the escapee is caught alive, he is hanged in the presence of the whole camp; but if he is found dead, his body wherever it may have been located-is brought back to camp (it is easy to identify the corpse by means of the tattooed number) and seated at the entrance gate, a small notice clasped in his hands, reading: “Here I am.”

During our two years’ imprisonment many attempts to escape were made by prisoners but, with the exception of two or three, all were brought back dead or alive. It is not known whether the two or three escapees who were not caught actually managed to get away. It can, however, be asserted that among the Jews who were deported from SLOVAKIA to AUSCHWITZ or BIRKENAU we are the only two who were lucky enough to save ourselves.

As stated previously, we were transferred from AUSCHWITZ” to BIRKENAU on the day of our arrival. Actually there is no such district as BIRKENAU. Even the word BIRKENAU is new in that it has been “adopted” from the nearby Birch Forest (BRZEZINSKI). The district now called BIRKENAU was, and is still, called “RAJSKA” by the local population.

The existing camp center of BIRKENAU lies 4 kilometers distant from AUSCHWITZ. The outer control zones of both BIRKENAU and AUSCHWITZ meet and are merely separated by a railway track. We never found anything out about NEW BERUN, probably about 30 to 40 kilometers away which, odd I enough, we had to indicate as postal district for BIRKENAU.

At the time of our arrival in BIRKENAU we found there one huge kitchen for 15,000 people and three stone building, two of which were completed and one under construction. The buildings were surrounded by an ordinary barbed wire fence (The prisoners were housed in these buildings and in others later constructed.

All are built according to a standard model: A house is about 30 meters long and 8 to 10 meters wide. Whereas the height of the walls hardly exceeds 2 meters, the roof is disproportionately high-about 5 meters-so that the house gives the impression of a stable surmounted by a large hayloft.

There is no inner ceiling, so that the room reaches a height of 7 meters in the center; in other words the pointed roofing rests directly on the four walls. The room is divided in two by a partition running its whole length down the middle and fitted with opening to enable communication between the two parts thus separated.

Along both sidewalls, as well as along the middle partition, two parallel floors, some 80 centimeters apart, have been built which are in turn divided into small cells by vertical partitions.

Thus there are three floors: the ground floor and the two built in the sidewalls. Normally three people live in each cubicle. As can be judged from the dimensions indicated, these cubicles are too narrow for a man to lie stretched out and not high enough for him to sit upright. There is no question of having enough space to stand upright. In this way 400 to 500 people are accommodated in one house or “block,” as they are also called.

The present camp of BIRKENAU covers an area of some 1,600 by 500 meters which is surrounded-similar to AUSCHWITZ by a so-called small or inner chain of sentry posts. Work is now proceeding on a still larger compound which is to be added later (In to the already existing tamp. The purpose of this extensive planning is not known to us.

Within a radius of 2 kilometers, as with AUSCHWITZ, BIIRKENAU is also surrounded by another chain of sentry posts with the same type of watch system as at AUSCHWITZ.

The buildings we found on our arrival had been erected by 12,000 Russian prisoners of war brought there in December, 1941. In severe winter weather they had to work under inhuman conditions as a result of which most of them, with the exception of a small number employed in the kitchen, died of exposure.

They were numbered from 1 to 12,000 in a series which had no connection with the ordinary camp numbering system previously described. Whenever fresh convoys of Russian prisoners arrived, they were not issued the current AUSCHWITZ prisoner numbers, but received those of deceased Russians in the 1 to 12,000 series.

It is, therefore, difficult to estimate how many prisoners of this category passed through the camp. Apparently Russians were transferred to AUSCHWITZ or BIRKENAU on disciplinary grounds from regular prisoners-of-war camps. We found what remained of the Russians in a terrible state of destitution and neglect living the unfinished building without the slightest protection against cold or rain. They died “en-masse”. Hundreds and thousands of their bodies were buried superficially, spreading a stench of pestilence. Later we had to exhume the corpses and burn them.

A week before our arrival in AUSCHWITZ the first group of Jews reached the camp: (the women were dealt with separately and received numbers parallel to those of the men; the Slovak women received serial numbers from 1 to 8,000) 1,320 naturalized French Jews from Paris. They were numbered from 27,500 onwards.

It is clear, therefore, that between this French group and our convoy no other men arrived in AUSCHWITZ, since we have already pointed out that our numbers started with 28,600. We found the 700 French Jews who were still alive in terrible condition, the missing 600 having died within a week after their arrival.

The following categories were housed in the three completed buildings:

	The so-called “prominencia”: professional criminals and older Polish political prisoners who were in charge of the administration of the camp.
 	The remainder of the French Jews, namely some 700.
 	The 643 original Slovak Jews to whom were added a few days later those who had been left at ZWARDON.
 	Those Russians who were still alive and housed in the unfinished building as well as in the open air and whose numbers diminished so rapidly that as a group they are scarcely worth mentioning.


Together with the remaining Russian prisoners the Slovak Jews worked at the construction of buildings, whereas the French Jews had to do spade work. After three days I was ordered, together with 200 other Slovak Jews, to work in the German armament factories at AUSCHWITZ, but we continued to be housed in BIRKENAU. We left early in the morning returning at night and worked in the carpentry shop as well as 011 road construction. Our food consisted of one liter of turnip soup) at midday and 300 grams of bad bread in the evening.

Working conditions were inconceivably hard, so that the majority of III weakened by starvation and the inedible food, could not stand it. The mortality was so high that every day our group of 200 had 30 to 35 dead. Many were simply beaten to death by the overseers-the “Capos”-during work, without the slightest provocation.

The gaps in our ranks caused by these deaths were replaced daily by prisoners from BIRKENAU. Our return at night was extremely painful and dangerous, as we had to drag along over a distance of 5 kilometers our tools, firewood, heavy caldrons, and the bodies of those who had died or had been killed during the working day. With these heavy loads we were forced to maintain a brisk pace, and anyone incurring the displeasure of one of the “Capos” was cruelly knocked down, if not beaten to death.

Until the arrival of the second group of Slovak men some 14 days later, our original number had dwindled to 150. At night we were counted, the bodies of the dead were piled up on flat, narrow-gauge cars or in a truck and brought to the Birch Forest (BRZEZINSKI) where they were burned in a trench several meters deep and about 15 meters long.

Every day on our way to work we met a working party of 300 Jewish girls from Slovakia who were employed on ground work in the vicinity. They were dressed in old Russian uniform rags and wore wooden clogs. Their heads were shaven and, unfortunately, we could not speak to them. Until the middle of May, 1942, a total of four convoys of male Jews from Slovakia arrived at BIRKENAU and all received similar treatment to ours.

From the first and second transports 120 men were chosen (including myself) and placed at the disposal of the administration of the camp of AUSCHWITZ, which was in need of doctors, dentists, intellectuals, and clerks. This group consisted of 90 Slovak and 30 French Jews.

As I had in the meantime managed to work my way up to a good position in BIRKENAU—being in command of a group of 50 men, which had brought me a considerable advantage-I at first felt reluctant to leave for AUSCHWITZ. However, I was finally persuaded to go and left.

After eight days, 18 doctors and attendants as well as three further persons were selected from this group of 120 intellectuals. The doctors were used in the “sick building” or “hospital” at AUSCHWITZ, while we three were sent back to BIRKENAU.

My two comrades, Ladislav Braun from Trnava and Gross from Vrbove’, both of whom have since died, were sent to the Slovak block while I was ordered to the French section where we were employed collecting “personal data” and at “nursing” the sick. The remaining 99 prisoners were sent to work in the gravel pit where they all died within a short time.

Shortly thereafter a so-called “sick-building” (Krankenbau) was set up. It was destined to become the much dreaded “Block 7” where at first I was chief attendant and later administrator. The chief of this “infirmary” was a Pole. Actually this building was nothing else than an assembly center for death candidates. All prisoners incapable of working were sent there.

There was no question of any medical attention or care. We had some 150 dead daily and their bodies were sent for cremation to AUSCHWITZ. At the same time the so-called “selections” were introduced.

Twice weekly, Mondays and Thursdays, the camp doctor indicated the number of prisoners who were to be gassed and then burned. These “selections” were loaded into trucks and brought to the Birch Forest. Those still alive upon arrival were gassed in a big barrack erected near the trench used for burning the bodies. . . .

Source: US Department of Justice & the War Refugee Board Archives, FDR Library

13. Report by Kurt Gerstein, May 4, 1945

Kurt Gerstein (1905–1945) was an SS officer assigned to the Hygiene Institute of the Waffen SS. His duties included assisting in the enactment of the Nazis’ “Final Solution.” He was responsible for the delivery of large quantities of Zyklon B to Auschwitz and other camps, and witnessed a carbon monoxide gassing of Jews at the Belzec death camp. By April 1945, as defeat loomed for the Third Reich, Gerstein surrendered to French authorities in the town of Reutlingen. In his statement, he declared that he had surrendered to make available his knowledge to punish those responsible for the atrocities. Transferred to Paris, he wrote his final account, now known as the Gerstein Report. Here, he made a full disclosure of what he had witnessed as an SS officer. The following extract forms part of his otherwise lengthy and detailed report.

. . . In Lublin, SS Gruppenfuehrer Globocnik was waiting for us. He said: This is one of the most highly secret matters there are, perhaps the most secret. Anybody who speaks about it is shot dead immediately. Two talkative people died yesterday. Then he explained to us that, at the present moment—August 17, 1942—there were the following installations:

	Belzec, on the Lublin-Lvov road, in the sector of the Soviet Demarcation Line. Maximum per day: 15,000 persons (I saw it!).
 	Sobibor, I am not familiar with the exact situation, I did not visit it. 20,000 persons per day.
 	Treblinka, 120 km. NNE of Warsaw, 25,000 per day, saw it!
 	Majdanek, near Lublin, which I saw when it was being built.


Globocnik said: You will have very large quantities of clothes to disinfect, 10 or 20 times as much as the “Textiles Collection,” which is only being carried out in order to camouflage the origin of the Jewish, Polish, Czech and other items of clothing. Your second job is to convert the gas-chambers, which have up to now been operated with exhaust gases from an old Diesel engine, to a more poisonous and quicker means, cyanide. But the Fuehrer and Himmler, who were here on August 15, the day before yesterday, that is, gave orders that I am myself to accompany all persons who visit the installations. Professor Pfannenstiel replied, “But what does the Fuehrer say?” Then Globocnik, who is now Higher SS and Police Leader in Trieste on the Adriatic Coast, said: “The whole Aktion must be carried out much faster.” Ministerial Director Dr. Herbert Lindner [Linden] of the Ministry of the Interior suggested, “Would it not be better to incinerate the bodies instead of burying them? Another generation might perhaps think differently about this?” Then Globocnik, “But, Gentlemen, if we should ever be succeeded by so cowardly and weak a generation that it does not understand our work, which is so good and so necessary, then, Gentlemen, the whole of National Socialism will have been in vain. On the contrary, one should bury bronze plaques [with the bodies], on which is inscribed that it was we, we who had the courage to complete this gigantic task.” Hitler said to this, “Well, my good Globocnik, you have said it, and that is my opinion, too.”

The next day we moved on to Belzec. There is a separate little station with two platforms, at the foot of the hill of yellow standstone, due north of the Lublin-Lvov road and rail line. To the south of the station, near the main road, there are several office buildings with the inscription “Belzec Office of the Waffen-SS” [Military Unit of the SS]. Globocnik introduced me to SS Hauptsturmfuehrer Obermeyer from Pirmasens, who showed me the installations very much against his will. There were no dead to be seen that day, but the stench in the whole area, even on the main road, was pestilent. Next to the small station there was a large barrack labeled “Dressing Room,” with a window that said “Valuables,” and also a hall with 100 “Barbers Chairs.” Then there was a passage 150 m. long, in the open, enclosed with barbed wire on either side, and signs inscribed “To the Baths and Inhalation Installations.” In front of us there was a house, the bathhouse, and to the right and left large concrete flower pots with geraniums or other flowers. After climbing a few steps there were three rooms each, on the right and on the left. They looked like garages, 4 by 5 m. and 1.90 m. high. At the back, out of sight, there were doors of wood. On the roof there was a Star of David made of copper. The front of the building bore a notice “Heckenholt Institution.” That is all I saw that afternoon.

Next morning, a few minutes before 7 o’clock, I was told that the first train would arrive in 10 minutes. And in fact the first train from Lvov arrived a few minutes later. There were 45 carriages with 6,700 persons, of whom 1,450 were already dead on arrival. Through small openings closed with barbed wire one could see yellow, frightened children, men and women. The train stopped, and 200 Ukrainians, who were forced to perform this service, tore open the doors and chased the people from the carriages with whips. Then instructions were given through a large loudspeaker: The people are to take off all their clothes out of doors—and a few of them in the barracks—including artificial limbs and glasses. Shoes must be tied in pairs with a little piece of string handed out by a small four-year-old Jewish boy. All valuables and money are to be handed in at the window marked “Valuables,” without any document or receipt being given. The women and girls must then go to the barber, who cuts off their hair with one or two snips. The hair disappears into large potato sacks, “to make something special for the submarines, to seal them and so on,” the duty SS Unterscharfuehrer explained to me.

Then the march starts: Barbed wire to the right and left and two dozen Ukrainians with rifles at the rear. They came on, led by an exceptionally pretty girl. I myself was standing with Police Captain Wirth in front of the death chambers. Men, women, children, infants, people with amputated legs, all naked, completely naked, moved past us. In one corner there is a whimsical SS man who tells these poor people in an unctuous voice, “Nothing at all will happen to you. You must just breathe deeply, that strengthens the lungs; this inhalation is necessary because of the infectious diseases, it is good disinfection!” When somebody asks what their fate will be, he explains that the men will of course have to work, building streets and houses. But the women will not have to work. If they want to, they can help in the house or the kitchen. A little glimmer of hope flickers once more in some of these poor people, enough to make them march unresisting into the death chambers. But most of them understand what is happening; the smell reveals their fate! Then they climb up a little staircase and see the truth. Nursing mothers with an infant at the breast, naked; many children of all ages, naked. They hesitate, but they enter the death chambers, most of them silent, forced on by those behind them, who are driven by the whip lashes of the SS men. A Jewish woman of about 40, with flaming eyes, calls down [revenge] for the blood of her children on the head of the murderers. Police Captain Wirth in person strikes her in the face 5 times with his whip, and she disappears into the gas chamber. . . .

Source: Yitzhak Arad, Yisrael Gutman, and Abraham Margaliot (ed.), Documents on the Holocaust, Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 1981, pp. 347–350. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

14. Charter of the International Military Tribunal, August 8, 1945

The 30 Articles of the International Military Tribunal (IMT) Charter lay out the prosecutorial agenda for the trial and, if convicted, the punishments of the leadership Nazi Germany, responsible for the death and destruction of World War II. It is divided into the following sections: I. Constitution of the International Military Tribunal (1–5); II. Jurisdiction and General Principles (6–13); III. Committee for the Investigation and Prosecution of Major War Criminals (14–15); IV. Fair Trial for Defendants (16); V. Powers of the Tribunal and Conduct of the Trial (17–25); VI. Judgment and Sentence (26–29); VII. Expense (30). Signatories to the Charter were the United States, Great Britain, France, and the Soviet Union. The “heart” of the Charter was found in Article 6 and addressed the crimes with which the Nazi leadership was charged: Crimes against Peace, War Crimes, and Crimes against Humanity (Jews, as such, not specifically mentioned!). For those who continue to contest the historical and legal validity of the IMT, the debate goes on; it did however provide the foundation for the later International Criminal Court, the International Criminal Tribunal for (the former) Yugoslavia; and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda.

I. Constitution of the International Military Tribunal

Article 1

In pursuance of the Agreement signed on the 8th day of August 1945 by the Government of the United States of America, the Provisional Government of the French Republic, the Government of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, there shall be established an International Military Tribunal (hereinafter called “the Tribunal”) for the just and prompt trial and punishment of the major war criminals of the European Axis.

Article 2

The Tribunal shall consist of four members, each with an alternate. One member and one alternate shall be appointed by each of the Signatories. The alternates shall, so far as they are able, be present at all sessions of the Tribunal. In case of illness of any member of the Tribunal or his incapacity for some other reason to fulfill his functions, his alternate shall take his place.

Article 3

Neither the Tribunal, its members nor their alternates can be challenged by the prosecution, or by the Defendants or their Counsel. Each Signatory may replace its members of the Tribunal or his alternate for reasons of health or for other good reasons, except that no replacement may take place during a Trial, other than by an alternate.

Article 4

	(a) The presence of all four members of the Tribunal or the alternate for any absent member shall be necessary to constitute the quorum.
 	(b) The members of the Tribunal shall, before any trial begins, agree among themselves upon the selection from their number of a President, and the President shall hold office during the trial, or as may otherwise be agreed by a vote of not less than three members. The principle of rotation of presidency for successive trials is agreed. If, however, a session of the Tribunal takes place on the territory of one of the four Signatories, the representative of that Signatory on the Tribunal shall preside.
 	(c) Save as aforesaid the Tribunal shall take decisions by a majority vote and in case the votes are evenly divided, the vote of the President shall be decisive: provided always that convictions and sentences shall only be imposed by affirmative votes of at least three members of the Tribunal.


Article 5

In case of need and depending on the number of the matters to be tried, other Tribunals may be set up; and the establishment, functions, and procedure of each Tribunal shall be identical, and shall be governed by this Charter.

Ii. Jurisdiction and General Principles

Article 6

The Tribunal established by the Agreement referred to m Article 1 hereof for the trial and punishment of the major war criminals of the European Axis countries shall have the power to try and punish persons who, acting in the interests of the European Axis countries, whether as individuals or as members of organizations, committed any of the following crimes.

The following acts, or any of them, are crimes coming within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal for which there shall be individual responsibility:

	(a) CRIMES AGAINST PEACE: namely, planning, preparation, initiation or waging of a war of aggression, or a war in violation of international treaties, agreements or assurances, or participation in a common plan or conspiracy for the accomplishment of any of the foregoing;
 	(b) WAR CRIMES: namely, violations of the laws or customs of war. Such violations shall include, but not be limited to, murder, ill-treatment or deportation to slave labor or for any other purpose of civilian population of or in occupied territory, murder or ill-treatment of prisoners of war or persons on the seas, killing of hostages, plunder of public or private property, wanton destruction of cities, towns or villages, or devastation not justified by military necessity;
 	(c) CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY: namely, murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation, and other inhumane acts committed against any civilian population, before or during the war; or persecutions on political, racial or religious grounds in execution of or in connection with any crime within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal, whether or not in violation of the domestic law of the country where perpetrated.


Leaders, organizers, instigators and accomplices participating in the formulation or execution of a common plan or conspiracy to commit any of the foregoing crimes are responsible for all acts performed by any persons in execution of such plan.

Article 7

The official position of defendants, whether as Heads of State or responsible officials in Government Departments, shall not be considered as freeing them from responsibility or mitigating punishment.

Article 8

The fact that the Defendant acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior shall not free him from responsibility, but may be considered in mitigation of punishment if the Tribunal determines that justice so requires.

Article 9

At the trial of any individual member of any group or organization the Tribunal may declare (in connection with any act of which the individual may be convicted) that the group or organization of which the individual was a member was a criminal organization.

After the receipt of the Indictment the Tribunal shall give such notice as it thinks fit that the prosecution intends to ask the Tribunal to make such declaration and any member of the organization will be entitled to apply to the Tribunal for leave to be heard by the Tribunal upon the question of the criminal character of the organization. The Tribunal shall have power to allow or reject the application. If the application is allowed, the Tribunal may direct in what manner the applicants shall be represented and heard.

Article 10

In cases where a group or organization is declared criminal by the Tribunal, the competent national authority of any Signatory shall have the right to bring individual to trial for membership therein before national, military or occupation courts. In any such case the criminal nature of the group or organization is considered proved and shall not be questioned.

Article 11

Any person convicted by the Tribunal may be charged before a national, military or occupation court, referred to in Article 10 of this Charter, with a crime other than of membership in a criminal group or organization and such court may, after convicting him, impose upon him punishment independent of and additional to the punishment imposed by the Tribunal for participation in the criminal activities of such group or organization.

Article 12

The Tribunal shall have the right to take proceedings against a person charged with crimes set out in Article 6 of this Charter in his absence, if he has not been found or if the Tribunal, for any reason, finds it necessary, in the interests of justice, to conduct the hearing in his absence.

Article 13

The Tribunal shall draw up rules for its procedure. These rules shall not be inconsistent with the provisions of this Charter.

Iii. Committee for the Investigation and Prosecution of Major War Criminals

Article 14

Each Signatory shall appoint a Chief Prosecutor for the investigation of the charges against and the prosecution of major war criminals.

The Chief Prosecutors shall act as a committee for the following purposes:

	(a) to agree upon a plan of the individual work of each of the Chief Prosecutors and his staff,
 	(b) to settle the final designation of major war criminals to be tried by the Tribunal,
 	(c) to approve the Indictment and the documents to be submitted therewith,
 	(d) to lodge the Indictment and the accompany documents with the Tribunal,
 	(e) to draw up and recommend to the Tribunal for its approval draft rules of procedure, contemplated by Article 13 of this Charter. The Tribunal shall have the power to accept, with or without amendments, or to reject, the rules so recommended.


The Committee shall act in all the above matters by a majority vote and shall appoint a Chairman as may be convenient and in accordance with the principle of rotation: provided that if there is an equal division of vote concerning the designation of a Defendant to be tried by the Tribunal, or the crimes with which he shall be charged, that proposal will be adopted which was made by the party which proposed that the particular Defendant be tried, or the particular charges be preferred against him.

Article 15

The Chief Prosecutors shall individually, and acting in collaboration with one another, also undertake the following duties:

	(a) investigation, collection and production before or at the Trial of all necessary evidence,
 	(b) the preparation of the Indictment for approval by the Committee in accordance with paragraph (c) of Article 14 hereof,
 	(c) the preliminary examination of all necessary witnesses and of all Defendants,
 	(d) to act as prosecutor at the Trial,
 	(e) to appoint representatives to carry out such duties as may be assigned them,
 	(f) to undertake such other matters as may appear necessary to them for the purposes of the preparation for and conduct of the Trial.


It is understood that no witness or Defendant detained by the Signatory shall be taken out of the possession of that Signatory without its assent.

IV. Fair Trial for Defendants

Article 16

In order to ensure fair trial for the Defendants, the following procedure shall be followed:

	(a) The Indictment shall include full particulars specifying in detail the charges against the Defendants. A copy of the Indictment and of all the documents lodged with the Indictment, translated into a language which he understands, shall be furnished to the Defendant at reasonable time before the Trial.
 	(b) During any preliminary examination or trial of a Defendant he will have the right to give any explanation relevant to the charges made against him.
 	(c) A preliminary examination of a Defendant and his Trial shall be conducted in, or translated into, a language which the Defendant understands.
 	(d) A Defendant shall have the right to conduct his own defense before the Tribunal or to have the assistance of Counsel.
 	(e) A Defendant shall have the right through himself or through his Counsel to present evidence at the Trial in support of his defense, and to cross-examine any witness called by the Prosecution.


V. Powers of the Tribunal and Conduct of the Trial

Article 17

The Tribunal shall have the power

	(a) to summon witnesses to the Trial and to require their attendance and testimony and to put questions to them
 	(b) to interrogate any Defendant,
 	(c) to require the production of documents and other evidentiary material,
 	(d) to administer oaths to witnesses,
 	(e) to appoint officers for the carrying out of any task designated by the Tribunal including the power to have evidence taken on commission.


Article 18

The Tribunal shall

	(a) confine the Trial strictly to an expeditious hearing of the cases raised by the charges,
 	(b) take strict measures to prevent any action which will cause reasonable delay, and rule out irrelevant issues and statements of any kind whatsoever,
 	(c) deal summarily with any contumacy, imposing appropriate punishment, including exclusion of any Defendant or his Counsel from some or all further proceedings, but without prejudice to the determination of the charges.


Article 19

The Tribunal shall not be bound by technical rules of evidence. It shall adopt and apply to the greatest possible extent expeditious and nontechnical procedure, and shall admit any evidence which it deems to be of probative value.

Article 20

The Tribunal may require to be informed of the nature of any evidence before it is entered so that it may rule upon the relevance thereof.

Article 21

The Tribunal shall not require proof of facts of common knowledge but shall take judicial notice thereof. It shall also take judicial notice of official governmental documents and reports of the United Nations, including the acts and documents of the committees set up in the various allied countries for the investigation of war crimes, and of records and findings of military or other Tribunals of any of the United Nations.

Article 22

The permanent seat of the Tribunal shall be in Berlin. The first meetings of the members of the Tribunal and of the Chief Prosecutors shall be held at Berlin in a place to be designated by the Control Council for Germany. The first trial shall be held at Nuremberg, and any subsequent trials shall be held at such places as the Tribunal may decide.

Article 23

One or more of the Chief Prosecutors may take part in the prosecution at each Trial. The function of any Chief Prosecutor may be discharged by him personally, or by any person or persons authorized by him.

The function of Counsel for a Defendant may be discharged at the Defendant’s request by any Counsel professionally qualified to conduct cases before the Courts of his own country, or by any other person who may be specially authorized thereto by the Tribunal.

Article 24

The proceedings at the Trial shall take the following course:

	(a) The Indictment shall be read in court.
 	(b) The Tribunal shall ask each Defendant whether he pleads “guilty” or “not guilty.”
 	(c) The prosecution shall make an opening statement.
 	(d) The Tribunal shall ask the prosecution and the defense what evidence (if any) they wish to submit to the Tribunal, and the Tribunal shall rule upon the admissibility of any such evidence.
 	(e) The witnesses for the Prosecution shall be examined and after that the witnesses for the Defense. Thereafter such rebutting evidence as may be held by the Tribunal to be admissible shall be called by either the Prosecution or the Defense.
 	(f) The Tribunal may put any question to any witness and to any defendant, at any time.
 	(g) The Prosecution and the Defense shall interrogate and may crossexamine any witnesses and any Defendant who gives testimony.
 	(h) The Defense shall address the court.
 	(i) The Prosecution shall address the court.
 	(j) Each Defendant may make a statement to the Tribunal.
 	(k) The Tribunal shall deliver judgment and pronounce sentence.


Article 25

All official documents shall be produced, and all court proceedings conducted, in English, French and Russian, and in the language of the Defendant. So much of the record and of the proceedings may also be translated into the language of any country in which the Tribunal is sitting, as the Tribunal is sitting, as the Tribunal considers desirable in the interests of the justice and public opinion.

Vi. Judgment and Sentence

Article 26

The judgment of the Tribunal as to the guilt or the innocence of any Defendant shall give the reasons on which it is based, and shall be final and not subject to review.

Article 27

The Tribunal shall have the right to impose upon a Defendant, on conviction, death or such other punishment as shall be determined by it to be just.

Article 28

In addition to any punishment imposed by it, the Tribunal shall have the right to deprive the convicted person of any stolen property and order its delivery to the Control Council for Germany.

Article 29

In case of guilt, sentences shall be carried out in accordance with the orders of the Control Council for Germany, which may at any time reduce or otherwise alter the sentences, but may not increase the severity thereof. If the Control Council for Germany, after any Defendant has been convicted and sentenced, discovers fresh evidence which, in its opinion, would found a fresh charge against him, the Council shall report accordingly to the Committee established under Article 14 hereof, for such action as they may consider proper, having regard to the interests of justice.

Vii. Expenses 

Article 30

The expenses of the Tribunal and of the Trials, shall be charged by the Signatories against the funds allotted for maintenance of the Control Council of Germany.

Source: Trial of the Major War Criminals Before the International Military Tribunal, Nuremberg, 14 November 1945–1 October 1946, vol 1. The Avalon Project, Yale University

15. International Military Tribunal, Nuremberg—Verdicts and Sentences (Extracts)

At the heart of this quite lengthy report are three sections of significance: (1) recitation of the charges of war crimes and crimes against humanity (pp. 58–80); (2) the condemnation of the accused organizations, leadership of the Nazi Party, the Gestapo and SD, the SS, the SA, the Reich Cabinet, and the General Staff and High Command, all of which were found guilty of comprising criminal enterprises (pp. 81–100); and (3) the judgments against the 22 defendants (23 counting Heinrich Himmler) specific individuals brought to trial (pp.101–154): Hermann Göring (suicide); Rudolf Hess (life sentence); Joachim von Ribbentrop (hanged); Wilhelm Keitel (hanged); Ernst Kaltenbrunner (hanged); Alfred Rosenberg (hanged); Hans Frank (hanged); Wilhelm Frick (hanged); Julius Streicher (hanged); Walther Funk (life sentence); Hjalmar Schacht (acquitted); Karl Dönitz (10 years in prison); Erich Raeder (life sentence); Baldur von Shirach (20 years in prison); Fritz Saukel (hanged); Alfred Jodl (hanged); Fritz von Papen (acquitted); Arthur Seyss-Inquart (hanged); Albert Speer (20 years in prison); Konstantin von Neurath (15 years in prison); Heinrich Himmler (suicide before the start of the IMT).
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Source: The Trial of German Major War Criminals. Proceedings of the International Military Tribunal sitting at Nuremberg, Germany, Part 22 (22nd August, 1946 to 1st October, 1946). Available online at http://crimeofaggression.info/documents/6/1946_Nuremberg_Judgement.pdf

16. Göring's Letter to Heydrich Discussing the Final Solution and Granting Permission for Final Preparations, July 31, 1941

In this letter by Reichsmarschall Hermann Göring (1893–1946) to the Chief of the Security Police Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942), the latter is tasked with “solving the Jewish question by emigration and evacuation” and to furnish Göring with a draft of Heydrich’s plans “as soon as possible.”

To the Chief of the Security Police and the SD,
SS Gruppenfuehrer Heydrich 
Berlin

In completion of the task which was entrusted to you in the Edict dated January 24, 1939, of solving the Jewish question by means of emigration or evacuation in the most convenient way possible, given the present conditions, I herewith charge you with making all necessary preparations with regard to organizational, practical and financial aspects for an overall solution (Gesamtloesung) of the Jewish question in the German sphere of influence in Europe.

Insofar as the competencies of other central organizations are affected, these are to be involved.

I further charge you with submitting to me promptly an overall plan of the preliminary organizational, practical and financial measures for the execution of the intended final solution (Endloesung) of the Jewish question.

Goering

Source: Yad Vashem. Available online at www.yadvashem.org-/about_Holocaust-/documents/part2/doc106.html. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

17. Regulation for the Elimination of Jews from the Economic Life of Germany, November 12, 1938.

This document, issued by Field Marshal General Hermann Göring (1893–1946) and consisting of four regulations, was concerned with the implementation of the Four-Year Plan of October 18, 1936. In it, Jews were forbidden to operate and advertise retail stores, mail-order houses or sales agencies, head such enterprises, or be employed in any executive capacity in any such commercial venues.

On the basis of the regulation for the implementation of the Four-Year Plan of October 18, 1936 (Reichsgesetzblatt, I, p. 887), the following is decreed:

§ 1

	1) From January 1, 1939, Jews (§ 5 of the First Regulation to the Reich Citizenship Law of November 14, 1935, Reichsgesetzblatt, I, p. 1333) are forbidden to operate retail stores, mail-order houses, or sales agencies, or to carry on a trade [craft] independently.
 	2) They are further forbidden, from the same day on, to offer for sale goods or services, to advertise these, or to accept orders at markets of all sorts, fairs or exhibitions.
 	3) Jewish trade enterprises (Third Regulation to the Reich Citizenship Law of June 14, 1938—Reichsgesetzblatt, I, p. 627) which violate this decree will be closed by police.


§ 2

	1) From January 1, 1939, a Jew can no longer be the head of an enterprise within the meaning of the Law of January 20, 1934, for the Regulation of National Work (Reichsgesetzblatt, I, p. 45).
 	2) Where a Jew is employed in an executive position in a commercial enterprise he may be given notice to leave in six weeks. At the expiration of the term of the notice all claims of the employee based on his contract, especially those concerning pension and compensation rights, become invalid.


§ 3

	1) A Jew cannot be a member of a cooperative.
 	2) The membership of Jews in cooperatives expires on December 31, 1938. No special notice is required.


§ 4

The Reich Minister of Economy, in coordination with the Ministers concerned, is empowered to publish regulations for the implementation of this decree. He may permit exceptions under the Law if these are required as the result of the transfer of a Jewish enterprise to non-Jewish ownership, for the liquidation of a Jewish enterprise or, in special cases, to ensure essential supplies.

	Berlin, November 12, 1938
 	Plenipotentiary for the Four-Year Plan
 	Goering
 	Field Marshal General


Source: Reichsgesetzblatt, I, 1938, p. 1580. From Documents on the Holocaust, Selected Sources on the Destruction of the Jews of Germany and Austria, Poland, and the Soviet Union, Y. Arad, Y. Gutman, A. Margaliot (editors), Yad Vashem, 1981, pp. 115–116. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

18. Report Issued by Adolf Eichmann on His Activities in Vienna, August 22, 1938

Addressed to the Central Security Office by Eichmann (1906–1962), it details his attempts to streamline the process of emigration for both “rich and poor Jews” in the Central Office for Jewish Emigration as a result of which the Central Office “prepares 200 Jews for emigration daily by supplying them with passports and supervising their departure.”

	To the Security Head Office
 	II 1 12
 	Berlin


On 22 August 1938, the Central Office for Jewish Emigration in Vienna was established by orders of the Reich Commissioner for reunification of Austria with the Reich. . . .

There were more and more instances in Vienna where Jews, eager to emigrate, had to stand in line for days and weeks to arrange the necessary paperwork for their emigration. Over that time there were many failures because of lack of organization and unqualified officials. This damaged our interest in forcing the Jews to emigrate from Austria. A few additional remarks regarding the conversation between Obersturmfuehrer Eichmann and Hagen:

One of the problems with the emigration of Jews from Vienna is created by the activity of lawyers. Because of the complicated system, obtaining the necessary paperwork for a passport can take up to two or three months. For example, a certificate confirming that one does not have a criminal record may take 6–8 weeks to obtain. Rich Jews therefore employ Aryan lawyers to get the papers.

These lawyers manage to obtain favorable treatment by the authorities. They or their workers will come to an office with 20–30 applications and take up a great deal of the clerks time, while poor Jews are standing in the street in a line that hardly moves for days. This has caused only problems. First, it has enabled the rich Jews to leave the country without problem, while the poor Jews stayed behind—this is contrary to our interest. Furthermore, it is already being said abroad that obtaining a passport in Vienna costs RM 1,000. The lawyers take enormous sums for each passport, and the rich Jews pay willingly.

Since obtaining a passport by the Central Office for Emigration takes only up to 8 days (We get the certificate from the police within 48 hours), lawyers have already approached some of the government and party offices. They have lost good business since the creation of the Central Office. Furthermore, the Central Office has not arranged for separate hours for these lawyers—a fact which increases their bitterness.

The aim of the Central Office for Emigration is to force the poor Jews to emigrate and to make the rich ones leave only if a number of poor Jews, proportionate to the rich Jews capital, go as well.

Prior to the creation of the Central Office, papers and passports were provided without differentiation. The first Jew to come received documents, regardless of his emigration prospects. The result was that the papers would often expire while the Jews still had no possibility to emigrate. (the police document and the certificate of tax payment is good for only 4 weeks). These Jews had to go through the same process several times until they could emigrate. This caused heavy work loads for the authorities.

The Central Office for Emigration supplies the paperwork and passports only to those Jews who can emigrate. Many Jews hold visas that are valid for a limited time only. To prevent these visas from expiring, they are given top priority. The Jewish political organizations are looking for emigration possibilities for Jews. The period when Jews emigrated in groups is over, one has to concentrate on individual emigration. The Central Office prepares 200 Jews for emigration daily by supplying them with passports and supervising their departure. . . .

	Heil Hitler!
 	Eichmann


Source: Yad Vashem Archive 051/OSO B1/70. Available online at http://www.yadvashem.org/odot_pdf/Microsoft%20Word%20-%203297.pdf. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

19. Order by Himmler for the Completion of the Final Solution, July 19, 1942

By this single order, Chief of the SS Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) dictated the “resettlement of the entire Jewish population of the Government-General [i.e., Poland] to be carried out and completed by December 31, 1942.” Thus, all Jews were to be gathered in “collection camps in Warsaw, Cracow, Czestochowa, Radom, and Lublin.”

I herewith order that the resettlement of the entire Jewish population of the Government-General be carried out and completed by December 31, 1942.

From December 31, 1942, no persons of Jewish origin may remain within the Government-General, unless they are in collection camps in Warsaw, Cracow, Czestochowa, Radom, and Lublin. All other work on which Jewish labor is employed must be finished by that date, or, in the event that this is not possible, it must be transferred to one of the collection camps.

These measures are required with a view to the necessary ethnic division of races and peoples for the New Order in Europe, and also in the interests of the security and cleanliness of the German Reich and its sphere of interest. Every breach of this regulation spells a danger to quiet and order in the entire German sphere of interest, a point of application for the resistance movement and a source of moral and physical pestilence.

For all these reasons a total cleansing is necessary and therefore to be carried out. Cases in which the date set can not be observed will be reported to me in time, so that I can see to corrective action at an early date. All requests by other offices for changes or permits for exceptions to be made must be presented to me personally.

	Heil Hilter!
 	H. Himmler


Source: Yitzhak Arad, Yisrael Gutman, Abraham Margaliot (Eds.), Documents on the Holocaust, Selected Sources on the Destruction of the Jews of Germany and Austria, Poland and the Soviet Union, Yad Vashem, Jerusalem 1981, Document no. 124, pp. 275–276. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.

20. Heydrich's Instructions, November 1938 Riots of Kristallnacht

Issued by SS Grüppenführer Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942) during the Kristallnacht pogrom of 9–10 November 1938, it contained the following explicit instructions: German citizens or property were not to be destroyed, Jewish businesses and apartments were not to be looted, foreign nationals (including Jews) left alone, Jewish archives seized, and as many Jews as possible imprisoned. As a result of this event, more than 90 Jews were killed in the attacks, and 30,000 were arrested and incarcerated in concentration camps. Jewish homes, hospitals, and schools were ransacked, as the attackers destroyed such buildings while avoiding German-owned ones. Over 1,000 synagogues were burned and over 7,000 Jewish businesses damaged or destroyed.

	Secret
 	Copy of Most Urgent telegram from Munich, of November 10, 1938, 1:20 a.m.
 	To
 	All Headquarters and Stations of the State Police
 	All districts and Sub-districts of the SD
 	Urgent! For immediate attention of Chief or his deputy!
 	Re: Measures against Jews tonight


Following the attempt on the life of Secretary of the Legation vom Rath in Paris, demonstrations against the Jews are to be expected in all parts of the Reich in the course of the coming night, November 9/10, 1938. The instructions below are to be applied in dealing with these events:

	The Chiefs of the State Police, or their deputies, must immediately upon receipt of this telegram contact, by telephone, the political leaders in their areas—Gauleiter or Kreisleiter—who have jurisdiction in their districts and arrange a joint meeting with the inspector or commander of the Order Police to discuss the arrangements for the demonstrations. At these discussions the political leaders will be informed that the German Police has received instructions, detailed below, from the Reichsfuehrer SS and the Chief of the German Police, with which the political leadership is requested to coordinate its own measures: 	a) Only such measures are to be taken as do not endanger German lives or property (i.e., synagogues are to be burned down only where there is no danger of fire in neighboring buildings).
 	b) Places of business and apartments belonging to Jews may be destroyed but not looted. The police is instructed to supervise the observance of this order and to arrest looters.
 	c) In commercial streets particular care is to be taken that non-Jewish businesses are completely protected against damage.
 	d) Foreign citizens—even if they are Jews—are not to be molested.


 	On the assumption that the guidelines detailed under para. 1 are observed, the demonstrations are not to be prevented by the Police, which is only to supervise the observance of the guidelines.
 	On receipt of this telegram Police will seize all archives to be found in all synagogues and offices of the Jewish communities so as to prevent their destruction during the demonstrations. This refers only to material of historical value, not to contemporary tax records, etc. The archives are to be handed over to the locally responsible officers of the SD.
 	The control of the measures of the Security Police concerning the demonstrations against the Jews is vested in the organs of the State Police, unless inspectors of the Security Police have given their own instructions. Officials of the Criminal Police, members of the SD, of the Reserves and the SS in general may be used to carry out the measures taken by the Security Police.
 	As soon as the course of events during the night permits the release of the officials required, as many Jews in all districts—especially the rich—as can be accommodated in existing prisons are to be arrested. For the time being only healthy male Jews, who are not too old, are to be detained. After the detentions have been carried out the appropriate concentration camps are to be contacted immediately for the prompt accommodation of the Jews in the camps. Special care is to be taken that the Jews arrested in accordance with these instructions are not i’ll-treated. . . .


	signed Heydrich,
 	SS Gruppenfuehrer


Source: Yitzhak Arad, Yisrael Gutman, and Abraham Margaliot (ed.), Documents on the Holocaust: Selected Sources on the Destruction of the Jews of Germany and Austria, Poland, and the Soviet Union, Jerusalem, Yad Vashem, 1981, Document no. 49. Reproduced by permission of Yad Vashem Publications.


Bibliography

Aarons, Mark. Unholy Trinity: The Vatican, the Nazis, and the Swiss Banks. New York: St. Martin’s Griffin, 1998.

Allen, Michael Thad. “The Devil in the Details: The Gas Chambers of Birkenau, October 1941.” Holocaust and Genocide Studies Vol. 16 (Fall 2002): 189–202.

Ancel, Jean. The History of the Holocaust in Romania. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2012.

Anderson, Robin. Between Two Wars: The Story of Pius XI. San Jose, CA: Franciscan Press, 1978.

Annas, George J., and Michael A. Grodin. The Nazi Doctors and the Nuremberg Code. Human Rights in Human Experimentation. New York: Oxford University Press, 1992.

Arad, Yitzhak. Belzec, Sobibor, Treblinka: The Operation Reinhard Death Camps. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987.

Arad, Yitzhak. Ghetto in Flames: The Struggle and Destruction of the Jews in Vilna in the Holocaust. New York: Holocaust Library, 1982.

Arad, Yitzhak. The Holocaust in the Soviet Union. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 2009.

Arendt, Hannah. Adolf Eichmann in Jerusalem: A Report on the Banality of Evil. Rev. ed. New York: Penguin, 2006.

Ashman, Charles R. The Nazi Hunters. New York: Pharos Books, 1988.

Astor, Gerald. The Last Nazi: The Life and Times of Dr. Josef Mengele. New York: Donald I. Fine, 1985.

Atkinson, Linda. In Kindling Flame: The Story of Hannah Senesh, 1921–1944. New York: Lothrop, Lee, and Shepard Books, 1985.

Barnouw, David, and Gerrold Van Der Stroom, eds. The Diary of Anne Frank: The Critical Edition. New York: Doubleday, 1989.

Bartov, Omer. The Holocaust: Origins, Implementation and Aftermath. London: Routledge, 2000.

Bassett, Richard. Waldheim and Austria. New York: Penguin Books, 1988.

Bauer, Yehuda. A History of the Holocaust. Rev. ed. New York: Franklin Watts, 2001.

Bauer, Yehuda. Rethinking the Holocaust. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001.

Benzenhöfer, Udo. Euthanasia in Germany before and during the Third Reich. Munster/Ulm, Germany: Verlag Klemm & Oelschläger, 2010.

Berkhoff, Karel C. Harvest of Despair: Life and Death in Ukraine under Nazi Rule. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2004.

Berman, Judith E. Holocaust Remembrance in Australian Jewish Communities. Perth: University of Western Australia Press, 2002.

Beyer, Mark. Emmanuel Ringelblum: Historian of the Warsaw Ghetto. New York: Rosen Publishing Group, 2001.

Bierman, John. Righteous Gentile. New York: Penguin, 1992.

Bingham, Robert Kim. Courageous Dissent: How Harry Bingham Defied His Government to Save Lives. Cincinnati: Triune Books, 2012.

Binney, Marcus. The Women Who Lived for Danger: The Women Agents of SOE in the Second World War. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 2002.

Black, Peter. Ernst Kaltenbrunner: Ideological Soldier of the Third Reich. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1984.

Blatman, Daniel. The Death Marches: The Final Phase of Nazi Genocide. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2011.

Bonhoeffer, Dietrich. The Cost of Discipleship. New York: Touchstone, 1995.

Borkin, Joseph. The Crime and Punishment of IG Farben. New York and London: The Free Press, 1978.

Bower, Tom. Klaus Barbie: The Butcher of Lyons. New York: Pantheon Books, 1984.

Brager, Bruce L. The Trial of Adolf Eichmann: The Holocaust on Trial. San Diego: Lucent Books, 1999.

Braham, Randolph L. The Politics of Genocide: The Holocaust in Hungary. Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 2000.

Bramsted, Ernst. Goebbels and National Socialist Propaganda, 1925–1945. East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1965.

Breitman, Richard. The Architect of Genocide: Himmler and the Final Solution. New York: Knopf, 1992.

Browder, George. Foundations of the Nazi Police State: The Formation of the SIPO and the SD. Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 1990.

Browning, Christopher. Ordinary Men: Reserve Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland. New York: Harper Perennial, 1993.

Bukey, Evan Burr. Hitler’s Austria: Popular Sentiment in the Nazi Era, 1938–1945. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000.

Burleigh, Michael. Death and Deliverance: Euthanasia in Germany, 1900–1945. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1994.

Burrin, Philippe. Nazi Anti-Semitism: From Prejudice to the Holocaust. New York: The New Press, 2005.

Byers, Ann. Saving Children from the Holocaust: The Kindertransport. Buchanan, NY: Enslow Publishers, 2011.

Bytwerk, Randall L. Julius Streicher: Nazi Editor of the Notorious Anti-Semitic Newspaper Der Sturmer. New York: Cooper Square Press, 2001.

Carlgren, W. M. Swedish Foreign Policy during the Second World War. Translated by Arthur Spencer. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1977.

Cecil, Robert. The Myth of the Master Race: Alfred Rosenberg and Nazi Ideology. New York: Dodd, Mead, 1972.

Cefrey, Holly. Doctor Josef Mengele—The Angel of Death. New York: Rosen, 2001.

Cesarani, David. Becoming Eichmann. New York: Da Capo Press, 2006.

Chodakiewicz, Marek. The Massacre in Jedwabne, July 10, 1941: before, during and After. Boulder CO: East European Monographs, 2005.

Ciechanowski, Jan M. The Warsaw Rising of 1944. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2002.

Cohen, Rich. The Avengers: A Jewish War Story. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2000.

Conot, Robert E. Justice at Nuremberg. New York: Basic Books, 1993.

Cornelius, Deborah S. Hungary in World War II: Caught in the Cauldron. 3rd ed. New York: Fordham University Press, 2011.

Cornwell, John. Hitler’s Pope: The Secret History of Pius XII. New York: Viking, 1999.

Crowe, David. Oskar Schindler: The Untold Account of His Life, Wartime Activites, and the True Story behind the List. New York: Basic Books, 2007.

Dahl, Hans Fredrik. Quisling: A Study in Treachery. Translated by Anne-Marie Stanton-Ife. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

Davies, Norman. Rising ’44: The Battle for Warsaw. New York: Viking Books, 2004.

Dean, Martin. Collaboration in the Holocaust: Crimes of the Local Police in Belorussia and Ukraine, 1941–44 London: Macmillan in association with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 1999.

Dean, Martin. Robbing the Jews: The Confiscation of Jewish Property in the Holocaust, 1933–1945. New York: Cambridge University Press in association with the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2008.

Deichmann, Ute. Biologists under Hitler. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1999.

Dewar, Diana. Saint of Auschwitz: The Story of Maximilian Kolbe. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1982.

Downing, Frederick L. Elie Wiesel: A Religious Biography. Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 2008.

D work, Debórah. Children with a Star: Jewish Youth in Nazi Europe. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1991.

Dwork, Debórah, and Robert Jan van Pelt. Auschwitz: 1270 to the Present. New York: Norton, 1996.

Eizenstat, Stuart E. Imperfect Justice: Looted Assets, Slave Labor, and the Unfinished Business of World War II. New York: Public Affairs, 2003.

Enzer, Hyman A., and Sandra Solotaroff-Enzer, eds. Anne Frank: Reflections on Her Life and Legacy. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2000.

Evans, Richard. Lying about Hitler: History, Holocaust, and the David Irving Trial. New York: Basic Books, 2001.

Facing History and Ourselves. Elements of Time: Holocaust Testimonies. Brookline, MA: Facing History and Ourselves, 2012.

Facing History and Ourselves. Facing History and Ourselves: Holocaust and Human Behavior. Brookline, MA: Facing History and Ourselves, 2012.

Falconi, Carlo. The Silence of Pius XII. Translated by Bernard Wall. Boston: Little, Brown, 1970.

Feingold, Henry L. Bearing Witness: How America and Its Jews Responded to the Holocaust. Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University Press, 1995.

Feldman, Gerald D. and Wolfgang Seibel, ed. Networks of Nazi Persecution: Bureaucracy, Business and the Organization of the Holocaust. New York: Berghahn Books, 2006.

Felstiner, Mary Lowenthal. To Paint Her Life: Charlotte Salomon in the Nazi Era. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994.

Ferencz, Benjamin B. Less Than Slaves: Jewish Forced Labor and the Quest for Compensation. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002.

Fest, Joachim C. The Face of the Third Reich: Portraits of the Nazi Leadership. Translated by Michael Bullock. New York: Pantheon Books, 1970.

Fischer, Klaus. Nazi Germany: A New History. New York: Continuum Publishing Co., 1995.

Foot, Michael Richard Daniell. Six Faces of Courage: Secret Agents against Nazi Tyranny. Barnsley, UK: Leo Cooper, 2003.

Frank, Anne. The Diary of a Young Girl. Revised ed. New York: Doubleday, 2003.

Freeman, Joseph, and Donald Schwartz. The Road to Hell: Recollections of the Nazi Death March. St. Paul, MN: Paragon House, 1998.

Friedlander, Henry. The Origins of Nazi Genocide: From Euthanasia to the Final Solution. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1997.

Friedländer, Saul. Nazi Germany and the Jews. Vol. 1: The Years of Persecution 1933–1939. London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson, 1997.

Froment, Pascale. René Bousquet. Paris: Stock, 1994.

Fuchs, Thomas. A Concise Biography of Adolf Hitler. New York: Berkley, 2000.

Fuykschot, Cornelia. Hunger in Holland: Life during the Nazi Occupation. Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 1995.

Garlinski, Jozef. Poland in the Second World War. New York: Hippocrene Books, 1985.

Garrard, John, ed. World War II and the Soviet People. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993.

Geis, Deborah R., ed. Considering Maus: Approaches to Art Spiegelman's “Survivor’s tale” of the Holocaust. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama Press, 2007.

Gerwarth, Robert. Hitler’s Hangman: The Life of Heydrich. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2011.

Gies, Miep. Anne Frank Remembered. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1987.

Gilbert, Martin. The Holocaust: The History of the Jews of Europe during the Second World War. New York: Holt, 1987.

Gilbert, Martin. Holocaust Journey. New York: Columbia University Press, 1999.

Gilbert, Martin. The Righteous: The Unsung Heroes of the Holocaust. New York: Henry Holt, 2003.

Gitelman, Zvi, ed. Bitter Legacy: Confronting the Holocaust in the USSR. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997.

Goldhagen, Daniel J. Hitler’s Willing Executioners: Ordinary Germans and the Holocaust. New York: Vintage, 1997.

Golsan, Richard J. Memory, the Holocaust, and French Justice: The Bousquet and Touvier Affairs. Hanover, NH: University Press of New England, 1996.

Gordon, Bertram M., ed. Historical Dictionary of World War II France: The Occupation, Vichy, and the Resistance, 1938–1946. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1998.

Graef, Hilda C. The Scholar and the Cross: The Life and Work of Edith Stein. Westminster, MD: Newman Press, 1955.

Grau, Gunther, and Claudia Schoppman. The Hidden Holocaust? Gay and Lesbian Persecution in Nazi Germany, 1933–1945. Chicago: Fitzroy Dearborn Publishers, 1995.

Green, Gerald. The Artists of Terezin. New York: Hawthorn Books 1959.

Green, Gerald. Holocaust. New York: Bantam Books, 1981.

Grimwood, Marita. Holocaust Literature of the Second Generation. London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2007.

Gross, Jan T. Neighbors: The Destruction of the Jewish Community in Jedwabne, Poland. New York: Penguin Books, 2002.

Guang, Pan, ed. The Jews of Shanghai. Shanghai: Shanghai Pictorial Publishing House, 1995.

Gurock, Jeffrey S., ed. America, American Jews, and the Holocaust. New York: Routledge, 1998.

Gushee, David P. Righteous Gentiles of the Holocaust: Genocide and Moral Obligation. 2d ed. St. Paul, MN: Paragon House, 2003.

Gutman, Israel. Resistance: The Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1994.

Gutman, Yisrael, The Jews of Warsaw, 1939–1943: Ghetto Underground, Revolt, 1982.

Gutman, Yisrael. and Michael Berenbaum, eds. Anatomy of the Auschwitz Death Camp. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994.

Gutterman, Bella, and Avner Shalev. To Bear Witness: Holocaust Remembrance at Yad Vashem. 2nd ed. Jerusalem: Yad Vashem, 2005.

H allie, Philip. Lest Innocent Blood Be Shed: The Story of the Village of Le Chambon, and How Goodness Happened There. New York: HarperPerennial, 1994.

Hanser, Richard. A Noble Treason: The Revolt of the Munich Students against Hitler. San Francisco, CA: Ignatius Press, 2012.

Hass, Aaron. In the Shadow of the Holocaust: The Second Generation. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996.

Hayes, Peter. Industry and Ideology: IG Farben in the Nazi Era. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1987.

Heberer, Patricia. Children during the Holocaust. Plymouth, UK: Alta Mira Press in Cooperation with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, 2011.

Heer, Hannes. War of Extermination: The German Military in World War II, 1941–1944. New York: Berghahn Books, 2000.

Henry, Patrick. We Only Know Men: The Rescue of Jews in France during the Holocaust. Washington DC: Catholic University Press, 2007.

Herbstrith, Waltraud. Edith Stein: A Biography. San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985.

Herf, Jeffrey. The Jewish Enemy: Nazi Propaganda during World War II and the Holocaust. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 2006.

Herzberg, Abel Jacob. Between Two Streams: A Diary from Bergen-Belsen. London: Tauris Parke, 2009.

Herzstein, Robert Edwin. Waldheim: The Missing Years. New York: Arbor House, 1988.

Hilberg, Raul. The Destruction of the European Jews. New York: Holmes & Meier, 1962.

Hirschfeld, Gerhard. Nazi Rule and Dutch Collaboration. The Netherlands under German Occupation 1940–1945. Translated by Louise Willmot. New York: Berg, 1988.

Hitchins, Keith. Rumania: 1866–1947. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994.

Höhne, Heinz. The Order of the Death’s Head: The Story of Hitler’s SS. New York: Penguin, 2001.

Hoidal, Oddvar K. Quisling: A Study in Treason. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 1989.

Hondros, John Lewis. Occupation and Resistance: The Greek Agony, 1941–1949. New York: Pella Books, 1983.

Innsdorf, Annette. Indelible Shadows: Film and the Holocaust. 3rd ed. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002.

Ioanid, Radu. Holocaust in Romania: The Destruction of Jews and Gypsies under the Antonescu Regime, 1940–1944. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2000.

Isenberg, Sheila. A Hero of Our Own: The Story of Varian Fry. New York: Random House, 2001.

James, Harold. The Deutsche Bank and the Nazi Economic War against the Jews: The Expropriation of Jewish-owned Property. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University Press, 2001.

Jardim, Tomaz. The Mauthausen Trial: American Military Justice in Germany. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2012.

Jaworski, Leon. After Fifteen Years. Houston: Gulf Publishing, Co., 1961.

Jones, David H. Moral Responsibility in the Holocaust: A Study in the Ethics of Character. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Little-field, 1999.

Kahn, David. Hitler’s Spies: German Military Intelligence in World War II. Cambridge, MA: Da Capo, 2000.

Kater, Michael H. The Nazi Party: A Social Profile of Members and Leaders, 1919–1945. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985.

Keneally, Thomas. Schindler’s Ark. New York: The Folio Society, 2009.

Keneally, Thomas. Schindler’s List. New York: Simon and Schuster, 1994.

Kenrick, Donald. Gypsies during the Second World War. Hatfield, Hertfordshire, UK: University of Hertfordshire, 1999.

Kerner, Aaron. Film and the Holocaust: New Perspectives on Dramas, Documentaries, and Experimental Films. New York: Continuum, 2011.

Kinter, Earl W., ed. War Crimes Trial Series, Vol. IV, The Hadamar Trial, Trial of Alfons Klein and Six Others. London: Hodge, 1949.

Koch, H. W. The Hitler Youth: Origins and Development 1922–45. London: Macdonald and Jane’s, 1975.

Koehl, Robert Lewis. The Black Corps: The Structure and Power Struggles of the Nazi SS. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1983.

Kogon, Eugen. The Theory and Practice of Hell: The German Concentration Camps and the System behind Them. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006.

Kurzman, Dan. The Bravest Battle: The Twenty-Eight Days of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. New York: G P Putnam, 1976.

Lang, Jochen von. Top Nazi SS General Karl Wolff: The Man between Hitler and Himmler. New York: Enigma Books, 2005.

Langbehn, Volker, and Salama, Mohammad, eds. German Colonialism: Race, the Holocaust and Postwar Germany. New York: Columbia University Press, 2011.

Langer, Lawrence. Holocaust Testimonies: The Ruins of Memory. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1993.

Lanzmann, Claude. Shoah: The Complete Text of the Holocaust Film. 10th ed. New York: Da Capo, 1995.

Laqueur, Walter. A History of Zionism. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1972.

Lau, Israel Meir Rabbi. Out of the Depths: The Story of a Child of Buchenwald Who Returned Home at Last. New York: Sterling, 2011.

Le Chêne, Evenlyn. Mauthausen: The History of a Death Camp. London: Methuen, 1971.

Lee, Carol Ann. The Hidden Life of Otto Frank. New York: Harper Collins, 2003.

Lemkin, Raphael. Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress. New Haven, CT: The Lawbook Exchange, 2008.

Levi, Primo. The Drowned and the Saved. New York: Vintage, 1989.

Levi, Primo. Survival in Auschwitz: The Nazi Assault on Humanity. Austin, TX: Touchstone, 1995.

Levin, Dov. Fighting Back: Lithuanian Jewry’s Armed Resistance to the Nazis, 1941–1945. Translated by Moshe Kohn and Dina Cohen. New York: Holmes and Meier, 1985.

Levine, Hillel. In Search of Sugihara. New York: Free Press, 1996.

Levine, Paul A. From Indifference to Activism: Swedish Diplomacy and the Holocaust, 1938–44. Uppsala, Sweden: Almqvist and Wiksell, 1998.

Levy, Alan. Nazi Hunter: The Wiesenthal File, revised edition. New York: Basic Books, 2002.

Lewy, Guenter. The Nazi Persecution of the Gypsies. New York: Oxford University Press, 2001.

Lifton, Robert Jay. The Nazi Doctors: Medical Killing and the Psychology of Genocide. New York: Basic Books, 2000.

Lincoln, Anna. Escape to China. Woodhaven, NY: Manyland Books, Inc., 1982.

Linenthal, Edward T. Preserving Memory: The Struggle to Create America’s Holocaust Museum. New York: Columbia University Press, 2001.

Linn, Ruth. Escaping Auschwitz: A Culture of Forgetting. New York: Cornell University Press, 2004.

Lipstadt, Deborah E. Beyond Belief: The American Press and the Coming of the Holocaust, 1933–1945. New York: Free Press, 1986.

Lipstadt, Deborah E. Denying the Holocaust: The Growing Assault on Truth and Memory. New York: Plume 1994.

Littlejohn, David. The Hitler Youth. Fredericksburg, VA: Johnson Reference Books, 1988.

Lozowick, Yaacov. Hitler’s Bureaucrats: The Nazi Security Police and the Banality of Evil. New York: Continuum, 2005.

Lukas, Richard C. Forgotten Holocaust: The Poles under German Occupation, 1939–1944. Lexington, KY: University Press of Kentucky, 1986.

Manvell, Roger. S.S. and Gestapo. New York: Ballantine, 1969.

Marcuse, Harold. Legacies of Dachau. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University, 2008.

Marino, Andy. A Quiet American: The Secret War of Varian Fry. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999.

Marrus, Michael R., ed. The Nazi Holocaust: Historical Articles on the Destruction of European Jews. 9 vols. Westport, CT: Meckler, 1989.

Marrus, Michael R., ed. The Nuremberg War Crimes Trial, 1945–46: A Documentary History. Boston: Bedford/St. Martin’s, 1997.

Marrus, Michael R. and Robert O. Paxton. Vichy France and the Jews. New York: Basic Books, 1981.

Martin, Kati. Wallenberg: The Incredible True Story of the Man Who Saved the Jews of Budapest. New York: Arcade Publishing, 2011.

Mastn y, Vojtech. The Czechs under Nazi Rule: The Failure of National Resistance, 1939–1942. New York: Columbia University Press, 1987.

Mazower, Mark. Inside Hitler’s Greece. The Experience of Occupation 1941–1944. New Haven and New York: Yale University Press, 1993.

McCaffrey, R. A. The Persecution of the Catholic Church in the Third Reich: Facts and Documents Translated from the German. Fort Collins, CO: Pelican, 2003.

McGovern, James. Martin Bormann. New York: William Morrow, 1968.

McGowan, John. Hannah Arendt: An Introduction. St. Paul: University of Minnesota Press, 1997.

Mendelsohn, John, ed. The Einsatzgruppen or Murder Commandos. New York: Garland Publishing, 1982.

Metaxas, Eric. Bonhoeffer: Pastor, Martyr, Prophet, Spy. Nashville, TN: homas Nelson, 2011.

Michlic, Joanna B., and Antony Polonsky, eds. The Neighbors Respond: The Controversy over the Jedwabne Massacre in Poland. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004.

Miller, Frieda. Maus: A Memoir of the Holocaust: Teacher’s Guide. Vancouver: Vancouver Holocaust Education Centre, 1998.

Moore, Bob. Survivors: Jewish Self Help and Rescue in Nazi-Occupied Western Europe. New York: Oxford University Press, 2010.

Morgan, Patrick. The Holocaust: Nazi Death Camps. Los Angeles: Pegasus, 2011.

Morrison, Jack G. Ravensbrϋck Everyday Life in a Women’s Concentration Camp 1939–45. Princeton: Markus Wiener Publishers, 2000.

Mueller, Gene. The Forgotten Field Marshal: Wilhelm Keitel. New York: Cooper Square Press, 1955.

Muller, Melissa. Anne Frank: The Biography. 2nd ed. New York: Metropolitan Books, 1998.

Müller-Hill, Benno. Murderous Science: Elimination by Scientific Selection of Jews, Gypsies, and others, Germany 1933–1945. Translated by George Fraser. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988.

Murphy, Brendan. The Butcher of Lyon: The Story of Infamous Nazi Klaus Barbie. New York: Empire Books, 1983.

Neumann, Franz. Behemoth: The Structure and Practice of National Socialism, 1933–1944. Chicago: Ivan R. Dee, 2009.

Nissen, Henrik S., ed. Scandinavia during the Second World War. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1983.

Noble, Iris. Nazi Hunter, Simon Wiesenthal. New York: J. Messner, 1979.

Ofer, Dalia, and Lenore Weitzman, eds. Women in the Holocaust. Binghamton, NY: Ballou Press, 1998.

Paget, Reginald T. Manstein: His Campaigns and His Trials. London: Collins 1951.

Paris, Edmond. Genocide in Satellite Croatia, 1941–1945: A Record of Racial and Religious Persecutions and Massacres. Chicago: American Institute for Balkan Affairs, 1962.

Patruno, Nicholas. Understanding Primo Levi. Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 2008.

Pauley, Bruce F. Hitler and the Forgotten Nazis: A History of Austrian National Socialism. London: Macmillan, 1981.

Paxton, Robert O. Vichy France: Old Guard and New Order, 1940–1944. New York: Columbia University Press, 2001.

Persico, Joseph E. Nuremberg: Infamy on Trial. New York: Viking Penguin, 1994.

Peukert, Detlev. Inside Nazi Germany: Conformity, Opposition and Racism in Everyday Life. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1989.

Phayer, Michael. The Catholic Church and the Holocaust, 1930–1965. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000.

Pick, Hella. Guilty Victim: Austria from the Holocaust to Haider. London: Tauris, 2000.

Pick, Hella. Simon Wiesenthal: A Life in Search of Justice. Boston: Northeastern University Press, 1996.

Pilecki, Witold. The Auschwitz Volunteer: Beyond Bravery. Translated by Jarek Garlinski. Los Angeles: Aquila Polinica, 2012.

Plant, Richard. The Pink Triangle: The Nazi War against Homosexuals. New York: Holt Paperbacks, Henry Holt and Company, 1986.

Poprzeczny, Joseph. Odilo Globocnik: Hitler’s Man in the East. Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Company, 2004.

Posner, Gerald L., and John Ware. Mengele: The Complete Story. New York: Cooper Square, 2000.

Press, Bernard. The Murder of the Jews in Latvia. Evanston, IL: Northwestern University Press, 2000.

Proctor, Robert. Racial Hygiene: Medicine under the Nazis. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1988.

Ramati, Alexander. And the Violins Stopped Playing: A Story of the Gypsy Holocaust. London: Franklin Watts, 1986.

Rassinier, Paul. The Holocaust Story and the Lies of Ulysses: A Study of the Nazi Concentration Camps and the Alleged Extermination of European Jewry. Newport Beach, CA: Institute for Historical Review, 1989.

Rathkolb, Oliver ed. Revisiting the National Socialist Legacy: Coming to Terms with Forced Labor, Expropriation, Compensation, and Restitution. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 2004.

Rees, Laurence. Auschwitz: The Nazis and the Final Solution. New York: Random House, 2005.

Reilly, Joanne. Belsen: The Liberation of a Concentration Camp. New York: Routledge, 1998.

Rempel, Gerhard. Hitler’s Children: The Hitler Youth and the SS. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1989.

Rhodes, Richard. Masters of Death: The SS-Einsatzgruppen and the Invention of the Holocaust. New York: Knopf, 2002.

Rieger, Berndt. Creator of Nazi Death Camps: The Life of Odilo Globocnik. London/Portland OR: Vallentine Mitchell, 2007.

Rittner, Carol. The Courage to Care: Rescuers of Jews during the Holocaust. New York: New York University Press, 1986.

Rogow, Sally M. They Must Not Be Forgotten: Heroic Priests and Nuns Who Saved People from the Holocaust. Martinsburg, WV: Holy Fire Publishing, 2005.

Roskies, David G., and Naomi Diamant. Holocaust Literature: A History and Guide. Waltham, MA: Brandeis University Press, 2013.

Roth, John, and Carol Rittner, eds. Different Voices: Women and the Holocaust. St. Paul, MN: Paragon House, 1993.

Rubin, Evelyn Pike. Ghetto Shanghai. New York: Shengold Press, 1993.

Rychlak, R. J. Hitler, the War, and the Pope. Huntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor, 2000.

Sabaliunas, Leonas. Lithuania in Crisis. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1972.

Safrain, Hans. Eichmann’s Men. Translated by Ute Stargardt. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010.

Saidel, Rochelle. Never Too Late to Remember. New York: Holmes & Meir, 1996.

Sakamoto, Pamela Rotner. Japanese Diplomats and Jewish Refugees: A World War II Dilemma. Westport, CT: Praeger, 1998.

Samuels, Diane. Kindertransport. 2nd ed. London: Nick Hern Books, 2010.

Sarfatti, Michele. The Jews in Mussolini’s Italy: From Equality to Persecution. Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2006.

Schleunes, Karl A. The Twisted Road to Auschwitz: Nazi Policy toward German Jews, 1933–1939. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1970.

Schmidt, Ulf. Karl Brandt: The Nazi Doctor, Medicine, and Power in the Third Reich. London: Hambledon Continuum, 2007.

Shephard, Ben. After Daybreak: The Liberation of Bergen-Belsen, 1945. New York: Schocken Books, 2005.

Showalter, Dennis E. Little Man What Now? Der Sturmer in the Weimer Republic. Hamden, CT: Archon Book, 1982.

Sierakowiak, David. The Diary of Dawid Sierakowiak: Five Notebooks from the Lodz Ghetto. Edited by Alan Adelson. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998.

Smith, Lyn. Remembering: Voices of the Holocaust: A New History in the Words of the Men and Women Who Survived. New York: Basic Books, 2007.

Snyder, Louis L. Hitler’s Elite. New York: Brinkley Books, 1990.

Snyder, Timothy. Bloodlands: Europe between Hitler and Stalin. New York: Basic Books, 2012.

Soumerai, E. N., and C. D. Schulz. Daily Life during the Holocaust. Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1998.

Spector, Shmuel. “Ravensbrück.” In Encyclopedia of the Holocaust. New York: Macmillan, 1990.

Sprecher, David A. Inside the Nuremberg Trials: A Prosecutor’s Comprehensive Account. 2 vols. Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 1999.

Stallboumer, L. M. “Big Business and the Persecution of the Jews: The Flick Concern and the ‘Aryanization’ of Jewish Property before the War.” Holocaust and Genocide Studies Vol. 13 (1999): 1–27.

Stauber, Roni, ed. Collaboration with the Nazis: Public Discourse after the Holocaust. New York: Routledge, 2010.

Stein, Edith. Life in a Jewish Family: Her Unfinished Autobiographical Account. Washington, DC: ICS Publications, 1986.

Stein, George H. The Waffen SS: Hitler’s Elite Guard at War, 1939–45. Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, 1984.

Steinberg, Jonathan. The Deutsche Bank and Its Gold Transactions during the Second World War. Berlin, Beck: 1999.

Stroop, Jurgen. The Stroop Report: The Jewish Quarter Is No More. Translated by Sybil Milton. New York: Pantheon, 1979.

Sugihara, Seishiro. Chiune Sugihara and Japan’s Foreign Ministry: Between Incompetence and Culpability. Translated by Norman Hu. Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2001.

Taylor, Telford. The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trials. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1992.

Tec, Nechama. When Light Pierced the Darkness: Christian Rescue of Jews in Nazi-Occupied Poland. New York: Oxford University Press, 1987.

Telford, Taylor. Final Report to the Secretary of Army on Nuremberg Trials under Control Council Law Number 10. Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1950.

Thalmann, Rita, and Emmanuel Feinermann. Crystal Night: 9–10 November 1938. Translated by Gilles Cremonesi. New York: Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, 1974.

“The Witch of Buchenwald,” Newsweek, July 28, 1947, 28–29. Thomas, G., and M. M. Witts. Voyage of the Damned. New York: Stein and Day, 1974.

Thomas, John Oram. The Giant Killers: The Story of the Danish Resistance Movement, 1940–1945. New York: Taplinger Publishing Co., 1976.

Tillion, Germaine. Ravensbrück: An Eyewitness Account of a Woman’s Concentration Camp. Garden City, NY: Anchor, 1975.

Tittmann, Harold. The Waldheim Affair: Democracy Subverted. Dunkirk, NY: O. Frederick, 2000.

Toozen, Adam. The Wages of Destruction: The Making and Breaking of the Nazi Economy. New York: Viking Penguin, 2007.

Treece, Patricia. A Man for Others: Maximilian Kolbe, Saint of Auschwitz, in the Words of Those Who Knew Him. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1982.

Troller, Norbert. Theresienstadt: Hitler’s Gift to the Jews. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2002.

United Nations. Atrocities and International Accountability: beyond Transitional Justice. New York: United Nations, 2008.

United Nations War Crimes Commission. Law Reports of Trials of War Criminals. Vol. X. London: HMSO, 1949.

United States Nuremberg Military Tribunals. Trials of War Criminals before the Nuremberg Military Tribunals under Control Council Law No. 10. Vol. IX. Washington: Government Printing Office, 1950–1953.

Urofsky, Melvin I. A Voice That Spoke for Justice: The Life and Times of Stephen S. Wise. Albany: State University of New York Press, 1981.

Van Pelt, Robert Jan. The Case for Auschwitz: Evidence from the Irving Trial. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002.

Venezia, Shlomo. Inside the Gas Chambers: Eight Months in Sonderkommando at Auschwitz. Cambridge: Polity, 2011.

Vinke, Hermann. The Short Life of Sophie Scholl. New York: Harper & Row, 1984.

Vrba, Rudolf. Escape from Auschwitz: I Cannot Forgive. New York: Grove, 1968.

Vromen, Suzanne. Hidden Children of the Holocaust: Belgian Nuns and Their Daring Rescues of Young Jews from the Nazis. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2010.

Walters, Guy. Hunting Evil: The Nazi War Criminals Who Escaped and the Quest to Bring Them to Justice. New York: Broadway Books, 2009.

Weinberg, David J. Mengele’s Legacy. Danbury, CT: Rutledge, 2001. Weinberg, Gerhard L. Germany, Hitler, and World War II. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995.

Weiss, Helga. Helga’s Diary: A Young Girl’s Account of Life in a Concentration Camp. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2013.

Whitlock, Flint. The Beasts of Buchenwald: Karl & Ilse Koch, Human-Skin Lampshades, and the War-Crimes Trial of the Century. Brule, Wisconsin: Cable Publishing, 2011.

Wiesel, Elie. Night. New York: Hill and Wang, 1960.

Wiesenthal, Simon. The Murderers among Us; the Simon Wiesenthal Memoirs. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

Wildt, Michael. An Uncompromising Generation: The Nazi Leadership of the Reich Security Office. Translated by Tom Lampert. Madison: University of Wisconsin Pres, 2009.

Wood, E. Thomas, and Stanisław M. Jankowski. Karski: How One Man Tried to Stop the Holocaust. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1994.

Young, Gordon. The Fall and Rise of Alfried Krupp. London: Cassell, 1960.

Young, James. The Texture of Memory: Holocaust Memorials and Meaning. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1994.

Zawodny, J.K. Nothing but Honour: The Story of the Warsaw Uprising, 1944. Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, 1978.

Zuccotti, Susan. Père Marie-Benoît and Jewish Rescue: How a French Priest Together with Jewish Friends Saved Thousands during the Holocaust. Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2013.

Zuccotti, Susan. The Holocaust, the French, and the Jews. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1999.

Zuckerman, Yitzhak. A Surplus of Memory: Chronicle of the Warsaw Ghetto Uprising. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1993.




Contributors

Dr. Göran Adamson
Lecturer
Malmo University, Sweden

Dr. William J. Astore
Professor of History
Pennsylvania College of Technology

Dr. Lee Baker 
Associate Professor of History 
University of Cincinnati

John Barnhill 
Historian

Dr. Paul R. Bartrop
Professor of History

Director of the Center for Judaic, Holocaust, and Genocide Studies

Florida Gulf Coast University

Dr. Jakub Basista 
Associate Professor of History 
Jagiellonian University, Poland

Michael J. Bazyler 
Professor of Law 
Chapman University School of Law

Bonnie Becraft
Independent Scholar

Dr. Waitman W. Beorn 
Assistant Professor of History

Louis and Frances Blumkin Professor of Holocaust and Genocide Studies

University of Nebraska, Omaha

Dr. Michael Berenbaum 
Director

Sigi Ziering Center for the Study of the Holocaust and Ethics

American Jewish University

Dr. Jon D. Berlin 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Cyprian Blamires 
Independent Scholar

Norbert C. Brockman
Professor Emeritus of International Relations 
St. Mary’s University, San Antonio

Stefan Brooks 
Assistant Professor of Political science 
Lindsey Wilson College

Dr. Dewey A. Browder 
Department of History 
Austin Peay State University

Dr. James F. Carroll 
Associate Professor of History 
Chair of the Department of History 
Iona College

Dr. Mark Celinscak 
Visiting Research Associate 
Centre for Jewish Studies 
York University, Toronto

Dr. Curtis Cole 
University of Toronto, Scarborough

Dr. Bernard Cook 
Provost Distinguished Professor of History 
Loyola University, New Orleans

Dr. Abraham Cooper 
Associate Dean
Simon Wiesenthal Center

Dr. Sarah Cushman 
Director of Youth Education

Holocaust Memorial and Tolerance Center of Nassau County

Dr. Martin C. Dean
Applied Research Scholar 
Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies 
United States Holocaust Memorial Museum

Dr. Bruce J. DeHart
Professor of History
University of North Carolina at Pembroke

Dr. Timothy C. Dowling 
Associate Professor of History 
Virginia Military Institute

Dr. Hilary Earl 
Associate Professor 
Nipissing University, Ontario, Canada

Jason C. Engle 
University of Southern Mississippi

Dr. Richard Fogarty 
Associate Professor of History 
University of Albany, State University of New York

Dr. Jennifer L. Foray 
Associate Professor 
Purdue University

Russell Fowler 
Adjunct Professor of Political Science 
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga

Dr. John C. Fredriksen 
Historian

Michael Geheran 
Strassler Center for Holocaust & Genocide Studies 
Clark University

Dr. Nicholas Goodrick-Clarke 
Professor of Western Esotericism 
Director of the Exeter Centre for the Study of Esotericism 
University of Exeter, United Kingdom

Joseph C. Greaney 
Assistant Professor
College of Liberal Education 
Lynn University

Craig S. Hamilton
Virginia Military Institute

Dr. Ian Hancock 
Professor 
University of Texas at Austin

Markus Hattstein 
Independent Scholar

Oliver Benjamin Hemmerle 
Independent Scholar

Alexis Herr 
Strassler Center for Holocaust and Genocide Studies 
Clark University

Gordon E. Hogg
Special Collections and Archives 
University of Kentucky Libraries

Stig Hornshøj-Møller 
Historian

Ilisa Horowitz 
Attorney
Axiom, Washington, D .C.

Dr. Paul Jackson 
Senior Lecturer in History 
University of Northampton, United Kingdom

Dr. David M. Keithly 
Professor 
American Military University

Dr. Andrew E. Kersten

Frankenthal Professor of Democracy and Justice Studies

University of Wisconsin, Green Bay

Christine King
Vice Chancellor Emeritus 
Staffordshire University, United Kingdom

Dr. Fred Krome 
Assistant Professor 
University of Cincinnati

Beth E. Lilach 
Senior Director of Education & Community Affairs

Holocaust Memorial and Tolerance Center of Nassau County

Dr. Kerstin von Lingen 
Lecturer
University of Heidelberg, Germany

Dr. Massimiliano Livi
Research Associate/Project Manager
University of Munster, Germany

Philip J. MacFarlane 
Independent Scholar

Jeffrey Othele Mahan 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Wendy A. Maier
Profess or
Oakton Community College, Illinois

Robert W. Malick
Adjunct Professor of History 
Harrisburg Area Community College

Lisa McClatchy 
Independent Scholar

Dr. J. Gordon Melton

Distinguished Professor of American Religious History

Institute for Studies in Religion 
Baylor University

Dr. Alexander Mikaberidze 
Assistant Professor
Department of History and Social Sciences 
Louisiana State University, Shreveport

Dr. Martin Moll 
University of Graz, Austria

Cullen Monk 
Virginia Military Institute

Dr. Gene Mueller 
Historian

Dr. Jason Newman 
Professor of History 
Consumnes River College

Michael Nolte

Strassler Center for Holocaust and Genocide Studies

Clark University

Dr. Pearl M. Oliner 
Emeritus Professor of Education 
Humboldt State University

Dr. Samuel P. Oliner 
Founder and Director
Altruistic Personality and Prosocial Behavior Institute 
Professor Emeritus of Sociology 
Humboldt State University

Dr. Eric W. Osborne 
Adjunct Professor 
Virginia Military Institute

Dr. Heather E. Ostman 
Assistant Professor and the Assistant Chair 
Department of English 
Westchester Community College, New York

Neville Panthaki 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Paul G. Pierpaoli Jr. 
Fellow 
Military History, ABC-CLIO, Inc.

Dr. Martin F. Polaschek 
Professor 
University of Graz, Austria

Dr. Jeffrey Prewitt 
Independent Scholar

Elizabeth Pugliese 
Independent Scholar

Dr. John David Rausch Jr.
Teel Bivins Professor of Political Science 
West Texas A&M University

Dr. Annette Richardson
University of Alberta

Dr. Junius P. Rodriguez 
Associate Professor of History 
Eureka College, Illinois

Dr. James Roman 
Professor and Chair 
Film and Media Studies Department 
City University of New York, Hunter College

Ronald Rychlak 
Professor of Law 
University of Mississippi

Dr. Richard A. Sauers 
Independent Scholar

Michael Schäbitz 
Historian

Carol D. Schulz 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Joyce E. Salisbury 
Frankenthal Professor of History and Humanistic Studies 
University of Wisconsin, Green Bay

Kellie Searle 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Daniel Marc Segesser 
Lecturer
University of Bern, Switzerland

Charles R. Shrader 
Historian

Daniel Siegel 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Ewa J. Slojka 
Assistant Professor of English 
Providence College

Jeremy Solomon 
Independent Scholar

Eve Nussbaum Soumerai 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Adam C. Stanley 
Associate Professor of History 
University of Wisconsin, Platteville

Dr. Stephen K. Stein 
Associate Professor 
Department of History 
University of Memphis

Dr. Nancy Stockdale 
Associate Professor of History 
University of North Texas

David M. Toczek 
Independent Scholar

Dr. Spencer C. Tucker 
Senior Fellow
Military History, ABC-CLIO, Inc.

Dr. Andreas Umland 
Associate Professor of Political Science 
National University of Kiev-Mohyla Academy, Ukraine

Christine Schmidt van der Zanden 
Adjunct Associate Professor 
University of Maryland University College

Dr. Michael Wala
Independent Scholar

Tim J. Watts 
Humanities Librarian 
Collection Management
Hale Library 
Kansas State University

Joseph Robert White 
Center for Advanced Holocaust Studies

United States Holocaust Memorial Museum

Dr. Anna M. Wittmann 
University of Alberta

Dr. Gregory Wolf 
Dennis and Jean Bauman Professor in the Humanities 
North Central College

Dr. Oliver von Wrochem 
Research Associate 
Helmut Schmidt University

David T. Zabecki
U.S. Naval Institute

Major General David T. Zabecki, PhD 
U.S. Army, Retired 
Chief Military Historian 
Weider History Group




Kurdish Genocide


Essays

Kurdish Genocide Overview 

The 1988 al-Anfal Campaign—enacted by the Iraqi regime against the Kurdish population resulted in the civilian deaths of an estimated range of 50,000 to 300,000 individuals—is considered a well-documented example of a modern genocide. The deliberate destruction of over 1,000 villages, the use of chemical weapons as a means to destroy population centers, and the documented policy of intent to destroy the Kurdish population in the context of the Iran-Iraq War, meet the criteria of genocide as defined by the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG).

The two individuals most responsible for this genocide were Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein and his first cousin Ali Hasan al-Majid, better known as “Chemical Ali.” Both were executed, however, before they were able to stand trial for the crime of genocide against the Kurdish people. Hussein’s ill treatment of the Kurds and his sanctioning of their annihilation and extermination is illustrative of his intent to destroy them.

The Kurdish Genocide should not be viewed as an internal religious war between Arab Muslims and non-Arab Muslims, this despite the fact that the name of the genocidal campaign was taken from the Quran itself, specifically Chapter 8 “Al Anfal” (“The Spoils of War”), a chapter to which Hussein was most favorably disposed and which legitimized in his own eyes his rationale for taking that which was the property of others and murdering them in the process.

The 1993 Report published by Human Rights Watch entitled “Genocide in Iraq: The Anfal Campaign against the Kurds,” argued that the al-Anfal Campaign of 1988 was not a onetime event, but a series of military strikes including the use of chemical weapons:

	First Anfal: The Siege of Sergalou and Bergalou, February 23–March 19, 1988
 	Second Anfal: Qara Dagh, March 22–April 1, 1988
 	Third Anfal: Germian, April 7–20, 1988
 	Fourth Anfal: The Valley of the Lesser Zab, May 3–8, 1988
 	Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh Anfals: The Mountain Valleys of Shaqlawa and Rawanduz, May 15–August 26, 1988


These attacks also targeted others living in the area: Assyrian Christians, Yazidi Muslims, Jews, Shabak peoples (distinct from both Islam and Christianity), and Mandean Christians, the last of whom are equally convinced of Hussein’s genocidal agenda against them as well.

Also, the 1999 U.S. Senate report “Chemical Weapons Use in Kurdistan: Iraq’s Final Offensive,” A Staff Report to the Committee on Foreign Relations, states that:

	Overwhelming evidence exists that Iraq used chemical weapons on Kurdish civilians in a major offensive in northern Iraq that began August 25, 1998.
 	Iraq is engaged in a military policy intended to depopulate Iraqi Kurdistan.
 	The principal evidence for the Iraqi chemical weapons attacks are the eyewitness accounts of the Kurdish refugees in Turkey.
 	There is physical evidence of chemical weapons attacks but the evidence available in Turkey is limited.
 	The refugees appear to be protected and reasonably well taken care of in Turkey.
 	Since 1984 Iraq has used chemical weapons on a large scale without paying any price in political or economic relations with other countries.


[image: ]

Thus, in the space of six months, somewhere between 50,000 and 200,000 Kurds lost their lives to Hussein’s military. Like many peoples who have suffered the collective trauma of genocide, the Kurds, too, have long memories of what was done to them in 1988. Memorials and commemorations are seen throughout Northern Iraqi Kurdistan as are evidences of the grisly toll this genocide has taken (e.g., the uncovering of mass graves; the preservation of Hussein’s torture prisons). Anfal Memorial Day is observed annually on April 14.
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Kurdish Genocide Causes 

Three historical reasons present themselves as precursors to the al-Anfal Campaign: (1) the ongoing failure of successive Iraqi governments to address and solve the “Kurdish question;” (2) the very nature of the Baath Party itself; and (3) the devastating Iran-Iraq War of 1980–1988 in which they Kurds themselves, on both side of the border, played a somewhat ambiguous role.

Since the post–World War I Treaty of Sèvres in 1920, the Kurdish struggle for independence for the largest world population—25,000,000 to 35,000,000 people—without their own country is one of continual frustration and denial, leading, at times, to rebellion against those in power. The declared independence of Iraq in 1958 did not change that reality, and Saddam Hussein’s rise to power in 1979 did not significantly change that equation either. It merely solidified and hardened the forces of Kurdish opposition. Thus, for more than 30 years, the Kurds were continuously viewed as a threat to Iraqi unity. Yet the almost four decades prior were no better; the tensions between the Arabs of the region and the Kurds would periodically spill over into violence with neither side gaining significant military or political advantage; only periodic ceasefires and fragile accommodations.

At the center of any discussion of the causes of the al-Anfal Campaign of 1988 against the Kurds of Iraq stands Saddam Hussein, whose pathological hatred of the Kurds and his obsessive drive for power characterized his policy of eliminating the Kurdish population in northern Iraq. For Hussein, all the Kurds were worthy of death and destruction—men, women, and children—as opponents of his vision of ethnic unity. Their property and whatever of value they possessed was ripe for the taking. Turning not only his soldiers loose on a defenseless civilian population, he turned his first cousin Ali Hasan Al-Majid to use chemical warfare on Kurdish populations, thus earning him the nickname “Chemical Ali.”

Hussein’s Baathist Party and his government played a key role in setting the genocidal agenda against the Kurds. Originally organized in Syria in 1947 and the Iraqi cell in 1951 and ultimately Sunni dominated, it was socialist in its orientation with an ideology consisting of Arab nationalism, Pan-Arabism, and anti-Western imperialism. By the time of Hussein’s involvement, a rupture had occurred with the Syrian Baathists going their own way and the Iraqi Baathists theirs as well. Coming from a military background, and rising to power, Hussein, thus, saw military solutions as the appropriate and proper course of action to problems, in this case the status of the Kurds. Along with his attacks against the Kurds, Hussien’s goal of the total “Arabization” of the region—i.e., driving out those who were not Arabs and re-populating the entire region with Arabs, especially around Kirkuk. Those who were resettled remain today a reminder of Hussein’s genocide and the Kurds’ own seeming inability to remove them and thus declare the entire region under Kurdish sovereignty.

Britain and the United States played an indirect role in Iraqi actions against its Kurdish population through their respective Middle Eastern foreign policies. Britain’s presence in the region was originally sanctioned by the League of Nations at the end of World War I. The United States chose Iraq as an ally and Iran as enemy in the context of its foreign policy objectives in the region. The United States and Britain initially supported the Hussein’s Baathist regime against Iran after having first undermined and ultimately unseated the Iranian leader Mohammed Mossaddegh in 1953 through the involvement of both the U.S. CIA and British MI6. Mossaddegh’s alleged ties to communism and his attempt to nationalize Iranian oil over the strong objections of both countries led to a staged coup where a U.S.-backed regime was put in power. However, it would be the United States who fared far worse than Britain, as seen in the takeover of the U.S. embassy in Tehran in 1979, and the contemporary stalemate regarding Iran’s goal of acquiring nuclear weapons. At the time, Hussein viewed himself and was seen by others as an ally of the United States and the West, and whose internal conflicts and difficulties, including the so-called “Kurdish Question,” were better left unaddressed.

A major causal factor affecting the plight of the Kurds was the Iran-Iraq War, an eight-year long disaster on both sides that wrecked havoc on both populations. Estimates run as high as over 1,000,000 soldiers killed on both sides collectively, and economic losses in excess of $500,000,000,000. Iraq, under Hussein, invaded Iran in 1980 in the aftermath of ongoing border disputes, a significant military defeat in 1975, and closely aligned with his quest to become the dominant political, economic, and military power in the area. Iraq’s use of chemical weaponry in the conflict would later be used against the Kurds who now found themselves on both sides of the geographic divide. Their decision to ally themselves with both the Iraqis and the Iranians would make them fair game in Hussein’s worldview. Hussein would never forgive them for their “divided loyalties,” choosing, instead, to collectivize them as an enemy population within Iraq.
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Kurdish Genocide Consequences 

The two major consequences of the al-Anfal Campaign were (1) the very real physical and psychological destruction and trauma to the Kurdish people, and (2) the renewed commitment on the part of the Kurdish majority to become independent of their southern neighbors. Though the Kurds have continued to develop their own political and economic infrastructure to a significant degree of success, the ongoing desire for an independent nation-state does not appear to be on the international political agenda of the United Nations any time soon, nor on the agenda of the four nations wherein their population resides—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—in either the near-term or the long-term.

As a case of genocide, the Kurdish Genocide should have renewed a further discussion not only in the United Nations but in its individual nation-states as well on the use of chemical and biological weapons in the context of war. However, that has simply not proven to be the case. While there are ongoing discussions in both arenas regarding the use of these weapons, the example of what was done to the Kurds does not seem to have had any impact whatsoever.

The Iraqi military was pointedly positioned during all of the campaigns to destroy young Kurdish men, Kurdish youth, and those of military age, leaving in their wake elderly men unable to fight, young girls with little future possibilities of marriage and family, and widows initially forced to work outside their homes to support their devastated families. Thus, disproportionately, the longer-lasting effects of the campaigns upon the women and girls, widows included, of distraught families is continuing to surface, and there are now numerous post al-Anfal organization dedicated to attempting to heal the psychologically traumatic wounds of the population. Even the economic successes of northern Iraq, despite the Iraqi toppling of Hussein to the south, have done little to alleviate the psychic burdens.

Contemporary Iraq, now seriously military weakened as a result of the 2003 U.S.-led Allied invasion and Hussein’s fall, capture, and execution, left a politcal vacuum in the absense of a dominant political presence in the region. That void has now, seemingly, been fulfilled by Iran, to the detriment of both the United States and the European Union. As Iran, under its current president Mahmoud Amadinejad and, apparently with the backing of the religious leadership, continues to finance various terrorist organizations (e.g., Hezbollah [Arabic, “Party of God”]) in Lebanon against Israel, and, in so doing, thus maintains a level of regional instability. Coupled with its stated desire to acquire nuclear capabilities, for peaceful purposes it professes, the Kurds, who view Israel as a friend and model of political success with their own declaration of independence in 1948, may, once again, find themselves in a vulnerable and compromising position not of their own making.

Kurds in positions of political authority and responsibility are continuing to create an infrastructure and position themselves for their future independence, though no timetables presented themselves. Thus, in addition to long memories of their past, the Kurds are, in truth, playing a cautious waiting game, one which they genuinely believe will eventually realize their own goals once stability comes to the region. There is deep appreciation for the U.S. invasion (“Operation Iraqi Freedom”) and growing Kurdish commitment to the friendship extended by the United States, despite of history of none coming to their support in the past.

From a Kurdish perspective, finally, one possible consequence of the Arab Spring of 2011–2012 and beyond—which has already toppled regimes in Egypt, Libya, Tunisia—and destabilized others—Yemen and Syria—coupled with the nuclear confrontation between Iran and the West in the aftermath of the Iraqi incursion by the United States and its allies in 2003 may very well be a real opportunity to realize an independent Kurdistan in the area bordered by the four nation-states where the Kurdish people reside: Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey.

The Kurdish populations in Iran, Syria, and Turkey are gradually and quietly already preparing for the eventuality of attaining their own national state, and the Kurds of Iraq are successfully continuing to put into place without fanfare or undue and unnecessary publicity economic, governmental, and military infrastructures so that, when such a opportunity truly presents itself, there will be no need to invent or reinvent anything, and the long-sought for dream of independence too-long denied will, at last, have become reality.
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Kurdish Genocide Perpetrators 

The two individuals most responsible for the Kurdish Genocide were Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein and his first cousin Ali Hassan al-Majid, known as “Chemical Ali.” Also fully complicit in the Kurdish Genocide were the Iraqi military, the Iraqi intelligence services, including its secret police, the Iraqi parliament, as well as the Baath Party itself, all of whom supported and implemented in some way these genocidal actions.

Hussein assumed presidential power in 1979 and remained Iraq’s leader until the U.S.-led invasion in 2003 led to his exit from power. Both his military and intelligence services were under his direct control and perpetrated the crimes for which he would be brought to trial, though not the Kurdish Genocide. Initially, Hussein was committed to the modernization and stabilization of his country economically, then fuelled by oil revenues. Increasingly, however, he saw himself as the Pan-Arabist leader of the Middle East.

In 1988, Hussein initiated the al-Anfal Campaign primarily against the Kurds primarily and other smaller minorities as well. His obsessions saw him responsible for the murders of hundreds of thousands of Iraqis as well as economic exploitation for himself and his family. From 1980 to 1988, he initiated and engaged in the Iran-Iraq War which saw the deaths of many on both sides with no clear victor emerging and which saw Iraq using chemical weapons against Iran.

Two years later, in August 1990, Iraqi forces invaded Kuwait, only to be removed by U.S. and British forces by February 1991. Afterward, both countries would encourage dissidents against Hussein without, however, providing support. Following the Allied invasion in 2003 and the fall of Baghdad, he fled and was later discovered hiding near Tikrit on December 13, 2003. Ultimately, he would be found guilty of his crimes, but not specifically genocide of the Kurds, by the Iraqi Special Tribunal and hanged on December 30, 2006.

Hussein’s first cousin, known disparagingly by the Kurds as “Chemical Ali,” Ali Hasan al-Majid, had served in various positions (Defense Minister, Interior Minister, Chief of the Mukhabarat [Intelligence Service]), and, most importantly, as Secretary-General of the Northern Bureau of the Baath Party and military commander in northern Iraq, where he instituted the use of chemical weapons to destroy the Kurds. Captured in 2003, he was originally condemned to death in 2007, reaffirmed in 2010, and hanged on January 25, 2010.

The Baath Party was originally founded in Syria in 1947 as a strident critique of Syrian nationalism. The Baath Party Iraqi branch was founded in 1951–1952 and was intensely nationalistic. Hussein was already a member during his student days. He participated in the failed assassination attempt of Gen. Abd al-Karim Qasim—who led the Free Officer Movement that had overthrown the monarchy—and later became leader of the party. Hussein would then lead the overthrow of President Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr in 1968. Once in power, the Baathist Party under Hussein truly became a force with which to be reckoned. Intensely nationalistic and Arabist, it continued to fuel the flames of the tyranny of Iraq’s majority over its minorities, particularly the Kurds.

The Mukhabarat (Intelligence Service) was complicit in all of the crimes of Hussein’s regime. The Mukhabarat was responsible for assassinations and failed attempts, tortures, murders, and the like. After the successful Allied invasion and the fall of Hussein, it was dissolved by the then-U.S. Administrator of the Coalition Provisional Authority of Iraq, L. Paul Bremer.

Notable individuals also complicit in the Kurdish Genocide were Iraqi officials Sultan Hashim Ahmad al-Tai and Tariq Aziz as well as Dutch businessman Franz van Anraat. Appointed Hussein’s Minister of Defense, Ahmad al-Tai surrendered to U.S. forces on September 19, 2003. He was sentenced to death on June 24, 2007, for his complicity and participation in “crimes against humanity” (i.e., genocide, in this case against the Kurds), and scheduled for execution on September 11th. The sentence was never carried out, and he has remained in prison. Aziz served as both Foreign Minister (1983–1991) and Deputy Prime Minister (1979–2003) of Iraq. His association with Hussein began during the 1950s when both were activists in the banned Arab Socialist Baath Party.

Aziz was the “public face” of the Iraqi government and traveled internationally early on defending their Iraqi invasion of Kuwait. He surrendered to U.S. forces on April 24, 2003. In 2009, he was sentenced to 22 years in prison, but later (October 26, 2010) sentenced to death. That sentence has not yet been carried out; he, too, remains in prison. Van Anraat was responsible for selling the raw materials for chemical weapons to the Hussein regime after founding his own Swiss-based company “FCA Contractor.” Initially arrested and released in Italy in 1989, he fled to Iraq where he lived until 2003, fleeing back to the Netherlands after Hussein’s downfall. Arrested in 2004, he would ultimately be sentenced to 17 years in prison, guilty of war crimes, but not complicit in genocide against the Kurdish people.

Chemical weapons and nerve gasses/nerve agents were used in various combinations against the Kurds and other minorities and must include the following: Amyl nitrite (chemical weapon) which results in the lowering of blood pressure, nausea, vomiting, hypotension and hypoventilation and fainting; Cyanide (chemical weapon) among the world’s most poisonous toxic substances; Sulfur mustard/Mustard gas (chemical warfare agent) exposure to which results in skin blistering, bleeding chemical burns, temporary blindness and, in larger exposures, death; sarin (gaseous chemical weapon) attacks the nervous system and results in death even in relatively low doses; Soman (nerve agent) and is among the world’s most lethal of all chemical weapons; Tabun (nerve agent). Like Soman, is a highly lethal compound and extremely toxic even in small doses, resulting in death in one to ten minutes; and VX (nerve agent) fatal in as small an amount as 10 milligrams.

While a number of these chemical compounds have been outlawed by various nation-states in treaty agreements, they were fully ignored by Hussein in his attacks on the Kurds in 1988 and his earlier uses of them during the Iraq-Iran War of 1980–1988.
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Kurdish Genocide Victims 

The victims of the Kurdish Genocide of 1988 were the Kurdish people of northern Iraq. The devastating losses of somewhere between 50,000 to 200,000 people will take generations to overcome.

The first al-Anfal Campaign (February 23-March 19, 1988) was centered on the siege of Sergalou and Bergalou. Iraqi forces attacked Kurdish villages in the Jafati Valley on February 23, 1988. Their objective was the destruction of the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), which was actively resisting Saddam Hussein’s rule. While the regional peshmergas (Kurdish fighters) held out for three weeks, with many civilians hiding in local caves, approximately 250 people were killed by the Iraqi attack. As Iraqi forces advanced, they razed Kurdish villages and refugees fled eastward toward the Iranian border. During their exodus, an estimated 80 people died from exposure.

On March 22, 1988, Iraqi troops turned to Kurdish positions in the Qara Dagh Mountains, particularly three Kurdish towns known to be centers of PUK activity: Takiyeh, Balagjar, and Sayw Senan. The first two towns were rapidly overrun by Iraqi forces. However, Sayw Senan was subject to chemical attack. Those who survived fled to the north of the region and were attacked by Iraqi troops and intelligence forces. As Kurdish civilians fled en masse, they were subject to Iraqi artillery fire.

As Kurdish civilians and peshmerga reached the Germian plain along the Awa Su River, they were vulnerable as this region offered no protection or potential for defensive positions. As a result, Iraqi forces attacked the Kurds from eight seperate directions in the third al-Anfal campaign (April 7–20, 1988). Kurdish towns were obliterated in the resultant attacks in contrast with the second al-Anfal campaign, where only men were marked for death, women and children were fair game. Moreover, the third al-Anfal campaign was focused on three areas: Tuz Khurmata, Qader Karam and northern Germian, and Senegaw and southern Germian. Iraqi troops sent in three task forces into Tuz Khurmata specifically to drop chemical weapons. The other two regions were subject to Iraqi incursions, harassing and gathering Kurdish populations while destroying peshmerga forces.
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Kurdish civilians were interned at the collection centers and separated by sex and age. Many of them were severely beaten and subject to malnourishment. Many of them were sent to larger detention camps at Topzawa, Tikrit, and Dibs, among others. The living conditions and violence that characterized daily life at the detention camps led to the death of many Kurdish civilians.

The peshmerga forces that remained, along with fleeing Kurdish populations, continued north along the Lesser Zab River. They were followed by Iraqi forces, which launched an air strike aimed at the Kurdish towns of Goktapa and Askar, where the PUK sought to regroup. The Iraqi air forces unleashed a chemical attack over the region. The resultant gas cloud led to mass panic, as Kurdish survivors fled in many directions to escape. As they attempted to escape, Iraqi forces scattered them. The Iraqis forced them into Qamisha, where the army was waiting. Kurds were stripped of their possessions and collected to be sent to camps.

From May 15 to August 26, 1988, the remants of the PUK and the peshmergas were situated west of the Iranian border in the mountains north of Dukan Lake. Three seperate al-Anfal campaigns were unleashed by Iraqi forces due to the ability of Kurdish resistance to survive gas attacks in caves. The first two campaigns brought relentless attacks of chemical weapons and cluster bombs, survived by much of the Kurdish resistance.

On July 17, 1988, Iran and Iraq ended hostilities. Iran betrayed the PUK, breaching an agreement they had made back in 1986 not to strike a seperate deal with the Iraqis. Remaining Kurdish resistance sought to escape to Kurdish regions in Iran before the Iraqi army’s full force would turn against them. Multiple chemical attacks in the Balisan, Malakan, Warta, Hiran, and Smaquli valleys forced Kurdish evacuees into the mountains to escape the gas clouds along their escape routes. Iraqi cluster bombs were then directed into the mountainsides, scattering Kurdish civilians. Iraqi units quickly collected Kurdish survivors. These were then sent to Topzawa.

After defeating the PUK, Iraqi forces turned to the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP) factions in Badinan, located near the border with Turkey. With the end of the Iran-Iraq War, the al-Anfal operations were infused with new troops and equipment. As a result, a KDP peshmerga with about 5,000 to 6,000 troops confronted nearly 200,000 Iraqi troops. The Iraqi military objective was the destruction of the KDP and the towns under their influence.

This final campaign was defined by a heavier use of chemical weapons. On August 24, 1998, KDP headquarters in Zewa Shkan suffered a major gas attack. The next day, Iraqi planes bombed villages in the region using Sarin nerve and mustard gas. Iraqi ground troops then cut off escape toward the Turkish border. The KDP issued orders to tell Kurds to surrender. By August 28, 1988, Badinan was occupied. The remaining Kurdish population was rounded up.

Iraqi forces were ordered to kill all suspected Kurdish peshmerga, mostly men between the ages of 15 and 60. Firing squads undertook group executions of Kurdish men and boys suspected of being part of the Kurdish resistance. Approximately 13,000 Kurds were collected and transported to the camp at Dohuk Fort. Poor living conditions, lack of food, and violence at the hand of Iraqi authorities, led to the death of many Kurds detained there.

Saddam Hussein issued a general amnesty for all Kurds on September 6, 1988. The remaining Kurdish populations were to be resettled in designated areas, not in their destroyed towns. In the end, an estimated 1.5 million Kurds had been forcibly resettled. They were prohibited from inhabiting certain regions, which cut them off from viable agricultural regions or the ability to rebuild. As a result, the Kurdish population was forced to rely on international aid.
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Kurdish Genocide Bystanders

During the actual period of the al-Anfal Campaign of 1988, the international community, including the United States and Britain specifically, were silent in their complicity, including the countries that surround northern Iraq, specifically Iran, Syria, and Turkey, which have the own resident Kurdish populations; the United Nations as well.

The case can be made that this former U.S. and Western ally was left to its own internal devices, the Iran-Iraq War of 1980–1988, largely supported by the West, helped provide a distraction and refocusing away from Iraq’s internal agenda of “Arabization” as well as Saddam Hussein’s vision of not only a Greater Iraq but himself as the supreme Pan-Arab leader of the entire region coupled with his singular attempts to annihilate the Kurdish people. And when organizations such as Human Rights Watch, Amnesty International, Doctors without Borders, and others continued to produce a steady stream of reports, they largely fell on deaf ears in governmental circles, the very same governments whose militaries did not intervene to stop the Kurdish Genocide.

By 1988, Iran had already suffered its own significant losses and economic deprivations as a result of the eight-year protracted conflict with Iraq and was unable—or unwilling—to further extend itself to intervene on behalf of the Kurds in northern Iraq. Syria was already in the throes of the decline of its leader Hafez al-Asad whose viselike grip on his own country addressed issues other than the Kurds and whose own resident Kurdish population held little to no political sway. Turkey was unwilling to assist the Kurds of Iraq in their plight for the somewhat obvious reason that its own Kurdish population—never regarded as fully Turkish—might view such an overture as support for its own efforts for independence and thus align itself with its Iraqi Kurdish neighbors.

Neither Britain nor the United States, as well, was willing to intervene in what they both regarded as the “internal affairs” of an ally. After all, Britain’s relationship with modern Iraq predates statehood (1951) and goes back to the League of Nations Mandate period when it oversaw Iraq’s oil production as greatly benefitting themselves and others in the West. U.S. administrations under Richard Nixon, Ronald Reagan, George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush all continued to view Iran as the enemy in the region and were thus consistently hesitant to address the issue of the Kurds. The United States approved the use of over $500,000,000 use of “dual export” material to Iraq during this same period. Britain allowed several arms companies to develop and supply Hussein and his military with armaments.

The United Nations, at the urging of the United States, was also complict in its inaction. Three United Nations Security Council Resolutions 612 (May 9, 1988), 620 (August 26, 1988), and 688 (April 5, 1991), collectively, condemned the use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq War, but only the last recognized Iraq as the culprit and the Kurds as the victims. Resolutions 612 and 620 condemned both sides for the use of chemical weapons, though there is no validity to the claim of Iran’s use of such whatsoever.

The Kurdish Genocide came at the end of the Iran-Iraq War, and was misinterpreted as part of that conflict—despite numerous assessments by international human rights organizations to the contrary. However, the report presented to the Committee on Foreign Relations of the U.S. Senate—and entitled “Chemical Weapons Use in Kurdistan: Iraq’s Final Offensive”—was dated 1988. The pragmatics of research, writing, and publishing being what they are, and no matter how quickly the mandate of reporting is put into place and how expedited the process, the staff involved would have already begun their work in 1987, if not earlier, and had access to the various kinds of intelligence (military and civilian) briefings and other information needed to do their work.

Compounding this lack of moral credibility world-wide regarding the Kurdish Genocide, and even with the toppling, arrest, capture, and execution of Hussein, this historical event has produced very little literature, but most of it highly critical of the various nation-state actors and their leaderships. Additionally, both scholarly and population literature regarding the Kurds and their plight, both historical and contemporary, has been far too little, as other events continue to dominate world political consciousness.
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Kurdish Genocide International Reaction 

Arguably, the Kurdish Genocide does not rank in the minds of either the Western scholarly community or the people of most countries as among the most important cases of genocide in the 20th century. The story of the Kurdish people was not and is not now well known in the West; their history and culture known among far too few in most countries. Moreover, nearby countries with substantial Kurdish populations have been relatively accommodating to the needs of this victimized population short of granting political independence due to long-standing suspicions.

What did produce the most international antipathy to Iraq and Saddam Hussein, ultimately, was not the entirety of his genocide against the Kurds in specific, but, instead, his use of chemical weapons, and, specifically, his attack against the Kurdish village of Halabja which also, at first, housed Iranian soldiers, and which, in recent years, has come to symbolize the totality of the genocide itself.

It is estimated that 5,000 Kurdish civilians died as the result of the chemicals dropped upon them by air as well as 2,000 Iranians, but which appeared to have served no military purposes whatsoever during the Iran-Iraq War, but was consistent with Hussein’s overall antipathy to the Kurds and his stated desire to wipe them off the face of the earth. It was this aspect of Hussein’s overall genocide against the Kurds, in clear violation of the so-called “laws of war,” which drew the world’s relatively quiet animus and for which he was condemned by all too few. Indeed, the United Nations Security Council Resolutions 612 and 620 condemned both Iran and Iraq during their protracted conflict for the use of chemical weapons, though there were no grounds upon which to support such a claim against the Iranians. Only Resolution 688 in 1991, after the fact, specifically condemned Iraq and made direct mention of the Kurds as victims.

The Kurdish Genocide—despite the murders of between 50,000 and 200,000 men, women, and children, and despite the use of chemical weapons sanctioned by Hussein and implemented by Chemical Ali—now appears, with the benefit and accuracy of hindsight, ultimately, to have been a “non-event” both in Western eyes and regional eyes as well. As the critic would have it, “nothing is as old as yesterday’s news,” and what happened to the Kurds continues to be minimized by seemingly other more pressing events on the world scene (e.g., the “Arab Spring” of 2011–2012 and the seeming stalemate between Iran and the West regarding its desire for nuclear capabilities).

Significantly, the Kurds of both Syria and Iran (who provided refugee and other aid during the genocide) are less disenfranchised, the Kurds in Turkey are continuously viewed as enemies and insurgents, threats to the regime. Turkish authorities have even gone as far as to deny them full legitimacy regarding the use of their language, the education of the children, and publications in Kurdish, all of which have been grudgingly allowed them only in recent years. Turkey shared with Hussein a strongly negative view of their resident Kurds, and, now, an ongoing reluctance to grant them sovereignty or permit them an alliance with the Kurds of Iraq. In 2012, the conflict in Syria and Turkey’s establishment of refugee camps for fleeing Syrians left the Kurds on both sides of the border in an increasingly vulnerable position.

The Kurds comprise somewhere between 25,000,000 and 35,000,000 children, women, and men living primarily in four nation-states—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—without a sovereign state of their own. Like the Armenians before 1991, the Kurds were the continual victims of European colonial manipulation (i.e., promises being broken), Turkey included, and present-day political agendas as well, all of which continue to prevent their dream of independence. Primarily Muslims with a smattering of other religions as well, including Jews, they do not see themselves as Arabs and are united by language (with variations of three dialects: Kurmanji, Sorani, and Kermanshahi), culture, and history. An ancient people, their origins are somewhat shrouded in mystery, but believed to be, originally, a group of tribal communities inhabiting the mountainous region of present-day northern Iraq and the surrounding area.

After the downfall of Hussein by the allied coalition led by the United States in 2003, the Kurds have found themselves making great strides economically because of their vast oil reserves, but in an uneasy alliance politically with their Iraqi neighbors to the south. The current president of Iraq is Jalal Talabani, a Kurd born in 1933. The present quasi-self-governing Kurdish entity is known as the KRG: Kurdish Regional Government; internally, however, there remain significant differences in political approaches and orientations between the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) and the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP).
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Timeline

1932

Iraq enters the League of Nations.

1941

Shaykh Mahmud escapes house arrest and instigates the Kurdish Revolt.

1943

Mustafa al-Barzani begins a revolt near Barzan.

1946

Barzani founds the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP).

July 1958

General Abd al-Qasim comes to power via coup d’état.

October 7, 1958

Barzani is allowed to reenter Iraq following exile.

May 1960

The KDP is allowed to register as a political party, bringing it into legal existence.

March 1961

Barzani returns from Moscow. Skirmishes between Kurdish tribes break out as Barzani consolidates power.

June 1961

Barzani demands full autonomy for Kurds currently under Iraqi rule.

September 23, 1961

Qasim announces troops have ended the Kurdish rebellion.

October 1961

British civilians working for the Iraq Petroleum Company are arrested in connection with Kurdish resistance.

November 1961

Qasim offers amnesty to rebels on the condition that fighting ceases.

December 1961

Fighting continues near the Turkish border. Kurdish tribesman opposed to Barzani flee from Iraq.

Winter 1961

The Iraqi Air Force bombs Kurdish villages in an attempt to stamp out resistance.

January 1962

A cease-fire occurs between rebels and Iraqi police in Dohuk.

April 1962

A rally is held in Baghdad urging the government to begin negotiations with Kurds.

April 15, 1962

Barzani’s forces attack a force of Iraqi troops travelling to Mosul. Fifty are killed.

May 1962

A petition calling for negotiations with Kurdish rebels is circulated in Baghdad. The petition is signed by approximately 100 individuals.

August 1962

Bombings begin in tribal areas north of Ruwanduz.

August 15, 1962

An Iraqi plane bombing along the Iraq-Turkey border kills two Turkish policemen.

August 16, 1962

A Turkish plane shoots down an Iraqi plane it claims entered Turkish airspace.

June 1962

Turkish peasants are kidnapped and held for ransom by Kurdish rebels.

June 1963

Iran begins radio broadcasting in Kurdish.

July 1968

The Arab Baath Socialist Party seizes power.

March 1970

Barzani and Saddam Hussein meet to discuss the establishment of the Kurdish Autonomous Region. The agreement is rejected.

1974

The Kurdish Autonomous Region is created.

1975

Iran withdraws its support to Kurdish forces after Iraq redraws its border along the Shatt al-Arab in Iran’s favor.

1975

The Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) is founded by Jalal Talabani.

March 1975

War erupts between the Iraqi government and the KDP, angry over the relocation of Kurdish populations in oil producing areas into desert lands. Some 130,000 Kurds flee to Iran.

1978

The Republican Guard is founded as an elite force in Hussein’s army.

March 1, 1979

Barzani dies of lung cancer.

June 16, 1979

Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr resigns. Saddam Hussein becomes president and chairman of the Baath party. Hussein names Tariq Aziz as his deputy prime minister.

1980

Aziz is wounded in an assassination attempt by the Islamic Call.

September 22, 1980

Hussein launches a surprise attack on Iran in an attempt to regain lost territory along the Shatt al-Arab.

January 1981

Iranian forces launch a counterattack.

June 1982

Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini rejects Iraqi cease-fire offer.

August 1983

Approximately 8,000 men are taken from resettlement camps around Arbil by Iraqi soldiers.

1984

Diplomatic relations are restored between Iraq and the United States.

February 1984

Khomeini’s forces capture Majnun Island.

February 1986

Khomeini’s forces capture the Faw Peninsula.

March 1987

Ali Hassan al-Majid is appointed secretary-general of the Baath Party’s Northern Region.

April 6, 1987

An order is issued to confiscate property belonging to supposed saboteurs.

April 10, 1987

Al-Majid suspends the legal rights of individuals living in prohibited zones.

April 15, 1987

Iraqi aircraft drop poison gas on KDP and PUK headquarters.

April 16, 1987

Chemicals are dropped in the Balisan Valley killing dozens. Following the attack, survivors are relocated.

April 21, 1987

The first phase of village collectivization begins. Villages are burned and bulldozed to form a buffer zone between government territory and rebelling areas.

June 3, 1987

A directive is issued eliminating the importation of food or machinery, and preventing the return of refugees to prohibited areas.

June 8. 1987

Chemical weapons are dropped on the towns of Bergalou, Haladin, and Sekaniya.

June 20, 1987

Al-Majid issues the SF/4008 directive ordering the questioning and execution of people captured in prohibited zones. This directive also allows for soldiers to pillage everything but medium to large weapons which must be turned over to the government.

July 1987

The UN Security Council passes Resolution 598.

August 1987

The Revolutionary Command Council makes the punishment for deserting death.

September 6, 1987

A directive stating family members of supposed saboteurs are to be deported is issued.

October 17, 1987

The national census offers those registered limited nationality options forcing the choice between Arab and Kurdish. People not registered were considered deserters, and were subject to death and loss of citizenship.

February 23, 1988

The First Anfal Campaign begins, targeting PUK controlled regions. The first attack occurs at PUK headquarters in Sergalou-Bergalou.

February 29, 1988

The War of Cities begins with missile attacks on Tehran.

March 1988

Iranian troops with the support of Kurdish guerrillas expel Iraqi forces from Halabja.

March 15, 1988

The first temporary holding centers under military intelligence control are operational.

March 16, 1988

Poison gas is dropped upon the Kurdish town of Halabja. Over 5,000 civilians are killed.

March 22, 1988

The Second Anfal Campaign begins. The attacks take place in the Qara Dagh region. In the village of Sayw Senan alone, over 80 civilians are killed.

April 1988

The first prisoners arrive at Nugra Salman.

April 7, 1988

The Third Anfal Campaign begins. Attacks on Germian last throughout April.

April 13, 1988

Kurdish military leadership secretly meet to plan an organized retreat.

April 17, 1988

Iraq retakes the Faw Peninsula.

May 1988

The town of Qader Karam is bulldozed following its use as a holding center.

May 3–8, 1988

The Fourth Anfal Campaign occurs along the Lesser Zab. In the village of Goktapa, some 150 die. Following the attacks, water is released from the Dukan Dam to hinder escape across the river.

May 15, 1988

The Fifth Anfal Campaign begins in an area northeast of Erbil.

June 7, 1988

The offensive is halted due to PUK resistance. The campaign is later renewed and by late August the government claims victory.

July 1988

Al-Majid offers amnesty to Kurds who are willing to hand over weapons.

August 1988

The village of Birjinni is bombed with chemical weapons.

August 1988

Approximately 65,000 Iraqi Kurdish refugees flee across the Turkish border.

August 20, 1988

Iran and Iraq agree to a cease-fire under the terms of UN Resolution 598.

September 6, 1988

The Anfal Campaign concludes. Approximately 200,000 Iraqi soldiers participated in these attacks. Surviving Kurdish prisoners are released and amnesty is announced.

1989

Franz van Anraat is arrested and later released.

1990

Iran and Iraq restore diplomatic relations.

August 1990

Iraq invades Kuwait.

February 28, 1991

The Persian Gulf War ends.

March 1991

Kurdish attacks on secret police headquarters unearth important documents concerning al-Anfal.

April 5, 1991

The UN passes Resolution 688.

April 10, 1991

The US establishes a no-fly zone above the 36th Parallel.

July 5, 1991

The UN withdraws its forces.

May 1992

The Middle East Watch and Physicians for Human Rights uncover 27 bodies at Koreme.

May 1992

Fouteen tons of documents seized by the PUK are shipped to the United States for analysis by the Middle East Watch.

May 19, 1992

Parliamentary elections are held, leading to the formation of the Kurdish Regional Government.

October 1992

The Middle East Watch begins its analysis of the documents brought to the United States in May.

1993

The British Ministry of Defence finds evidence of the use of mustard gas and nerve agents in samples from Birjinni.

2003

The Republican Guard is permanently disbanded.

March 19, 2003

The Anglo-American invasion of Iraq begins.

April 23, 2003

Tariq Aziz surrenders himself.

May 1, 2003

The United States declares an end to the war with Iraq.

July 2003

Hussein’s sons Uday and Qusay Hussein are killed in Mosul.

December 10, 2003

The Supreme Iraqi Criminal Tribunal is established by the Iraqi Governing Council.

December 13, 2003

Hussein is discovered and captured near Tikrit.

June 30, 2004

The death penalty is re-established in Iraq.

December 2004

Van Anraat is arrested.

December 23, 2005

Van Anraat is found guilty of aiding war crimes for the selling of chemicals used in warfare against the Iraqi Kurdish population and is sentenced to 15 years in prison. The Dutch court responsible for van Anraat’s sentencing rules the attacks against the Kurdish population to be genocide.

April 6, 2005

The National Assembly votes Jalal Talabani in as president. Talabani is the first Kurdish president of Iraq.

August 31, 2006

The trial against those involved with the planning and carrying out of the Anfal Campaign begins.

December 30, 2006

Hussein is executed after being found guilty in November of crimes against humanity in relation to the Dujail Massacre.

April 2, 2007

Van Anraat’s trial in appeal of the 2005 sentence begins.

May 2007

The Appeals Chamber upholds the decision of the District Court and increases van Anraat’s sentence to 17 years.

June 24, 2007

Former heads of Iraqi military intelligence Sabir Abdul Aziz al-Dori and Farhan Mutlak al-Jubouri are found guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity. Both are sentenced to life in prison. Tahir Tawfiq al-Ani is acquitted. Hussein Rashid al-Tikriti, Ali Hassan al-Majid, and Sultan Hashem Ahmed al-Jabouri al-Tai are sentenced to death for war crimes and crimes against humanity.

July 23, 2007

Those convicted in the al-Anfal trial appeal the verdict.

September 3, 2007

The sentences against those convicted are upheld by the Appeals Chamber of the Iraqi High Court.

September 7, 2007

The Iraqi president objects to the execution of Sultan Hashem Ahmed al-Jabouri al-Tai.

October 3, 2007

The execution dates of those convicted in the Anfal Campaign are postponed.

June 30, 2009

The Supreme Court of the Netherlands upholds van Anraat’s earlier sentence, reducing his length of imprisonment by six months.

January 25, 2010

Al-Majid is hanged.
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Ahmad, Taimour Abdullah

Taimour Abdullah Ahmad is one of the only surviving victim eyewitnesses to a massacre of Kurds by Iraqi forces in May 1988 during Saddam Hussein’s al-Anfal Campaign.

A twelve-year-old boy at the time he and his family were captured, Ahmad was housed with his mother and three sisters in separate quarters from the Kurdish men at the Topzawa concentration camp, southwest of Kirkuk. After one month of confinement in unsanitary, crowded, and near-starvation conditions, the Kurds were put into convoys of green and white buses that drove out into the desert for 12 hours. The bus convoy stopped at nightfall—one bus each beside a large pre-dug burial pit 15 feet wide and a yard deep.

Ahmad was separated from his mother and sisters and pushed into one of the pits with other Kurds. The Iraqi guards then began firing. Ahmad was shot in the left shoulder, but did not fall. He staggered toward the Iraqi soldier who shot him. The guard hesitated, but was ordered by his commander to continue firing. Ahmad was then shot a second time in the right side of his back just above the waist. The boy then collapsed next to a young girl who was also still alive. Ahmad played dead, lying still until the guards moved on. He admonished the little girl to get up with him and run, but she refused. Ahmad scrambled from the pit, saw his dead mother and sisters, and then moved away from his grave into the darkness. He passed out behind a mound of dirt piled on the far side of the pit.

Upon escaping into the desert, Ahmad was sheltered by a Bedouin family who found him for two years in their tents. He was then later repatriated to the Kurds after the 1991 Kurdish uprising. Ahmad lost 28 relatives in the Anfals. Ahmad eventually made his way to the United States, but remained adamant about what he had seen and first reported to Human Rights Watch investigators in the wake of the uprising when American researchers were collecting and recording interviews of Kurdish witnesses to Hussein’s repression.

When Hussein was captured by U.S. forces and tried before the Iraqi Special Tribunal for the Anfals, Ahmad was called back from the United States to Baghdad to testify in court about what he had witnessed. Forensics experts who had excavated the mass graves of the Kurdish inmates at Topzawa corroborated Ahmad’s testimony, which, they asserted, “fit hand-in-glove with the evidence” they had unearthed with respect to bullet trajectories and weapons.

In 2010, Ahmad commenced a formal lawsuit against Iraq in the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia. Ahmad v. Republic of Iraq, assigned to federal District Court judge Richard Leon, alleges personal injuries in tort against Iraq for the shooting of Ahmad by Iraqi soldiers. However, for the case to proceed, the plaintiff must clear the Foreign Sovereign Immunities Act, which protects foreign states from lawsuits within U.S. courts. The case is pending.
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Al-Anfal Campaign

Al-Anfal Campaign was a military campaign undertaken by Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein and his Baathist regime against the Kurdish population in 1987–1988. Embroiled in a prolonged conflict with Iran, the Iraqi government considered the Kurds to be a major domestic threat and potential fifth column for Iran because of the Kurdish demands of autonomy in northern Iraq. In early spring 1987, Hussein named Ali Hassan al-Majid as secretary general of the administrative zone called the “Northern Bureau,” which controlled Iraqi Kurdistan. Al-Majid, who soon earned the grisly moniker of “Chemical Ali,” launched a series of attacks on Kurdish villages, destroying settlements and resettling thousands of Kurds to detention centers in other regions of Iraq. The Kurds resisted this forcible relocation and clashes erupted between them and government forces. In response, the Baathist regime sanctioned the mass killing of anyone who refused to leave his or her village.

The Al-Anfal campaign consisted of eight major stages that lasted between February 23 and September 6, 1988, and featured ground offensives, aerial attacks, firing squads, and widespread use of chemical warfare. One of the goals of the Al-Anfal Campaign was Arabization of Iraq’s north, and the depopulated Kurdish villages were settled by Arabs from Iraq’s southern regions. Precise losses among the civilian Kurdish population remains unclear, but an estimated 100,000 to 150,000 Kurds fell victim to the regime’s brutality, many of them gassed to death. In total, about 4,000 Kurdish villages and towns, more than 1,700 schools, and hundreds of mosques were destroyed. The SF/4008 directive, issued by al-Majid in June 1987, specified that “all persons captured in [Kurdish] villages shall be detained and interrogated by the security services and those between the ages of 15 and 70 shall be executed after any useful information has been obtained from them.”

After the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Saddam Hussein and six other government members were tried for crimes committed during the Al-Anfal Campaign. Found guilty of crimes against humanity, Hussein was executed in December 2006, and al-Majid was hanged in January 2010.
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Algiers Agreement

The Algiers Agreement of March 6, 1975, known also as the Algiers Accord, was an agreement mediated by Algerian president Houari Boumedienne at a March 1975 meeting of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC). The accord was approved by Shah Reza Pahlavi II of Iran and President Saddam Hussein of Iraq.

Essentially, the agreement attempted to resolve territorial disputes between the two countries involving common borders as well as water and navigation rights. It provided for continuing Algerian participation in an ongoing Iranian-Iraqi dialogue that would occur at alternating meetings in Tehran and Baghdad. The Algiers Agreement also established an Iraqi-Iranian joint commission intended to refine and monitor the agreement’s provisions and resolve any further disputes.

The agreement resulted in a formal treaty signed on June 13, 1975, which stipulated the Constantinople Protocol of 1913 and the Proceedings of the Border Delimitation Commission of 1914 as the basis of the determination of the Iranian-Iraqi border. Iran and Iraq agreed that the thalweg, or the median course of the Shatt al-Arab River, Iraq’s only outlet to the sea, formed the river border between the two countries even though the shifting course of the Shatt al-Arab had given rise to some of the original disputes. They further consented to resolve ownership of disputed islands and other territories related to the waterway, to end subversive infiltrations of each other’s country, and to resolve issues related to other border disputes, such as Khuzestan. Although not part of the agreement, the shah used the agreement’s termination of subversive activities clause to withdraw Iranian support for the Kurdish rebellion against Iraq. The Kurds, losing their main support base in their efforts to topple the Hussein regime, were largely left to themselves to decide whether to continue rebelling without support or keep the status quo. This lack of support would prove disastrous during the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988), during which Hussein used chemical weapons against them in order to quell their rebellion.

In the end, both parties failed to comply with the terms of the accord, and the festering, unresolved territorial issues that it was designed to address led in part to the destructive Iran-Iraq War. This in turn led to a general destabilization in the Middle East.
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al-Majid, Ali Hassan 

High-ranking Iraqi government official, minister of defense (1993–1995), cousin of Baath Party leader and Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein, and known as “Chemical Ali” because of his role in the use of chemical weapons to suppress ethnic uprisings by the Kurds and Shiites. Ali Hassan al-Majid al Tikriti was born sometime in 1941 in Tikrit to a relatively modest family.

Majid, along with many others from Tikrit, joined the Baath Party in 1958 and enlisted in the Iraqi Army that same year. He was arrested during the 1963 coup when Colonel Abd al-Salam Arif seized power and moved against the Baathists. After the Baath Party seized power in 1968, Majid rose steadily within the party ranks, along with his cousin Saddam Hussein and many other men from Tikrit, a number of them interrelated. This cadre formed the base of Hussein’s power, as all were family members or members of the same tribe, people whom he could trust. By 1978 Majid headed the Regional Secretariat Office of the Baath Party. That same year, after graduating from the National Defense Academy, he was appointed to the Military Bureau.

When Hussein became president of Iraq in 1979, replacing Ahmad al-Hassan Bakr, Majid’s star continued to rise. In 1982 he became a member of the Regional Command. After an assassination attempt on Hussein in 1983, Majid was charged with punishing those connected with the attempt. During 1984–1987 he was the director-general of internal security, making him a key part of Hussein’s security apparatus that ensured the survival and continuation of the regime.

In 1987, Hussein appointed Majid governor of the northern bureau, which included Kurdistan in northern Iraq. By 1987, with the pressures of the Iran-Iraq War weighing heavily upon Baghdad, the security situation in northern Iraq was seen as very precarious, with a growing Kurdish resistance movement distracting the government from the war effort against Iran. To bring an end to the Kurdish insurgency, Majid ordered civilian Kurds to be attacked using chemical weapons, including mustard gas and sarin. One attack on Halabja resulted in more than 5,000 deaths, leading to the sobriquet of “Chemical Ali.” Following the Halabja massacre, Majid oversaw an Arabization campaign in Anfal that involved the forced transfer of Kurdish populations and the continued use of chemical weapons to break Kurdish resistance.

In 1989, Majid became minister of local administration, a position designed to oversee the repopulation with Arabs of the areas that he had depopulated in Kurdistan in his last posting. After the invasion of Kuwait in August 1990, Majid was made governor of Kuwait, in which position he oversaw the organized Iraqi looting and sacking of the nation and the elimination of opposition to Iraqi rule.

With the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the Shiite rebellion centered in Basra against the regime, Hussein placed Majid in charge of the southern forces to put down the insurgency, which he did with brute force. In 1991, Majid became a member of the Revolutionary Command Council. He served as minister of the interior during 1991–1993, and from 1993 to 1995 he headed the Ministry of Defense. These appointments to key security posts clearly illustrated Hussein’s trust in Majid, but the constant shifts in assignments also revealed Hussein’s paranoid nature. No official served in any key military or security post for long, lest he come to pose a threat to the regime. Rotation in office was a key element of Hussein’s modus operandi, even if the rotation occurred among a limited elite.

In 1995, Majid was removed from office for allegedly having traded with Iran, but in 1998 he reemerged to govern the southern portion of Iraq, where government power was limited because of the no-fly zone established by the allies after the Persian Gulf War. Shortly before the Iraq War began in March 2003, Hussein divided the nation into four administrative areas, with Majid having charge of the southern portion. During the American-led invasion, Majid was reportedly killed in an air raid on Basra, but this proved false. Indeed, he was arrested on August 17, 2003, and handed over to Iraqi authorities to be put on trial on charges of crimes against humanity and genocide arising from his campaign against the Kurds. During the trial Majid was unapologetic, arguing that his actions had been approved by the legitimate Iraqi government and that he was simply carrying out orders. On June 24, 2007, an Iraqi court found Majid guilty. The court gave him five death sentences. A series of judicial and political hurdles delayed the sentence from being carried out until January 25, 2010, when Majid was executed by hanging.
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Amn (Iraqi Security Service)

The Iraqi Security Service, better known as al-Mukhabarat al-'Iraqiyya, consisted of five agencies called Special Security, General Security, General Intelligence, Military Intelligence, and Military Security. The intelligence agencies were assigned overlapping duties and headquartered in Baghdad. Each of the agencies managed specific duties, but also monitored the other branches to ensure complete loyalty to the regime. The agencies competed with each other because of the convoluted structure of interconnected responsibilities. As a consequence, intelligence chiefs would not dare challenge Saddam Hussein’s control for fear of personal retribution. Only General Intelligence, Military Intelligence, and General Security maintained a host of additional field offices throughout the entire country. These three agencies became deeply involved in surveillance of civilian activities in cities, towns, and even remote villages.

General Security Services (GSS) was charged with monitoring and repressing Kurdish nationalist and opposition groups. With the start of the Iran-Iraq War, Hussein increasingly worried about his ability to control the northern provinces of Iraq. Kurdish peshmerga units had organized attacks on the regime from their mountain encampments. In 1980, some 4 million people considered themselves ethnically Kurdish in a total population of 18 million Iraqis. Because the international community seemed preoccupied with containing revolutionary Iran and the Soviet Union, Hussein sensed he had an opportunity to eliminate Kurdish dissent.

In 1980, Hussein called on his cousin Ali Hassan al-Majid to head the GSS and to eradicate northern resistance. Al-Majid soon became one of the most feared men in all of Iraq. He ordered random roadside executions, spread terror by having villagers loaded up onto trucks that transported them to execution sites, and forcibly removed entire communities from their traditional villages and ancestral farmlands. In an effort to intimidate Kurds, he established policies that transferred Kurdish villagers to newly constructed government encampments and housing centers with the intent of destroying Kurdish communal structures. Villagers who failed to leave their homes experienced indiscriminate bombardments and shelling. In addition, al-Majid granted Iraqi troops the right to keep the spoils and belongings of Kurdish families (al-Anfal). This policy effectively motivated the security personnel to carry out detailed and vicious searches.

In comparison to earlier Arabization campaigns such as the one following the defeat of Mullah Mustafa al-Barzani in 1975, al-Majid’s policies pursued a systematic and structured genocidal campaign. His tactics included razing thousands of villages, supervising mass executions, and carrying out multiple attacks with chemical weapons. As the head of GSS, al-Majid was responsible for the full execution of the al-Anfal attacks that killed at least 150,000 to 200,000 Kurds. By the time the regime defeated the Kurdish peshmerga, 1.5 million people were displaced. Kurdistan as a region no longer existed and two-thirds of 75,000 square kilometers of Kurdistan were cleared of all Kurdish life. About 250,000 Kurdish refugees had fled to Iran during the 1980s and 60,000 more Kurds crossed the border into Turkey in an attempt to escape the genocide in Iraq.
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Aziz, Tariq

Tariq Aziz served as Iraq’s foreign minister (1983–1991) and as its deputy prime minister (1979–2003). Aziz was born on April 1, 1936, into a Chaldean Catholic family in Tell Kaif, Iraq. Originally named Michael Yuhanna, Aziz was the only Christian in a position of power during Saddam Hussein’s 34-year-long dictatorship. While in college, he changed his name to Tariq Aziz, which means “glorious past,” in order to avoid hostility regarding his religious heritage.

In 1957, Aziz joined the Baath Party and worked with Hussein to generate propaganda against the pro-Western Iraqi monarchy. After receiving his bachelor’s degree in English literature in 1958 from the Baghdad College of Fine Arts, Aziz continued to produce Baath Party propaganda in addition to working as a journalist. From 1963 to 1966, Aziz was both editor in chief of the Baath Party’s newspaper, al-Thawra (The Revolution), and director of the Arab Baath Socialist Party’s press office in Damascus, Syria. When the British-imposed Hashemite monarchy came to an end in 1958, the Baath Party continued to seek power in Iraq. After an unsuccessful coup in 1963, the party finally gained power in 1968.

From 1974 to 1977, Aziz served as a member of the Regional Command, the Baath Party’s highest governing unit. In 1979, Iraqi dictator Hussein named him deputy prime minister. His primary role was to explain and justify Iraq’s policies to global audiences. With his effective communication skills, Aziz became known around the world for his eloquent diplomatic discourses.

In 1980, Aziz was wounded in an assassination attempt initiated by the Iranian-backed Shiite fundamentalist group ad-Dawa Islami (the Islamic Call). Members of the group threw a grenade at him in downtown Baghdad, killing several Iraqis in the process. The attack was one of several that Hussein blamed on the Iranian government, which was part of his justification for his September 1980 invasion of Iran that produced the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988).

In 1984, just a year after being named foreign minister, Aziz secured the restoration of diplomatic relations with the United States after a 17-year-long interruption. The United States had chosen to support Iraq as a buffer to Iran’s Islamic fundamentalist extremism.

When Iraq invaded Kuwait in August 1990, Aziz ardently supported the military action. He stated that the invasion was justified because of Kuwait’s cheating on oil production quotas, which was driving down the price of oil, and because of Kuwait’s alleged slant-drilling into Iraqi oil fields. During the subsequent Persian Gulf War (1991), Aziz enjoyed a substantial international profile, and was seen by the media as the chief Iraqi spokesperson. After the war, Aziz took on more responsibility as deputy prime minister, forcing him to relinquish the foreign ministry portfolio. Nevertheless, he retained a high profile in the government. Aziz now monitored the Iraqi media. In this position, Aziz also conducted Iraq’s negotiations with United Nations weapons inspectors.

Aziz blamed the United States, rather than the United Nations, for the economic sanctions that followed the Gulf War, believing that they were implemented as a result of U.S. domestic policies. In 1997, he supported the expulsion of U.S. citizens from Iraq who were working for the United Nations Special Commission.

In February 2003, as tensions over Iraq’s alleged illegal weapons programs were about to boil over into war, Aziz spoke with Pope John Paul II about the Iraqi government’s desire to cooperate with the international community, notably on disarmament. In response, the pope insisted that Iraq respect and give concrete commitments to abide by United Nations Security Council resolutions. The Iraqis did not heed the advice. On March 19, 2003, at the beginning of the Anglo-American-led invasion of Iraq, there were reports that Aziz had been killed. They were proven false when Aziz later held a press conference. He surrendered to coalition forces on April 24, 2003.

As of 2006, Aziz was being detained at an undisclosed location presumably in Iraq. Aziz, who was charged with crimes against humanity in connection with the murder of hundreds of Kurds in 1982, testified before the Iraq Special Tribunal set up by the Iraq Interim Government in May 2006 as a defense witness. His testimony indicated that the crackdown against the Kurds had been fully justified because of attacks against him and others in the regime. He also reiterated his loyalty to his old comrade Hussein.

In 2009, Aziz was sentenced to 15 years in prison for crimes against humanity and an additional 7 for planning the displacement of Kurds during the Iran-Iraq War. Not much more than a year later, in October 2010, Aziz was sentenced to death by an Iraqi court for crimes against Iraqi political leaders. Iraqi president Jalal Talabani, however, refused to sign Aziz’s death warrant. To date, Aziz has not been executed.

CHARLENE T. OVERTURF
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Barzani, Massoud

Massoud Barzani is a Kurdish nationalist, head of the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), and president of the Kurdistan Regional Government.

Massoud Barzani was born on August 16, 1946, in Mahabad, Iran. He became involved in the Kurdish nationalist movement as a young man. In 1979, he took the reins of the KDP from his father, Mustafa al-Barzani, who died of lung cancer in March of that year. Barzani and other Kurdish leaders battled Iraqi forces during the 1980–1988 Iraq-Iran War and spent considerable time in exile in Iran during that conflict. Barzani was particularly anguished and outraged by the Iraqi government’s al-Anfal Campaign, which amounted to a virtual genocide of Kurds living in Iraq that began in 1986 and reached its apex in 1988. Nearly 200,000 Kurdish civilians are thought to have died in the forced relocations and attacks, some of which included chemical weapons.

In the immediate aftermath of the 1991 Gulf War, which resulted in a resounding defeat of Saddam Hussein’s Iraqi military, the Kurds began to reclaim large areas of their ancestral lands from the Iraqis. However, when Hussein’s forces mounted a brutal campaign of reprisal that resulted in thousands more Kurdish deaths, Barzani and other Kurdish leaders appealed to the United States and the international community for help. The resulting Operation PROVIDE COMFORT not only supplied the Kurds with badly needed supplies and food, but it also created an area of safety and a no-fly zone that protected the Kurds from further Iraqi assaults.

Within several months, the safe zone had become a de facto and semi-autonomous Kurdish district, which was administered chiefly by the KDP and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK). The KDP controlled large portions in the northwest, while the PUK retained power mainly in the southeast. In late 1994, however, armed factions of the PUK and KDP began fighting each other. In a bid to retain power, in 1996 Barzani requested that Hussein dispatch forces to help push the PUK into Iran. Iran, in turn, helped the PUK to regain some of its losses in Iraq in the late 1990s. Meanwhile, Barzani remained the de facto leader of the Kurds still residing in Iraq.

After U.S.-led forces toppled Hussein’s regime in March 2003, Barzani took a seat on the Iraqi Governing Council, which greatly enhanced his reputation. In June 2005, Iraqi Kurdistan’s parliament elected Barzani as president of the Iraqi Kurdistan Region; in June 2009, he was reelected to the post by popular mandate, capturing nearly 70 percent of the vote. An effective leader, Barzani has worked diligently to make his autonomous region a bastion of moderate democracy. He has also established the Kurdistan Presidency Council, which brings together various Kurdish leaders who advise him on a variety of issues.

Although Barzani’s administration has sometimes been criticized for cronyism and corruption, it has also been recognized by the international community for its devotion to democratic principles and its avoidance of violence and extremism. Pope Benedict XVI recently lauded Barzani’s efforts to protect Christians in the region from extremist groups and governments.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Barzani, Mustafa al-

During the 20th century, Kurdish military leader Mustafa al-Barzani led the Kurds in their fight for independence from Turkey, Great Britain, and Iraq. However, his dream to create an independent Kurdistan for the estimated 20 million Kurds worldwide was crushed in the mid-1970s by Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein’s forces.

Barzani was born on March 14, 1903, in Barzan in present-day Iraq. At the time, the area in southwest Asia known as Kurdistan was under the control of the Ottoman Empire. Barzani’s father, Sheikh Muhammad, the tribal leader of Barzan, was reportedly slain by religious fanatics in 1908. In 1914, Barzani’s oldest brother, who succeeded their father as tribal leader, was executed by the Ottoman Empire for refusing to obey new laws implemented by the Young Turks. Another brother, Ahmed, took over as sheikh. Meanwhile, Barzani received an education with private tutors, whose teachings included theology.

When the Ottoman Empire was dismantled after World War I, Kurdish nationalists pushed hard for independence from both Iraqi and Turkish influence. However, diplomatic wrangling between Great Britain and Turkey produced the Treaty of Lausanne (1923), which made no mention of an independent Kurdistan. Throughout the rest of the decade, Ahmed led the Kurdish people in a series of revolts against Turkish rule. He also tried to impose Christianity on his followers, leading to open warfare against the Barzanis by other Kurdish tribes. Barzani stepped in to help his brother and trounced the opposing forces.

In 1932, Barzani and Ahmed were forced to do battle with Iraq after they refused to pay taxes to the new government in Baghdad. Barzani’s prowess as a military leader contributed to some initial Kurdish victories, but the intervention of the British Royal Air Force (RAF) turned the tide in favor of Iraq. The Barzani brothers were arrested and returned to Iraq, where they were arrested and sent into exile in Sulaymaniya, the center of the Kurdish nationalist movement. While in Sulaymaniya, Barzani’s desire for Kurdish independence grew stronger, and he renewed his religious studies.

In 1943, during World War II, Barzani escaped Sulaymaniya and returned to Barzan, where he quickly asserted his power and emerged as a leader of the Kurdish people. He amassed a potent military force and rebelled against British occupation troops, but the RAF once again helped defeat Barzani, who was forced to retreat into Iran. At the end of World War II, the Soviet-backed Kurdish Republic of Mahabad was established in Iran in January 1946 with Barzani as head of the military. While in Iran, Barzani founded the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) and served as the leader of the KDP for the remainder of his life.

The Iranian Army quickly brought an end to the Republic of Mahabad in the spring of 1947. Barzani and his remaining troops were once again forced to retreat, this time to the Soviet Union. Barzani spent the next 11 years in Azerbaijan, where he studied economics, geography, science, and the Russian language while making occasional radio broadcasts to the Kurdish people. In 1958, the Arab Baath Socialist Party overthrew Iraqi king Faisal II, and Barzani was allowed to return to Iraq by the new Iraqi leader, Abdul Karim Qassem. Although Barzani was treated well by Qassem, the new Iraqi government proved no more sympathetic to calls for Kurdish independence. In June 1961, Barzani demanded that the Iraqi government grant full Kurdish autonomy. When Qassem refused, Barzani launched a rebellion against Iraq. Using the mountains as his base of operations, Barzani organized an effective guerrilla warfare campaign against the Iraqis throughout the decade, surviving several major offensives by the Iraqi military.

After the Kurdish problem contributed to the fall of several Iraqi governments during the 1960s, the Baath Party decided it was time to negotiate. In March 1970, Iraqi vice president Hussein met with Barzani, and the two of them hammered out a manifesto containing 15 articles that called for the establishment of the Kurdish Autonomous Region, where the Kurds would be allowed local self-rule. The Kurds rejected the agreement, however, as the Iraqi government would still have authority over the region. Over the next few years, mistrust between the two sides prevented any progress with the manifesto, and in 1974, Hussein tried to enforce the Kurdish Autonomous Region, which led to the Kurdish Revolt.

After Iran withdrew support for the revolt, Barzani’s troops were overrun, and he was forced to flee into exile—first to Tehran, Iran, and then to the United States, where he took up residence in a suburb of Washington, D.C. Barzani died in Washington of lung cancer on March 1, 1979. One of his sons, Massoud Barzani, took over as head of the KDP and has continued his father’s fight for Kurdish independence. Massoud is one of the most powerful leaders of Iraqi Kurdistan in the 21st century.

PADRAIC CARLIN
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Chemical Genocide

A wide variety of methods may be used to carry out genocide once the perpetrator has the requisite intent to commit the crime. Some of the more common methods are mass execution, mass starvation, exposure during translocation, and individual attacks carried on by the population at large. Not only are a variety of means available to a genocidaire to accomplish his or her task, such means are typically interchangeable—i.e., the genocideaire may employ several of the means to commit the crime. However, use of chemical weapons as a means of committing genocide is a particularly gruesome choice of method.

The two most prominent usages of poison gas to carry forth genocide was during the Holocaust by Nazi forces against the Jews and others located in concentration camps and during the al-Anfal Campaign by Saddam Hussein’s military forces against the Kurds in northern Iraq. In both cases, the perpetrators did not limit themselves to a single form of poison gas, a variety were used. And in both cases, the civilian casualties were very high. But recognition of this method of extermination as genocide has yet to be adequately transposed into international law.

Use of poison gas has long been considered a war crime. Belligerent states that deployed chemical weapons during warfare did so in breach of the Hague Conventions. After World War II, German industrialists were convicted in the Zyklon-B case for supply of the poison gas that was used in Nazi extermination camps, knowing that the gas would be employed for that purpose. Similarly, Dutch businessman Frans van Anraat was prosecuted in the Netherlands for supplying Saddam Hussein with the raw materials that were used to produce the chemical weapons used against the Kurds. Like the German industrialists 50 years prior, van Anraat was convicted of war crimes, but acquitted of complicity in genocide as it was not proven that he had sufficient knowledge of Hussein’s genocidal intent against the Kurds. Nevertheless, the court concluded that the Anfal attacks against the Kurds constituted genocide.

In April 2006, Saddam Hussein and his co-defendant Ali Hassan al-Majid were charged with genocide in the al-Anfal case before the Iraqi High Tribunal (IHT). Although Hussein was executed prior to the conclusion of that trial, al-Majid was convicted specifically for genocide by chemical weapons use in the al-Anfal military campaign. But the IHT was not an international tribunal, it was a domestic special court within the Iraqi judicial system. Likewise, the van Anraat case was tried before a domestic Dutch court.

Although it is important for domestic courts to prosecute the commission of genocide by chemical weapons, it is also important for international criminal tribunals to do likewise when they have an opportunity to assert jurisdiction.

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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Denial of the Kurdish Genocide

The genocide perpetrated against the Kurds of northern Iraq by Saddam Hussein during the 1987–1988 al-Anfal campaigns qualifies as genocide on all counts. It has been recognized as such by the government of Iraq, other governments, and the Iraqi High Tribunal (formerly the Iraqi Special Tribunal). Nevertheless, deniers of the Kurdish Genocide have emerged as expected. Chief among them was Hussein himself, who denied ever having the specific intent to commit genocide that is necessary for the definition to legally apply. Hussein’s henchmen and accomplices also denied the genocide. This is an example of perpetrator denial.

Genocide denial is a common feature accompanying claims of genocide ever since the term was invented by Rafael Lemkin in his 1944 book Axis Rule in Occupied Europe. The definition that emerged from Lemkin’s original articulation, through its manifestation via the United Nations General Assembly Resolution in 1946 and its legal codification in the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) establishes set criteria with respect to protected classes and actions that amount to genocide. Consequently, it is typical for genocide deniers to offer a strict application of this definition in order to argue that genocide has not occurred.

Motivations for genocide deniers vary widely. Perpetrators and those complicit in the genocide are almost always deniers, but beyond self-interested parties, other motivations can include preservation of the term to a limited class of atrocities, historical accuracy, historical revision, manipulation of the term to suit political ends, legal argument, substantive disagreement, political avoidance, or psychological imbalance. The latter example is most commonly associated with Holocaust deniers.

Denials of the Kurdish Genocide from the legal argument strand of denial are necessarily based in representing a defendant—in this case Saddam Hussein. In addition to Hussein and his co-defendants denying genocide before the Iraqi Special Tribunal, his lawyers were in a position to deny it as well. The denial in this case was accompanied by Hussein’s attorneys offering alternate bases for his repression of the Kurds. These included motivations of economic security, territorial integrity, and quashing an insurgency. They also argued that the gassing of Halabja was done by the Iranians, not Hussein. However, such denials by lawyers based upon legal representation are more easily discounted as efforts to simply serve the short-term legal interests of their clients as opposed to denials by revisionist historians or long-term policymakers.

An example of manipulation of the term to suit political ends unfolded dramatically in the United States in 2002 prior to the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq the following year. Two opinion leaders in the U.S. media argued about application of the term genocide to the al-Anfal Campaign as part of a wider discussion on whether to invade Iraq. Robert Wright, an opponent of invasion, denied that genocide had in fact occurred in Iraqi Kurdistan in an attempt to take that argument off the table as yet another reason to remove Hussein from power. Jeffrey Goldberg, a proponent of invasion, argued in the reverse.

In comparing the slaughter of the Anfals to that of the Holocaust, Wright contended, “though what Saddam did is almost unimaginably bad, what Hitler did was qualitatively different—and warrants a word all its own.” Goldberg responded, “I found Wright’s assertion to be astonishing, the sort of statement seldom heard in and about the mainstream of Western opinion. The only person I’ve ever interviewed who denied that Saddam Hussein’s 1987–89 campaign against the Kurds—the “Anfal” campaign in which between 100,000 and 200,000 Kurdish men, women, and children were exterminated—was in fact genocide was a representative of Iraq’s Ministry of Information.”

Ultimately, the Wright-Goldberg debate centered on the question of whether Hussein possessed the necessary intent to make what he did to the Kurds genocide. A more broadly asserted whitewash of denial for purposes of avoiding war came from former Wall Street Journal associate editor Jude Wanniski, who lumped the genocide denial in with other conspiracy theories that, taken together, charged the neo-conservatives within the George W. Bush administration with collaborating to con the president into going to war: “President Bush still has it in his head that Saddam tried to assassinate his father in 1993, but if you did the smallest bit of digging you would find this was a hoax perpetrated by the neo-cons. The President also has it in his head that Saddam committed genocide against the Kurds in 1988, killing tens of thousands of them with poison gas and/or machine guns. If you lifted a little pinky to get to the bottom of this story, you will find it is also made of neo-con whole cloth. I’m not making wild assertions, John, because I have spent countless hours on this subject and find no loopholes left. Just call Human Rights Watch and ask if they have yet found the mass graves of those tens of thousands of Kurds and they will sheepishly admit they are still looking.”

Sometimes governments will deny affixing the genocide label to an atrocity in order to avoid the obligation to do anything about it. This famously occurred in the immediate wake of the al-Anfal campaigns in the United States when Richard Murphy, head of the State Department’s Near Eastern Affairs Bureau, denied that the al-Anfal campaigns were genocide. According to Murphy’s analysis in 1988, “We see no evidence of an attempt to wipe out the Kurds as a whole. . . . We knew he [Saddam] was doing brutal things to the Kurds, but you have to use the term ‘genocide’ very carefully, and it was clear to me that Hussein had no intention of exterminating all the Kurds.” Thus, the pressure on the Ronald Reagan administration to respond to the al-Anfal Campaign as genocide was alleviated.

Finally, genocide denial may occur due to lack of information or evidence. This occurred with respect to the Kurdish genocide when Dutch professor Martin van Bruinessen asserted that, while the al-Anfal campaigns certainly amounted to ethnocide, they did not amount to genocide. However, this academic assessment was made prior to the publication of the Human Rights Watch report on the Kurdish Genocide in 1995. Upon reviewing the documentary evidence, van Bruinessen reversed himself in a coda to his initial analysis and allowed that such evidence was sufficient for a finding of genocide.

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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Halabja Gas Attack

Halabja lies roughly 10 miles inside Iraq from the Iranian border in southern Kurdistan—about 150 miles northeast of Baghdad. The town’s Kurdish residents speak the Hewrami and Sorani dialects. The population of Halabja in 1988 was 40,000, but this was enlarged by another 20,000 Kurds from surrounding villages who were fleeing the war with Iran.

On March 13, 1988, Iranian forces began shelling Iraqi military positions in and around Halabja, and by March 15th Iranian advance forces were already in the streets of the city. Local Kurds did not resist the Iranian advance and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan’s (PUK) peshmerga in fact facilitated it. Saddam Hussein’s forces counterattacked the next day. First with napalm—stripping away huge swaths of the city and citizens with massive firestorms. Then with conventional bombs and artillery. Then with gas.

Although it occurred at the beginning of the al-Anfal Campaign, the March 16, 1988, attack on Halabja was not considered part of the Anfals because, in the bureaucratic mindset of the Iraqi government, Halabja was a city. The Anfals were undertaken specifically to deal with the Kurdish rural population—wiping out the villages, eradicating the PUK and Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), and displacing the Kurds entirely from strategic locations.

Nevertheless, the gassing of Halabja is widely considered the single most horrific incident during this notorious period, accounting for approximately 5,000 of the deaths suffered by the Kurds in the al-Anfal campaigns. Another 7,000 Kurds were wounded, crippled, blinded or suffered other injuries related either to the conventional or chemical bombings of the city. Consequently, Halabja has become emblematic of the Kurdish Genocide, much as the Srebrenica Massacre is for the Bosnian Genocide or Auschwitz for the Jewish Holocaust.

The attack on Halabja was led by Gen. Ali Hassan al-Majid (known as “Chemical Ali”). Al-Majid’s methodology of extermination was deliberate. Knowing that the gasses he intended to use were heavier than air and would thus sink, he opened the March 16, 1988, attack on Halabja with a conventional artillery bombardment for several hours, setting off the air raid sirens. This drove the local Kurdish population down into tunnels, cellars, and basements. Those underground shelters then became gas chambers as al-Majid unleashed his bombardment of poison. Al-Majid employed various combinations of mustard gas, tabun, sarin, and VX.

Once the gassings were complete, an effectiveness evaluation by Iraqi authorities began. “Iraqi government troops would be surrounding the attack site and they would have chem-bio suits on . . . included would be doctors and interested observers . . . they would go in and find out how many people were dead . . . and how many survived. What ages . . . did men, women or children or the elderly suffer more? From there they would shoot the survivors and burn the bodies. . . .”

Despite the notice garnered in nongovernmental circles, the international response to the attack on Halabja from other states was silence. None could offer much beyond platitudes, as they all had backed Hussein during the Iran-Iraq War with arms and financing.

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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Hussein, Saddam 

Saddam Hussein al-Majid al-Tikriti was the president of Iraq—in reality, its dictator—from July 16, 1979, to April 9, 2003, when he was forced from office and went into hiding as a result of a United States–led invasion. He was born in al-Awja, near the city of Tikrit, on April 28, 1937. In 1955 he moved to Baghdad, where he became involved in the revolutionary nationalist pan-Arab Baath party. He commenced the study of law before dropping out in 1957.

In 1959 Hussein was involved in the attempted assassination of Prime Minister general Abdul Karim Qassem. The attempt was botched and Hussein was shot in the leg; sentenced to death in absentia, he fled to Syria, and then Egypt. Then, in 1963, a short-lived coup by army officers gave Hussein an opportunity to return to Iraq in 1964, though he was imprisoned when an anti-Baath group, led by Abdul Rahman Arif, took power. Hussein escaped in 1967 and became one of the leading members of the Baath party.

In July 1968 another coup reinstalled the Baath in power under General Ahmed Hassan al-Bakr—a Tikriti, and relative of Hussein, who now became vice-chairman of the Iraqi Revolutionary Command Council and vice president of Iraq. In 1976 he was raised to the rank of general in the Iraqi armed forces. As vice president, he worked on improving Iraq’s domestic problems, nationalizing the oil industry, and implementing an economic improvement plan that included new factories, energy for all, and free hospitals and schools. On July 16, 1979, al-Bakr, then in poor health, resigned as president, and Saddam Hussein took over. He also became chairman of the Baath Party.

As soon as he gained power he had many of his opponents put to death. Within a very short time, Hussein became so feared by the Iraqi people that no one dared mention his name in public unless they were praising him. He, on the other hand, was so paranoid about being assassinated that he reportedly had numerous look-alikes dress like him and make appearances in his stead. Always suspicious of anyone but his closest advisers, he brooked no opposition and dealt with all factions with swift and brutal retribution.


[image: Saddam Hussein was the fifth national president and Revolutionary Command Council chairperson of Iraq from July 1979 to early 2003. He was known for his ruthlessness and cunning, first as an ally of the Western nations and then as their sworn enemy. (AFP/Getty Images)]
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A particular sore spot were the Iraqi Kurds. In the so-called Al-Anfal Campaign, the name given by the Iraqi leadership to their genocidal operation against the Kurds between February and September 1988, between 50,000 and 100,000 Kurds were murdered, mostly through the use of chemical weapons. This was particularly so in the town of Halabja. A true understanding of the campaign cannot be divorced, however, from the protracted Iraq-Iran War between 1980 and 1988. Always bellicose, Hussein precipitated this conflict in an effort to capture the Shatt al-Arab waterway leading to the Persian Gulf, believing a victory would make Iraq the region’s superpower and one of the world’s major suppliers of oil. The war resulted in huge casualties for the citizens of both countries. Perhaps up to 1.7 million died altogether. Both economies, previously healthy and expanding, were left in ruins, and the bloody eight-year war ended in stalemate.

In early 1987, Hussein named his cousin, Ali Hassan al-Majid, also known as “Chemical Ali,” as secretary general of the administrative zone called the “Northern Bureau” (the location of Iraqi Kurdistan). Al-Majid promised to “solve” the “Kurdish problem,” and proceeded to slaughter those considered to be rabble rousers, occupiers of Iraqi land, and, reportedly, collaborators with Iran against Iraq. Al-Majid issued orders for the Kurds to vacate their ancestral villages and to move into camps where they could be watched over by the Iraqi government. Those who refused to move from what were now classed as “prohibited zones” were deemed traitors and targeted for annihilation. Government forces (army, military police, and reserve forces of the National Defense Battalions) went into action, and literally destroyed over 1,000 Kurdish villages. With Hussein’s approval, al-Majid then carried out the genocide, resulting in the mass murder of men, women, and children. Those Kurds who survived were frequently forced into areas bereft of water, food, housing, and medical care. Tens of thousands of Iraqi government documents have been gathered by investigators of the Anfal, and such evidence supports the fact that there was the genocidal intent, on the part of Hussein’s regime, to destroy the village population of Kurds as such.

Then, on August 2, 1990, Hussein’s army invaded Kuwait, again as part of a push to monopolize the world’s oil, as well as to aggrandize Iraqi territory. The United Nations immediately condemned the invasion of a member state, and supported the creation of a military coalition to restore Kuwaiti independence. Supported by Security Council resolutions, on January 16, 1991, a U.S.-led coalition began round-the-clock missile and aerial attacks on Iraq to force Hussein to relinquish his grip on Kuwait. Hussein took the opportunity to lash out at Israel, a neutral country not part of the coalition, and attacked Israeli cities with Scud missiles. Ground forces led by United States and British troops then pushed back and defeated Hussein’s army, in what became known as the Persian Gulf War. While Kuwait was liberated and Hussein’s military force humiliated, the war, much to the distress of his opponents, did not remove him from power.

While the war was taking place, the Madan, an ancient people living in southern Iraq to the immediate north of the city of Basra, were also about to become the victims of genocide under Hussein’s regime. Known colloquially as the Marsh Arabs, the Madan have dwelt in the region of the Tigris and Euphrates wetlands for five thousand years. Irrigation and flood protection have always been vital to their way of life, and over a very long period they developed a water-based social and economic system that was perfectly attuned to their environment. In the aftermath of the first Gulf War the Madan rose against Hussein, encouraged by his defeat and by inspirational words from U.S. president George H.W. Bush. In response, Hussein crushed the Madan mercilessly, the full weight of what was left of his military forces turned against them. Their punishment for revolt, unsupported in their resistance from any external source, was to be ruthlessly dispersed from their traditional lands, and for the marshes to be drained through a program of water rerouting via dams and newly cut channels. In an area the size of Wales, the extent of reed cover was reduced by more than 90 percent. Estimates by aid agencies are that more than half of the Madan people fled to Iran as refugees, while others were dispersed internally within Iraq. The most frequent conclusions drawn by international humanitarian organizations are that the Iraqi government of Saddam Hussein was attempting to destroy the Madan as a group through killing, the deprivation of their way of life, and the ruination of their physical environment.

Constantly suspected of harboring a desire as well as the means to develop nuclear weapons, Hussein came under intense pressure in 2002 by U.S. president George W. Bush to allow international weapons inspectors to search Iraq for hidden nuclear materials. Though no weapons of mass destruction were ever found, Hussein played enough of a cat and mouse game with the international community to cast even greater suspicion over his intentions.

Following a series of terrorist attacks on the United States by the Al Qaeda organization on September 11, 2001, the Bush administration began a campaign to convince the world that not only was Hussein still hiding weapons of mass destruction, but also harboring members of Al Qaeda on Iraqi soil. Bush was so convinced of the danger posed by Hussein and his regime that in March 2003, the United States, along with the United Kingdom, Australia, and several European and other states, invaded Iraq and overthrew Hussein. Shortly after the invasion, two of Hussein’s sons, Uday Hussein Hussein al-Tikriti and Qusay Hussein Hussein al-Tikriti, who were equally as ruthless and brutal as their father, were killed. Hussein disappeared, but on December 13, 2003, U.S. forces discovered and captured him hiding in a small underground bunker on a farm north of Baghdad, near the town of his birthplace, Tikrit.

The new U.S.-imposed Iraqi government announced in late June 2005 that Hussein would answer 12 charges of crimes against humanity, although there were more than 500 confirmed cases against him. In late 2005, 7 preliminary charges were listed: the 1990 invasion of Kuwait; the suppression of Kurdish and Shiite uprisings in 1991; the ethnic cleansing campaign against Kurds from 1987 to 1988; the gassing of Kurdish villagers in Halabja in 1988; the killing of political activists over a 30-year period; the killing of religious figures in 1974; and the killing of thousands of the Kurdish Barzani clan in 1983.

The first trial started on October 19, 2005. On November 5, 2006, Hussein was convicted and sentenced to death by hanging for crimes against humanity. He appealed the conviction and sentence, but on December 26, 2006, Iraq’s Supreme Court of Appeals rejected Hussein’s appeal and stated that the former dictator was to hang within 30 days. Saddam Hussein was duly executed on December 30, 2006. He was buried at his birthplace of al-Awja in Tikrit, Iraq, on December 31, 2006.

The balance sheet of Hussein’s rule is almost incalculable, but estimates are immense. It is possible that Hussein may have murdered at least half a million, and even up to as many as a million, of his people. He tortured, maimed, and imprisoned countless more. The war with Iran, as mentioned, may have led to up to 1.7 million dead on both sides. The number of Kurds killed in the Anfal campaign might have reached 100,000, and those of the Madan perhaps as many. His war with the UN coalition in 1991 saw the death in combat of perhaps another 85,000. Overall, Saddam Hussein deserves his place as one of the most brutal and bloody dictators of the second half of the 20th century.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Hussein, Saddam: War Crimes Trial

Saddam Hussein was deposed as president of Iraq during the U.S.-led invasion in April 2003. He was subsequently captured by Coalition forces on December 13, 2003, while in hiding near Tikrit. Hussein was incarcerated at Camp Cropper until June 30, 2004, when he was handed over to the Iraqi interim government to stand trial for the criminal conduct of his regime. Arraigned before the Iraqi Special Tribunal (IST), Hussein was charged with seven crimes involving genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity. As originally conceived, Hussein and his accomplices were to stand trial for each charged crime in separate sequential trials. This was a departure from normal international criminal tribunal procedure whereby defendants faced all charges together in a single trial. The IST was not an international tribunal, but a domestic court within the Iraqi judicial system.

The first trial in the sequence commenced on October 19, 2005, and concerned crimes against humanity with respect to the killing of 148 Shiite men in the town of Dujail in July 1982, following a failed assassination attempt against Hussein. Surviving defendants were rounded up, forced to confess to treason in court, and executed. Hussein then ordered the razing of their houses, orchards and farms. At trial, the defense argued that the assassination suspects were sentenced to death after a fair trial, which was a legitimate response against those trying to assassinate a head of state.

Three of Hussein’s lawyers were assassinated during the trial, prompting a boycott of the court by their colleagues. Hussein was a contentious and defiant figure during the trial regularly rallying disruptive behavior amongst his seven co-defendants. Hussein also went on a hunger strike. Critics of the trial argued that the court lowered the threshold for conviction from the traditional proof beyond reasonable doubt to being “satisfied” of Hussein’s guilt. There were also concerns about prosecution witnesses having been coached.

The prosecution sealed Hussein’s fate under this lower standard for conviction when it entered into evidence documents bearing his signature approving death sentences against the Dujail men. As the first trial completed the presentation of evidence and retired to consider judgment, the second trial against Hussein commenced on August 21, 2006. The second trial concerned Hussein’s orchestrated military attacks against the Kurds of northern Iraq during the al-Anfal Campaign that was designed to wipe out the Kurds. Hussein was charged with genocide.

Hussein refused to enter a plea and immediately questioned the legitimacy of the IST. As evidence began to come together concerning the approximately 100,000 Kurds killed during the al-Anfal campaign, the judgment from Hussein’s first trial was entered on November 5, 2006. Saddam and two co-defendants were found guilty in the Dujail massacre and sentenced to death by hanging. Under Iraqi law, the sentence must be appealed and carried out in a short time frame. The appellate court upheld the trial court’s sentence and ruled that Hussein must be executed within 30 days. Hussein’s execution was carried out on December 30, 2006. Not only was Hussein’s second trial not completed, all charges against him were dropped as the trial continued against his co-defendants.

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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I

Iran

The modern state of Iran was born during the Pahlavi Dynasty, which fully emerged in 1925. Iran was governed by Reza Shah Pahlavi for the next 16 years. Reza Shah’s rule witnessed a broad flowering of social, economic, and political reforms designed to modernize the nation and keep foreign meddling at bay. Many modern amenities first emerged in Iran during this period, including modern transportation, widely distributed electrical service, radio service, and movie theaters. Reza Shah’s rule was strictly secular, however, which rankled the more conservative Islamic elements in the country. Reza Shah’s government was also autocratic, stressing anti-communism, nationalism, and militarism. The regime routinely engaged in pro-government propaganda campaigns and stringently censored the press. In 1935, a revolt at the Imam Reza Shrine in Mashhad prompted by the Iranian government’s permissive rules regarding Western-style clothing and liberal social interactions precipitated as many as 50 deaths and injured several hundred others. Government troops were sent in to quash the rebellion.

Because of Reza Shah’s perceived tilt toward the Axis powers in World War II, British and Soviet troops occupied Iran in 1941 and Reza Shah was replaced by his son, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, that same year. Reza Pahlavi was solidly pro-British. The new Shah governed in much the same way as his father—political freedom was only illusory, and secularism was emphasized over Islamic law. In the immediate aftermath of World War II, there was a nationalist movement among many Kurds located in Iranian Kurdistan; that development was quickly subdued by Reza Pahlavi’s government. Hundreds of Kurds died or were wounded in the attempt to quash the separatists, which all but ended in 1946.

By the late 1940s, however, Reza Pahlavi’s power in Iran became more tenuous, and Parliament became increasingly dysfunctional; indeed, between 1947 and 1951, Iran had six different prime ministers. At the same time, new political parties emerged that were a threat to the Shah’s rule. One was the communist Thul Party, supported by the Soviets; the other was the National Front Party (NFP), a nationalist-democratic group led by Mohammed Mossadegh.

In 1951, when Mossadegh was elected prime minister, he moved to nationalize Iran’s massive oil interests, which were owned by Great Britain. This prompted a full-blown diplomatic and political crisis, which resulted in Mossadegh’s resignation in 1952. Within hours of the resignation, many Iranians took to the streets, shouting and chanting. They generally voiced their support for the ex-prime minister and denounced Reza Pahlavi. Dozens of people were killed or injured in the protests, and hundreds were arrested and held without charges. Nevertheless, the Shah soon reinstated Mossadegh, who proceeded with land reform and nationalization, which deeply troubled the West. In the summer of 1953, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) engineered a coup against Mossadegh, with the Shah’s complicity. In August, when Reza Pahlavi demanded Mossadegh’s resignation, and the prime minister refused, the Shah fled the country. This prompted huge riots throughout much of Iran, killing dozens and injuring several thousand others. Eventually, the CIA and British intelligence operatives ensured that the Iranian Army, loyal to the Shah, took control in Tehran. Mossadegh was soon arrested and tried for treason while the Shah returned to Iran.

Major unrest returned to Iran in June 1963. Disillusioned with the Shah’s pro-Western and secular focus, not to mention his tepid economic policies and political oppression, Islamic conservatives, who supported the cleric Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’s public condemnations of the Shah’s regime, began rioting after Khomeini’s arrest. Several days of violence brought a brutal government crackdown, with 30 leading Islamic clerics and several hundred other intellectuals and conservative Muslims arrested. At least 380 people were killed and wounded during the violence, many by government police. Khomeini went into exile and would return to lead a revolt that overthrew the Shah in 1979.

Life in the Reza Pahlavi’s Iran could be dangerous, particularly for those on the extreme right or left of the political spectrum. Indeed, the Shah’s dreaded secret police arrested tens of thousands of Iranians during his reign, and perhaps as many as a thousand simply disappeared. By the summer of 1978, a sizable number of Iranians had become fed up with the Shah’s reign. They quickly took to the streets, and on September 8 (Black Friday), government troops and police shot and killed as many as 3,000 people in Tehran’s Zhaleh Square. This was the beginning of the end for the Shah. The massacre boosted the conservative Islamists within Iran and shocked the rest of the world. By early winter of 1979, the Pahlavi Dynasty had toppled and conservative Islamists had taken over the Iranian government; Ayatollah Khomeini returned from exile in February to lead the Iranian revolutionary government.

The Khomeini regime was equally—if not more oppressive—than the one it had replaced. Insisting on the imposition of Islamic law over vast portions of government and everyday life, the new government arrested or executed dissidents, and frequently permitted ghastly punishments for those who did not observe the law, including lashings, beatings, amputations, and public executions. As Khomeini consolidated his power in the early 1980s, several separatist groups or opposition parties, including the communists and the Kurds, waged a low-level war with government forces. The Khomeini government brutally suppressed the Kurds by 1983, in the process causing some 10,000 casualties and burning dozens of villages to the ground. Thousands of others died during this period of political consolidation, although precise figures are impossible to determine.

Meanwhile, the Iran-Iraq War that began in September 1980 and that lasted until August 1988 also killed many Iranians. It is estimated that as many as 500,000 died in the bloody conflict, with another 500,000 or more wounded. Iraq’s use of chemical weapons killed at least 100,000 Iranians, most of them soldiers, but many civilians died as well. In July 1988, as the war was about to end, the Iranian government murdered thousands of political prisoners throughout the country. Most were leftists or members of the People’s Mujahidin Organization of Iran. The number of people killed varies from as low as 1,400 to as high as 30,000.

More recently, in the aftermath of the 2009 elections, which some have claimed were rigged in favor of the incumbent, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, mass protests resulted in another brutal government crackdown. Anywhere from 36 to 72 protesters died in the violence, and another 4,000 were arrested. The Iranian government continues to oppress its own people and routinely resorts to strict censorship and propaganda to hide its actions from its own citizens and the international community.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Iranian-Kurdish Relations 

The relationship between Iran and the Kurds has historically been one defined by opportunity and proximity. Moreover, there is not a single, unified relationship. Relations between Iran and the Iranian Kurds, Turkish Kurds, Iraqi Kurds, and Syrian Kurds have always varied depending heavily on which states were at peace or war and which leaders held power. Also, relations between Iran and political factions within the various Kurdish areas have also shifted over time. Additionally, the relationship in question may alter depending upon whether the focus is economics, politics, security, culture, or religion.

Iran under the Shah typically offered shelter or sacrifice for the Kurds of neighboring states depending upon what he wanted to accomplish or which events he wished to influence at a given time. This core dynamic, Iranian-Kurdish relations, defined mostly by Tehran’s short-term strategic and tactical self-interest, remained unchanged once the Shah was driven from power and the revolutionary government of Ayatollah Khomeini consolidated its theocratic Shiite government. That dynamic continues to define these relationships.

The relationship between the Iranian government and the Kurdish population of Iran can be categorized as contentious. The Kurds of Iran number about 7 million and are dispersed in two non-contiguous areas of extreme northwestern Iran along the border with Iraq and Turkey and in northeastern Iran on the other side of the Caspian Sea along the border with Turkmenistan. A large component of the Iranian Kurdish population are Shia as opposed to the predominantly Sunni Kurds of Iraq, Turkey, and Syria. This shared religious affiliation with the predominantly Shia Persian population of Iran has been used as a leveraging device by the current Iranian regime to secure some degree of loyalty among Kurds.

But the ethnic Kurdish-Iranian divide remains a wider chasm to bridge. Kurdish separatist elements successfully broke away from Iran for brief periods at the end of World War I; however, the Kurds were forced back under the authority of Tehran by Reza Shah, the first Pahlavi monarch, by the mid-1920s. After World War II, Iran was again destabilized and the Kurds attempted to break away—establishing the Republic of Mahabad, which existed for less than a year before forceful reintegration once Soviet troops departed.

Iran’s Kurds again sought secession in the wake of the 1979 revolution that deposed the Shah, but Ayatollah Khomeini’s Revolutionary Guard brought them into submission, burning entire villages, and executing thousands of Kurds in the process. Iran’s Kurdish population today remains restive but subdued. As in Turkey, the Iranian government continues to discriminate against the linguistically and culturally distinct Kurds. To the extent that Kurdish activists and authors advocate separation or call for increased international human rights, they have been suppressed, jailed, or killed by supporters of the regime.

The Kurdish political opposition parties inside Iran are the Organization of the Toilers of Kurdistan (Komala) and the Democratic Party of Iranian Kurdistan (PDKI). Both have strong nationalist wings and both have engaged in sufficient military confrontations with the central government to have achieved lasting local credibility. PDKI was founded in 1945 and Komala was founded in 1978. PDKI has a socialist agenda and has recently advocated for autonomy within a federal Iran instead of separation.

A new militant separatist group within Iran is the Party of Free Life of Kurdistan (PJAK). It is affiliated with the terrorist Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) network of Turkish Kurdistan and advocates complete independence for the Kurds and the establishment of a greater Kurdistan. Operating out of mountainous bases in Iraqi Kurdistan, PJAK undertakes bombings and attacks on Iranian military and government installations on a regular basis. Regarded as a terrorist group by Tehran, PJAK’s members number around 3,000.

Iran’s relationship with the Kurds of neighboring states has been more indirect. Iraqi Kurdistan’s two main political parties, the Kurdish Democratic Party (KDP), associated with PDKI, and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), have both been the subjects of Iranian support. After Saddam Hussein came to power in Baghdad and war broke out in 1974–1975 between the Kurds and Iraqi forces, the leadership of the KDP fled to Iran and the leadership of the PUK fled to Syria. From these outposts, both parties continued to direct attacks against Iraq by their peshmerga forces.

During the Iran-Iraq War of 1980, both parties united in Tehran and worked to support Iran during the war. The Iranian government supplied Iraqi Kurd peshmerga with weapons and passage back into Iraq to carry on the fight from within the country. Hussein used this as a pretext to carry out the al-Anfal Campaign, which resulted in the catastrophic Kurdish Genocide of 1988 in northern Iraq. Since the creation of the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG), both the KDP and PUK control the border crossings with Turkey and Iran. The PUK is geographically situated to control the Iranian border crossing. As such, the economic relationship between the PUK and Iran has been a fruitful one for both. Iran’s relations with the Kurds of Turkey and Syria are more remote.
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Iran-Iraq War

A protracted military conflict that began in September 1980 when Iraq invaded western Iran along their common border and ended in August 1988 after both sides accepted a cease-fire supported by the United Nations (UN). The Iran-Iraq War can be seen as another phase of the ancient Persian-Arab rivalry that was fueled by 20th-century border disputes and political competition, complicated by the Islamic Revolution in Iran.

The border between Iraq and Iran had been contested diplomatically and sometimes militarily for several centuries. The dispute centered chiefly around control over the Shatt al-Arab, a waterway that provided Iraq’s only outlet to the Persian Gulf. In 1937 the two sides came to an agreement establishing a boundary that gave Iraq control of the Shatt al-Arab. Despite the border agreement, relations between Iraq and Iran remained problematic, and a bitter rivalry continued between the two neighboring countries.

There were several contributing factors to this rivalry. First, the border cut across political loyalties. In the north, a large Kurdish population (who are neither Arab nor Persian) straddled both sides of the border. On the southern part of the border, an Arab minority inhabited the oil-rich Iranian province of Khuzestan among a Persian majority. Second, Iraq and Iran were both politically unstable. When either Iraq or Iran experienced a revolution or coup, the other country would exploit the troubled country’s political weakness to gain a diplomatic advantage.

In 1975 after a Kurdish rebellion, a militarily weaker Iraq had agreed to a treaty that placed the boundary between Iraq and Iran on a line running down the middle of the Shatt al-Arab in exchange for an Iranian agreement to stop supporting Kurdish rebels in Iraq. However, after the fall of Mohammad Reza Shah Pahlavi to Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’s Islamic fundamentalist regime in 1979, the shah’s army was disbanded, and Iran lost its military supplier and close ally in the United States. Iraq’s Saddam Hussein saw the unstable situation in Iran as an opportunity to reclaim both banks of the Shatt al-Arab as well as Khuzestan and punish Iran for its support of Kurdish and Shia opposition in Iraq.
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On September 22, 1980, Hussein, using an accusation against Iran of backing an assassination aimed at Foreign Minister Tariq Aziz as a pretext, launched a full-scale surprise attack on Iran that initiated eight years of warfare. Attacking across a 300-mile front, Iraqi troops were initially successful against the disorganized Iranian defenders, advancing into southwestern Iran, securing the far side of the Shatt al-Arab, and capturing the port city of Khorramshahr and Ahvaz in Khuzestan Province. However, the Iranians reacted decisively and established a very effective blockade with their navy. Additionally, the Iranian Air Force conducted retaliatory raids that checked the Iraqi advance on the ground. In January 1981 the Iranians launched a counteroffensive, but the Iraqi forces defeated the attackers, and the war devolved into a protracted stalemate with neither side willing to back down.

Later in 1981, Iraq expressed some willingness to enter into negotiations, but Iranian leader Khomeini declared that Iran would never negotiate with the Iraqi government and would not cease fighting until Hussein’s regime was toppled. Iran mobilized irregular forces, including the ill-trained but fanatical fighters of the Revolutionary Guard. Iran now began a series of offensives, which regained Khorramshahr, pushed most of the Iraqi forces out of Iran, and brought the fighting into Iraqi territory. Throughout the summer and fall of 1982, the Iranian attack along the border focused on splitting the south of Iraq, where the majority of the Shiites lived, from the north and capturing the southern city of Basra. The pattern for the fighting of 1982 was that the Revolutionary Guard, supported by the Iranian Army, usually outnumbered the Iraqi defenders, who inflicted heavy casualties on the attackers before falling back.

The Iranian leaders were willing to suffer enormous casualties in sending unsophisticated human wave attacks against Iraq’s better-equipped forces. In February 1984, Khomeini’s troops captured oil-rich Majnun Island, strategically situated on the southern front, some 40 miles north of Basra. The Iraqis became more desperate and ultimately resorted to the use of chemical weapons, a tactic reviled by the international community.

In February 1986, the Iranians managed to breach the Iraqi lines and captured the Faw Peninsula at the southeastern tip of Iraq. In response, Hussein widened the war to civilian targets, launching missiles against Iranian cities, bombing Iranian oil installations, and attacking Iranian shipping in the Persian Gulf. This drew severe reprisals from Iran against Iraqi oil production and shipping, including attacks against ships from countries that had allied themselves with Iraq, such as Kuwait. The attacks on Kuwaiti oil tankers in 1987 led the United States and several West European nations to send naval forces to station warships in the Persian Gulf to ensure oil flow to the rest of the world.

Later, in 1987, the Iranians prepared for what they hoped would be the last round of offensives to end the war and topple the Iraqi government. Tensions mounted as the situation grew critical. In July, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 598 calling for both sides to stop fighting, withdraw to prewar borders, and submit to an international body to determine responsibility for the war. Iraq was ready to negotiate, but Iran, sensing that victory was near, continued its attacks but failed to achieve the victory for which it had hoped.

In 1988 a resurgent Iraq drove the Iranians from the Faw Peninsula and several other border areas. As the pendulum swung in Iraq’s favor on the battlefield and Iran’s economy faltered, Iranian leaders worked to persuade Khomeini to accept UN Resolution 598. Khomeini endorsed the cease-fire in July, and on August 20, 1988, both sides ceased fighting in accordance with the terms of the resolution.

The Iran-Iraq War lasted eight years and resulted in catastrophic destruction in both countries. There are no reliable casualty figures, although estimates hold that the Iraqis suffered an estimated 200,000 casualties. Another 70,000 were taken prisoner by the Iranians. The war probably claimed at least 200,000 Iranian lives and wounded more than 500,000. Estimates suggest that there were more than a million war and war-related casualties on both sides. Some estimates put this figure at close to 2 million. This includes some 100,000 Kurds who were killed by Iraqi forces during the final months of fighting.

The war was also extremely destructive to each country’s economy. Estimates vary, but the war’s cost, including military supplies and civilian damage, probably exceeds $500 billion for each side. Both Iran and Iraq sacrificed their oil wealth to the war for nearly a decade, and Iraq was forced to borrow heavily, especially from its allies on the Arabian Peninsula.

Negotiations between Iraq and Iran remained deadlocked for two years after the cease-fire went into effect, but in 1990, concerned with securing its forcible annexation of Kuwait, Iraq restored diplomatic relations with Iran and agreed to Iranian terms for the settlement of the war. This included the withdrawal of Iraqi troops from occupied Iranian territory, division of sovereignty over the Shatt al-Arab waterway, and a prisoner-of-war exchange.

In the end, virtually none of the issues that started the war were resolved, and the conflict brought no tremendous political change in either country. Hussein, despite having led his nation into a disastrous war, emerged from the war stronger than ever and claimed that Iran’s failure to unseat him represented a great Iraqi victory. In Iran, the years of fighting served to consolidate support for the Islamic Revolution.

The Iran-Iraq War contributed to the outbreak of the Persian Gulf War in 1991 because it left Iraq with a strong army and staggering debts to Arab nations, including Kuwait. Indeed, Iraq cited Kuwait’s refusal to forgive Iraq’s war debt as one reason for invading its oil-rich neighbor.

JAMES H. WILLBANKS
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Iraq

From 1990 until the U.S.-led coalition invasion of Iraq on March 20, 2003, which overthrew the government of President Saddam Hussein, Iraq was in perpetual crisis, and many of its citizens suffered from severe economic and military hardships. To make matters worse, Iraqi government policies during that period only exacerbated the chaos that defined the nation between 1990 and 2003. After Hussein was overthrown, Iraq was convulsed by violence due to sectarian strife and a potent Iraqi insurgency, and occupation forces have had mixed success in dealing with the unrest. Reconstruction has proceeded slowly, and, with no long-standing tradition of a freely elected democratic government, the new Iraqi government has proven to be not very adept at managing the nation’s affairs. During much of the time period, Iraq was ruled by Saddam Hussein, who was its president from July 16, 1979, until April 9, 2003. On April 9, 2003, coalition forces captured Baghdad and established the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) to govern Iraq, which was later formed into the Iraqi Interim Government. The permanent government was elected in 2005. Large numbers of coalition forces—most of them American—remained in the country as part of an effort to quell the violence and help the government gain control of the country.

Following the conclusion of the eight-year Iran-Iraq War in 1988, Iraq faced economic disaster. The nation’s foreign debt was estimated to be between $100 billion and $120 billion, with recovery costs estimated at more than $450 billion. Iraq’s estimated 100-billion-barrel oil reserve, however, continued to be a viable asset. Nevertheless, Iraq’s economy was incapable of absorbing most of the nearly 500,000 soldiers who were still in active service in the Iraqi military. Hussein had hoped that neighboring Saudi Arabia or Kuwait would write off Iraq’s war debts or even offer funds for reconstruction. When this did not occur, he became angry and accused Kuwait of deliberately keeping oil prices low by overproducing in an effort to further injure the Iraqi economy. He also accused the Kuwaitis of illegally slant-drilling oil from the Rumaila Oil Field, located in southeastern Iraq.

On August 2, 1990, Iraqi troops invaded Kuwait and quickly occupied it. Immediately following the invasion, Kuwaiti officials and much of the international community condemned the action and demanded the withdrawal of Iraqi troops. The United Nations (UN) also denounced the act and immediately passed UN Resolution 661, which imposed wide-ranging sanctions on Iraq. These sanctions provided for a trade embargo that excluded only medical supplies, food, and other essential items. The embargo further depressed the Iraq economy. The UN also authorized a naval blockade of Iraq. The United States, meanwhile, was deeply concerned about the occupation of Kuwait, a potential Iraqi incursion into Saudi Arabia, and a potential disruption to world oil supplies; what is more, it worried over Iraqi programs that had called for the production of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). U.S. officials feared that these developments would upset the balance of power in the region and might imperil Israel.

The United States and Great Britain soon spearheaded a military coalition of 34 countries, including many Arab nations, to face down the Iraqi aggression. When diplomatic negotiations yielded no progress, coalition forces began a massive aerial campaign against Iraq on January 17, 1991. Nearly a month of aerial attacks against Iraq destroyed much of the entire infrastructure of Iraq and killed an estimated 12,000 to 15,000 Iraqi soldiers and civilians. The aerial bombardment was followed by a quick ground assault in February 1991 in which coalition forces advanced into Kuwait and southern Iraq. Kuwait was liberated and Iraq resoundingly defeated in just 100 hours of ground combat. Some 60,000 Iraqi troops surrendered without a fight. On February 27, 1991, U.S. president George H. W. Bush ordered coalition forces to stand down. Estimates of Iraqi deaths during Operation DESERT STORM, including civilian casualties, range anywhere from 20,000 to 281,000 people. Meanwhile, Iraq’s military had been badly mauled, the economy was in tatters, and the nation’s infrastructure was badly damaged.

Despite the destruction caused by the Persian Gulf War, Hussein’s government survived. Bush called for the Iraqi people to force Hussein to step aside, and uprisings occurred among various groups, including Iraqi Army troops returning from their defeat. These began in March 1991 and soon engulfed much of the country. Shiite Muslims in southern Iraq and Kurds in northern Iraq, two religious sects that had been violently persecuted throughout Hussein’s presidency, also rebelled against the Iraqi government. The Kurds, under the leadership of the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), were far more organized and were able to rapidly advance, such that within 10 days they controlled every city in northern Iraq except Kirkuk. Notably, after besieging and capturing the regional headquarters of the Iraqi Intelligence Service the Kurds seized large quantities of documents concerning the 1988 Al-Anfal Campaign, in which the Hussein government systematically killed tens of thousands of Kurds and other minorities. The refusal of the coalition governments to support the insurgents, however, allowed the government to suppress the rebellions with brutal force. Unfortunately for the opponents of Hussein, the Iraqi government was allowed under the terms of the agreements ending the war to employ helicopters, which it used with devastating effectiveness against the insurgents. Many Kurds fled north to Turkey to avoid the violent suppression that followed, and Shiite Muslims and Kurds continued to face persecution throughout the rest of Hussein’s presidency.

The brutal campaigns against the Shiites and Kurds—especially those against the Kurds in the north—received wide-ranging media coverage and garnered much sympathy for the Kurdish population. The security forces, in crushing the rebellions, often killed people who may or may not have been involved in the rebellion, acting on the belief that under collective responsibility all Kurds were at fault. Partly because of such coverage, a “no-fly zone,” an area over which the Iraqi Air Force had to relinquish its control, was established in northern Iraq, followed by a similar zone in southern Iraq.

Following the successful suppression of the uprisings, the Iraqi government set out to strengthen its hold on power. Hussein favored his most loyal supporters, Arab Sunnis from the area of his hometown of Tikrit. With the economy in shambles, many Iraqi people had begun seeking old institutions, such as Arab tribes, for support. At the same time, Hussein shrewdly sought backing from tribal leaders within Iraq. The government thus established an Assembly of Tribes, and Hussein made a public apology for past land reforms that had hurt tribal leaders. Tribalism and favoritism soon led to violence and ruthless competition among the various groups, however. In 1994, in order to quell such unrest, the government responded by implementing harsh new laws designed to limit the power of tribal groups. However, because of selective enforcement of such laws, there was little reduction in violence.

At the same time, UN sanctions devastated the Iraqi economy. Also, government policies supported large military and internal security forces at the expense of other sectors. The sanctions had declared that 30 percent of Iraqi oil exports had to be set aside for war reparations, but the Iraqi economy had grown to depend on its oil exports at the expense of other industries, especially agriculture. Thus, when money from the oil trade was diminished, many Iraqis suffered from malnourishment and grinding poverty. The effects of the sanctions, combined with the large debts incurred during the war with Iran, brought on hyperinflation, which nearly wiped out the Iraqi middle class. The value of the Iraqi currency, the dinar, plummeted, and food prices rose rapidly after the war. Cancer rates also increased, reportedly a result of the 300 to 800 tons of depleted uranium used in Iraq during the war.

Medical supplies were scarce in Iraq as a result of the sanctions, and the government hoarded them. Mortality rates in children under the age of five increased steeply. The Iraqi government implemented food rationing, but that did little to improve the situation. Illiteracy rates in Iraq also rose because many roads and schools had been damaged or destroyed. To add to the problem, the government withdrew much of its support for teachers and other salaried professionals. Power shortages caused widespread problems in homes and industries throughout Iraq, and many modern manufacturing facilities were forced to shut down.

In 1991, the Iraqi government had rejected UN proposals to trade its oil for food and other humanitarian supplies. On May 20, 1996, however, a Memorandum of Understanding was signed between the United Nations and the Iraqi government. The memorandum stated that the Iraqi government could sell oil to purchase food and other humanitarian supplies. The first shipments of food arrived in Iraq in March 1997. Unfortunately, the program suffered from rampant corruption, and did little to improve the lot of average Iraqis, who continued to suffer from extreme poverty. By the late 1990s, the People’s Republic of China and Russia were calling for a significant easing of UN sanctions. Such calls went unheeded, however, as the United States and other Western powers refused to grant any leniency to the Iraqi regime. By 2000, as many as 16 million Iraqis depended on some form of government assistance for survival.

Following the Persian Gulf War, the United States and its allies continued to limit Hussein’s power through numerous punitive military operations. These operations, mostly air and missile strikes, damaged infrastructure and put even more of a strain on the Iraqi economy. On October 8, 1994, Operation VIGILANT WARRIOR began as a response to the deployment of Iraqi troops toward the Kuwaiti border. After some 170 aircraft and 6,500 military personnel were deployed to southern Iraq, Hussein recalled his troops and the crisis passed. On September 3, 1996, Operation DESERT STRIKE was launched in response to the movement of 40,000 Iraqi troops into northern Iraq, which threatened the Kurdish population. More than two years later, on December 16, 1998, the United States and Great Britain began Operation DESERT FOX, a four-day bombing campaign against select Iraqi targets. It was in response to the Iraqi government’s refusal to comply with UN Security Council (UNSC) resolutions that called for the dismantling of certain weapons and the government’s interference with UN weapons inspectors, whose goal was to ensure that the Iraqi government was complying with UN resolutions. The stated goal of DESERT FOX was to destroy any hidden weapons of mass destruction and the Iraqi government’s ability to produce and deploy them. The bombing targeted research and development installations.

On February 16, 2001, the United States and Great Britain launched a bombing campaign to damage Iraq’s air defense network. Throughout the interwar period, bombing efforts meant to force Iraq’s compliance with UN mandates caused much destruction while doing little to weaken Hussein’s hold on power.

In response to such attacks, the Iraqi government, which had essentially been controlled by the decidedly secular Baath Party, began using Islam as a way to rally its citizens. The struggle against the United States was depicted as a jihad, or holy war, against the Western world. In 1994, the government encouraged the building of mosques as part of a new “faith campaign.” Large murals portraying Hussein in prayer were exhibited, and government money was set aside to construct the largest mosque in the world. Hussein and his government also encouraged loyalty to the regime, and Hussein was depicted as a hero in his conflict against the United States.

In northern Iraq, the Kurds were now separated from the rest of the country, and self-rule was largely implemented. Kurdish political parties allowed cable television from outside Iraq to be broadcast into their region. The UN and international aid groups with access to the north were able to distribute aid to the region. On the eve of the March 2003 invasion of Iraq, the Kurdish economy was performing much better than the rest of the country. Many Kurdish villages had been resettled, medical facilities were restored, and the infant mortality rate had improved dramatically.

Following the terror attacks on the United States of September 11, 2001, the George W. Bush administration took a more assertive stance with Iraq. Bush and his closest advisers believed that Iraq posed a threat to the United States and its allies, including Israel. Many of Bush’s advisers mistakenly believed that Iraq possessed weapons of mass destruction and suggested an attack against Iraq, which would at once remove Hussein from power, secure the alleged WMDs, and serve as a warning to other rogue states. Beyond that, they hoped that a democratic Iraq might be a force for change in the entire region.

Bush hoped to secure approval from the UN before proceeding with an attack. On September 12, 2002, Bush addressed the UN Security Council and attempted to make his case for an invasion of Iraq. Much of the international community was critical of such a move, however. Other world leaders did not believe that Iraq posed a threat or had links to such terrorist organizations as Al Qaeda, which the Bush administration alleged. On November 8, 2002, the UN Security Council passed Resolution 1441, which offered Iraq a final chance to comply with its disarmament agreements. The resolution required that the Iraqi government destroy all chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons as well as the means to deliver them, and to provide complete documentation of such.

On February 5, 2003, U.S. secretary of state Colin Powell addressed the UN General Assembly and presented evidence, some of which was later proven to be false, that Iraqi officials were impeding the work of the weapons inspectors, continuing to develop weapons of mass destruction, and directly supporting Al Qaeda, which had carried out the 9/11 attacks. Following the presentation, the United States and Great Britain, among others, proposed a UN resolution calling for the use of force against Iraq. Other countries, such as Canada, France, Germany, and Russia, urged continued diplomacy. Although the American effort failed, the United States decided to pursue an invasion without UN authorization.

On March 20, 2003, a U.S.-led coalition invaded Iraq with the objectives of disarming Iraq, ending Hussein’s reign as president, and freeing the Iraqi people. Coalition forces were able to advance quickly through Iraq. On April 9, they captured Baghdad and officially toppled the Iraqi government, forcing Hussein to go into hiding.

On May 1, 2003, Bush declared that major combat operations in Iraq were over and that the postinvasion reconstruction phase had begun. However, the postinvasion period would prove very difficult for coalition forces. With the absence of government authority and social order, the country soon experienced widespread civil disorder, with many people looting palaces, museums, and even armories that the Iraqi government had once controlled. To complicate things, the coalition did not have enough troops on the ground to prevent such disorder and keep an insurgency at bay.

In an attempt to bring order in Iraq, the United States established the Coalition Provisional Authority to govern Iraq, and put it in place on April 20, 2003. While many of Hussein’s palaces were looted, their physical structures remained intact. It was from these palaces that the CPA governed Iraq. On May 11, 2003, President Bush selected diplomat Lewis Paul Bremer III to head the CPA. On June 3, 2003, as part of the first act of the CPA, Bremer ordered the de-Baathification of Iraq. Senior officials within the Baath Party were removed from their positions and banned from future employment in the public sector. In all, about 30,000 party members became instantly unemployed. The next day, Bremer dissolved Iraq’s 500,000-member army. This order left Iraq without a military or police force to stop the widespread looting. It also ensured a huge number of disgruntled, unemployed dissidents who viewed the CPA with great enmity. Violence against the occupation armies steadily increased. Notwithstanding the apparent early successes of the coalition forces, individuals opposed to the coalition presence in Iraq engaged in acts of violence, such as the use of ambush tactics, improvised explosive devices, and suicide bombings against coalition forces. Despite a quick military victory, coalition forces faced a long battle with Iraqi insurgents in their attempt to bring peace to Iraq.

Sectarian strife was also increasing, and by mid-2004, some analysts claimed that Iraq was perched on the edge of a full-blown civil war. The Arab Sunni leadership capitalized on Sunni fear of Shiite dominance of a new government. Sunni extremists routinely employed bombing and suicide-bombing attacks against Shiite civilians. Also, Shiite members of the new Iraqi Army used extralegal means to execute Sunni civilians. Shiites organized death squads, which killed many Iraqi civilians.

In the face of such violence, on June 28, 2004, governing authority was transferred to the Iraqi Interim Government, which was led by Prime Minister Iyad Allawi. The generally pro-Western Allawi launched a campaign to weaken the rebel forces of Muqtada al-Sadr, who had spoken out against the CPA. On September 1, 2004, Allawi pulled out of peace negotiations with Sadr. Eventually, however, Sadr agreed to a cease-fire and took part in the legislative elections, which were held on January 30, 2005.

As part of the January 2005 elections, the Iraqi people chose representatives for the 275-member Iraqi National Assembly. With 58.4 percent voter turnout, a total of 8.4 million people cast their ballots. At least every third candidate on the candidate lists was female. There were nine separate attacks in Iraq on election day that killed 44 people, although these numbers were less than most experts had expected.

Two parties supported largely by Shiite Muslims won a majority of the seats, and 85 of the 275 members were women. Many Sunni Arabs, who had largely supported Hussein and held power in the previous government, boycotted the elections, leading some observers to challenge the legitimacy of the elections. The assembly was immediately charged with writing a constitution for Iraq and approved an Iraqi Transitional Government on April 28, 2005. The transitional government gained authority on May 3, 2005. The Iraqi Constitution was approved on October 15, 2005, and described Iraq as a democratic, federal, representative republic.

On December 15, 2005, a second general election was held to elect a permanent Iraqi Council of Representatives. Following approval from the members of the National Assembly, a permanent government of Iraq was formed on May 16, 2006. Turnout for this election was high, at 79.4 percent, and the level of violence was lower than during the previous election. The United Iraqi Alliance, a coalition of Arab Shiite parties, won the most votes with 41.2 percent. Ibrahim al-Jafari was nominated for the post of prime minister, but he was passed over after growing criticism by Nuri al-Maliki, a member of the Islamic Dawa Party, a conservative Shiite group. As prime minister, Maliki successfully negotiated a peace treaty with Sadr’s rebel forces in August 2007.

Meanwhile, on December 13, 2003, U.S. forces captured Saddam Hussein in Dawr, a small town north of Baghdad and near Tikrit, his birthplace. An Iraqi Special Tribunal charged Hussein with crimes committed against the inhabitants of the town of Dujail in 1982. Dujail had been the site of an unsuccessful assassination attempt against Hussein. The former Iraqi president was charged with the murder of 148 people, with having ordered the torture of women and children, and with illegally arresting 399 others. On November 5, 2006, he was found guilty and sentenced to death by hanging. On December 30, Hussein was executed by Iraqi authorities.

In January 2007, President Bush presented his plan for “A New Way Forward” in Iraq. This was a new U.S. military strategy whose stated goal was to reduce the sectarian violence in Iraq and help the Iraqi people provide security and stability for themselves.

Five additional U.S. Army brigades were deployed to Iraq between January and May 2007, totaling about 40,000 troops. Operations to secure Baghdad began immediately. The U.S. troop surge, as many commentators called the plan, continued into 2009.

The interpretations of the results of the surge were mixed. Many U.S. media outlets, including CNN, reported that violence had dropped anywhere from 40 to 80 percent in Iraq following the surge. ABC ran many reports on its nightly news show that highlighted the progress in Iraq. New York Times writer David Brooks argued that even President Bush’s harshest critics would have to concede that he finally got one right. Barack Obama, who was elected president of the United States in November 2008 and was once a harsh critic of the surge, later asserted that the new military strategy had led to an improved security situation in Iraq, although he was quick to point out that the war should not have been launched in the first place.

Critics have argued that while violence may have fallen in Iraq following the surge, such evidence did not indicate that the surge was truly successful. A 2008 study of satellite imagery suggested that Shiite ethnic cleansing of Sunni neighborhoods had been largely responsible for the decrease in violence in Sunni areas. Some independent journalists argued that violence was down because the Shiites had won the battles of Baghdad in 2006–2007 and had controlled nearly three-fourths of the capital city. Others praised Maliki’s government, not the U.S. government, for its efforts to stop the violence. Still others attributed it to deals struck by the occupying troops with the Sunnis to turn against Al Qaeda and other extremists.

Public opinion in Iraq seemed to suggest that Iraqis did not believe that the surge had led to any reduction in violence. A multi–news agency poll conducted in March 2008 showed that only 4 percent of Iraqis gave the U.S. surge any credit for any reduction in violence following the surge. Instead, many Iraqi people gave Iraqi institutions credit for the lowering of violence. Despite the reduction in violence, 50 percent of Iraqis still view security as the nation’s main concern. In 2007 the Iraqi population was 29.267 million.

On December 4, 2008, the U.S. and Iraqi governments concluded the Status of Forces Agreement, which stipulated that U.S. troops would depart from all Iraqi cities by June 30, 2009, and would leave Iraq entirely by December 31, 2011. U.S. forces were no longer allowed to hold Iraqi citizens without charges for more than 24 hours. Also, immunity from prosecution in Iraqi courts was taken away from U.S. contractors. Maliki, however, was faced by detractors who called for the immediate removal of foreign troops from Iraq. They believed the agreement only prolonged an illegal occupation. Iraq’s grand ayatollah, Sayyid Ali Husayn al-Sistani, led many of these protests and contended that Maliki was ceding too much control to the Americans. Such dissent forced the government to promise to hold a referendum on the agreement no later than June 20, 2009. If Iraqi citizens voted down the agreement, the Iraqi government would inform the U.S. that its troops would have to leave by June 2010, and the U.S. would be forced to accept the referendum. The referendum was not held by the June 2009 deadline and was put off until sometime in 2010. The referendum was again put off, never to be held. U.S. troops, however, were completely off of Iraqi soil by December 18, 2011, in accordance with the 2008 Status of Forces Agreement. Exact details of the final departure were kept secret, for fear of attacks on the convoys.

Despite the effect of two wars and a continued insurgency against coalition forces in the country, the Iraqi economy has improved largely due to an influx of money pouring in from abroad. Wages rose over 100 percent between 2003 and 2008, and taxes were cut by 15–45 percent, allowing many Iraqi citizens to increase their spending power. However, despite such successes, Iraq faced many economic problems as well. Unemployment remained high; the Iraq government estimated that unemployment was between 60 and 70 percent in 2008. At the same time, the Iraqi foreign debt rose as high as $125 billion. Internal fragmentation and acts of sectarian violence continued to pose a large problem in Iraq, and U.S. and Iraqi forces have been unable to completely stop the violence.
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Iraq Special Tribunal (Supreme Iraqi Criminal Tribunal) 

The Iraq Special Tribunal (IST) is a special court first established by the Coalitional Provisional Authority in Iraq in December 2003 to try members of the Iraqi government on charges relating to governmental financial malfeasance, war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. In 2005, the tribunal was renamed the Supreme Iraqi Criminal Tribunal (SICT) under the Iraqi Interim Government. After that, the court was continued under the Iraqi Transitional Government and the sovereign government of Iraq beginning in 2006. The SICT works independently of the regular Iraqi court system and focuses only on crimes committed by Iraqi government officials from July 17, 1968, when the Baath Party took power in Iraq, until May 1, 2003, at which point President Saddam Hussein had been overthrown and U.S.-led forces declared an end to the Iraq War.

The court has three principal functions—to investigate, prosecute, and adjudicate war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide-related crimes. Each of these three functions operate independently and are overseen by lawyers and judges. The tribunal utilizes the traditional Iraqi-style inquisitional system and employs five main judges (juries are not used) who order investigations, enable prosecutions, pronounce judgments, and hand out sentences. All defendants brought before the court are assumed innocent until proven otherwise and are given the right to appoint their own defense counsel, to call their own witnesses, and to remain silent if they desire.

Since its inception, the tribunal has indicted and prosecuted a number of Iraqi government officials for a wide variety of crimes as specified by the court’s mandate. The most sensational cases involved Hussein, Tariw Aziz, prime minister under Hussein, and Ali Hassan al-Majib, who was Hussein’s cousin and a vice president under him. Hussein was found guilty on November 5, 2006, of crimes against humanity in conjunction with an attack on unarmed Shiites in Dujail in 1982, which resulted in 148 deaths. He was indicted for a host other crimes, including genocide, but this was the first charge for which he was convicted. He was given a death sentence and executed on December 30, 2006. Al-Majid (known as “Chemical Ali”) was convicted on June 24, 2007, of having orchestrated a genocidal campaign against the Kurds in northern Iraq in the 1980s (the Al-Anfal Campaign), which included the use of chemical weapons. He was executed on January 25, 2010. Aziz was found guilty of various crimes and given a death sentence by the SICT on October 26, 2010, but procedural irregularities and concerns within Iraq and the international community that the trial was not unbiased have prevented that sentence from being carried out. Aziz has appealed his conviction, and his legal status remains in limbo, although he continues to remain in prison.

The Iraqi tribunal has not been without its detractors. Some critics argued that Hussein was executed too quickly and because of that was not tried on more serious charges, including genocide. Some Iraqi detractors have complained that the court has been politically influenced, resulting in questionable verdicts in some cases. Aziz’s case has sparked much international consternation. Amnesty International, the European Union, various nations including Russia, and even the Catholic Church have called into question Aziz’s death sentence.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Iraqi Kurdistan Front 

The Iraqi-Kurdistan Front (IKF) was a grouping of disparate Kurdish political movements that formed during the al-Anfal campaigns of 1988. The al-Anfal campaigns were a series of coordinated military strikes and population transfer and arrest measures undertaken by the Sunni Arab dominated regime of Saddam Hussein in an effort to eradicate the Kurdish population of northern Iraq. The united political resistance embodied by the IKF, which also collectivized a more united Kurdish military resistance, was a key force during the 1991 Kurdish uprising against Hussein’s government. The IKF became the de facto governing body of Kurdish Iraq in the wake of Baghdad’s repression of the Kurdish uprising and the establishment of the no-fly zone over northern Iraq by the United States, Britain, and France.

IKF’s membership was diverse and encompassed all of the key Kurdish political groups together with several minor parties. The organizations which belonged to the IKF during this period included the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), the Kurdistan Popular Democratic Party (KPDP), the Kurdistan Socialist Party-Iraq (KDP-I), the Kurdistan Socialist Party (PASOK). After the May 1992 general elections, three more political parties joined the IFK: The Assyrian Democratic Movement (ADM), the Iraqi Communist Party–Kurdistan Region (ICP), and the Kurdistan Toilers’ Party (KTP).

The 1992 general elections were a pivotal transition in Kurdish self-rule. Prior to the elections, the IKF carried out all daily government functions in the region via a system of local committees that were directly answerable to the central Political Leadership Acting Body of the IKF. This system was replaced with a 105-seat Kurdistan National Assembly (KNA) and a Council of Ministers. Though dominated by the KDP and PUK parties, power-sharing arrangements guaranteed political participation by other members of the IKF. Its main tasks completed, the IKF ceased to exist soon thereafter.

The IKF was a successful case-study in Kurdish political cooperation in the face of a common enemy. However, the IKF period was the exception to the more general rule of political discord in Iraqi Kurdistan. Before the al-Anfal campaigns, Kurdish politics was defined by external interference and shifting alliances with the government in Baghdad, Iran, Turkey and Syria. Each external actor was capable of playing Kurdish political factions off one another for individual gain. After the al-Anfal campaigns and the establishment of the 1992 regional government, discord again crept into regional Kurdish politics and a period of interparty open warfare tore Iraqi Kurdistan apart once again.

By the early 2000s, the Kurdish region had been effectively divided geographically between the PUK and KDP. PUK’s de facto capital was located in Sulaymaniyah, and KDP’s de facto capital was located in Erbil. This détente-based arrangement provided a political stability similar to that experienced during the IKF period. However, during the IKF period, there was genuine political cooperation. This was not the case during the PUK/KDP détente, a period marked by separate but roughly co-equal development and delivery of government services. Moreover, during the IKF period, minor political parties were more active than during the PUK/KDP détente.
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Iraqi Republican Guard

The Iraqi Republican Guard was an Iraqi army formation created in 1978 that served as the elite force of Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein’s army. The Republican Guard was permanently disbanded after the 2003 Iraq War (Operation IRAQI FREEDOM). Throughout its existence, the Republican Guard was one of the mainstays of Hussein’s regime and received the best equipment, training, and personnel. When first constituted, the Republican Guard was a palace guard of one brigade. At the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War in 1980, the Guard was expanded to take on the role of an elite offensive force, and by 1988 it numbered seven divisions and had been redesignated as the Republican Guard Forces Command (RGFC). The total strength of this force was estimated at 50,000 men and 400 tanks in seven divisions. There were an additional 10,000 troops in the Special Republican Guard, which was composed of the most loyal troops, usually stationed close to Baghdad.

The names of the seven divisions reflected either past military victories or past monarchs, such as the 6th Nebuchadnezzar Division named after the 6th-century bce king of Babylon. Republican Guard divisions were organized similarly to those of the regular army, apart from the fact that the tank battalions had more tanks. However, soldiers in the Republican Guard were volunteers rather than conscripts and received subsidized housing and new cars as incentives. These incentives were to help ensure the loyalty of the Guard to Hussein and his regime. Many members of the Republican Guard were either from the Tikrit area or from other bases of support for the regime. In terms of equipment, much of the armored forces of the Guard were equipped with Soviet-produced T-72 tanks, and training in their use was more thorough than in the regular army.

The Republican Guard was not under the control of the defense ministry, but rather served as Iraq’s special security apparatus. By 1990 the RGFC was officially under the command of Saddam Hussein’s son Qusay, although it is possible that he directed only the Special Republican Guard, which guarded the palaces and important headquarters of the regime.

The Republican Guard was the main strike force in the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in August 1990. In response to the deployment of coalition forces in Operation DESERT SHIELD and Operation DESERT STORM, the majority of the Republican Guard was held in reserve. For the U.S.-led coalition against Iraq, destruction of the Republican Guard was a high priority. This was largely achieved by the 1st and 3rd U.S. Armored divisions. Following the end of the Persian Gulf War on February 28, 1991, Hussein rebuilt the Republican Guard, although, as with the rest of the Iraqi army, it was not to pre-1990 standards.

In 1995 an attempted military coup against Hussein led a battalion of the Guard from the al-Dulaymi tribe to rebel as well. They were subsequently defeated by two loyal brigades, and the clans of the al-Dulaymi tribe were severely punished. In July 1995 the Republican Guard was purged of all officers whom Hussein suspected of disloyalty. In 2002 there were reports that the Guard was being trained in urban warfare and guerrilla tactics. The U.S. military claimed that former Guardsmen constituted many of the insurgent forces in Iraq that fought the coalition and new Iraqi government after 2003; however, these assertions have never been proven.

Before the March 2003 Anglo-American invasion of Iraq (Operation IRAQI FREEDOM), the Republican Guard was dug in along the Tigris River close to Baghdad. The Republican Guard was then thought to number between 55,000 and 60,000 troops; some estimates placed the number as high as 75,000–80,000 (including some 7,000–12,000 Special Republican Guards). The force had at its disposal between 350 and 450 Soviet-made T-62 and T-72 tanks and various other armored and unarmored mechanized vehicles. When some of these units advanced to meet the U.S. drive on the capital, they were largely destroyed by U.S. air strikes. Those that escaped the aerial bombardment were annihilated during the Battle for Baghdad, which took place April 3–12, 2003; particularly hard hit during that engagement was the Special Republican Guard. Following the end of official hostilities in May 2003, coalition forces broke up any remaining Republican Guard formations. Some of its personnel, however, were subsequently recruited into internal security formations because of their comparatively high level of training.
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Karim, Najmaldin

Najmaldin Karim is an Iraqi-born Kurd who for many years championed the plight of the Kurdish minority in Iraq and protested against Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein’s mistreatment of his people.

Najmaldin Karim, who was born in Kirkuk, Iraq in 1949, was also a successful neurosurgeon in the Washington, D.C., area for many years. Since 2010 he has served in the Iraqi Parliament; he was appointed governor of the Kirkuk region later that same year.

The son of a teacher and one of 10 siblings, Karim completed his studies at the Mosul Medical College; meanwhile, he had joined the Kurdish Student Union, rising to a leadership position. In 1972, he enlisted with the Peshmerga, a Kurdish military organization that sought Kurdish independence. By the mid-1970s, Karim had gone to the United States with the late Kurdish leader Mustafa al-Barzani, acting as his personal physician. Karim also completed neurosurgery traning at George Washington University, with which he was affiliated for many years, and opened a successful practice.

Karim remained vitally involved in Kurdish affairs, serving in the Kurdish National Congress of North America (he was its president during 1991–1999). In the aftermath of the Iran-Iraq War, during and immediately after which Saddam Hussein waged a genocide against the Kurds in Iraq, including the use of deadly chemical weapons, Karim briefed the U.S. State Department on the developments there and also testified before Congress in June 1990, just two months before Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait. His testimony is credited with having helped to convince many U.S. policymakers and legislators that Hussein had to be stopped.

Karim founded the Washington Kurdish Institute and worked with the State Department in the early 1990s in order to establish a Kurdish component to the Voice of America. When Hussein was finally overthrown in the spring of 2003, Karim was invited to join Iraq’s first post-Hussein conference that was established to begin the rebuilding of that country. Frustrated with the lack of progress in Iraq, and worried about the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Iraq, Karim returned to Kirkuk in early 2010 and successfully ran for a seat in the Iraqi Parliament. Within a short time, he was appointed governor of the Kirkuk region. Karim’s recent involvement in Iraqi and Kurdish politics is quite novel because he garnered the popular support of the people before entering government service.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Kirkuk, Iraq

The oldest site of continuous human occupation in Iraq, Kirkuk is located approximately 142 miles north of Baghdad and rests on along the Hasa River atop the remains of the 11th century bce Assyrian capital city of Arrapha in Iraqi Kurdistan. Kirkuk is a city of approximately 710,000 people (according to 2005 estimates). It is predominantly populated by Iraqi Kurds and Turkomen, which, along with the fact that Kirkuk is a critical component of the Iraqi petroleum industry, has made it a critically strategic center during all of Iraq’s political turmoil since World War I. The city played a significant political and geostrategic role during the run up to the 2003 Iraq War.

In its early incarnation, Kirkuk was a bloody battleground for at least three empires: the Assyrian, the Babylonian, and the Median, for whom the city on the banks of the Hasa was a strategic stronghold. Under the Babylonians the city was called Kurkura while under the Greeks it was known as Karkha D-Bet Slokh, which translates as “citadel of the house of Seleucid.” By the seventh century bce, following the Arab invasion of the Sassanid Empire, Muslim Arabs were calling the city Kirkheni or “citadel.”

The discovery of oil in 1927 at Bab Gurgur, near Kirkuk, led to city becoming the hub of petroleum production in northern Iraq. The oil rush led to the Iraqi annexation of the former Ottoman wilayah of Mosul, of which Kirkuk was a part. From 1963 onward, the Iraqi Arabs attempted to transform the ethnic makeup of the entire region to take power away from the Kurds and ensure that Iraqi Arabs stayed in control of the oil fields. In 1975, the Iraqi Baath Party, under Ahmad Hassan Al-Bakr, began to “Arabize” the Kirkuk area by imposing restrictions on Kurds and Turkomen who lived there while trying to replace them with Arabs from central or southern Iraq. As many as 1,400 Kurdish villages were razed, and over half a million Kurds were forcibly relocated. The Arabization process intensified following the failed Kirkuk/Kurdish uprising following the Persian Gulf War in 1991, and it is estimated that between 1991 and 2003 as many as 120,000 Kurds and Turkomens were forcibly relocated out of Kirkuk.

In the lead up to the Iraq War (2003), Kirkuk, along with Mosul, proved to be sticking points that prevented the United States from being able to launch a prong of its assault into Iraq from bases in Turkey. The Turkish Parliament wanted guarantees that Kurdish fighters would not be allowed to capture Kirkuk or Mosul. Because the United States would not, or could not, make such a promise, Turkey refused to grant the Americans and their allies permission to launch attacks from Turkish soil. The Turks also saw this move as a means of squelching the Iraqi Kurds’ nationalism as many of the Kurds view Kirkuk as the “Kurdish Jerusalem.”

On April 11, 2003, after days of heated battles, the U.S.-led coalition forces and Kurdish Peshmerga fighters secured Kirkuk from Saddam Hussein’s Baath Party loyalists. Victims of Kirkuk’s Arabization attempted to return once the area was free of the Baath Party, yet the new postwar Iraqi government has done little to resolve this crisis, leaving most returning Kurds in a refugee limbo.
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Kurdish Autonomous Region

The Kurdish Autonomous Region (KAR) was established in northeastern Iraq in 1970 as a separate homeland for Iraq’s minority Kurds. It comprises three former Iraqi states. Recognized in the 1970 Iraqi Constitution, the region nevertheless has over the years come under frequent attack by rulers anxious to regain the expansive land. In 1991, then-president Saddam Hussein began a campaign of persecution against the region’s 3 million inhabitants after the Kurds tried to overthrow him in March of that year.

The KAR is governed by its own legislative assembly. In 1992, the region held its first free elections to determine whether it should begin conciliatory talks with the Iraqi government or continue fighting for total self-rule. The result was a dead tie between two guerrilla chiefs, and infighting led to repeated clashes among the various Kurdish political parties and bloody battles in May 1994, September 1996, and November 1997. The warring factions united to assist the United States in the 2003 Iraq War and the overthrow of Hussein, and the KAR administration is currently on good terms with the Iraqi central government. Massoud Barzani is the president of the KAR, which has its capital in the city of Irbil.
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Kurdish Oil Fields

The oil fields of Iraqi Kurdistan are located in a diagonal southeasterly line along the most southern part of the Kurdish region in northern Iraq. Centered around the city of Kirkuk, the jurisdiction of which has not yet been fully established as within the control of the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG), the petroleum sector of the Kurdish economy has been an area of growth since the 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq.

Saddam Hussein undertook a program of mass relocation of the Kurdish population in the 1980s to physically remove Kurds from Kirkuk and other cities that were strategically situated over the oilfields of northeastern Iraq. He then opened those areas to settlement by Sunni Arabs, who were given properties and businesses to resettle. Hussein’s “Arabization” of the Kurdish lands overlaying this oil rich areas is considered part of the genocide Hussein’s regime perpetrated against the Iraqi Kurds. In the wake of Hussein’s collapse, the fate of Kirkuk, now with a large Arab population, together with unresolved property claims, continues to dampen relations between the KRG and the central government in Baghdad.

The KRG has been able to attract investment in this sector from major multinational petroleum corporations such as Gazprom, Exxon, Total, and Chevron. Another foreign investor, Gulf Keystone Petroleum, estimates that the Kurdish region of Iraq may hold 45 billion barrels of oil reserves. The output from this region is a steady 200,000 barrels per day. The KRG has divided the petroleum producing territory to the northeast of Kirkuk into license blocks that began leasing them in 2007. ExxonMobil purchased 6 blocks.

The oil fields arrayed across the Iraqi Kurdistan region are part of a much larger series of oil and gas fields that continue into southwestern Iran and run the length of the Iran-Iraq border. Geologically, this is known as the Zargos Fold Belt.

Related to the exploration and production of petroleum in the Kurdistan region are transportation concerns. The Kurdish region of northern Iraq is landlocked and mountainous. Thus, pipelines are a preferred means of transport. The Kirkuk-Cehyan pipeline runs south from Kirkuk and then north through Mosul into Turkey, then due west to the Ceyhan terminal on the southern Mediterranean coast of Turkey, bypassing Syria altogether. However, unrest in Mosul makes use of this pipeline unstable. The KRG is building a second pipeline directly through Kurdish-held territory north into Turkey that would deliver 1 million barrels per day.

Another problem faced by foreign investors in Kurdish oil concerns political difficulties with the central government in Baghdad. Iraq’s Oil Ministry does not want multinational corporations bypassing Baghdad and dealing directly with the KRG. To the extent that companies have done this, the Iraqi government has regarded those contracts as “illegal and illegitimate” and has threatened to disqualify them from doing business in the rest of the country. The central government in Baghdad also claims exclusive rights to sell oil internationally and it currently controls the existing export pipelines (although the new one being built by the KRG would offer an alternative export route).

But the deals being offered to the foreign investors by the KRG are more attractive than those from Baghdad. Under the current profit-sharing contracts, companies will earn $3 to $5 per barrel in Kurdistan compared with only $1 per barrel in the south. The Iraqi parliament has yet to pass a national hydrocarbons law. Nevertheless, Iraq remains the second largest oil producer in OPEC (Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries), overtaking Iran last year. Iraq’s production was 3 million barrels per day compared to Iran’s 2.9 million.
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Kurdish Resettlement

Starting in 1975, after the defeat of Mustafa al-Barzani’s peshmerga forces, Saddam Hussein’s regime pursued an increasingly aggressive Arabization effort throughout the Kurdish areas. Initially, Iraqi security forces created security zones along both the Turkish and the Iranian borders to displace and dispirit Kurdish opponents. The loss of access to land and farms forced Kurds to abandon more than 1,500 villages and move to assigned holding facilities and camps. By the late 1970s, these same security zones were expanded further from about five kilometers in width to a vast zone of 20 to 30 kilometers in width. This time, the newly designated no-go and kill zones compelled hundreds of thousands of Kurds to move toward the center of Iraq to seek safety and shelter.

The larger Arabization policy was frequently employed in towns where the ethnic balance was in dispute. Kurdish families were simply deported and Iraqi Arab families arrived in their stead. In the cases of Kurds who were classified as obstinate or as ideological supporters of Mullah Mustafa, resettlement policies deported them farther south into Shiite Arab regions to disrupt ethnic Kurdish networks.

By the time Iran consolidated its Islamic theocracy in 1979, Baghdad had begun in earnest to push Kurdish villagers into containment housing or resettlement camps. Most often the housing was constructed close to large and predominantly Arab towns, making farming and animal husbandry impossible. Kurdish families tended to be warehoused along wide and open thoroughfares to facilitate access for armored vehicles. The intention was to control and intimidate the resettled population in these unfamiliar environments. Iraqi security forces were given orders to kill anyone attempting to return to ancestral homelands either to retrieve possessions or to check on animals that had been left behind. While the Iraqi government invested in economic development during this period to cover for its increasingly repressive policies, it was difficult to ignore the overall emphasis on sociocultural and political restrictions. Ethnic Kurdish security forces and soldiers, engineers and civil servants simply received assignments in Arab provinces, while Kurdish educators and faculty members had to abandon their positions at Kurdish universities. Town squares, government buildings, and streets received new Arab names to neutralize and erase any remnants of Kurdish heritage.

In the oil-rich area of Kirkuk, Hussein vigorously emphasized an Arabization policy to gain full control over natural resources without further challenges from Kurdish opponents. He removed ethnic Kurds as well as other groups such as the Turkmen populations and Assyrians to replace them with Arab settlers from central and southern Iraq. The Iraqi regime’s goal to remove and eliminate opponents from vast segments of Kurdistan was nearly accomplished when Hussein’s cousin, Ali Hassan al-Majid, was charged to carry out the genocide.

As the head of General Security Services, al-Majid, perhaps better known as Chemical Ali in the West, destroyed 4,000 villages and forcibly resettled 1.5 million people by 1988. Baghdad transported large numbers of Kurds to so-called model housing with the intention of dramatically reducing the number of ethnic Kurdish people in Iraq. Security services transferred Kurdish families to prisons, interrogated them, segregated them by age and gender, and summarily executed the men. Surviving women and children were at times moved to government housing or encouraged to leave the country as refugees.
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Kurdish Revolt

During the 1970s, the United States backed the Kurdish Revolt in Iraq against Saddam Hussein in order to help protect Iran from Iraqi aggression. It was felt that a revolt would unsettle Iraq enough to direct its attention away from Iran.

The Arab Baath Socialist Party had seized power in Iraq in 1968 with Hussein at the head. At first, the party and Hussein were willing to negotiate with the Kurdish people of Iraq. In early 1970, Hussein and the Kurdish people signed an agreement giving the Kurds the right of self-government. Other concessions, like Hussein’s official recognition of the Kurdish language, were included as well.

In 1974, however, fighting broke out between the Kurdish people and Iraq. Spurred on by such members of the international community as Iran and the United States, the Kurdish people rose up against a regime they came to see as oppressive. Thousands of Kurdish people stood up against Iraq and were either slaughtered, died of starvation, or were dislocated. In 1975, Hussein reached an agreement with Iran in which Iran withdrew its support for the Kurds. The United States also withdrew its support, and the Kurdish guerrillas were soon overrun by Iraqi forces, which ended the Kurdish Revolt.

Hoping to break the Kurds further, Hussein then initiated a policy of “Arabization” in 1976. He forcibly relocated many people to other areas of the country and once again banned the Kurdish language. In addition, Hussein destroyed more than 2,000 villages and placed more than 500,000 people in protective camps.

In 1991, following the Persian Gulf War, U.S. president George H. W. Bush called on all anti-Hussein Iraqis to revolt. Many of them did, particularly the Kurds, but once again the United States offered little support, and thousands died. The Kurdish people in Iraq continued to struggle against Hussein’s oppression and played a significant role in his ouster during the 2003 Iraq War.
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Kurdish Separatism

Like all separatist movements, Kurdish separatism has its roots in the impulse for self-rule. For the Kurds, however, this impulse has long historical roots. The Kurds have always been frustrated in their attempts at self-rule. Although ethnically and linguistically distinct from neighboring Persians, Arabs, and Turks, the Kurdish history is one marked by foreign domination and annexation. Constant in-fighting amongst Kurdish tribes and clans is a hallmark of Kurdish life and one that has allowed foreign powers to play Kurdish groups against one another to keep the Kurdish population fragmented. As such, the Kurds have never achieved true, sustained self-rule other than for brief periods for certain clans between longer periods of foreign rule. This cycle between autonomy and foreign domination has been consistently repeated.

Upon the collapse of the Byzantine Empire, Arab rule over Kurdistan extended into the 10th century. Limited autonomy eventually gave way to to virtual independence in the second half of the 10th century as Kurdistan was shared among the five largest Kurdish principalities: the Shaddadid, Rawadid, Hasanwayhids, Annazids, and the Marwanid. However, one by one, these principalities were annexed by the Seljuk Turks. Their greatest leader, Saladin, ruled during the Ayyubid period, but they later came under the influence of the Mongols during the 13th century, when Marco Polo made his famous trek across Asia to visit the court of Kubulai Khan, meeting and writing about Kurdish customs along his winding journey eastward.

As their Mongol overlords receded back into Asia proper, the Kurds began forming independent principalities once again, only to be subsumed once again by foreign powers. The Ottoman Empire came to control much of Kurdistan early in the 16th century as Sultan Selim I defeated the Persian Shah Ismail in 1514. As a security measure, the Persians forcibly resettled hundreds of thousands of Kurds away from their new borders with the expanding Ottomans and into the interior of Persia. Removal of the Kurds from the Anatolia region was traumatic and devastating. Ismail’s successor, Shah Tahmasp I, systematically destroyed Kurdish villages and the countryside as his forces slowly retreated eastward year by year from the advancing Ottomans.

In 1609, the Kurds rose up against their Persian masters, ruled by Shah Abbas I. They rallyied around a fortress called Dimdim by Lake Urmia in what is now northwestern Iran. The Kurdish resistance, led by Amir Khan, capitulated after a year-long siege led by the Persian grand vizier Hartem Beg who eventually captured the fortress and massacred the defenders. Shah Abbas then ordered the general massacre of Kurds in the surrounding cities and resettled Turkish tribes into formerly Kurdish areas.

The Kurds lived divided under Persian and Ottoman rule for centuries thereafter. Following the Russo-Turkish War of 1828, Kurdish uprisings over the next three decades were put down, Kurdish governors were replaced with Turkish ones, and garrisons were strengthened within Kurdish towns. Separatist activity continued at a low level up through World War I. After the collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the post–World War I settlement, the Kurds found themselves divided among the four states they currently populate: Turkey, Iran, Iraq, and Syria.

Each of the areas of Kurdistan have suffered different degrees of repression from their foreign masters, perhaps mostly at the hands of the Turks and Arabs. Iraqi Kurdistan has over time come to enjoy the greatest level of autonomy amongst the larger Kurdish populations, but the journey to that level of autonomy has been a long and difficult one. The struggle within Iraq began shortly after the war in 1918 and the struggle continues to the present day.

On December 1, 1918, during a meeting in Sulaimeniya with the British Commissioner for Mesopotamia, Kurdish leaders demanded support for a united and independent Kurdistan under British protection. Frustrated Shaikh Mahmoud Barzanji, a Kurdish leader based in Sulaimaniya, formed a Kurdish government and led two revolts against British rule. It took authorities two years to put down his uprisings. The first revolt began on May 22, 1919, with the arrest of British officials in Sulaimaniya and it quickly spread to Mosul and Arbil. Afterward, the British exiled Mahmoud to India.

In July 1920, tribal leaders called again for independence of Kurdistan within the British mandate. British objection to Kurdish self-rule was driven by fear that granting it would encourage the Arab areas of Baghdad and Basra to follow suit, thereby threatening British control over all Mesopotamia. In 1922, Britain restored Shaikh Mahmoud to power, hoping that he would organize the Kurds to act as a buffer against the Turks, who had territorial claims over Mosul. Mahmoud instead declared a Kurdish Kingdom with himself as the king, though he later agreed to limited autonomy within the new state of Iraq. In 1930, following Iraq’s admission into the League of Nations, Mahmoud instigated a third uprising, which was suppressed with British air and ground forces.

By 1927, the Barzani clan had also become vocal supporters of Kurdish rights in Iraq. In 1929, the Barzanis demanded the formation of a Kurdish province in northern Iraq. Emboldened by these demands, in 1931 Kurdish representatives petitioned the League of Nations to set up an independent Kurdish government. Under the pressure from the Iraqi government and the British, the most influential leader of the clan, Mustafa al-Barzani was forced into exile in Iran in 1945. He later relocated to the Soviet Union.

After the 1958 military coup in Iraq led by Abdul Karim Qasim, Barzani saw an opening for the Kurds and returned from exile to establish his own political party, the Kurdistan Democratic Party. Soon afterward, Qasim attempted to turn the Baradost and Zebari tribes against Barzani. In June 1961, Barzani led his first revolt against the Iraqi government with the aim of securing Kurdish autonomy. Qasim’s government was not able to subdue the insurrection. The Baathist coup against Qasim in February 1963 resulted from his inability to deal with the Kurds forcefully. A cease-fire with the Kurds in 1964 caused a split among Kurdish radicals and traditional forces led by Barzani.

Barzani agreed to the ceasefire and expelled the radicals from the party. Seizing the opportunity of a crack in Kurdish unity, Baghdad moved against the Kurds militarily once again. This campaign failed in 1966, when Barzani’s forces defeated the Iraqi Army near Rawanduz. Subsequently, Baghdad issued a 12-point peace program. The program was not implemented, however, because of a bloodless coup by the military in 1968, which installed General Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr. The new regime began a fresh campaign to end the Kurdish insurrection, however the campaign was stalled in 1969 as an internal power struggle in Baghdad and tensions with Iran began to mount. Relenting to Soviet pressure to come to terms with Barzani, the al-Bakr government entered into a broadened peace plan providing for greater Kurdish autonomy within Iraq. The plan also granted Kurds representation in government bodies.

Simultaneously, the Iraqi government embarked on an Arabization program in the oil rich regions of Kirkuk and Khanaqin of Iraqi Kurdistan. Importing and resettling Sunni Arabs into the region became a priority for the Sunni-dominated minority government in Baghdad. In 1974, the government began a new offensive against the Kurds, pushing them closer to the border with Iran. Iraq negotiated with Iran to end Iranian support for the Iraqi Kurds in exchange for the settlement of border territory in Iran’s favor. The 1975 Algiers Accords memorialized this agreement and Tehran cut supplies to the Kurdish movement.

Barzani, nevertheless, fled to Iranian Kurdistan with many of his supporters. Others surrendered en masse. The Iraqi government steadily extended its control over the northern region and advanced its Arabization program. In response to the government’s repopulation policies, renewed clashes between Kurdish guerillas and Iraqi troops occurred in 1977. To punish the Kurds, the regime in Baghdad, coming under the control of Saddam Hussein, leveled 600 Kurdish villages and forcibly removed 200,000 Kurds to other parts of the country in what was the beginning of a massive internal Kurdish diaspora.

Spread across a vast area of northern Mesopotamia, approximately 30 million Kurds today live in the states of Turkey, Iran, Iraq, and Syria. They have no state of their own, but separatist movements in each of their host states often define core aspects of Kurdish political life in each country. History offers many examples of opportunities for a unified Kurdistan to have been established, but for internecine rivalry within the Kurdish population at large. Nevertheless, the persistent failure to achieve lasting statehood has not dampened the dream of most Kurds for the establishment of a greater Kurdistan.
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Kurdish Uprising

During the First Persian Gulf War in the spring of 1991, the United States encouraged the Shia in the south of Iraq and the Kurds in the north to rise up against Saddam Hussein and overthrow him. Coalition forces mistakenly thought Hussein’s strength had been weakened from significant bombing to the point of not being able to resist a regime change forced from within Iraq. This assessment was incorrect. Both uprisings occurred shortly after the main hostilities between Coalition forces and Hussein’s regime had ceased, but no foreign support was forthcoming. Hussein’s regime crushed both uprisings and retrenched its control from Baghdad. However, western governments, again led by the U.S., halted Hussein from carrying out complete retribution by establishing a “no-fly zone” in the south and the north to protect the Shia and the Kurds. Hussein’s ground military could not operate in these areas as they were denied air cover and reconnaissance by U.S., British, and French air force patrols.

The Kurdish uprising began on March 4, 1991, and swept throughout Iraqi Kurdistan in the ensuring weeks. It manifested itself by Kurdish peshmerga militia forces taking control of several important cities, including Raniya, Chawar Qurna, Koi-Sanjaq, Sulaymaniya, Halabja, Arbat, Erbil, Dohuk, Zahku, and Kirkuk. Both major political parties cooperated in this process. Erbil was the political capital of the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) under Massoud Barzani and the Sulaymaniya was the political capital of the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) under Jalal Talabani. But perhaps most threatening for Hussein was the loss of Kirkuk, a city of strategic economic importance to the regime as it sits over some of the largest oil reserves in Iraq.

The seizure of Sulaymaniya by Kurdish forces yielded a large cache of Iraqi intelligence documents, including records related to the 1988 al-Anfal Campaign to eradicate the Kurds. American researchers and the non governmental organization Human Rights Watch utilized these documents to more accurately tell the story of the Anfals to the world. They were also featured as evidence in the Anfals trial by the Iraqi High Tribunal over a decade later.

Hussein’s superior military quickly subdued the Kurdish uprising in the north and the Shia uprising in the south. Over one million Kurds fled into the mountains along the Iranian and Turkish borders in the aftermath of the uprising. But Iraqi troops were slowed in their pursuit by U.S. Air Force sorties protecting the Kurdish retreat under Operation Provide Comfort. Simultaneously, the United Nations Security Council issued Resolution 688, condemning Hussein’s repression of the Kurds.

Despite the high number of casualties inflicted on the Kurds during the uprising, the most important development for them in the aftermath was the creation of the Kurdish Regional Government (KRG) and autonomy from Baghdad. Under the protection of the Western No-Fly Zone, the Kurds were able to create a wholly independent de facto state. Despite internecine conflict between the PUK and KDP that erupted into a two-year civil war in the mid-1990s, the Kurdish region came to be regarded as, subsequently, the most stable and prosperous part of Iraq.
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Kurdistan

Known by the ancient Sumerians as Karda and by the Babylonians as Qardu, the land of the Kurds stretches across the northern part of what was known historically as Mesopotamia. Today, the 74,000 square miles of mountainous and heavily forested terrain that “Kurdistan” covers encompasses southeastern Turkey, northwestern Iran, northern Iraq and northeastern Syria. The Tigris and Euphrates Rivers originate in the rugged mountains of Kurdistan. From before the time of Xenophon (427–355 bce), this land was in the possession of the Kurds, who consider themselves indigenous to the region.

Kurds are an Indo-Aryan ethnic group distinct from the Turks, Persians, and Arabs, although the majority of Kurds share the Islamic faith of those populations. The Kurdish language, customs, traditions and internal tribal structures are also distinct. Numbering roughly 30 million, the Kurds are the largest ethnic group in the world without a state, even though Kurdistan comprises an area the size of France. Instead, they have been incorporated as minority populations within larger surrounding states.

Wedged between the larger powers of Persians, Assyrians and Babylonians, the Kurds were constantly pressed into service by the rulers of various empires up to and including that of the Greeks, which later gave way to their provincial incorporation into the Roman Empire. From the demise of Byzantium to rule by Arabs under the Caliph of Baghdad, the Kurds enjoyed brief periods of autonomy between foreign rulers, including the Mongols, until they were eventually incorporated into the Ottoman Empire. The collapse of the Ottomans after World War I offered the Kurds another chance at self-rule. Representatives of the crumbling Ottoman order signed the Treaty of Sèvres with the Allies in 1920 that dismembered the old empire into states under the supervision of Allied powers—one of which was reserved for the Kurds.

The Treaty of Sèvres, however, was rejected by the Turkish nationalist movement that had come to power under Mustafa Kemal Ataturk—the founder of a new secular Turkey. Before Kurdistan could be founded, Ataturk had consolidated power in Anatolia and pressed for a more favorable treaty. In 1923, the Turks signed the Treaty of Lausanne with the Allies, which were in no position to fight another war. The new treaty revoked the promise of an independent Kurdistan. Abandonment of promises made by Western powers in the Treaty of Sèvres was, from the perspective of the Kurds, a painful double-cross. The old Ottoman province of Mosul, rich with oil fields, was attached to the new state of Iraq along with the provinces of Basra and Baghdad. The Kurds who lived under Ottoman rule for so long were thereby partitioned between Turkish and Arab rulers. Kurds in Iran remained under the rule of the Iranians.

The post–World War I settlement remains the geographic fate of greater Kurdistan. Each of the areas of Kurdistan have suffered different degrees of repression from their foreign masters, perhaps mostly at the hands of the Turks and Arabs. Iraqi Kurdistan has over time come to enjoy the greatest level of autonomy amongst the larger Kurdish populations, but the journey to that level of autonomy has been a long and difficult one. The struggles within Iraq and Turkey began shortly after the war in 1918 and those struggles continue to the present day.
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Kurdistan Democratic Party

The Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) is a Kurdish political party operating in Kurdish-dominated northern Iraq. The KDP was founded in Baghdad in 1946. Mustafa Barzani, tribal chief, fervent Kurdish nationalist, and Naqshbandi sheikh, was its elected president in exile. The KDP, which generally embraces a social democratic ideology and has consistently fought for a Kurdish state, finds its support base in northern Kurdistan (i.e., Irbil, about 50 miles east of Mosul). Most members belong to the Naqshbandi Sufi order and speak the Kurmanji dialect. There are also KDPs in Iran, Syria, and Armenia as well as a KDP-Bakur in Turkey. This entry describes only the KDP operating in and around Iraq.

In 1958 Barzani returned to Iraq from exile in the Soviet Union, claiming that he could unify all Kurdish groups under his control. His return coincided with the overthrow of the Iraqi monarchy that same year. When Iraqi prime minister Abdul Karim Qassem began forcibly deporting Kurds from Kirkuk, Barzani responded in 1961 by leading a rebellion against the Iraqi regime that lasted on and off until 1975. The Baathists controlling Iraq committed the full strength of their army and air force to destroy the Kurds and drive them into the Zagros and Taurus mountains.

Barzani along with thousands of Kurds fled to neighboring Iran, for Iran provided the KDP with weapons, supplies, and sanctuary. Barzani and the KDP would thus become a permanent enemy of successive Iraqi governments. In 1979 on the death of Mustafa Barzani, his son, Massoud Barzani, became the leader of the KDP. He is currently the president of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG).

In the late 1980s Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein tried to eradicate the Kurds during the Al-Anfal Campaign. As many as 4,000 Kurdish villages were destroyed, and more than 100,000 Kurds were killed. A number of members of the Barzani family, tribe, and associated relatives were among those murdered. This campaign caused the Kurds to change their strategy prior to Operation DESERT STORM, which included union with competing political groups.

The KDP, the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK), and other Kurdish groups now formed the Iraqi Kurdistan Front (IKF) to combine forces to fight Hussein. Once DESERT STORM began in January 1991, 50 percent of the Kurdish soldiers in the Iraqi Army deserted, and some fought in conjunction with coalition troops. After Iraq’s defeat in the Persian Gulf War, Kurds from all walks of life joined the IKF. Barzani and Jalal Talabani, leader of the PUK, jointly directed IKF attacks, using Peshmerga (Kurdish fighters). They seized Kirkuk and 75 percent of Kurdistan, and added many Iraqi army deserters to their ranks, thereby obtaining large numbers of heavy weapons. However, immediately after the Persian Gulf War cease-fire, the Iraqi Republican Guards destroyed many Kurdish irregular units, and by March 1991 nearly 1.5 million Kurds had become refugees.

On April 5, 1991, the United Nations (UN) passed Resolution 688, which codified the no-fly zones in northern and southern Iraq and provided for the airdropping of food and medicine to the Kurds. At the same time, the United States and several of its allies implemented Operation PROVIDE COMFORT, a major humanitarian mission to help the embattled Kurds. On April 10, 1991, the United States established the northern no-fly zone at the 36th Parallel. On April 18, 1991, the UN created a Kurdish-controlled enclave in northern Iraq. However, because there was no political support for a long-term occupation of the region, the UN withdrew all forces on July 5, 1991.

The KDP and PUK now established control in the UN-mandated Kurdish zone. In May 1992 the Kurds founded the KRG, which is composed of, among other groups, the KDP, the PUK, and the Iraqi Communist Party. The Kurds held elections and established a joint legislative assembly with a cabinet. However, the KDP and PUK each tried to seize control of the autonomous region. Amnesty International later reported that in 1994 and 1995 both groups committed scores of killings during their battle for power.

In August 1996, 2,000 Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) soldiers entered Iraq and attacked the KDP on behalf of the PUK. Barzani turned to Hussein for help. Soon a force of as many as 60,000 Iraqi Republican Guards entered the autonomous Kurdish region and drove the PUK from Irbil. The KDP then pushed the remnants of the PUK to the Iranian border. Hussein and the KDP now controlled all of northern Iraq.

On February 5, 1999, U.S. president Bill Clinton issued Presidential Decision Directive 99–13, which authorized the KDP and the PUK to receive U.S. military assistance through the Iraq Liberation Act (Public Law 105–338). During the 2003 invasion of Iraq, the PUK and KDP cooperated with the Anglo-American-led coalition and sent soldiers into the fight. They also removed Ansar al-Islam from the Kurdish region.

Most recently, the Kurdistan Brigades, led by Dilshad Kalari (Dilshad Garmyani), have publicly called for jihad against the KDP and PUK. The Kurdistan Brigades considers both Massoud and PUK leader Talabani apostate politicians. Among other things, the Kurdistan Brigades decries the cooperation between the Peshmerga and the Nuri al-Maliki administration in Baghdad and has criticized the loss of control over certain areas in Kurdistan.

Many Iraqi Kurds have fully assimilated into Iraq and do not support Kurdish separatism. The Kurdish region has few resources with which to develop a viable economy, which is one reason why Kurdish nationalists want control of the Kirkuk oil fields. Since 2003 the KDP and PUK have once again united to form the Democratic Patriotic Alliance of Kurdistan in an attempt to realize a Kurdish state. The parties hotly contested the 2005 Iraqi elections, but continued infighting among them has led some to believe that a truly unified and effective Kurdish popular front may be very difficult to achieve.
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Kurdistan Workers' Party 

The Kurdistan Workers’ Party is a militant Kurdish separatist group that operates in both northern Iraq and southern Turkey and has been labeled a terrorist organization by numerous nations, including the United States.

The Kurdistan Workers’ Party (Parti Karkerani Kurdistan, PKK) was founded by Turkish-born Abdullah Ocalan on October 27, 1978. From 1966 to 1978 Ocalan attended the Faculty of Political Science in Ankara, Turkey, where he immersed himself in Marxist-Leninist ideologies. The Turkish government had long suppressed the Kurds, refusing to recognize their ethnicity, language, and culture or to permit Kurdish to be taught in schools. The government employs euphemisms for the conflict and the Kurds, such as the “troubles in the southeast,” or deems them all terrorists. It has even prosecuted non-Kurds, such as Nobel Prize–winner Orhan Pamuk, for writing about the issue. Beginning in May 1979, Ocalan directed the PKK from Damascus, Syria.

The PKK desires a wholly independent Kurdistan nation defined by borders that encompass both Turkish and Iraqi Kurds. It would then incorporate Iranian and Syrian Kurds into a regional federation. In addition to seeking Kurdish separatism and nationalism, the PKK also seeks to create a Marxist-Leninist political and economic system for Kurdistan. Historically, the PKK’s strategy has included terrorist tactics against Turkish military and security service personnel as well as against Kurds who are believed to collaborate with Turkish officials. From 1980 to 1990 the PKK sought to establish guerrilla cells across Turkey, but many of its members were killed in clashes with the Turkish Army. In the late 1980s PKK terrorists began fleeing into northern Iraq after attacking targets in Turkey. They were often abetted by Iran and Iraq and received safe haven from them. After Operation DESERT STORM, however, the level of Iraqi support to the PKK was a matter of speculation. Nevertheless, open-source reports claimed that the PKK maintained training camps in Iraq after 1991.

In 1991 the number of Kurdish refugees became an issue of global interest, especially after Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein’s brutal crackdown against the Kurds in northern Iraq in the aftermath of the Persian Gulf War. The PKK used this heightened awareness to garner more support for its agenda. At the time, its strength was estimated at about 3,000 members, but some sources claim that its active supporters ranged in number from 2,000 to 5,000. This increased support enabled the PKK to dramatically increase attacks across Turkey. As part of its attack plan against the Turkish government, the PKK sought to drive tourists away from Turkey by bombing hotels and restaurants. Some of its operations included grenade attacks at beaches and suicide bombing attacks. The party’s ranks soon swelled to 10,000 to 15,000 guerrillas. At least 5,000 to 6,000 of them were located in Turkey.

Iran’s continued support for the PKK may be due in large part to a PKK pledge that it would not foment insurrectionist and separatist causes among the Iranian (Persian) Kurds. In October 1995, however, Iran and Turkey agreed to conduct a joint operation to remove the PKK from their shared border. Nothing substantive resulted, probably because Osman Ocalan, Abdullah’s brother, resided in Iran for a time.

The PKK continues to use its safe havens in northern Iraq and northwestern Iran to wage war against Turkey, and Turkey has adamantly refused to enter into negotiations or even shift its policies to permit expressions of Kurdish culture. Turkey has come under significant criticism for its Kurdish policies during the course of its quest to be admitted to membership in the European Union (EU).

Meanwhile, Turkey has conducted offensive military operations into Iraq and Iran. In 1998, Turkish officials captured Semdin Sakik, Ocalan’s deputy commander. Turkey threatened to invade Syria if it continued harboring Ocalan, and Damascus quickly expelled him. Turkish agents arrested Ocalan as he left the Greek embassy in Nairobi, Kenya, in 1999, and he was extradited to Turkey to stand trial. Ocalan’s arrest prompted Kurdish demonstrations in many nations, and some Kurds stormed Greek embassies in protest. After Ocalan’s arrest, Syria expelled many PKK operatives, many of whom relocated to northern Iraq.

On May 31, 1999, the day his trial began, Ocalan apologized for PKK violence that had claimed the lives of more than 30,000 people. He was convicted on June 29, 1999, of violating Article 125 of the Turkish penal code: seeking to separate a portion of Turkey to create another polity. His death sentence was commuted on October 3, 2002, however, out of concern for Turkey’s EU membership requirements, which forbid death penalties. Ocalan is serving his life sentence in Imrali Island Prison in the Sea of Marmara, Turkey.

In April 2002 at its Eighth Party Congress, the PKK changed its name to the Kurdistan Freedom and Democracy Congress (KADEK) and declared that it would pursue Kurdish rights using political processes instead of armed violence. Nevertheless, it stands accused of having armed 8,000 Kurdish guerrillas across Turkey. Since then, the United States and Turkey have begun exploring ways to eliminate KADEK. KADEK responded by changing its name to the Kurdistan People’s Congress (Kongra-Gel, KGK), to give it the appearance of a political party. In the summer of 2004 the KGK began attacking Turkish security forces. It is believed that it maintains 500 militants in Turkey and 3,000–5,000 militants in northern Iraq.

Because Turkey has been unable to induce the new Iraqi government to take military action against the KGK/PKK in Iraq, Turkey began conducting cross-border operations using U.S. intelligence reports. Those operations are ongoing. To date, the conflict between Kurdish separatists in Turkey, including the PKK and Turkish military and security forces, has resulted in the destruction of some 3,000 villages and has created more than 1 million refugees. It has also brought about the deaths of at least 35,000 people. Currently, some 15,000 KGK/PKK members are incarcerated.
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Kurds

The Kurds are a Middle Eastern, non-Arab minority who live mainly in a large mountain and plateau region in southwest Asia, including areas of eastern Turkey, northeastern Iraq, northwestern Iran, and parts of Armenia and northeastern Syria. This region is generally known as Kurdistan, although only Iran officially recognizes that name. The Kurds number about 20 million people worldwide, which makes them the largest ethnic group in the world without a state of its own.

The vast majority of Kurds are devout Sunni Muslims and speak Kurdish dialects that have evolved from the northwestern branch of the Iranian languages. Traditionally nomadic herders, the people have been forced to adopt a seminomadic or sedentary lifestyle. The Kurds have historically had to resist incessant attempts to subjugate them to the authority of a particular country. Despite their lack of political cohesion, they have made a significant impact on the history of southwest Asia.

Little is known about the early history of the Kurds, although it is believed the Kurdish people have inhabited Kurdistan for thousands of years. That region was conquered numerous times by various empires, including the Safavid Empire in the 16th century. The Ottoman Empire wrested control of Kurdistan from the Safavids in the early 18th century and maintained control of the area until the end of World War I, when the Ottoman Empire was dismantled.

Inspired by one of U.S. president Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points, which called for self-determination for all non-Turkish nationalities from the disbanded Ottoman Empire, Kurdish nationalists pushed hard for independence from both Iraqi and Turkish influence following the war. After the League of Nations granted a British mandate over Iraq, Great Britain and Turkey signed the Treaty of Sèvres, which would have made the city of Mosul in northwestern Iraq the capital of an independent Kurdistan. However, when Mustafa Kemal Ataturk rose to power in Turkey in the early 1920s, he extended Turkish control over the Kurdish areas of eastern Turkey. The Treaty of Lausanne (1923), which ended the Turko-Greek War of 1921–1922, superseded the Treaty of Sèvres and made no mention of an independent Kurdistan. The Kurdish people responded with a series of revolts against Turkish rule. The Turks crushed the revolts by using a combination of heavy bombardment and poison gas. The Kurds in neighboring Iran also revolted in the 1920s without success.

Meanwhile, in Iraq, the British met several Kurdish uprisings with force, and the British Royal Air Force bombed rebellious Kurdish tribes. Britain eventually melded Iraq’s Kurdish areas into an independent Iraq, setting the stage for several decades of hostility, oppression, and warfare. During the 1930s, numerous separatist groups arose among the Kurds in Iraq, and several rebellions against Iraqi rule erupted and were violently suppressed. As World War II raged in the early 1940s, the Kurds rebelled against British occupation troops but made little headway in obtaining independence.

Following the end of World War II, the Soviet-backed Republic of Mahabad was established in Iran in January 1946, but the Iranian Army quickly brought an end to the republic in the spring of 1947. In 1958, Kurdish nationalists in Iraq grew hopeful when the Baath Party overthrew King Faisal II, but the new government proved no more sympathetic to calls for Kurdish independence. During the 1960s, Kurdish forces led by Mustafa al-Barzani clashed repeatedly with Iraqi troops. Near the end of the decade, the violence erupted into full-scale war, prompting the Iraqi government in 1970 to agree to establish the Kurdish Autonomous Region, where the Kurds would be allowed local self-rule. However, the Kurds rejected the agreement, as the Iraqi government would still have authority over the region.

In 1974, Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein tried to enforce the Kurdish Autonomous Region, and the Kurdish Revolt broke out. Backed by support from Iran, al-Barzani’s troops fought hard against Iraq’s army, but they were overrun after Iran withdrew from the conflict in 1975. The following year, Hussein initiated a policy of “Arabization” in which thousands of Kurds were forcibly relocated to other areas of the country. The Iraqi government destroyed more than 2,000 villages and placed more than 500,000 people in protective camps, and Hussein banned the Kurdish language. In the 1980s, during the Iran-Iraq War, Hussein killed thousands of Kurds in chemical weapons attacks.

Following the Persian Gulf War in the early 1990s, U.S. president George H. W. Bush called on all anti-Hussein Iraqis to revolt. Many Kurds answered his call, but the United States offered little support, and thousands of Kurds died as Hussein brutally suppressed the uprising. The U.S.-led coalition then launched Operation PROVIDE COMFORT, which supplied food and shelter for Kurds in northern Iraq and established a no-fly zone over the area to keep Hussein from attacking the region.

Kurdish nationalists in Turkey also strove for independence after World War II, but the Turkish government managed to suppress Kurdish resistance and culture. In 1984, however, the newly established Kurdish Workers’ Party (PKK) began mounting terrorist attacks against Turkish targets, which led to an eruption of violence in the mid-1980s. Turkey angrily retaliated in 1992 by launching a major offensive against the PKK. Thousands of Kurds died, and about 2 million Kurdish people became refugees. The remaining PKK forces retreated into northern Iraq until 1995, when Turkish troops attacked their camps there. In 1999, PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan was captured, which brought the 15-year conflict to an end.

The strict enforcement of the no-fly zone by the United States and Britain has enabled the Kurds to develop a degree of stability in the Kurdish Autonomous Region in the 21st century. However, infighting has led to repeated clashes among the various Kurdish political parties, and the terrorist group Ansar al-Islam has embarked on a campaign of violence against the Kurds that included the February 2003 assassination of popular Kurdish political leader Shawkat Haji Mushir.
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Kurds, Massacres of

The Kurdish people are spread across a number of countries in the Middle East, including Turkey, Iraq, Syria, and Iran. Kurds have campaigned for their own homeland for many years and have suffered persecution throughout their history. During recent times, the Kurds have been subjected to repeated repressions and massacres.

Following an uprising led by Mustafa al-Barzani from 1961 to 1963, the Kurds were given some representation in the Iraqi government. However, following the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War in September 1980, the Kurdish leadership tended to side with Iran, and as a result Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein began a program of systematic persecution against the Kurds. Iraqi attacks increased dramatically from 1986 on. The lead figure directing these attacks was Ali Hassan al-Majid, a cousin of President Hussein. The use of chemical weapons during the attacks on the Kurds would earn al-Majid the sobriquet “Chemical Ali.”

During the campaign as a whole, the Iraqi army would deploy more than 200,000 troops against the Kurds. The campaign, launched by al-Majid himself, was split into seven phases between February and September 1988. This campaign against the Kurds was to become known as the Al-Anfal Campaign, meaning “the spoils of war.” In each phase, an area of Kurdish-dominated territory was sealed off and then attacked. Tactics against the Kurds included the employment of aircraft to bomb the Kurdish villages as well as ground forces to secure Kurdish settlements and detain and interrogate all males between the ages of 15 and 70. It was then official Iraqi policy to either execute these men immediately or transport them along with their families to the Topzawa Camp just outside the northern Iraqi town of Kirkuk. Here the men of proscribed age were segregated and summarily shot; the bodies were then bulldozed into shallow burial pits.

This deliberate plan of genocide grew as the campaign progressed. In the first stage (between February 23 and March 19, 1988), there was no official policy calling for the killing of all adult males; however, by the last phase (August 25–September 6, 1988) al-Majid did promulgate such a policy. Within Kirkuk, there was mass deportation of Kurdish families. The Baath Party then built large-scale housing projects and encouraged poor Arabs from the south of Iraq to settle in them. This policy of “Arabization” allowed Baghdad more firmly to control the oil-rich area around Kirkuk.

Perhaps the most infamous incident during the Al-Anfal Campaign was the chemical attack that took place against the Kurdish town of Halabja. Although there were a total of 40 separate chemical attacks in the whole six-month campaign against the Kurds, that on Halabja was by far the most significant. Halabja, located 150 miles northeast of Baghdad, had an estimated population of 80,000 people. Eight Iraqi Air Force aircraft struck the town on the evening of March 16, 1988, and the attacks continued throughout the night. Chemical agents employed in the attack included mustard gas and nerve agents such as sarin and tabun. During this one attack, over 5,000 civilians were killed and many thousands more were injured.

Initially, Baghdad claimed that the attack had been intended to strike Iranian troops, but between 1992 and 1994, the organization Human Rights Watch effectively proved Iraqi culpability in the Halabja massacre. During its duration, the Al-Anfal Campaign claimed perhaps as many as 50,000 civilian lives and destroyed some 2,000 villages, 1,750 schools, and 2,500 mosques.

Following the outbreak of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the Kurds in Iraq rose up against the Hussein regime, and under the protection of an allied air umbrella were able to establish their own governments in so-called safe havens established by the United Nations. In 2003, the Kurdish leadership supported the American-led invasion of Iraq and has now established effective control over Kirkuk and the surrounding areas. Thus far, it has prevented any further atrocities against the Kurdish people in Iraq.

Yet Iraq is not the only place where the Kurds have recently suffered. Within Turkey, Turkish security forces have leveled more than 3,000 Kurdish villages and displaced some 378,000 Kurds since 1982. In Iran, during the revolutionary period from 1979 to 1982, Islamic Revolutionary Guards campaigned against the Kurds, killing some 10,000 civilians. And attacks on Kurdish settlements continue. Recent incidents occurring on July 9, 2005, followed the murder of a Kurdish activist. In Syria, too, there have been incidents. On March 12, 2004, 180 Kurdish civilians were killed or injured in clashes with Syrian forces in Qamishli, a Kurdish city in the northeastern part of the country.

Former Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein and Ali Hassan al-Majid had both been charged for their roles in the Al-Anfal Campaign. Both were tried in Iraq by the Iraqi Special Tribunal for crimes against humanity and, sentenced to death in their roles in the campaign, were executed.

RALPH MARTIN BAKER
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March 11, 1970, Agreement

The March 11, 1970, Agreement between the Arab-nationalist Baath regime in Baghdad and the largest faction of Iraqi Kurds led by Mullah Mustafa (also called Mustafa al-Barzani), promised to establish Kurdish autonomy in the northern provinces of Iraq. The Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) under Mullah Mustafa’s leadership signed a peace accord with Baghdad after prolonged and complicated negotiations. The 1970 Agreement stipulated a range of socioeconomic provisions to encourage regional development in the predominantly Kurdish areas of Iraq. It also declared Kurdish an official language in towns and cities of Kurdish majority, elevated the Kurdish language to the level of instruction throughout all of Iraq, and included Kurdish representatives in positions of power within the central governmental and military structures. It also guaranteed the right to self-government to the Kurdish region in Iraq.

While initially promising to end regional Kurdish disputes and geostrategic disagreements over access to natural resources, the peace accord fell apart very quickly. Mullah Mustafa and his forces were decisively defeated in 1975 and the entire agreement was nullified by the government in Baghdad. In retrospect, the reasons for the collapse of the 1970 Agreement are quite obvious. The Baath regime in Baghdad primarily focused its attention on consolidating its power by centralizing controls throughout the entire country. Baathists essentially embraced an increasingly exclusive Arab nationalist ideology that offered little authentic political space to an ethnic minority such as the Kurds. Essentially, the Baath government signed the agreement with Mullah Mustafa to buy time. Once its own military capabilities were strengthened, Baghdad planned to reclaim central controls over all provinces of Iraq and to snuff out competing nationalist movements.

Mullah Mustafa essentially misjudged his ability to outmaneuver the central powers in Baghdad by placing too much trust in his international allies, and by focusing on weakening the position of his fiercest Kurdish competitor, Jalal Talabani. Talabani, a leftist intellectual and respected Kurdish nationalist from an elite family, cooperated with the Baathist regime because he believed that Baghdad’s socialist leaning would offer a stronger basis for partnership. He accepted payments from Baghdad to sustain his troops, which classified him as a traitor in the eyes of Mullah Mustafa’s support networks. In addition, Talabani offended the KDP apparatus by avoiding collaboration with Mullah Mustafa, since Talabani considered Mullah Mustafa as a representative of conservative values in the mold of a traditional feudal tribal chief. This split in the Iraqi Kurdish political structures continued after the defeat of the KDP.

In essence, both Mullah Mustafa and Jalal Talabani conducted themselves in a manner consistent with tribal fashion. They focused on strengthening their personal authority rather than uniting Kurdish communities in an effort to pursue a shared national goal. In the end, Mullah Mustafa’s fatal error related to his overreliance on foreign support to establish a Kurdish nation-state under his control. He reached out to the Shah of Iran for military aid, along with welcoming covert assistance from the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Israel. Mullah Mustafa’s external support structure emerged after the signing of an Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Treaty, which produced great anxiety in Iran and beyond. The United States and Israel feared increased Soviet meddling, worried about maintaining a regional balance of power, and suspected that the Kremlin supported Arab nationalist movements. Mullah Mustafa and his troops ended up serving as mere proxy forces in the interests of Western Cold War aspirations. When Saddam Hussein and the Shah of Iran agreed to settle their dispute during the 1975 Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) conference in Algiers, the Shah withdrew his military support for Mullah Mustafa. His troops either fled across the border to seek shelter among Iranian Kurds or had to face an overwhelming Iraqi army, which quickly crushed the Kurdish fighters.
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Marsh Arabs

Marsh Arabs (more properly known as the Ma’dan people) are a tribal-based group of people who for nearly 5,000 years have inhabited the Tigris-Euphrates marshlands in southern Iraq as well as Kuwait and western Iran. Marsh Arabs are predominantly Shiite Muslims. Over the millennia, they prospered as both nomadic and sedentary farmers, making use of the rich soils and abundant water found in the vast marshes in the Tigris and Euphrates river valleys. Some Marsh Arabs also raised cattle, including buffalo, and sheep. One of mainstays of their crop production was rice, which grows only in watery locations. Other key crops included wheat, barley, and millet. The marshes and the ability to harness them to meet their agricultural needs and lifestyle were absolutely critical to the Marsh Arabs. The climate in the region is extremely hot and dry, so without the marshes, agricultural pursuits would be difficult, if not impossible.

The Marsh Arabs became the focus of international scrutiny in the aftermath of the 1991 Persian Gulf War. In the months immediately following that conflict, some of the Marsh Arabs in Iraq rose up against Iraqi president Saddam Hussein’s autocratic regime, which had routinely tried to oppress them. This decision to defy Hussein was informed, in part, by U.S. president George H. W. Bush’s postwar comments that seemed to encourage the Iraqi people to rise up against Hussein. However, the Americans had no intention of aiding such an effort, or rescuing those who tried but failed to oust the dictator.

Hussein responded to the uprising with shocking rapidity and brutality. He ordered Iraqi troops into the marshlands, forcing out the inhabitants; those who resisted were killed. Worse yet, his government ordered the wholesale destruction of the marshes by draining them, damming them, or filling them in. Within a year, nearly 90 percent of Iraq’s marshes in the region had been obliterated, and some 80,000–120,000 Iraqi Marsh Arabs had been forced into neighboring Iran. It is estimated that there are only about 20,000 Marsh Arabs left in Iraq, compared to 150,000–200,000 in 1991.

Hussein’s move against the Marsh Arabs can rightly be considered a genocide, as he attempted to liquidate an entire group of people through murder, dislocation, and the destruction of their natural environment. Hussein probably also targeted the Marsh Arabs because they were Shiites in an overwhelmingly Sunni Muslim nation and believed that they had ties to the Shiite government in Iran, which was a perennial Iraqi enemy. Since Hussein’s ouster by U.S.-led forces in the Iraq War of 2003, there have been numerous attempts to restore some of the lost marshlands, and a number of them have been at least partly reclaimed and recovered. Nevertheless, it is unlikely that they will ever be restored to the pre-1991 boundaries. Some refugee Marsh Arabs have since returned to their Iraqi homelands, but many have elected to remain in Iran or Kuwait.
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Monument of Halabja Martyrs

The Monument of Halabja Martyrs was erected in 2002–2003 to commemorate the 5,000 dead and 10,000 wounded Kurds who were victims of the chemical gas attack on the town of Halabja by Saddam Hussein’s forces in 1988. The monument is a 100-foot-tall conical structure with 16 stylized ribs extending vertically from the base to form a stylized hand holding a spherical form at the apex. The interior of the central cone is etched with the names of the dead on black marble. The surrounding circular hall contains a museum of photographs taken by Iranian news media in the immediate aftermath of the gas attack alongside artifacts and a register for visitors. A bookshop is also located in the main level.

U.S. secretary of state Colin Powell attended the opening ceremonies in September 2003 as the U.S.-led coalition that had invaded Iraq that year continued to consolidate its control. The monument is located on the outskirts of Halabja, which has caused consternation among residents who contend that many dignitaries visit the monument without visiting the town, large parts of which remain unrepaired and in rubble from the attack. In March 2006, about 150 residents of the town demonstrated their frustration by blocking entry by government dignitaries for the annual commemoration. However, security forces began firing on the residents, which drew thousands more, who eventually attacked and set fire to the monument.


[image: Iraqi Kurdish men walk in the mass graveyard and memorial in Halabja, 161 miles northeast of Baghdad, Iraq, November 1, 2002, where the people who died when the town was bombed in March 1988 with chemical and cluster bombs are buried. (AP/Wide World Photos)]
Iraqi Kurdish men walk in the mass graveyard and memorial in Halabja, 161 miles northeast of Baghdad, Iraq, November 1, 2002, where the people who died when the town was bombed in March 1988 with chemical and cluster bombs are buried. (AP/Wide World Photos)



In response, the Kurdish regional government pledged $30 million to rebuild the town and provide basic services focusing on water, roads, and health care. The monument was repaired and reopened and continues to serve as a focal point for annual commemorations of the Halabja gas attack. The annual gatherings each March increasingly attract foreign visitors from beyond the region and are used by the regional Kurdish government to remind the state of Iraq of its obligations to the Kurdish people.
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Mosul, Iraq

Iraq’s third largest city, and the site of the Battle of Mosul (November 8–16, 2004). Located on the west bank of the Tigris River, some 250 miles north of Baghdad, Mosul’s present population is about 1.8 million; only Baghdad and Basra are larger. The city’s modern name is derived from the muslin (a finely woven cotton fabric) that was once produced there in great quantities. This predominantly Kurdish city is the hub of both Iraq’s oil and domestic electricity production and was also the scene of ongoing Arabization efforts by Iraqi president Saddam Hussein’s Baath Party. Mosul’s Kurdish majority proved to be the stumbling block between U.S. and Turkish negotiations prior to the March 2003 invasion of Iraq. The November 8–16, 2004, Battle of Mosul was one of the last steps in the Anglo-American-led fight for the control of Iraq during Operation IRAQI FREEDOM.

Mosul is built on a site rich in Assyrian history. The city is located where, in 850 bce, King Assurnasirpal II of Assyria chose to build Nineveh where the city of Nimrud had been located. Sennacherib made Nineveh the capital of Assyria in 700 bce. After changing hands a number of times over the next few hundred years, the city remained a critical trade center because of its position on key trade routes. Mosul would remain a critical part of the trade route until the opening of the Suez Canal in 1869. The discovery of oil and the construction of the Qyurrah refinery in the 1920s led to Mosul’s return to strategic and economic importance.

In 1958, Abdul Karim Qassem, as a part of his plan to integrate non-Arab ethnic groups into Iraqi cities, began encouraging Kurds to relocate to Mosul. Saddam Hussein and his Baath Party undertook an aggressive plan to Arabize Mosul, however, and many of those Kurds who had survived the Arabization returned to traditionally Kurdish regions either by choice or by force. After the overthrow of Hussein in March 2003, some Iraqi Kurds have called for Mosul to be included in the Kurdish regional government. These displays of Kurdish nationalism have angered Sunni Arabs and certainly soured U.S.-Turkish relations.

In 2003, the United States had planned to launch an arm of its invasion into Iraq from bases in Turkey, with the goal of quickly securing the oil fields at Mosul. Because of questions about the disposition of the Kurds, however, the Turks refused to allow the Americans to stage any part of the invasion from Turkish soil. Therefore, instead of being secured in the initial hours of the war, Mosul was not taken until April 11, 2003, two days after the fall of Baghdad, when Kurdish fighters assumed control after Hussein’s forces abandoned the town. After days of looting and fighting between Kurds and Arabs, the Kurds relinquished control of the city to U.S. troops.

Mosul was also the scene of the shoot-out between Saddam Hussein’s sons Uday and Qusay and coalition troops on July 22, 2003, in which both men were killed. In November 2004, after insurgents conducted coordinated attacks on Iraqi police installations, the Mosul police fled the city. This precipitated the Battle of Mosul in which U.S. and Iraqi forces together with Kurdish fighters retook the city on November 16.
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No-Fly Zone

The no-fly zones were restrictions imposed on the flight of Iraqi military aircraft following the 1991 Persian Gulf War (Operation DESERT STORM). As part of the March 3, 1991, cease-fire agreement ending the war, coalition forces insisted on a no-fly zone in the northern part of Iraq. Extending north from the 36° north latitude, it was designed to protect the Kurds from Iraqi government aircraft. In discussions with the Iraqis over the cease-fire agreement, coalition military commander General H. Norman Schwarzkopf allowed the Iraqis to continue to fly armed helicopters. Not until April 10 did the United States order Iraq to cease all military action in the northern zone.

No prohibition was imposed on the flight of military aviation in the southern part of the country. During the Gulf War the Shiites in the south had answered the call of the George H. W. Bush administration to rebel, and after the war they had been abandoned by the United States. Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein ordered a bloody repression in which as many as 50,000 Shiites died. Not until a year and a half later, on August 2, 1992, did the Bush administration proclaim a no-fly zone in the south that covered Iraqi territory south of the 32nd parallel. On September 3, 1993, the Clinton administration extended the southern no-fly zone north to reach to the 33rd parallel and the suburbs of Baghdad. The northern and southern no-fly zones were designed to protect civilians in these areas from air attack and to demonstrate to the Iraqi people that their government would not have full sovereignty over these regions until Saddam Hussein was driven from power. In effect the no-fly zones led to a continuation of warfare, albeit at a low level, between the United States and Britain on the one hand and Iraq on the other extending from Operation DESERT STORM to the March 2003 invasion of Iraq in Operation IRAQI FREEDOM.

Initially U.S., British, and French pilots conducted the no-fly patrols, but the French withdrew from participation in 1996. Most patrols were fairly routine, but on December 29, 1992, a U.S. plane shot down an Iraqi MiG-25 when it entered the southern no-fly zone. To circumvent the southern no-fly ban, the Iraqi government used its ground forces to begin a program of draining the Euphrates River marshes inhabited by the rebellious Shiite “Marsh Arabs.”

The air patrols and air strikes against ground targets were controversial. The United States and Britain alone among Security Council members justified the no-fly zones as being in accordance with UN Security Council Resolution 688. This resolution of April 5, 1991, condemned the repression of the civilian population in many parts of Iraq, but it made no mention of no-fly zones. Other Security Council members, most notably the People’s Republic of China and Russia, sharply criticized the British and U.S. air actions.

In the last weeks of the Bush administration, Iraqi air defenses fired on British and U.S. aircraft patrolling the no-fly zones. In response, on January 13, 1993, the Bush administration ordered air attacks against Iraqi air defense sites. More than 100 sorties were flown against Iraqi radar and missile air defense sites near Nasiriyah, Samawa, Najaf, and Al Amara. Then in response to Hussein’s noncompliance with UN inspectors searching for weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), on January 17, 1993, the Americans attacked the Zafraniyah nuclear weapons program factory on the outskirts of Baghdad. Fearful of the possible loss of pilots in the downing of aircraft, the Bush administration decided to carry out this attack with 42 Tomahawk cruise missiles alone.

President Clinton continued the retaliatory air strikes of his predecessor. These met increasing opposition from the governments of France, Russia, and Turkey. Tragedy struck in the northern no-fly zone in April 1994, when two U.S. F-15Cs mistakenly shot down two U.S. Army helicopters carrying allied officers to meet with Kurdish officials in northern Iraq.

The undeclared air war continued. Iraqi forces used their radar sites to target British and U.S. aircraft and occasionally to fire missiles at them. Under the rules of engagement, pilots were authorized to attack the ground targets in event of a radar lock-on, which would be preparatory to a missile launch. In December 1998 in Operation DESERT FOX, U.S. and U.K. aircraft carried out an extensive bombing campaign to destroy suspected Iraqi WMD programs. By 1999 the United States maintained at considerable expense some 200 aircraft, 19 naval ships, and 22,000 U.S. military personnel to enforce the no-fly zones.

The no-fly zones and the low-level warfare that ensued there reflected, at least as far as the United States and Great Britain were concerned, the lack of a satisfactory end to Operation DESERT STORM in 1991. At the time, Bush administration officials assumed that Hussein would soon be driven from power, but that proved incorrect. At least the northern no-fly zone provided de facto autonomy for a large portion of the Kurdish population. The no-fly zones ceased to exist with the beginning of the Iraq War, Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, on March 19, 2003.

SPENCER C. TUCKER
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Operation NORTHERN WATCH

Operation NORTHERN WATCH was a surveillance and air-policing operation of the U.S. European Command (EUCOM) that enforced the United Nations (UN) mandated no-fly zone above the 36th Parallel to prevent Iraqi attacks on the Kurds in northern Iraq and to enforce Iraqi compliance with UN Security Council resolutions. Operation NORTHERN WATCH, carried out by the United States, Great Britain, and Turkey, began on January 1, 1997, and ended unofficially on March 17, 2003, and officially on May 1, 2003.

With the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the United States encouraged the Kurds in northern Iraq to revolt against the regime of Iraqi president Saddam Hussein. However, Hussein ordered devastating military attacks on the Kurds, and more than 1 million Kurds, remembering the Iraqi gas attacks on their settlements in 1988, fled northward toward Turkey. Turkey, which already had a substantial problem with its existing Kurdish population, would not allow the Iraqi Kurds to cross the border. As a result, the Kurds were left stranded in the mountains, starving, ill prepared for severe winter weather, and at the mercy of Iraqi forces.

Thus, on April 6, 1991, U.S. president George H. W. Bush directed EUCOM to form a joint task force to protect the Kurds of northern Iraq. For this mission, called Operation PROVIDE COMFORT, coalition air forces flew more than 40,000 sorties, relocated more than 700,000 refugees, rebuilt more than 70 percent of the Kurdish villages destroyed in northern Iraq, delivered more than 17,000 tons of supplies, and prevented new Iraqi attacks on the Kurds. U.S. Air Force fighters from Incirlik Air Base, Turkey, patrolled the northern no-fly zone until PROVIDE COMFORT officially ended on December 31, 1996.

To continue policing the northern no-fly zone and to ensure Iraqi compliance with UN resolutions calling for UN inspection of Iraqi nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons facilities, EUCOM began Operation NORTHERN WATCH on January 1, 1997. The three coalition partners for this mission collectively provided approximately 45 aircraft and more than 1,400 personnel. Headquartered at Incirlik Air Base, the joint U.S. force numbered some 1,100 personnel from the air force, army, navy, and marines. The air force contingent consisted of active-duty, air force reserve and air national-guard airmen on 14- to 180-day duty, depending on their status. With a 700 percent annual turnover rate in personnel, more than 9,000 personnel rotated through NORTHERN WATCH annually.

The Turkish government, which was opposed to a permanent U.S. military operation based in its territory, originally permitted operations for six months and subsequently approved additional extensions at six-month intervals. Turkish prime minister Bulent Ecevit, who was critical of American policy in Iraq, placed major operational restrictions on the activities of NORTHERN WATCH forces, including the size of the operation, hours of flight operations, the types of aircraft deployed, and the types of munitions used. As a result, U.S. forces had to closely link U.S. responses to Iraqi provocations, and the Turkish military monitored American operations to ensure that they adhered to restrictions. Turkish authorities also refused to allow coalition aircrews based at Incirlik Air Base to participate in Operation DESERT STRIKE in 1996 and in Operation DESERT FOX in 1998, effectively grounding NORTHERN WATCH aircraft during those operations.

The coalition used a variety of fighters, tankers, and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance aircraft working together to enforce the no-fly zone. Typical missions required a mix of aircraft. Among the aircraft used—at one time or another—were the Grumman EA-6B Prowler; Boeing E-3 Sentry AWACS (Airborne Warning and Control System), McDonnell Douglas F-15 Eagle, Lockheed F-16 Fighting Falcon, Sikorsky HH-60 Jayhawk, Lockheed HC-130 Hercules, Boeing KC-135 Stratotanker, Sikorsky UH-60 Black Hawk, EP-3 Aries, Beechcraft C-12 Huron, Sepecat GR-3 Jaguar, Hawker Siddeley Nimrod, and Vickers VC-10 tanker.

British and U.S. aircraft flew patrol missions over Iraq an average of 18 days per month. In 2000 they flew 164 days; in 2001, 146 days; and by late November 2002, 106 days. For the first year of the operation, northern Iraq was quiet, with no incidents between coalition aircraft and Iraqi forces. However, Iraqi ground-based antiaircraft defenses engaged patrolling coalition aircraft during every subsequent mission.

Despite the coalition’s enforcement of the no-fly zone for almost two years, Iraq continued to avoid compliance with UN resolutions, especially Security Council Resolution 687, requiring Iraq to dispose of its weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), ballistic missiles with a range of more than 93 miles, and related production facilities and equipment. Iraq greatly interfered with the activities of the UN arms inspectors on three separate occasions. On November 13, 1997, Iraq expelled UN arms inspectors, who returned one week later. On January 13, 1998, Iraq banned UN arms inspectors, led by an American, and expelled the inspectors three days later. Finally on October 31, 1998, Iraq stopped cooperating with UN inspectors, who were forced to withdraw on November 7, 1998.

These actions resulted in a flurry of diplomatic action by UN secretary-general Kofi Annan and a buildup of coalition military forces. The U.S. military then prepared units in the United States for deployment under Operation DESERT THUNDER I and Operation DESERT THUNDER II. However, Annan managed to convince Hussein to accept a tentative agreement that would allow UN arms inspectors full access to suspected Iraqi weapons sites. One month later, however, a report that summarized Iraq’s continued history of uncooperative actions and violations of the WMD disposal requirements resulted in Operation DESERT FOX. During this operation (December 16–19, 1998) NORTHERN WATCH aircraft ceased operations for four days to allow aircraft designated for the contingency to reach their targets.

Shortly after DESERT FOX ended, Iraq announced that it would no longer recognize the northern and southern no-fly zones. When NORTHERN WATCH resumed, Iraqi air defenses shot at coalition aircraft with surface-to-air missiles (SAMs) on December 28, 1998. Up until March 1999 Iraqi SAM sites and antiaircraft guns, the most common threat, fired on U.S. and British aircraft over northern Iraq almost daily. Coalition forces retaliated by attacking Iraqi air defense systems, the first such action in northern Iraq since August 1993. Coalition aircraft used 485 weapons, including laser-guided bombs, the AGM-88 High-Speed Anti-Radiation Missile (HARM), and the AGM-130 long-range air-to-surface missiles, against 225 targets. NORTHERN WATCH saw the first combat use of the AGM-130.

From June 1998 to June 1999, coalition aircraft flew patrols an average of 18 days per month, accumulating more than 5,000 combat/combat-support sorties. These coalition air attacks severely degraded Iraq’s integrated air defense systems without any loss of coalition aircraft, despite a $14,000 bounty Hussein promised to anyone who downed a coalition aircraft. During early 1999, coalition air activity over northern Iraq came to a temporary halt as aircraft transferred to Italy for Operation ALLIED FORCE.

The air policing and surveillance of northern Iraq had a number of critics. Some believed that coalition aircraft deliberately provoked Iraqi antiaircraft defenses to turn on their radars and/or fire SAMs or antiaircraft guns to draw a coalition attack. As this type of criticism mounted, Brigadier General Robert DuLaney, the American commander of Operation NORTHERN WATCH after October 1999, ordered coalition aircraft to be less confrontational and avoid known Iraqi air defense sites. Also, coalition planes stopped dropping cement-filled laser-guided bombs that had been used to attack SAM and radar sites located near sensitive buildings, such as mosques. Because of the length of the operation and the rules of engagement, some military strategists and even pilots who had flown missions for NORTHERN WATCH no longer saw any military objective in the ongoing operation.

The last flight for Operation NORTHERN WATCH occurred on March 17, 2003, two days before the start of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM. NORTHERN WATCH officially ended on May 1, 2003. Since its inception in 1997, more than 40,000 troops had rotated through Incirlik Air Base to support the mission, and assigned aircraft flew more than 36,000 sorties.

ROBERT B. KANE
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Operation PROVIDE COMFORT

Operation PROVIDE COMFORT was a 1991 humanitarian relief mission carried out in northern Iraq by the United States and several of its military allies. Following the coalition victory over Iraq in Operation DESERT STORM, in March 1991 Kurds living in northern Iraq revolted against the rule of Iraqi president Saddam Hussein. The Kurds composed about one-fifth of Iraq’s population and had long claimed northern Iraq (Kurdistan) as their ancestral home.

Initially, the rebellion went well, and demoralized Iraqi soldiers fled from Kurdish fighters called Peshmerga (“those who face death”). However, after dealing with a similar Shiite revolt in southern Iraq, Saddam Hussein sent his reconstructed military north to fight the Peshmerga. The lightly armed Kurdish fighters could not contend with Iraqi tanks, artillery, and helicopter gunships. The Iraqis also used chemical weapons against the Kurds. The Iraqis recaptured Kurdish cities one by one until only the city of Zakho, near the Turkish border, remained. On March 31, 1991, an Iraqi offensive against Zakho began. Fearing another chemical attack, most of the city’s Kurds fled into the nearby mountains, where they joined a growing stream of Kurdish refugees.

Because of Turkish concerns about absorbing thousands of stateless Kurds, Turkish forces prevented the refugees from entering Turkey. Consequently, Kurdish refugees were caught in a vice between the Iraqi military and the Turkish border. Here the Kurds lived without shelter on cold mountain slopes where they suffered from hunger, exposure, and disease. The international aid group Doctors without Borders reported no health care while diseases like measles, cholera, typhus, and dysentery raged through refugee camps. A humanitarian disaster loomed with an estimated 750,000 people in danger of imminent death. Aid workers reported that about 1,500 Kurds were dying each day.

President George H. W. Bush did not want American forces to become involved in what he viewed as an Iraqi civil war, so he resisted calls for American intervention. However, on April 5, 1991, the United Nations Security Council passed Resolution 688 condemning the repression of Iraqi Kurds. Resolution 688 provided the legal basis for responding to the crisis.

President Bush then bowed to public pressure as well as requests from the United Kingdom and France and committed American resources to a relief effort. This decision marked the beginning of what became Operation PROVIDE COMFORT. On April 5, 1991, U.S. Air Force major general James L. Jamerson assumed command of a joint task force whose goal was to assist dislocated civilians living in northern Iraq. Jamerson’s first task was to organize and manage the delivery of emergency relief. The second objective was to create a sustained relief effort.

Operation PROVIDE COMFORT was a particular challenge for Turkey. That country has had a long and uneasy history with the Kurds, who live along the Iraq-Turkey border. A Kurdish guerrilla group used bases inside Iraq to launch raids against Turkey. Inside Turkey itself, a sizable and restive Kurdish minority presented a challenge to the central government. However, by mid-April 1991, fleeing refugees had overwhelmed Turkey’s capacity to provide assistance. Turkish president Turgut Ozal accepted a United Nations (UN) plan to move refugees back into northern Iraq. Thereafter, Turkey offered vital logistical support to the mission.

On April 6, 1991, Joint Task Force Provide Comfort deployed to Incirlik Air Base at Adna, Turkey. American fighter aircraft provided aerial security. Two days later, six Lockheed C-130 Hercules cargo aircraft delivered 27 tons of supplies, including dehydrated combat rations, blankets, and water. The next day, a growing international force that included units from Denmark, Spain, Japan, New Zealand, and Australia joined the effort. From start to finish four countries—the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Turkey—were the major contributors to the mission. On April 16, 1991, President Bush expanded PROVIDE COMFORT to include multinational forces with the additional mission of establishing temporary refugee camps in northern Iraq. This was first labeled “Express Care.” On April 17, when it had become apparent that a ground presence in northern Iraq was also necessary, Lieutenant General John Shalikashvili (who later succeeded General Colin Powell as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff) replaced Jamerson as commander. Jamerson served as his deputy commander, and Marine brigadier general Anthony Zinni became chief of staff. Two subordinate joint task forces (JTFs) also formed (Alpha and Bravo).

JTF Alpha entered the mountains of southeast Turkey with the goal of alleviating the dying and suffering while stabilizing the situation. Commanded by Army brigadier general Richard Potter, JTF Alpha was composed primarily of the 10th Special Forces Group (10th SF). A special subunit began organizing to provide the first phase of emergency relief, Express Care. Some 200 U.S. Army Special Forces provided the ground component of Express Care. On April 13, only six days after the decision to commit American resources, the first Special Forces teams entered the refugee camps inside northern Iraq. Their mission was to help organize the camps while receiving and distributing supplies. Initially, planners thought that this first phase would last 10 days.

It soon became clear that relief efforts were inadequate to meet the crisis. Participants in the relief effort found 12 major refugee camps along the Iraq border. Each camp had an estimated 40,000 refugees, all of whom lacked food, clean water, and medical care. The initial phase of emergency aid expanded to first 30 days and then 90 days.

The second component, JTF Bravo, centered on the 24th Marine Expeditionary Unit under Major General Jay Garner. Its mission was to prepare the town of Zakho, in northern Iraq, as a transit point for the Kurdish refugees and to facilitate their eventual return home. An important part of this mission was to transfer responsibility over to nongovernment organizations. Task Force Encourage Hope (later renamed Joint Task Force Bravo) was formed to construct a series of resettlement camps where dislocated civilians could find food and shelter and security.

The formal decision to expand PROVIDE COMFORT’s mission from emergency relief to comprehensive sustainment required organization changes. More then just U.S. Army and Marine forces were involved, and 12 countries sent military forces. Thirty-six sent financial assistance or supplies. Thirty-nine civilian relief agencies cooperated in PROVIDE COMFORT. Accordingly, in recognition of the international character of the operation, on April 9, 1991, JTF Provide Comfort became Combined Task Force Provide Comfort.

The emergency phase of Operation PROVIDE COMFORT stabilized the situation. Attention then turned to building temporary camps in the lowlands so refugees could move to a more accessible location. Coalition forces established a demilitarized zone inside northern Iraq to protect the Kurds. Air units operating from Incirlik enforced a no-fly zone above the 36th Parallel to prevent Iraqi interference. Within this zone, JTF Bravo established transit camps where refugees could live in safety until they returned home. The refugees enjoyed better sanitation facilities at these lowland camps. Here Kurdish officials could also assume administrative tasks. This was in keeping with the operational plan to transition rapidly from military to civilian control.

The city of Dohuk proved a major obstacle to the successful return of Kurdish refugees. Located near the Turkish border, this former Kurdish stronghold was a powerful symbol to thousands of refugees, but they refused to leave their camps until coalition forces had secured Dohuk. The Iraqis, in turn, refused to leave Dohuk. Several armed encounters took place between Iraqi and coalition forces. Exasperated by Iraqi harassment, General Shalikashvili ordered an American military response. Before this took place, however, the situation changed dramatically.

After meeting with Saddam Hussein, on May 18, 1991, the leader of the Kurdish Democratic Party, Massoud Barzani, announced a tentative agreement concerning Kurdish autonomy. It established a Kurdish Autonomous Zone in northern Iraq. The next day, Shalikashvili met with an Iraqi general to forge an agreement regarding the city of Dohuk. Dohuk became an “open” city where the Iraqis would allow limited humanitarian and related groups to operate. Turkey agreed to allow a multinational force to remain on Turkish soil along the Turkish border with Kurdistan. These events eased tensions and encouraged hundreds of thousands of refugees to leave the mountains and return home. The last refugee camp closed on June 7, 1991.

By mid-July, military forces assigned to Operation PROVIDE COMFORT had pulled out of Iraq; a residual force in southeastern Turkey was left to keep the Iraqis in check. A military coordination center remained in Iraq to link the armed forces and civilian relief workers, and the UN assumed responsibility for the refugee camps.

Operation PROVIDE COMFORT was the first post–Cold War humanitarian intervention conducted principally by the United States. During the operation, from April to July, 12,316 American and 10,926 coalition military personnel served. It was fundamentally a military operation, implemented and managed by military officers. In conjunction with civilian relief agencies, they met the operational objectives of stopping the suffering and resettling the refugees, first in transit camps and then back in their homes.

In late July 1991, after coalition military forces departed northern Iraq, Operation PROVIDE COMFORT II began. It was essentially a show of force designed to deter Saddam Hussein from launching further attacks against the Kurds and had a limited humanitarian component. PROVIDE COMFORT II ended on December 31, 1996.

JAMES R. ARNOLD
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Othman, Mahmoud

Mahmoud Othman is a Kurdish nationalist, physician, and Iraqi politician.

Mahmoud Othman was born in Sulaymaniyah (Sulaimaniyah), an ethnically Kurdish province in Iraq, in 1938. He was educated in Iraq and received a medical degree from the University of Baghdad. Meanwhile, when he was 18, he became involved in the Kurdish struggle for independence. In 1962, he joined the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), and in 1968 he became deputy foreign minister for Kurdish leader Mustafa al-Barzani. In that post he did a masterful job of keeping the international community apprised of the Kurds’ activities. Two years later, he served as the chief Kurdish negotiator for the Kurds with Iraq’s Baath Party, the result of which was a brief ceasefire in the on-going civil unrest.

Othman founded the Kurdish Socialist Party in 1980, serving as its first president. Forced into exile in 1992, he returned to Iraqi-held Kurdistan in 1995 and continued to agitate for the Kurds. In 2001, he helped facilitate peace talks between the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan and the Kurdistan Democratic Party. As tensions amounted between Iraq and the West after the September 11, 2001, terror attacks, Othman kept a lower profile to avoid confrontation with Iraqi strongman Saddam Hussein, although he continued to organize Kurdish opposition forces.

After Hussein was overthrown in the spring of 2003, Othman became a member of the Interim Iraqi Governing Council. In 2005, he was elected to the Iraqi National Assembly and became head of the Kurdistan Alliance. Othman continues to hold a seat in the Iraqi Parliament.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Patriotic Union of Kurdistan

The Patriotic Union of Kurdistan is a Kurdish nationalist party in northern Iraq founded and led by Jalal Talabani. The Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) split from the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) during the early 1960s and existed as a coalition of several Kurdish political groups before it was officially founded in June 1975, following the collapse of the Kurdish revolt against the Iraqi government. The PUK’s base of support is principally in southern Kurdistan (i.e., in Sulamaniyah), and since the 1980s it has courted rural Kurds to broaden its appeal. Most of its adherents speak the Sorani dialect and some belong to the Qadiri Sufi order.

Talabani broke with the KDP chiefly over his refusal to serve under Massoud Barzani, son of the founder of the KDP and current head of the party. Talabani tried to consolidate his control of the entire Kurdish movement by marginalizing Barzani. Over the next several decades, the PUK and KDP fought for control of the Kurdish nationalist movement. But they also fought for and against the Iraqi and Iranian governments. The Peshmerga also included other Kurdish nationalist groups, including the KDP.

Because of the KDP’s increasing support from Iran, in 1979 Talabani made overtures to Iraqi president Saddam Hussein, indicating that the PUK would cease its antigovernment activity for certain concessions. Hussein, however, was unwilling to meet these, which included giving the PUK control of the Kirkuk oil fields, allowing Kurdish forces to provide local security, and the development of independent financial systems. During the 1980–1988 Iran-Iraq War, the PUK formed guerrilla units and established links with Iran to obtain financial and military support. During that war, Hussein tried to eradicate the Kurds in the 1986–1988 Al-Anfal Campaign, which involved chemical attacks on Halabja and other Kurdish strongholds. Some 4,000 villages were destroyed and more than 100,000 Kurds were killed. This campaign caused the Kurds to change their strategy prior to Operation DESERT STORM (1991) by temporarily laying aside their differences and uniting in order to resist the Iraqi government.

In 1988, the KDP, PUK, as well as other Kurdish groups formed the Iraqi Kurdistan Front (IKF), combining forces to fight Hussein’s government. Once the DESERT STORM air war began in January 1991, 50 percent of the Kurdish soldiers in the Iraqi Army deserted and many of them joined the Peshmerga. After Hussein’s defeat in the Persian Gulf War, Kurds of all political stripes joined the IKF. Meanwhile, Barzani and Talabani jointly directed IKF attacks on Iraqi government forces in the immediate aftermath of the war. In so doing, they seized Kirkuk, took 75 percent of Kurdistan, and added more Iraqi deserters to their ranks, thereby obtaining large numbers of weapons. However, the Iraqi Republican Guards destroyed many Kurdish irregular units, stopping the Kurdish rebellion. By March 1991, as many as 1.5 million Kurds had become refugees.

On April 5, 1991, the United Nations (UN) passed Resolution 688, which allowed for the air-dropping of food and medicine to the Kurds. Operation PROVIDE COMFORT, an American humanitarian mission, also began in April. On April 10, 1991, the United States established the northern no-fly zone at the 36th Parallel, and on April 18 the UN created a Kurdish-controlled enclave in northern Iraq. Because there was no widespread political support for a long-term occupation in northern Iraq, the UN withdrew all forces on July 5, 1991.

After that, the KDP and PUK established a de facto autonomous polity by taking control of the former UN zone. In May 1992, the Kurds founded the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), which is composed of, among other groups, the KDP, PUK, and the Iraqi Communist Party. The Kurds held elections and established a joint legislative assembly with a cabinet. However, the KDP and PUK each tried to seize control of the autonomous region, and a civil war ensued. Amnesty International reported that in 1994 and 1995, both groups had committed scores of killings in their efforts to gain power.

In August 1996, 2,000 Iranian Revolutionary Guards Corps (IRGC) soldiers entered Iraq and attacked the KDP on behalf of the PUK. Barzani now turned to Hussein for help. Hussein dispatched a force of as many as 60,000 Republican Guards to the autonomous region and drove the PUK from Irbil. The KDP then pushed the remnants of the PUK to the Iranian border.

On February 5, 1999, President Bill Clinton issued Presidential Decision Directive 99–13. It authorized U.S. military assistance through the Iraq Liberation Act (ILA; Public Law 105–338) to both the KDP and PUK. It came as no surprise when the PUK and KDP cooperated with the U.S.-led coalition that drove Hussein from power in 2003. Most recently, the Kurdistan Brigades, led by Dilshad Kalari (Dilshad Garmyani), have begun publicly calling for jihad against the KDP and PUK, because Talabani and Barzani are viewed as apostate politicians because of their cooperation with the Nuri al-Maliki administration.

Many Iraqi Kurds, however, believe that they may be better off building their region and do not support any immediate Kurdish separatism. The Kurds want control of the Kirkuk oil fields, as control over this resource is essential to the northern economy. Also the Arabization of Kirkuk under the Baath government was bitterly opposed by the Kurds.

The PUK is expected to continue demanding progress on autonomy for its continued support for all the KRG initiatives. Therefore, the prospect of a truly unified administration within the KRG seems remote.

The PUK is organized into eight bureaus, each designed to administer to a particular need of the party and of Kurds more generally. They include the Bureau of Organization; Bureau of Information; Bureau for Culture and Democratic Organization; Bureau of Finance and Management; Bureau for Human Rights; Bureau for Social Affairs; Bureau for Martyrs and Veterans’ Affairs; and the Bureau for International Relations. The party is divided into 36 branches, each with its own head and 2 deputies. Depending on the number of PUK members in each branch, the number of assistant deputies ranges from 4 to 8. There are also 2 party branches that include Peshmerga.

DONALD R. DUNNE
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Persian Gulf War

The Persian Gulf War resulted from the Iraqi invasion of neighboring Kuwait. In July 1990 U.S. intelligence detected an Iraqi military buildup along the Kuwaiti border. On July 17 Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein threatened military action against Kuwait for its violation of Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) oil caps. Overproduction had driven down the price of oil. Because of Iraq’s recently completed eight-year war with Iran (1980–1988), it had accumulated a war debt of some $80 billion, and Baghdad was anxious to keep oil prices high. There was also an ongoing Iraqi border dispute with Kuwait over charges of Kuwaiti slant-drilling into Iraqi-controlled oil fields. Finally, Iraq had long claimed Kuwait as a province.

Washington had been increasingly concerned over Iraq’s expanding nuclear industry and its chemical and biological weapons, some of which Hussein had used in the war against Iran and even against his own people, the Kurds. But U.S. policy was ambiguous, and Iraqis knew that Washington had tacitly supported them in the war with Iran, providing satellite intelligence information on Iran. U.S. ambassador to Baghdad April Glaspie delivered mixed messages on behalf of the George H. W. Bush administration that seemed to allow Hussein free rein in the Persian Gulf. Hussein thus believed that Washington would probably not challenge a move against Kuwait. On its part, the State Department did not believe that Hussein would actually mount a full-scale invasion. If military action occurred, Washington expected only a limited offensive to force the Kuwaitis to accede to Iraqi oil production demands. Clearly, Washington underestimated Hussein’s ambitions.

On August 2, 1990, Iraqi forces invaded Kuwait and speedily overran the country. The United States demanded that Hussein recall his troops from Kuwait. When he refused, the Bush administration took action. Washington feared that an unchecked Iraq would threaten Saudi Arabia, which possessed the world’s largest oil reserves, and thus would be able to control both the price and flow of oil to the West. Bush also saw Hussein as a new Adolf Hitler and was determined that there would be no Munich-like appeasement of aggression.

On paper Iraq appeared formidable. Its army numbered more than 950,000 men, and it had some 5,500 main battle tanks (MBTs), of which 1,000 were modern T-72s; 6,000 armored personnel carriers (APCs); and about 3,500 artillery weapons. Hussein ultimately deployed 43 divisions to Kuwait, positioning most of them along the border with Saudi Arabia.

In Operation DESERT SHIELD, designed to protect Saudi Arabia and prepare for the liberation of Kuwait, the United States put together an impressive coalition that included Syria, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia as well as Britain, France, and many other states. Altogether, coalition assets grew to 665,000 men, 3,600 tanks, and substantial air and naval assets.

Hussein remained intransigent but also quiescent, allowing the buildup of coalition forces in Saudi Arabia to proceed unimpeded. When the deadline for Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait passed on January 15, 1991, coalition commander U.S. Army general H. Norman Schwarzkopf unleashed Operation DESERT STORM on January 16. It began with a massive air offensive, striking targets in Kuwait and throughout Iraq, including Baghdad. In only a few days the coalition had established absolute air supremacy over the battlefield. Iraq possessed nearly 800 combat aircraft and an integrated air defense system controlling 3,000 antiaircraft missiles, but it was unable to win a single air-to-air engagement, and coalition aircraft soon destroyed the bulk of the Iraqi Air Force. Air superiority assured success on the ground.

The air campaign destroyed important Iraqi targets along the Saudi border. Night after night B-52s dropped massive bomb loads in classic attrition warfare, and many Iraqi defenders were simply buried alive. Schwarzkopf also mounted an elaborate deception to convince the Iraqis that the coalition was planning an amphibious assault against Kuwait. This feint pinned down a number of Iraqi divisions. In reality, Schwarzkopf had planned a return to large-scale maneuver warfare, which tested the U.S. Army’s new AirLand Battle concept.

Schwarzkopf’s campaign involved three thrusts. On the far left, 200 miles from the coast, XVIII Airborne Corps of the 82rd Airborne Division and the 101st Airborne Division (Airmobile), supplemented by the French 6th Light Armored Division and the U.S. 24th Infantry Division (Mechanized) and 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment, were to swing wide and cut off the Iraqis on the Euphrates River, preventing resupply or retreat. The center assault, the mailed fist of VII Corps, was to be mounted some 100 miles inland from the coast. It consisted of the heavily armored coalition divisions: the U.S. 1st and 3rd Armored Divisions, the 1st Cavalry Division, the 1st Infantry (Mechanized) Division, and the British 1st Armored Division. VII Corps’s mission was to thrust deep, engage, and then destroy the elite Iraqi Republican Guard divisions. The third and final thrust was to occur on the coast. It consisted of the U.S. 1st Marine Expeditionary force of two divisions, a brigade from the U.S. 2nd Armored Division, and allied Arab units and was to drive on Kuwait City.

On February 24 allied forces executed simultaneous drives along the coast, while the 101st Airborne Division established a position 50 miles behind the border. As the Marines moved up the coast toward Kuwait City, they were hit in the flank by Iraqi armor. In the largest tank battle in the history of the U.S. Marine Corps, the Marines, supported by coalition airpower, easily defeated the Iraqis. The battle was fought in a surrealist day-into-night atmosphere caused by the smoke of oil wells set afire by the retreating Iraqis.

As the Marines, preceded by a light Arab force, prepared to enter Kuwait City, Iraqi forces fled north with whatever they could steal. Thousands of vehicles and personnel were caught in the open on the highway from Kuwait City and were pummeled by air and artillery along what became known as the “highway of death.” The allies now came up against an Iraqi rear guard of 300 tanks covering the withdrawal north toward Basra of four Republican Guard divisions. In perhaps the most lopsided tank battle in history, the Iraqi force was defeated at a cost of only one American death.

Lieutenant General Frederick Franks, commander of VII Corps to the west, angered Schwarzkopf by insisting on halting on the night of February 24 and concentrating his forces rather than risk an advance through a battlefield littered with debris and unexploded ordnance and subject to the possibility of casualties from friendly fire. When VII Corps resumed the advance early on February 25, its problem was not the Iraqis but the supply of fuel; because of the speed of the advance, the M1s needed to be refueled every eight to nine hours.

The afternoon of February 27 saw VII Corps engaged in some of its most intense combat. Hoping to delay the coalition, an armored brigade of the Medina Republican Guard Division established a 6-mile-long skirmish line on the reverse slope of a low hill, digging in their T-55 and T-72 tanks. The advancing 2nd Brigade of the 1st Armored Division came over a ridge, spotted the Iraqis, and took them under fire from 2,500 yards. The American tankers used sabot rounds to blow the turrets off the dug-in Iraqi tanks. The battle was the largest single armor engagement of the war. In only 45 minutes, U.S. tanks and aircraft destroyed 60 T-72, 9 T-55 tanks, and 38 Iraqi armored personnel carriers.

Allied tanks, especially the M1A1 Abrams and the British Challenger, had proved their great superiority over their Soviet counterparts, especially in night fighting. Of 600 M1A1 Abrams that saw combat, not one was penetrated by an enemy round. Conversely, the M1A1’s 120-mm gun proved lethal to Iraqi MBTs. It could engage the Iraqi armor at 3,000 meters (1.86 miles), twice the Iraqis’ effective range, and its superior fire control system could deliver a first-round hit while on the move. Overall, the coalition maneuver strategy bound up in the AirLand Battle worked to perfection. As VII Corps closed to the sea, XVIII Corps to its left, with a much larger distance to travel, raced to reach the fleeing Republican Guards’ divisions before they could escape to Baghdad.

In only 100 hours of ground combat, allied forces had liberated Kuwait. On February 28 President Bush stopped the war. He feared the cost of an assault on Baghdad and was also concerned that Iraq might then break up into a Kurdish north, a Sunni Muslim center, and a Shiite Muslim south. Bush wanted to keep Iraq intact to counter a resurgent Iran.

The war was among the most lopsided in history. Iraq lost 3,700 tanks, more than 1,000 other armored vehicles, and 3,000 artillery pieces. In contrast, the coalition lost 4 tanks, 9 other combat vehicles, and 1 artillery piece. In human terms, the allies sustained 500 casualties (150 dead), many of these from accidents and friendly fire. Iraqi casualties totaled between 25,000 and 100,000 dead, with the best estimates being around 60,000. The coalition also took 80,000 Iraqis prisoner. Perhaps an equal number simply deserted.

Following the cease-fire, Hussein reestablished his authority. He put down, at great cost to the civilian population, revolts by the Shiites and Kurds. He also defied United Nations (UN) inspection teams by failing to account for all of his biological and chemical weapons, the so-called weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Ultimately, President George W. Bush would use the alleged presence of WMD as an excuse to send U.S. and allied forces to invade and occupy Iraq in another war in 2003.
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Peshmerga

Armed Kurdish insurgents operating chiefly in Kurdistan (northern Iraq, Turkey, and Iran). Peshmerga (meaning those facing death) are Kurdish irregular fighters whose origins predate the 20th century. Although primarily Kurdish men, their demographic composition has come to include women and non-Kurds. The fighters’ chains of command were the successive leaders of the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), namely, Mullah Mustafa al-Barzani and, following his death, his successor and son Masoud Barzani, currently the president of the Kurdistan Regional Government (KRG), as well as the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) led by Jalal Talabani. The Peshmerga in Turkey fall under the auspices of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK).

In Iraq, the KDP and PUK comprise the current government of the KRG, by which the Peshmerga are largely governed. Historically, they have played a pivotal role in shaping Kurdish nationalist aspirations for independence since the early 1920s, particularly as a result of the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire after World War I and the quest for a Kurdish homeland.

The historical development of the Peshmerga was concurrent with the rise and fall of various Kurdish rebellions following the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Failed promises by the Allied powers after World War I to grant Kurds local autonomy and possible independence as suggested in the Treaty of Sèvres (1920) helped solidify the Kurds’ quest for independence thereafter. The 1920s witnessed various Kurdish uprisings led by Sheikh Mahmud Barzinji of Sulamaniyah, all of which were promptly quashed by the Iraqi government and the British Royal Air Force. In 1931 Sheikh Barzinji died in one such uprising. This critical juncture witnessed the rise of Mullah Mustafa al-Barzani as the leader of the Kurdish movement in Iraq and the first solidification of the Peshmerga as a united force.
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Throughout the 1930s and 1940s the Kurdish nationalist movement remained largely dormant, as Barzani was forced into exile first in the Soviet Union, then Iran, and finally Western Europe. However, the ouster of Mohammed Reza Shah Pahlavi’s dictatorship in Iran enabled Kurdish intellectuals along with various Barzani followers to declare an independent Kurdistan in the Mahabad region, in northwestern Iran. This saw the swift dissolution of the Imperial Iranian Army there, which was replaced by the National Army comprised of Peshmerga. However, Mahabad, or the Republic of Kurdistan, succumbed to an Iranian invasion in 1946 during which both external influences and internal divisions, primarily between Iranian and Iraqi Kurds, shifted the power of the Peshmerga. In exile, Mustafa al-Barzani, greatly influenced by Marxist-Leninist ideals, solidified the Kurdish movement by the creation of the KDP, the political arm of which provided for the support of the Peshmerga. Instability in Iraq fueled by the decline of the Hashemite monarchy throughout the 1940s and 1950s created an opportunity for the KDP and the Peshmerga to affirm their position as a force to be reckoned with during the 1958 revolution in Iraq.

The 1958 coup witnessed the overthrow of the Iraqi monarchy by General Abdul Karim Qassem. At the onset, Qassem favored the integration of Barzani and the KDP into the Iraqi political fabric; Qassem also legalized the KDP and the Peshmerga as political entities while recognizing Kurds as distinct but integral people of Iraq under Article 23 of the newly drafted constitution. This ephemeral success was short-lived, however, as Qassem’s pan-Arabist ideology blunted any demands for Kurdish autonomy within Iraq.

Under the leadership of Barzani, the Peshmerga occupied the northern region of Zakho stretching to the Iranian border as a result of the Kurdish revolt of 1962. The revolt had brought an unrelenting bombardment of Kurdish villages and towns across the northeastern frontier. Soon thereafter, Qassem’s regime was quickly overthrown by the Baathist rise to power in 1963. The Baathists would prove steadfastly intolerant of Kurdish demands and would quickly increase their military campaign against the Peshmerga and the KDP. The Peshmerga launched counterattacks, which sustained their position and demands for autonomy by controlling much of the northern frontier by 1968.

The growing strength of the KDP and Peshmerga led to the 1970 Manifesto on Kurdish Autonomy, a proposal drafted by the Baath Party to dilute the rise of Kurdish power, particularly in the north. The ultimate futility of the manifesto led to the 1974 uprising headed by Barzani along with an estimated 50,000 trained Peshmerga. Geopolitical events forced Barzani to abandon the struggle and seek refuge in Iran along with thousands of trained fighters and civilians.

The 1988 Iraqi offensive against Kurds in northern Iraq saw the destruction of hundreds of Kurdish and non-Kurdish villages perceived as being in support of Peshmerga. Labeling the Peshmerga as traitors, the Saddam Hussein regime engineered the 1988 chemical weapons offensive against the town of Halabja, a PUK and Peshmerga stronghold. Kurdish leaders, along with thousands of Peshmerga and civilians, sought refuge in nearby countries. Estimates place the total number of militant and civilian deaths at 100,000.

After the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the Peshmerga became an even more vital military force. The creation of the northern no-fly zone by the United Nations (UN) in 1991 provided an opportunity for Kurdish parties to regroup and form the National Front of Kurdistan, which unified the Peshmerga as a force. In doing so, the Peshmerga, aided by Western powers, were able to secure key Iraqi government strongholds, namely, Kirkuk, Arbil, and Sulamaniyah, during 1991–1992. Although friction between Kurds and the Iraqi Army continued, the creation of the no-fly zone enabled leaders of the KPD and the PUK to establish the Kurdish National Assembly, which sought to unite the two major factions of the Peshmerga.

Currently, the Peshmerga are part of the official military force of the KRG, established in 2006. Its mandate seeks the implementation of law and order in the KRG and throughout Iraq and has been instrumental in sustaining security both inside and outside Kurdish-controlled territories in coordination with the Iraqi, U.S., and coalition militaries. Since 2003 the two parties comprising the KRG signed the Kurdistan Regional Government Unification Agreement, which oversees the administration of various governmental departments, most specifically the Department of Peshmerga Affairs, all in an effort to bolster Kurdish self-rule. Because of Kurdish unity and the presence of the Peshmerga, northern Iraq has been relatively free of the fighting that has plagued the rest of Iraq since 2004 with the exception of the campaigns against Ansar al-Islam and the Turcomen and Arab conflicts with the Kurds. It should be noted, however, that in the past the Peshmerga have battled each other in tribal and intra-Kurdish conflicts. The classification of the Peshmerga as an irregular force is rather disingenuous, given its current position within the Iraqi Army. The Peshmerga also remains a tenacious force in the geopolitical compositions of northern Iraq as well as neighboring Turkey, Iran, and Syria.
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Rahim, Rostam Hamid

Rostam Hamid Rahim was a general in the Kurdish peshmerga forces—originally with the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) detachment.

Rostam Hamid Rahim was born in Kirkuk, Iraq. An early protégé of Jalal Talabani, Gen. Rostam is a veteran of many battles with Iraqi troops during the Saddam Hussein regime and the al-Anfal Campaign. Rostam became a peshmerga fighter in 1968 at the age of 15.

Rahim entered politics under the PUK banner. Self-educated and an astute observer of political dynamics, Rahim served as the party’s leader in Kirkuk and in the Kurdish regional parliament in Erbil. Rahim was the only member of the Kurdish regional parliament to vote against a U.S. troop presence in Kurdistan after the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in 2003. He cast his vote to demonstrate that Kurds were democratic.

Nevertheless, during the invasion of Iraq in 2003, when chaos began to engulf the country, Gen. Rahim ignored U.S. orders to stay out of Kirkuk. As looters descended on the city, Rahim led 2,000 peshmerga forces into Kirkuk to secure it. Gen. Rahim advocated for an immediate and full reversal of Saddam’s Arabization of Kirkuk—whereby Baghdad systematically dispossessed the majority Kurdish population of their home and businesses, moved them out of Kirkuk and then relocated thousands of Sunni Arabs into the abandoned properties. Known by the Kurds as “Mam” Rostam, or “Uncle” Rostam, the legendary Kurdish warrior-turned-politician is a beloved figure among Kurds.

Well known for his heavy drinking habits, Rahim, after imbibing, regularly articulated the more secular view of the world that his Kurdish countryfolk widely share but seldom discuss. “The Arab’s religion is all about killing, cutting out tongues, burning. You cannot find the word love in the Quran. The regime killed 182,000 people in the Anfal campaign and destroyed more than five thousand villages and no Muslim cleric said anything. Our original religion was Yazidi and they came by the sword to make us Muslims. We should replace mosques with discotheques.”

But perhaps one vignette serves to sum up the frankness with which Gen. Rahim is known for. After being critically wounded during the Kurdish Civil War between the two main political parties (KDP and PUK) in the mid-1990s, Rahim was removed for medical treatment to Germany. After convalescing for one year, he was required to complete the normal medical discharge paperwork in Germany, which included an employment form. The first question read: Previous job. Rahim immediately scribbled in the German word feldherr, “general.” The story had it that he paused only briefly before answering the second question: Special skills. “Killing my enemies,” he wrote.
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Rahman, Sami Abdul

Sami Abdul Rahman was a Kurdish political leader in the Kurdistan region of northern Iraq who campaigned to resolve interparty conflict among Kurds. Rahman was active in Kurdish military and political leadership from 1963 until his death by assassination in 2004. He was widely considered an able diplomat for the Kurdish cause at large.

Born in 1932, Muhammad Sami Abdul Rahman was educated in Britain as an engineer. Upon returning to Kurdistan, he became active in Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) politics. Rahman gained fame for organizing and leading a raid in 1969 across 100 miles of territory held by Iraqi troops to reach the Kirkuk oilfields—where he intended to blow up the government-held extraction equipment. Rahman’s team inflicted significant damage on the Iraqi Petroleum Company’s oil installations. Their motivation was to put pressure on Saddam Hussein’s government to halt the “arabization” of Kirkuk.

After Mulla Mustafa Barzani’s exile to Iran in 1975, Rahman joined Barzani’s two sons Idris and Massoud to form the KDP/Provisional Command. However, differences with the more traditional Idris led Rahman, who was more progressive, to leave KDP and form his own Kurdistan Popular Democratic Party (KPDP) in 1981. The KPDP remained a vital political player under Rahman’s leadership and eventually joined the Iraqi Kurdistan Front (IKF) as the various Kurdish political parties came together during the al-Anfal Campaign to unite in their resistance to Hussein. Rahman served as one of the key Kurdish representatives during negotiations between Hussein’s regime and IKF in the spring and summer of 1991.

Nevertheless, the KPDP fared poorly in Kurdish elections sponsored by the IKF in May 1992. Rahman briefly combined KPDP with two other minor Kurdish parties to form the Kurdistan Unity Party, but eventually rejoined the KDP in 1993. He was a driving force in seeking reconciliation between the KDP and PUK during the fighting of the mid-1990’s and subsequently became a unity figure as deputy prime minister in the Kurdistan Regional Government that was formed thereafter. Despite suffering a minor stroke in 2002, Rahman continued working until his assassination.

Rahman and his eldest son died on February 1, 2004, when suicide bombers struck the headquarters of the two main Kurdish political parties in the city of Erbil, killing 109 people. The terrorists were adherents of Ansar al-Sunnah, an insurgent group composed of both Arab and Kurdish Sunni extremists fighting against the Shia-led government of Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki and any political groups deemed to be supportive of him. Ansar al-Sunnah was also in violent conflict with forces associated with rival terrorist organizations associated with al Qaeda.

A large military complex and detention center under Hussein was razed and rededicated as a 100 acre park to commemorate the slain Deputy Prime Minister. Sami Abdul Rahman Park, located in Erbil, has become a favorite destination for Kurdish families who take advantage of its lakes, play areas, walks and garden restaurant. The inscription at the base of the monument honoring the victims of the 2004 suicide attack reads “freedom is not free.”

Rahman’s daughter, Bayan Sami Abdul Rahman, born in 1965 and also a member of the KDP, currently serves as the Kurdish Regional Government’s representative to Britain.
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Safe Havens, Northern Iraq

Between April and July 1991, in the immediate aftermath of the Persian Gulf War, the United Nations (UN) set in motion Operation PROVIDE COMFORT, which was designed principally to protect and assist Iraqi Kurds and other displaced civilians in northern Iraq. The main component to the operation was the establishment of six safe havens, which are areas designed to protect individuals from violence or repression. The safe havens were located between the 36th Parallel in Iraq and the Turkish border. Eventually, U.S. and other forces reinforced this virtual demilitarized zone by imposing a no-fly zone over it as well, meaning that Iraqi and other air assets other than those involved in Operation PROVIDE COMFORT were forbidden to fly over the area.

The genesis for the creation of these safe havens was the ugly and contentious relationship between Iraqi Kurds and the government of President Saddam Hussein. Hussein’s regime detested the Kurds, suspecting them of having aided Iran during the 1980–1988 Iran-Iraq War. In 1987–1988, Hussein unleashed the al-Anfal Campaign against the Kurds in northern Iraq, resulting in the deaths of as many as 150,000 people, nearly all of them innocent civilians. Some of the attacks against them involved chemical weapons. After this genocidal violence, many Kurds were determined to unseat Hussein from power and topple his brutal regime.

In March 1991, after Hussein’s humiliating defeat in the Persian Gulf War, Iraq Kurds began a formal rebellion against the Iraqi government. Hussein responded with predictable blunt force, sending his now-tattered army into northern Iraq to quash the revolt. This panicked many Kurds, who feared another campaign like al-Anfal. Thousands now began to flee north, hoping to find refuge in Turkey. The Turks, however, virtually closed their border with Iraq, fearing a flood of Kurdish refugees. This placed the Kurds in an untenable position and created a massive humanitarian emergency. At least 750,000 people were now on the verge of starvation, with little or no shelter, as Hussein’s forces massed to the south. By April 1, at least 1,500 Kurds were dying every day.

This prompted the UN to authorize an international humanitarian and protection mission for northern Iraq on April 5. The United States contributed 12,316 troops and air assets, while 12 other nations sent a total of 10,926 troops as well as air and ground assets. Thirty-six other countries sent supplies or financial aid. Operation PROVIDE COMFORT supplied the needs of at least three-quarters of a million Iraqi Kurds and, equally as important, protected them from Iraqi military violence. Most were settled into temporary refuges camps within the six safe havens, where allied forces could more easily protect the Kurds as well as provide them with food, clean water, medical care, and other essential humanitarian aid.

In May 1991, leaders of the Kurdish Democratic Party negotiated a preliminary autonomy agreement with Hussein’s government, which permitted hundreds of thousands of Kurds to return home. On June 7, 1991, the last refugee camp was disassembled. By mid-July, all of the forces involved in PROVIDE COMFORT had left Iraq, although a small contingent was left in southern Turkey to prevent Hussein from renewing his campaign against the Kurds. The operation was a success, and it was also the first humanitarian intervention conducted chiefly by the United States in the post–Cold War period. After July, Operation PROVIDE COMFORT II commenced, which kept the no-fly zone in place over northern Iraq and was designed mainly to keep Iraqi forces from attacking the Kurds. That mission was operational until December 31, 1996.
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Sèvres, Treaty of

The Treaty of Sèvres was a peace agreement between 13 Allied Powers (most notably France, Britain, and Italy) and the Ottoman Empire signed in Sèvres, France on August 10, 1920. As with many other treaties that ended the war, its terms were presented by the victors to the losers without negotiation. In 1923, the Treaty of Lausanne superseded most of the terms of the Treaty of Sèvres. It was thus the shortest lived of the treaties ending World War I.

Sultan Mehmed VI remained in power, but the provisions of the treaty made him a virtual prisoner to the interests of the victorious nations. Consistent with realities on the ground, Sèvres removed all predominantly Arabic-speaking regions from Turkish control. The region of the Hejaz (in what is now Saudi Arabia) was made an independent kingdom and named a signatory to the treaty.

The creation of an Arabian state notwithstanding, the treaty denied independence to much of the Middle East, which passed under French and British control as mandates under the aegis of the League of Nations. The mandates were supposed to lead to eventual independence under the supervision of the League of Nations. The United States, displeased at what it saw as the furtherance of European imperialism in the region and never itself at war with the Ottoman Empire, declined to participate in the treaty negotiations. Nevertheless, U.S. president Woodrow Wilson secured the right to determine the borders of a new state of Armenia.

The treaty did not deal with the humiliations of the Capitulations, which had been solidified between the states of Western Europe and the Ottoman Empire since the 16th century. These involved unequal trade terms between the Great Powers and the Ottoman Empire and granted the right of extraterritoriality to foreign nationals. Under the terms of the Treaty of Sèvres, the Capitulations were effectively continued in relation to the new state of Turkey.

The real humiliation for Turkey lay in the settlement of its European and Anatolian boundaries. Greece acquired all of European Turkey except the immediate area around Constantinople, which came under international control. The Greeks were also awarded the city of Smyrna, several Aegean islands, and large parts of western Anatolia. These areas were to remain under Greek control for five years, after which the Greeks were to conduct a plebiscite. Finally, Ottoman finances were placed not in Turkish hands but under the supervision of British, French, and Italian financiers.

Almost immediately, Turkish nationalists were determined to resist many of the terms laid out in the treaty. Brilliantly led by Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), the nationalists planned to overturn Sèvres. Most nationalists understood that reviving the Ottoman Empire and recapturing the lost Arab lands could not, and should not, be accomplished. They bristled, however, at any ethnically Turkish lands falling under foreign control. Within only two years, the Treaty of Sèvres had been superseded by the Treaty of Lausanne, signed on July 24, 1923. The Sèvres protocol also set the stage for the bloody Greco-Turkish War and the ongoing genocide of the Armenians, Pontic Greeks, and Assyrians.

Notably, Articles 62–64 of the Treaty of Sèvres had made tentative arrangements to deal with Kurdish nationalism. Indeed, these articles stipulated the formation of a trilateral commission comprised of representatives from Britain, France, and Italy that was to examine and consider autonomy for the Kurds, including those currently living within the confines of the Ottoman Empire. The Kurds, along with other ethnic minorities in the region, were also invited to petition the Council of the League of Nations for autonomy if neither the commission nor the Turkish government were able to bring about autonomous states. Although the treaty did not guarantee the Kurds an independent nation of their own, it certainly gave them hope and encouraged ongoing Kurdish nationalism. Ataturk, however, ensured that the Kurds and other ethnic minorities would not receive autonomy by consolidating his power, abolishing the monarchy, expelling Allied occupation forces, and proclaiming the Republic of Turkey. The Treaty of Lausanne specifically withdrew any support for a Kurdish nation, much as it dealt a death blow to an independent Armenia. To this day, the Kurds continue to lobby for their own independent state.
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Talabani, Jalal

Jalal Talabani, affectionately referred to by Kurds as Mam (uncle) Jalal, became the first Kurdish president of Iraq following an April 2005 vote in the National Assembly. Although serving in a largely ceremonial position, his role as a lifelong advocate for Kurdish rights (often at odds with the government in Baghdad) demonstrated the diverse character of the first elected Iraqi government since the ouster of Saddam Hussein.

Talabani was born on November 12, 1933, in the northern Iraqi, predominately Kurdish village of Kelkan. He attended intermediate school in Koy Sanjak, part of Irbil Province, and received his high school education in the multiethnic city of Kirkuk. He began his political career early, joining the Mustafa al-Barzani’s Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) at the age of 14. Four years later, he was elected to the KDP’s Central Committee. Talabani’s time in law school at Baghdad University, which began in 1953, was interrupted in 1956 when he was forced to flee to escape arrest for his role as secretary general of the Kurdistan Student Union. Not to be deterred, he returned to school and completed his law degree in 1959. After briefly serving in the Iraqi Army as a tank unit commander following his conscription that same year, Talabani became the head of the KDP politburo in the early 1960s.

Talabani and Barzani were soon at odds with one another. In 1964, Talabani left the KDP and attempted to form an alternate party, but was forced to flee to Iran following encounters with Barzani’s group. He eventually left Iran for Baghdad, where he briefly aligned himself with the Iraqi government. The KDP followed suit in March 1970, when it forged an agreement with the Arab Baath Socialist Party regime (which led to the establishment of the Iraqi Kurdish Autonomous Region, or KAR, four years later), and Talabani returned to Hajj Omran, a town in northern Iraq that served as the KDP’s headquarters.

The newfound alliance between Talabani and Barzani, based on their common agreement with the central government, was short-lived. In the early 1970s, Talabani broke with Barzani to go to Lebanon, where he met such influential, socialist Palestinian figures as Nayif Hawatmeh and George Habash. Still nominally a part of the KDP, Talabani took this leftist influence with him when he went to the Syrian capital, Damascus, as the party’s envoy in that country. Following the March 1975 Algiers Accord in which Barzani fled to Iran, Talabani found himself making another attempt, this time successfully, to form an alternate Kurdish party. He cofounded the short-lived Kurdish Workers League in 1975, which joined with the Social Democratic Movement the next year to create the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK). As the PUK’s leader, Talabani gained the respect of the southeastern, urban population of Kurdistan, among which he set up the PUK’s headquarters.

Far from being united in the Kurdish cause, Barzani’s KDP (now led by Barzani’s son, Massoud Barzani, who became head of the KDP following his father’s death in 1979) and Talabani’s PUK eventually engaged in armed conflict with each other in the late 1970s, a conflict that only subsided with the outbreak of the Iran-Iraq War in September 1980. The Kurds sided with Iran, and the KDP and the PUK shared a common enemy: the Baathist regime of Saddam Hussein. Although the central government—in light of its desperate situation with Iran—attempted to negotiate with Talabani, a stalemate resulted and the Kurdish leader strengthened his alliance with Iraq’s staunchest enemy. The KDP and PUK together formed the Iraqi Kurdistan Front in 1987 to fight Iraq. The Iraqi government proved a formidable enemy, however, and in 1988 Talabani and other leaders in the PUK were forced to escape to Syria after Hussein’s armies took control of Kurdish areas along the border with Iran.

Following the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait and the subsequent Persian Gulf War of 1991, Talabani and Massoud Barzani were once again at odds, but the two reconciled briefly for the May 1992 KAR legislative elections held under Western protection. The two shared power in the new Kurdish administration. However, clashes in 1994 between the KDP and PUK resulted in the division of the two leaders and the deaths of some 1,000 people in what became known as the Kurdish “fratricide war.” Talabani, whose influence in the Kurdish territory began to shrink under the attacks of the KDP and the Islamic Movement of Kurdistan, regained control after the brokering of a compromise in late 1994. Talabani signed a final peace agreement with Barzani in Washington, D.C., in 1998. Following the agreement, Talabani emphasized the need for continued peace, and in 2002 he proposed legislation that would make inter-Kurdish fighting illegal.

Following the U.S.-led invasion and subsequent Iraq War in March 2003, Talabani (along with Barzani and three other Kurds) was appointed to the Iraqi Governing Council. Talabani, once an advocate of Kurdish independence, has since pledged his commitment to working toward a united Iraq with Kurdish autonomy. Following a two-month-long stalemate in the 275-member transitional National Assembly, elected in January 2005, Talabani was chosen with 227 legislative votes on April 6 to be Iraq’s first democratically elected president following the ouster of Hussein. His selection illustrates the increasing role Iraqi Kurds are playing in the central government, a marked change from the repression and exclusion they faced under nearly a century of Arab rule.

Talabani promised to “spare no effort in achieving the goals of the Iraqi people . . . and carrying out the Iraqi duties without sectarian or racial differences.” Among his priorities for his term were achieving security and stability and ridding the country of the debilitating insurgency. Although he had his work cut out for him and had been occasionally called on his “long career marked by wildly changing allegiances,” he had the overwhelming support of the coalition government in Baghdad and Iraq’s estimated 3.5 million Kurds.

In 2010, Talabani was re-elected president, a position he held until 2014.

JESSICA BRITT
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Turkey

The modern state of Turkey rose as a secular republic from the ashes of the Ottoman Empire after World War I. The Kurdish population that lived within and around the old imperial borders found itself divided into Turkey, Syria, Iraq, and Iran in the postwar settlement. The largest population of Kurds wound up inside Turkey. Covering nearly one third of Turkey’s land mass, mostly in the southeast, the Kurdish population comprises approximately 20 percent of the total population of Turkey (or about 18 million) and accounts for over half of the total Kurdish population in the world. The economic and political center of Turkish Kurdistan is the city of Diyarbakir.

The founding regime of Turkey in the 1920s under Mustafa Kemal Ataturk emphasized Turkish homogeneity. Consequently, the ethnically and linguistically distinct Kurds were officially repressed. First referred to as “mountain Turks” and later as “Eastern Turks,” the struggle of 3 the Kurds in Turkey has been one rooted in a perpetual quest for acceptance, identity, and autonomy. To the extent that the central government in Turkey has not allowed this, armed resistance has erupted.

Several Kurdish revolts in the early days of the republic led to forcible relocation, the imposition of martial law and the banning of Kurdish dress, names, and language. Later revolts in the 1970s and 1980s led to the formation of organized Kurdish resistance groups. The most prominent and active of these was the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK). Founded by Abdullah Ocalan in 1978 as a Marxist political party with Kurdish secessionist ambitions, the PKK took up arms against Turkey in 1984 and has since been branded domestically and internationally as a terrorist organization.

Terrorist activities that the PKK has directed against Turkish military and government personnel and installations include bombing, murder, kidnapping, sabotage, assassination, hijacking, and orchestrating violent riots. The PKK’s weapons of choice are Russian supplied AK-47 rifles, rocket launchers, and grenades, in addition to land mines procured from Italy and Russia. Other criminal activities undertaken by the PKK to finance the above activities include extortion and drug trafficking. Together with income from private donations, the PKK’s annual operating budget is estimated to be €500 million (USD 635.5 million).

The PKK’s organizational and inspirational leader, Ocalan, was captured by Turkish forces while hiding in Africa, tried and convicted in 1999, and is currently serving out a death sentence that was commuted to life imprisonment. During the height of its operations in the 1990s, the PKK numbered 17,000 personnel. Since Ocalan’s capture, the organization has shrunk to about 4,000—most of whom operate from across the border in the mountains of northern Iraq, outside Turkey’s reach.

Since 2003, Turkish prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has steadily improved rights for Kurds—alleviating the more restrictive bans and allowing television broadcasts in Kurdish. The effects of the Turkish government’s dual strategy to eliminate the PKK as a security threat and to embrace Kurdish multiculturalism as a way to co-opt support for the separatists remains to be seen. However, the pressure on Turkey from the European Union for positive action in this regard is a main contributing factor to the betterment of the Kurdish human rights situation in southeastern Anatolia.

MICHAEL J. KELLY
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United States, Role of

American interaction with the Kurds did not begin until the end of World War I and the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. At that time, Britain and France were busy restructuring the Middle East. The United States, though not a party in the war with Turkey, influenced the outcome of the peace settlement in ways that would take into account President Woodrow Wilson’s concern for the self-determination of peoples. In the completion of his task of arbitrating borders for a new Armenian state, he noted the plight of neighboring Kurds: “The conflicting territorial desires of Armenians, Turks, Kurds and Greeks along the boundaries assigned to my arbitral decision could not always be harmonized.” Yet he recognized the Kurds would remain in Turkey, “The boundary upon the west from Bitlis and Mush northward to the vicinity of Erzingan lies well within Bitlis and Erzerum vilayets. It follows a natural geographic barrier, which furnishes Armenia with perfect security and leaves to the Turkish state an area which is strongly Kurdish. . . .”

This early passing glance between the United States and Kurdistan would by no means be the last. American involvement with Kurdistan would become very active during the First and Second Gulf Wars as U.S.-led forces invaded Iraq as well as during the entirety of the 1990’s as U.S. air patrols enforced a strict no-fly zone protecting Iraqi Kurdistan from Saddam Hussein and allowing a nascent de facto Kurdish state to take root and eventually prosper. However, the U.S. backing of Hussein as he fought the brutal Iran-Iraq War from 1980 to 1988 was a period of American interaction with the Iraqi regime that did not inure to the benefit of the Kurds.

As the war ground down toward its conclusion, Hussein sought to punish the Kurds for their support of Iran against him. It was then that he ordered Gen. Ali Hassan al-Majid to unleash the al-Anfal Campaign and carry out the genocide against the Kurds of northern Iraq. Key among al-Majid’s arsenal of weapons was poison gas. The same chemical weapons utilized to devastating effect against the onslaught of Iranian “human waves” washing up against Iraqi defenses during the war. Many western countries, including the United States, had sold these materials to Hussein fight Ayatollah Khomeni’s forces. The U.S. was aware of Hussein’s use of chemical weapons and, in a 1983 U.S. State Department memorandum, acknowledged that use against both Iran and Kurdish insurgents.

Washington officially condemned Iraq’s use of chemical weapons, but then went on to block Iranian initiatives to secure international condemnation of Iraq in the UN Security Council. When the destruction of Halabja by a chemical weapons barrage claimed the lives of 5,000 Kurds, the world took notice, though said little. Hussein passed off the gas attack as originating with the Iranians, who also possessed chemical weapons. The Ronald Reagan administration, backing Hussein against Khomeni, initially bought Hussein’s version of events. Intelligence collected by the Defense Intelligence Agency concurred with Hussein’s claim (which was subsequently accepted and then refuted by the Central Intelligence Agency). Although officially neutral during the war, billions of dollars in loan guarantees and other aid was flowing from Washington to Baghdad—Hussein was considered “unsavory” but the lesser of two evils. President Reagan justified the U.S. position on national security grounds to maintain the steady flow of oil shipments through the Persian Gulf.

However, an investigation led by Dr. Jean Pascal Zanders, chair of the Chemical and Biological Warfare Project at the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, concluded that Iraqi forces had bombed Halabja, not Iran. Eventually, even the United States had to accept that Hussein had committed the attack. It should be noted that the position of the United States to take a benign stance on Hussein and his repression of the Kurds and even use of chemical weapons during the 1980s was not the monolithic view of everyone in the U.S. government. It was a policy of convenience by the Ronald Reagan administration. Elements in Congress saw things differently.

Senator Claiborne Pell (D–R.I.), Chair of the Foreign Relations Committee, was convinced by his staff assistant, Peter Galbraith, to introduce a bill imposing a trade embargo on Iraq and cutting off U.S. foreign aid in direct response to the al-Anfal Campaign. However, with backing from the administration, the Prevention of Genocide Act was defeated in the House of Representatives in 1988. Just over two years later, in 1991, the United States would invade Iraq not to protect the Kurds, but to protect the oil supply and the state sovereignty of Kuwait. After the First Persian Gulf War, President George H. W. Bush encouraged the Kurds to rise up against Hussein, only to withhold material support for them when they did. Hussein crushed the insurrection, prompting the United States to then establish the no-fly zone over Iraqi Kurdistan. Hussein continued to menace the Kurds until he was toppled from power by U.S. forces during the Second Persian Gulf War in 2003.

Michael J. Kelly
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Van Anraat, Frans

Frans van Anraat is a former Dutch businessman and engineer tried and found guilty of complicity in war crimes in connection with Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein’s use of chemical weapons during the Iran-Iraq War (1980–1988) and the 1988 Al-Anfal Campaign against northern Iraq’s Kurdish population. Van Anraat was born on August 9, 1942, in Den Helder, the Netherlands. In the 1970s he built expertise and a business in developing engineering works in Italy, Switzerland, and Singapore—all of which were at that time building chemical plants in Iraq.

In the mid-1980s van Anraat’s chemical company, FCA Contractor, was a major supplier of the raw materials needed to make mustard gas and nerve gas, both of which Hussein used as weapons of war and genocide. In 1989 van Anraat was arrested in Milan, Italy, at the request of the U.S. government, but he fled to Iraq after his release, where he lived under Hussein’s protection. He remained there until 2003.

When the Iraqi dictator’s regime fell after the U.S.-led invasion in 2003, van Anraat returned to his native Netherlands via Syria. He was arrested by Dutch police in his Amsterdam home on December 7, 2004, and charged with complicity in war crimes and genocide. At the time of his arrest—the result of an international investigation—van Anraat was living openly under his own name in an Amsterdam suburb, though media reports suggest his bags were packed when Dutch police entered his home to arrest him, indicating that the prospect of further flight was in the offing.

On December 27, 2004, a court ordered his release; this decision was quashed in February 2005 following an appeal by the prosecutor. Then, on March 18, 2005, van Anraat requested at his pretrial hearing in Rotterdam to be released until the full trial opened in November. The court rejected his request and van Anraat was ordered to remain in custody. The trial itself got underway on November 21, 2005, before the district court in The Hague.

It began with a statement from van Anraat that he did not know that the supplies to Iraq would be used for the manufacture of chemical weapons. His lawyers then asked that the case should not proceed in view of the fact that the trial of Saddam Hussein, then underway in Baghdad, superseded that of their client in terms of responsibility for war crimes. The court overruled the objection, and the trial got underway.

The prosecution alleged that van Anraat provided Hussein’s regime with chemical supplies that were used in the attacks on the Kurds in 1988, especially in Halabja, and against the Iranian town of Sardasht during the Iran-Iraq War in 1987 and 1988. In both cases, thousands—even tens of thousands—were killed. The prosecution further alleged that van Anraat was aware of the final purpose of the base materials he supplied.

On December 23, 2005, the District Court found van Anraat guilty of complicity in war crimes. According to the presiding judge, his deliveries aggravated the attacks and constituted a very serious war crime, for which the court imposed the maximum sentence of 15 years’ imprisonment. The court stated that the attacks against the Kurds had been carried out with the intent to destroy, in whole or in part, the Kurdish population in Iraq, thus qualifying those actions as acts of genocide. Van Anraat was acquitted of the charge of genocide, as it could not be proven that he knew the genocidal intent of the regime.

Both the prosecution and van Anraat appealed the decision. His defense attorneys requested an acquittal with the argument that the court had not obtained all the facts of the case owing to an incomplete witness list. They argued that a key witness, Saddam Hussein’s cousin Ali Hassan al-Majid, also known as “Chemical Ali,” was not called. (He was himself at that time in custody awaiting trial in Baghdad.) In view of this, it was argued, the judges could not find van Anraat guilty beyond a reasonable doubt.

The Appeals Chamber began hearing the case on April 2, 2007, and after having heard arguments confirmed the decision of the District Court on May 9, 2007. The court increased van Anraat’s sentence from 15 to 17 years, adding complicity to multiple violations of the laws and customs of war (war crimes) based on greed. This motivation, the Appeals judgement concluded, led van Anraat to repeatedly sell lethal chemicals knowing they were being turned into mustard gas. Van Anraat thus became the first person convicted in connection with alleged war crimes committed against Kurds in Iraq and Iran.

After a further appeal, the Supreme Court of the Netherlands rendered its judgment in the case on June 30, 2009. The 2005 conviction for complicity in war crimes was upheld, though the court reduced van Anraat’s sentence by six months due to the length of the proceedings. In a final appeal to the European Court of Human Rights, van Anraat’s lawyers played their last hand. On July 20, 2010, the European Court rejected van Anraat’s claims challenging the jurisdiction of the Dutch courts and the legal certainty of the criminal acts being prosecuted.

Of interest in this case—aside from its intrinsic value—is that van Anraat was arrested by Dutch police and tried in a Dutch court (The Hague District Court), which assumed jurisdiction in this instance. The other point of interest in this case is that the court determined that genocide, when measured under the terms of the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG), had taken place against the Kurds, and could be “legally and convincingly proven.”

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Zebari, Hoshyar

Hoshyar Zebari is a Kurdish nationalist, diplomat, and Iraqi politician. Hosyar Zebari was born on December 2, 1953, in Aqrah, in the Kurdish portion of Iraq, and graduated from the University of Jordan with a degree in sociology. He received a master’s degree in the field several years later from the University of Essex (United Kingdom). Between 1978 and 1980, he served as chairman of the Kurdish Student Society in Europe’s overseas student committee. Already active in the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), in 1979 Zebari was elected to the party’s leadership (central) committee. During the 1980–1988 Iran-Iraq War, Zebari was involved in the Kurds’ resistance movement against the Saddam Hussein government.

Meanwhile, Zebari had been elected to the KDP’s political bureau, and in 1989 he became chief spokesman for the Kurdistan Front in Europe. In this post he was chiefly responsible for briefing European leaders on the Kurdish plight and soliciting support for Kurdish autonomy. From 1988 until 1991, he was also the KDP’s chief foreign representative. During the 1991 Persian Gulf War, Zebari met often with leaders of the coalition in place to reverse Hussein’s seizure of Kuwait.

When the Persian Gulf War ended in the late winter of 1991, Zebari played a major role in soliciting support from the United States and other allies to prevent Hussein from attacking the Kurds after occupation troops left Iraq. Between 1991 and 1995, he was the chief liaison between the Kurds and coalition forces during Operation PROVIDE COMFORT. Zebari remained the KDP’s chief diplomat at the same time.

After the overthrow of Saddam Hussein, Zebari was named foreign minister in the Iraqi Governing Council in September 2003; he remained foreign minister until 2014, having served in the Iraqi Interim Government, the Iraqi Transitional Government, and the current government of Iraq. Zebari has continued to champion the Kurdish cause during his Iraqi government service.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Did the Failure of the International Community to Accord the Kurds Their Own Nation-State Play a Key Role in Saddam Hussein's Decision to Commit Genocide Against Them?

Introduction

The indifference of the international community in regards to the desires of the Kurdish populations of the former Ottoman Empire, most of whom reside in Syria, Turkey, and Iraq, as well as those who inhabit Iran, to establish an independent homeland, or Kurdistan, arguably allowed for Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq to perpetrate genocide on the Iraqi Kurds. Cast as outsiders in Iraqi Kurdistan, suspected of treason in the context of war, Kurdish populations were subjected to Iraqi harassment and mass murder during the Iran-Iraq War in the al-Anfal Campaign of 1988.

The idea of Kurdistan, a homeland for the Kurdish populations that inhabit the modern nations of Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey, was an issue that had been ignored by the international community since the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire at the end of World War I. Since then, Kurdish politicians have made efforts to acquire greater autonomy within the states they reside in, though an independent Kurdistan has remained their ultimate objective. Contemporary Kurdish populations reside within the borders of four countries, with varied levels of autonomy and no country to call their own. Their position as a stateless population in the 1980s, allowed the Hussein regime to prey on them, using the pretext of their alleged treason to Iraq in the Iran-Iraq War to launch military strikes against their civilian populations, and ultimately use chemical weapons.

As the world watched and remained indifferent, the Hussein regime perpetrated genocide on Iraqi Kurds. Those left alive were resettled away from oil-rich regions in northern Iraq. This raises the question: Did the failure of the international community to accord the Kurds their own nation-state play a key role in Saddam Hussein’s decision to commit genocide against them?

In her Perspective essay, Vera Eccarius-Kelly argued that the international community is significantly responsible for the genocide Saddam Hussein committed against Kurdish communities in Iraq for failing to assist in their need to establish their own state. Eccarius-Kelly examines post-World War I developments and how these contributed to the Kurdish status in Iraq and how this contributed to their vulnerability in the Iran-Iraq War. Furthermore, she also shows Cold War considerations by the United States, given its tacit approval of Iraq actions against Iran in the Iran-Iraq War, allowed for atrocities committed.

In his Perspective essay, Michael J. Kelly also examines how events in the early 20th century, particularly how the dissolution of the Ottoman Empire, led to the Kurdish position in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. The indifference to the Kurdish situation allowed for them to be victimized by Hussein’s forces. Moreover, he also examines how regional power politics in the region between Iran and Iraq, amid the Cold War antagonism between the United States and the Soviet Union, influenced the position.

Lastly, in his Perspective essay, Henry C. Theriault argues that Turkish policies regarding Kurdish populations residing in Turkish territory contributed indirectly to events in Iraq. Theriault discusses how Turkish attempts to create a homogenous homeland after World War I made them adverse to granting Turkish Kurds independence. In that regard, Turkish and Iraqi policie toward their respective Kurdish populations were intertwined in shaping later Iraqi actions directed toward Iraqi Kurds.

Perspective 1: Responsibility of the International Community

The international community carries a heavy burden of responsibility for the genocide Saddam Hussein committed against Kurdish communities in Iraq. The failure to support the Kurds in seeking an opportunity to attain independent statehood set in motion decades-long policies that curtailed and severely repressed Kurdish populations throughout the Middle East. Following the demise of the Ottoman Empire, newly drawn international boundaries forcibly incorporated Kurds into the states of modern Turkey, Iraq, Iran, and Syria, irrespective of Kurdish ancestral landholdings, tribal alliances, and linguistic practices. The absorption of Kurds into the regional nation-states increased the Kurdish minority’s vulnerability by turning them into pawns of regional and global powers.

After World War II, the international community ignored violent assimilation policies that targeted Kurds. Cold War dynamics only contributed to an already callous political environment, in which Kurds were manipulated and exploited during several proxy wars. Throughout the 20th century, the international community ignored, dismissed, and then rejected Kurdish calls for autonomy in favor of imperialist and geostrategic interests. The international community’s conduct vis-à-vis the Kurdish population throughout the entire region has to be characterized as shameful. However, the decision to provide Saddam Hussein’s Baathist regime with external military and economic assistance during the prolonged periods of the Kurdish Genocide, was beyond reprehensible. By the time Saddam Hussein carried out his notorious al-Anfal (spoils of war) genocidal campaigns, only a few human rights organizations documented the horrors on the ground. The world mostly remained silent; the only message appeared to be one of international acquiescence to a murderous regime led by Saddam Hussein.

Three main factors must be highlighted in a confluence of interconnected causes that contributed to the genocide against the Kurds in Iraq: (1) The denial of statehood, (2) Cold War realpolitik, and the (3) successful Islamic Revolution in Iran. While numerous countries carry significant historical responsibility for the torturous path toward the Kurdish Genocide, others have shielded themselves from accepting blame by relying on the amorphous concept of shared responsibility by the “international community.” This has made it possible to obfuscate and dismiss serious reflections on the levels of culpability and accountability.

In the aftermath of World War I, the British, French, and Italian governments signed the Treaty of Sèvres in 1920. This treaty held out the promise of autonomy for regions considered predominantly Kurdish that were located east of the Euphrates River, south of Armenia, and north of Turkey, Syria, and Mesopotamia. However, support for Kurdish self-determination vanished rapidly once geostrategic priorities surfaced among the victors. Britain rewarded Saudi prince Faisal for his assistance during the war years by granting him the kingdom of Iraq. Despite vigorous tribal opposition to the Sunni Arab leader, Britain prioritized its interests in oil resources and trading routes such as access to the Gulf and the Mediterranean. As a consequence, the Kurdish nation-state failed to be realized, leading to revolts in the 1920s, 1930s, and 1940s.

The British Royal Air Force (RAF) pulverized both Arab and Kurdish resistance and focused on co-opting tribal chiefs by dividing provinces into smaller units and offering administrative appointments to silence notables in the north of Iraq. At that time, Kurdish leadership lacked an understanding of the unifying nationalist principles visible in modern manifestations of Kurdish nationalism. They relied on tribal, linguistic, religious, and regional identities instead of overarching sociopolitical and economic characteristics. An ideologically based version of nationalism had not yet permeated Kurdish communities. In 1946 Kurdish leader Mustafa al-Barzani had been pushed out of Iraq by both British and Iraqi forces for having attempted to establish an autonomous region for the Kurds. Barzani then founded the fleeting Mahabad Republic of Kurdistan on Iranian territory, which collapsed in December 1946 once Iranian forces ejected him. The dream of Kurdish independence had been crushed in its infancy. Barzani then sought protection in the Soviet Union until 1958 until the new Iraqi prime minister asked him to return.

The victors of World War II continued to rely on an international structure that endorsed imperial concepts of power, which in essence foreshadowed the Kurdish Genocide. During the Cold War period, Arab nationalism emerged as the fiercest competitor to Kurdish aspirations of autonomy leading to the classification of Kurds as Fifth Columnists, who collaborated with foreign powers against the interests of an Arab-nationalist Iraqi state. As anti-British and anti-colonial movements inflamed Arab sentiments in the larger Middle East, Iraq experienced a bloody military coup in 1958.

The Baath Party took full control in 1969, with Saddam Hussein amassing supremacy behind the scenes. Baghdad consolidated its authority and centralized power throughout the country. In 1970, an agreement for Kurdish autonomy was signed between the Arab-nationalist Baath government and Barzani, leader of the majority of Iraqi Kurds. However, Baathists embraced an exclusive Arab nationalist ideology that offered little political space to Kurdish competitors. The Baath government’s signature on the agreement only served to temporarily mollify the Kurds. Once the state’s military capabilities were strengthened, Baghdad intended to snuff out the Kurdish nationalist movement.

Barzani relied on foreign support to establish a Kurdish nation-state under his control. He reached out to the Shah of Iran for military aid, along with welcoming covert assistance from the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and Israel. Barzani’s movement gained external support following the Iraqi-Soviet Friendship Treaty, which produced great anxiety in Iran and the West. The United States and Israel feared increased Soviet meddling in the region, worried about maintaining a balance of power, and suspected that the Kremlin-supported Arab nationalist movements that would unravel Western influence in the Muslim world. Barzani and his Kurdish troops conveniently served as proxy forces in the interests of Western Cold War aspirations. When Saddam Hussein and the Shah of Iran unexpectedly settled a dispute during the 1975 Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) conference in Algiers, Barzani suddenly lost his external military support. Kurdish troops either fled across the border to seek shelter among Iranian Kurds or faced an overwhelmingly forceful Iraqi army, which quickly crushed the Kurdish fighters. Realpolitik ended the Kurdish dream for autonomy this time.

In 1979, Saddam Hussein took the presidency of Iraq. Across the border in Iran, the Shah had been forced out of the country and Ayatollah Khomeini inspired the formation of an Islamic Republic. Western unease escalated with the hostage crisis at the American embassy in Tehran, confirming international fears about the theocracy. When Saddam Hussein ordered his forces to invade Iran in 1980, the U.S. government implicitly approved the attack.

Saddam Hussein had three goals in mind, namely to protect the Iraqi nation-state from a spill-over of the religious Sunni-Shia divide, to rearrange disputed borders in the South, and to eradicate the Kurds in the North. Saddam Hussein assigned his cousin, Ali Hassan al-Majid (known as “Chemical Ali”), to execute the al-Anfal genocide attacks that killed at least 150,000 to 200,000 Kurds. Between 5,000 and 7,000 Kurds died in the notorious poison-gas attacks of Halabja and nearby villages and hamlets; thousands more were permanently maimed and injured. About 250,000 Kurdish refugees fled to Iran during the 1980s and 60,000 more Kurds crossed the border into Turkey in an attempt to escape the genocide in Iraq. Hussein believed that he had made a bargain with the West that allowed him to destroy Kurdish communities in exchange for constraining Iranian revolutionary fervor. A disturbing silence seemed to confirm this assumption as increasingly violent attacks targeted Kurdish populations. Containing revolutionary Iran had been prioritized over saving the lives of hundreds of thousands of Kurdish people.

The international community denied the Kurds a nation-state and then failed to care about the horrific fate of the Kurds in an Arab-nationalist Iraqi state. Only in 1990, after Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait to access and control the enormous oil reserves, did the international community finally take a stand against the vicious regime. Hussein carried out the genocide, but the international community provided the implicit consent.

VERA ECCARIUS-KELLY

Perspective 2: Ignored Appeals for Self-Determination by the International Community

Yes. The repeated rejection of the Kurds by the international community in general and Western powers in particular during the 20th century established a pattern of disregard that Saddam Hussein accepted as a green light to treat the Kurds within Iraq as he saw fit. Moreover, as most industrialized nations had support him against the Ayatollah Khomeini during the 1980–1988 Iran–Iraq War, Hussein had no reason to believe that the international community would second-guess his treatment of an ethnic group within Iraq who had collaborated with Iran during the war. Together, these twin assumptions led Hussein to believe that unleashing the al-Anfal Campaign against the Kurds would draw little reaction from the international community. He was correct in that assessment.

As a people, as a country, the Kurds have historically been dominated by foreign powers. They were ruled alternately by Mongols, Persians, Turks and Arabs over thousands of years. In the early 20th century, the collapse of the Ottoman Empire upon its defeat by the Allied powers in World War I offered the Kurds a chance at self-rule. Kurdish representatives lobbied the victorious Allies for an independent state to rise from the ashes of the rapidly disintegrating empire. Representatives of Turkey signed the Treaty of Sèvres with the Allies in 1920 which formally dismembered the old empire into “mandatory” states under the supervision of Allied powers, as well as independent states. The Kurds assumed they had secured independence at last. The method of triggering the creation of a Kurdish homeland was nuanced in the Treaty of Sèvres.

The Treaty of Sèvres, however, was rejected by the Turkish nationalist movement which was waging a military campaign against the occupying Allied forces under the direction of Mustafa Kemal, later to be known as Ataturk—the founder of a new secular Turkey. Before Kurdistan could be founded, Ataturk had parlayed vital support from the Soviet Union into a successful consolidation of the countryside and political assault on the weakening Sultan that led to the military expulsion of Allied troops, abolition of the monarchy and establishment of the Republic of Turkey.

In 1923, the Turks of the fledgling Republic under Ataturk signed a new treaty with the Allied powers, who were not prepared to redeploy into Anatolia to fight another war. By that time, a smaller version of Armenia had been converted into a Soviet Republic. The Treaty of Lausanne, recognizing the new political situation in the region, revoked the promise of an independent Kurdistan and Armenia in exchange for ceding Turkish claims to Cyprus, Iraq and Syria and agreeing to honor 40 percent of Ottoman debts.

Abandonment of promises made by Western powers in the Treaty of Sèvres was, from the perspective of the Kurds, a painful double cross. It would not be the last time they were abandoned by the West. The old Ottoman province of Mosul, rich with oil fields, was attached to the new state of Iraq along with the provinces of Basra and Baghdad. The Kurds who lived under Ottoman rule for so long were thereby partitioned between Turkish and Arab rulers. Kurds in Iran remained under the rule of the Persians and a smaller group found themselves in Syria.

The post–World War I settlement remains the geographic fate of greater Kurdistan. The struggle within Iraq began shortly after their incorporation and even before their fate evaporated with the treaty. On December 1, 1918, during a meeting in Sulaimeniya with the British Commissioner for Mesopotamia, Kurdish leaders demanded support for a united and independent Kurdistan under British protection. Frustrated Sheikh Mahmoud al-Barzani, based in Sulaimaniya, formed a Kurdish government and led two revolts against British rule. It took authorities two years to put down his uprisings. The first revolt began on May 22, 1919, with the arrest of British officials in Sulaimaniya and it quickly spread to Mosul and Arbil. Afterward, the British exiled Barzani to India.

In July 1920, tribal leaders called again for independence within the British mandate. British objection to Kurdish self-rule was driven by fear that granting it would encourage the Arab areas of Baghdad and Basra to follow suit, thereby threatening British control over all Mesopotamia. In 1922, Britain restored Barzani to power, hoping that he would organize the Kurds to act as a buffer against the Turks, who had territorial claims over Mosul. Barzani instead declared a Kurdish kingdom with himself as king, though he later agreed to limited autonomy within Iraq. In 1930, following Iraq’s admission into the League of Nations, Barzani instigated a third uprising, which was suppressed with British air and ground forces.

In 1931, Kurdish representatives petitioned the League of Nations to set up an independent Kurdish government. Under pressure from the Iraqi government and the British, the most influential leader of the Barzani clan, Mustafa was forced into exile in Iran in 1945. He later relocated to the Soviet Union. After the 1958 military coup in Iraq led by Abdul Karim Qasim, Barzani saw an opening for the Kurds and returned from exile to establish his own political party, the Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP), which was granted legal status in 1960. Soon afterward, Qasim attempted to turn the Baradost and Zebari tribes against Barzani. In June 1961, Barzani led his first revolt against the Iraqi government with the aim of securing Kurdish autonomy. Qasim’s government was not able to subdue the insurrection. The Baathist coup against Qasim in February 1963 resulted from his inability to deal with the Kurds forcefully. A ceasefire with the Kurds in 1964 caused a split among Kurdish radicals and traditional forces led by Barzani.

Barzani agreed to the ceasefire and expelled the radicals from the party. Seizing the opportunity of a crack in Kurdish unity, the central government in Baghdad moved against the Kurds militarily once again. This campaign failed in 1966, when Barzani’s forces defeated the Iraqi army near Rawanduz. Subsequently, the government in Baghdad issued a 12-point peace program. The program was not implemented, however, because of a bloodless coup by the military in 1968 which installed the Baathist general Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr. The new regime began a fresh campaign to end the Kurdish insurrection, however the campaign was stalled in 1969 as an internal power struggle in Baghdad and tensions with Iran began to mount. Relenting to Soviet pressure to come to terms with Barzani, the al-Bakr government entered into a broadened peace plan providing for greater Kurdish autonomy within Iraq. The plan also granted Kurds representation in government bodies.

Simultaneously, the Iraqi government embarked on an Arabization program in the oil rich regions of Kirkuk and Khanaqin of Iraqi Kurdistan. Importing and resettling Sunni Arabs into the region became a priority for the Sunni-dominated minority government in Baghdad. In 1974, the government began a new offensive against the Kurds, pushing them closer to the border with Iran. Iraq negotiated with Iran to end Iranian support for the Iraqi Kurds in exchange for the settlement of border territory in Iran’s favor. The 1975 Algiers Accords memorialized this agreement and Tehran cut supplies to the Kurdish movement.

Barzani, nevertheless, fled to Iran with many of his supporters. Others surrendered en masse and resistance to Baghdad’s control was quashed. The Iraqi government steadily extended its control over the northern region and advanced its Arabization program. In response to the government’s repopulation policies, renewed clashes between Kurdish guerillas and Iraqi troops occurred in 1977. By 1979, Hussein had come to power. Having grown up under British rule and witnessing actual repression of Kurdish nationalism by the West as well as passively ignoring internal repression by Arab governments, Hussein surmised that he too could be harsh with the Kurds in his land and nothing much would come of it.

By 1988, to punish the Kurds, Hussein leveled 600 Kurdish villages and forcibly removed 200,000 Kurds to other parts of the country in what amounted to a massive internal Kurdish diaspora. The genocide of the Kurds occurred in this context. By parceling out the Kurdish population among other states in the 1920s, the international community invited those states to repress the Kurds as disenfranchised and poorly educated minorities. While those states certainly rose to the task of repressing Kurdish populations in Turkey, Iran and Syria, only in Iraq did the level of repression and the brutality of chemical warfare against them amount to genocide as in the case of Iraq.

MICHAEL J. KELLY

Perspective 3: Role of Turkish Policy Regarding Kurdish Statehood

Consideration of Iraqi Kurds should not ignore the parallel issues and trajectory of their treatment in Turkey. First, the question of an independent Kurdish homeland has been a central political concern in both countries. Second, the independence issues for Kurds in both countries are intertwined. Certainly, neither Iraq nor Turkey has wanted an independent Kurdistan carved out from the other state, an independent Kurdistan that would only serve to further legitimize the political demands of their own Kurds as well as providing a crucial practical basis for those demands, the existence of a functioning Kurdish political state. Scholar Martin van Bruinessen’s important work on violence against and repression of Kurds in both Iraq and Turkey demonstrates the value of a combined approach.

Prior to the 20th century, Kurdish tribes generally enjoyed great power over indigenous non-Muslim groups in eastern and central Asia Minor, particularly Armenians. Some Kurdish groups had taxation power over Armenians and impunity for harm to Armenians, for instance, the kidnapping and enslavement of Armenian women and girls. By the end of the 19th century, some Kurds had even been formed into the paramilitary Hamidiye units that were central perpetrators of the massacres in the 1890s killing more than 100,000 Armenians. Many Kurds continued as Young Turk agents in executing the Ottoman genocide of Armenians, Assyrians, and Greeks, but some individual Kurds and groups appear to have helped the victims.

In the post-genocide, post-1923 Turkish Republic, however, the Kurdish position changed dramatically. The same logic that held that Armenians, Assyrians, and Greeks were not assimilable to Turkish identity assumed that Kurds, as Muslims, would eventually fold into the dominant Turkish identity. But from the beginning, many Kurds and Kurdish groups struggled to retain their cultural and linguistic identity, despite increasing pressure and the Turkish government’s denial of the very reality of Kurdish identity. The pressure included state violence against Kurds, such as the Dersim Massacres of 1937–1938. By the 1980s the Turkish government began extensive military oppression of Kurds in eastern Turkey, in response to increased and sometimes violent efforts to ensure the survival of Kurdish identity and Kurdish civil rights. Within two decades, tens of thousands of people were dead and thousands of Kurdish villages destroyed. As Bilgin Ayata, a political science specialist on the treatment of Turkish Kurds, has argued, in the post-genocide absence of sizable Armenian and other non-Muslim minority groups, the Kurds became the focus of Turkish oppression in an overarching historical process of the total Turkification of Asia Minor.

From the 1960s, as Saddam Hussein and the Baath Party gained and consolidated power in Iraq, Iraqi Kurds were a “problem.” In the 1960s until 1975, Iraqi Kurdish groups resisted this consolidation, sometimes militarily. They were met with brutal repression that, according to expert Michiel Leezenberg, was disproportionate and targeted a much wider group of Kurds than were engaged in military action. The resistance collapsed in 1975, with the withdrawal of Iranian support for the Kurds, but Leezenberg explains that during the 1980–1988 Iran–Iraq War, Kurds played “an ambiguous role,” with some groups supporting Iran. The Iraqi government responded in 1987 with attacks on Kurdish military as well as civilian targets. This escalated to the 1988 Halabja chemical weapon attack killing about 5,000 Kurdish civilians. In 1988, the process was tightly and bureaucratically organized into a series of al-Anfal Campaign operations in which Iraqi forces killed between 50,000 and 200,000 Kurdish noncombatants and destroyed more than 1,000 Kurdish villages. This genocidal process overall fits the category of “monopolistic genocide” developed by genocide scholar Roger Smith to cover cases in which genocide is pursued by a group within a society against one or more other groups in the same society to gain and/or consolidate power. It sought to destroy Kurdish lives and social and political structures and ultimately Kurdish identity to ensure Hussein’s and the Baath Party’s power over Iraq. While similar, ethnocide in Turkey had a more pronounced ideological (Turkification) dimension that cannot be explained entirely by political consolidation.

There is no doubt that the internal dynamics of Turkey and Iraq resulted in mass violence and attempted ethnocide against Kurds in Turkey and genocide of Kurds in Iraq. But, could these have been avoided if Kurds had been given a homeland in which their identity had been safe and their political independence assured?

An important theory of genocide causation advanced by Australian historian A. Dirk Moses is relevant. According to Moses, all genocide is counterinsurgency, that is, a governmental response to a perceived insurgency. Moses is careful not to claim that rebellion is a real threat in all or even many of the cases in which genocide has been the response, but rather to highlight that fact that genocide is a response to political agency of oppressed groups resisting their oppression. His central model is modern colonialism, as practiced by the British in colonizing Australia. According to him, colonialism (1) creates a dynamic of oppression and destruction that evokes resistance from victims and (2) that ensures a power imbalance that allows for application of devastating disproportional force and control to be used against indigenous populations. While Moses overstates the applicability of this model—genocides take other forms, as well—his model is tremendously helpful for understanding a range of cases, including the Kurdish.

Given this understanding of violence against Kurds, it would seem that removal of Kurds from the political control of Iraq and Turkey would have been the best way to prevent genocide and mass violence, respectively: if Iraqi and Turkish Kurds had a secure homeland—either jointly or separately—then the hostile governments would not have been able to reach them. Unfortunately, mere independence would not have guaranteed this. History shows that both Turkey and Iraq have had no regard for international borders in similar circumstances. When at the end of World War I, Armenians were granted an independent country comprised of historically Armenian territory in eastern Asia Minor and former Russian Armenian areas, the Turkish nationalist forces under Ataturk, even before they gained full control of Turkey proper, launched a devastating invasion of the genocide-weakened, vulnerable Armenian Republic and conquered the majority of it, driving the rump into the Soviet Union. And, in 1990, Saddam Hussein’s Iraq invaded the sovereign state of Kuwait based on irredentist nationalism. The lesson is clear: even if Kurds had been granted political independence, that would not necessarily have protected them from mass violence by Iraq or Turkey. Only with the international community politically and militarily protecting an independent Kurdistan would Kurds have been safeguarded. Indeed, the existence of an independent Kurdistan without a strong international commitment to its survival and security might have made more likely a Turkish or Iraqi attack on Kurds and occasioned even more extensive destruction of Kurds than they have already experienced.

That is not to suggest that the threat of violence against an independent Kurdistan would have justified not granting independence if independence had been or is indeed legitimate, but on the contrary that the international community would have had a “responsibility to protect” a legitimately independent Kurdistan from mass violence by either Turkey or Iraq. Regarding legitimacy, Iraqi Kurds have a convincing historical claim on their traditional lands that is further strengthened by the fact that they were the victims of genocide by an Iraqi government only two decades ago and there appears to be a popular desire for independence. Turkish ethnocidal violence against Kurds over the past century likewise strengthens the Kurdish claim to an independent homeland on Turkish territory, though the situation is complex because of the prior presence of Armenians and Assyrians in eastern and central Asia Minor and the role of some Kurdish groups in the genocide of these indigenous groups. That is not to say that Turkish Kurdish claims have no legitimacy, but that these claims need to respect and be coordinated with the territorial rights of Armenians and Assyrians in the same general part of Turkey.

HENRY C. THERIAULT


Documents

1. Dana Halabjayi's Account 

Under the genocidal rule of Saddam Hussein, the Kurds of Iraq were perceived to be a problem as they desired their own autonomous area, were hard to control, often fought with Iraqi military forces, and some were known to have fought with Iran during the Iran-Iraq War of 1980–1988. The name given by the Iraqi leadership to the genocidal campaign against the Kurds conducted between February and September, 1988, al-Anfal, saw the murders of up to 200,000 Kurds, many through the use of chemical weapons, particularly in the town of Halabja. In this account, Dana Halabjayi recounts his experiences as a witness to the some of the horrors inflicted on his people, including his own father. While it is far from being the only possible account of the Kurdish Genocide, it is considered that this gives a satisfactory indication of how appalling the situation was for those who struggled to survive it.

The artillery were shelling non-stop. After spending two days and nights in the basement of our home, our family decided to move to the basement of my elder brother’s home on March 14, 1988. We thought it was better to die all together, if we had to, or survive all together. But a barrage of missiles destroyed the neighborhood, including the courtyard of my brother’s home. The missiles destroyed a tractor and a car. I saw a man named Hama Tal lose his leg and another man, Nasri Hama Karimi Chaychi, die in front of my eyes. We were feeling the approach of death every moment. We could neither get out of the basement nor run away from Halabja. We were trapped.

All of a sudden, Jalal Azabani, a young poet, stormed into the basement with his face gleaming and his eyes shining.

“Take this. I brought you cigarettes because I knew you were here. Get up. We will be free from the Baath’s reign. Friends will reach town tomorrow morning,” Jalal said. He then gave me a pack of Sumer cigarettes and we kissed on the cheeks.

“I will go to Bawa Kochak,” Jalal said. It was as if he knew it would be our last meeting. After that, I never saw him again. I don’t even know where he took his last breath. His body was never found. I am sure that, up to the last beat of his heart, he was confident “friends” would liberate the town. It is true greatness when one dies full of hope and longing for freedom.

In the afternoon that same day, my brother-in-law Kawa and I decided to take his pickup truck out of the garage and flee. Risking our lives, and running under the shelling, we finally made it to the Osmani Hama Pirajin garage. But there was a large bulldozer parked in front of the truck. We could not move the bulldozer or the truck and so returned home frustrated. One day after our unsuccessful effort, the family of Kawa’s uncle was able to take the truck out of the garage, but they could not run away from death. The truck became their final home. The picture of the truck with the dead inside later became an iconic image. The plate number was 5814, Sulaimaniya, 1958 model. All 14 passengers in the truck went to their permanent rest. I can still remember the scene where I saw Mariwan, Mahabad and Uncle Ahmed in the basement of their home. Their eyes were full of waiting. It turned out they were waiting for the final farewell, just like Jalal.

It was a day of shortages. People were running out of bread, milk for their children and food. They had to do something about it. Death was pouring down on the town. Fear and darkness had taken over. People were distressed. After a while, we learned my brother had parked his mud-covered bus at the other end of the alley, waiting to save us just like an angel. He shouted, “Hurry up, get on the bus now that the shelling has weakened.” He hadn’t yet put his own children on the bus. There was no space in the bus. All the residents of the neighborhood and the basement were inside. While it could only hold 21 people, 64 passengers had squeezed in. My father and uncle decided to stay back and protect our home. They had a car and thought they could escape to the Iranian border if anything happened. We begged them to come along with us but to no avail.

“You are young. You should survive. We will take care of ourselves anyway,” said my father.

It was the afternoon of March 15, 1988. It was raining lightly. I had never seen Halabja in such darkness amid smoke and anxiety. People were all out on the main road from Halabja to Sulaimani; some on foot, others in cars and tractors. Soldiers, just like the civilians, were trying to save their lives; all were exhausted. Our bus was the last vehicle that was able to pass a bridge that connected Sulaimani to Halabja. After we passed, it was blown up. There were many military trucks and armored vehicles going toward Halabja, clueless that the Zalm Bridge had been destroyed. When we reached the town of Sayid Sadiq, we found out people had been waiting to hear news from Halabja. They threw bread through the windows into our bus. They were crying for us, showing sympathy. They did not know that they would be forced to leave their homes shortly after.

When we reached Sulaimani, my brother stopped the bus in front of the Bardarki Sara Square so everybody could go to the homes of relatives from there. When I got off of the bus, the first thing that attracted my attention was the electricity. I hadn’t seen any in Halabja for the last three days. Then I noticed I had no shoes on. I was wearing a shirt and a pair of Kurdish trousers covered with blood. I had brought the blood of the injured and dead to Sulaimani. We were divided into groups, each going to the home of a relative or an acquaintance. The next day when we went back to the downtown area to get some news, Bardarki Sara and the Ashapa Sepi area looked as though the ashes of death had rained down on them. You could not find a face that did not look sad or as if waiting for someone.

We were like children separated from our mothers. Soon, we learned about the chemical massacre. We learned that death had come to town. Back home, we were all overcome with sadness, silent and still. We were waiting for the situation to calm down so that we could get some news about our father and relatives back in Halabja. As if it was not enough that we had been struck by tragedy, the government forces started detaining and rounding up people from Halabja who were in Sulaimani.

There was no news of my father. After almost a month, a friend named Burhan Haji Mohammedi Bamoki told us that he had seen my father with his head against the truck’s steering wheel and his hands on his eyes.

“His body was swollen. I think he was dead,” said Burhan. I did not tell the family about the news and Burhan promised not to tell anyone about it. Unfortunately, that good friend of mine later died in an accident.

After a while, we got another piece of news.

“Your dad is alive but he is blind,” they said. This news consoled us a bit because we knew he had been seen alive by people. Burhan was right. When my father had gone blind on the road to a village near Halabja called Anab, he could no longer drive. Later, someone took him and his car to the village of Balkha. There he had stayed with some acquaintances.

Iranian soldiers treated him there. They provided him with food and a blanket. He did not want to move to Iran, like many people from Halabja did after the attack. He wanted to stay and see us.

We were finally able to rent a house, despite the odds. The owner was a benevolent man from Sulaimani. He did not want Saddam Hussein’s regime to find out about it and get into trouble. He did not take any rent from us. Up until this day, I am still looking for this man to offer my thanks. Unfortunately, he never introduced himself to us.

After the Iraq-Iran war came to an end on Aug. 8, 1988, the Iranian army withdrew from Halabja. We expected our father and people like him from the border areas to be allowed to return to their families. But that did not happen. They were all rounded up as part of the Anfal genocide campaign and taken to Sulaimani Stadium, the military intelligence’s and the security forces’ headquarters.

I finally managed to get a five-minute appointment with my father in prison. I took two packs of Sumer cigarettes and 25 Iraqi dinars to him. He looked tired and full of sorrow. Upon seeing me, his face cheered up, just a flower in spring. After kissing each other, he immediately said, “You take care of yourselves. You may never see me again.”

After a pause, he continued, “I wish I had died and had not seen that massacre in Halabja. I don’t know why God kept me alive.” We were in the middle of the conversation when two guards came, blindfolded him and took him away. All I could hear him say was: “Don’t worry about me.”

After a week, they separated the women and children from the men and took them to Topzawa military base near Kirkuk. They apparently shot some of the men dead there. My father and other men were transferred from Topzawa to Nogra Salman camp in southern Iraq. It was in this camp that many were massacred.

Thereafter, nobody knew what happened to those people from Halabja. Where were they massacred or imprisoned? Or were they still alive? The Anfal operations had ended. We had given up all hope to see our father come back to us.

After two months, the Baath regime issued a general amnesty. We could move freely and start breathing again. We were allowed to visit Halabja to fetch the furniture we had left behind, only to find there was nothing left. Everything was in ruins. Not even a single one of my books was left for me to take back as a memory. Our home had been completely looted.

One day around noon, the doorbell rang. My younger sister told me, “There is a man at the door. He might be a beggar. See what he wants.” When I opened the door, I saw a dirty, white-bearded man with a thin face. He was so thin and frail he looked as though he was about to fall over. He was wearing an old, worn-out pair of Kurdish trousers and a military jacket.

“How can I help you, uncle?” I asked politely. When I looked at his face more carefully, I saw tears had circled in his eyes.

“My son, it seems you don’t recognize me,” said the man. Upon saying that, tears ran down his cheeks. I knew only through his voice that it was my father.

Source: Dana Halabjayi, My Father’s Story: from Halabja to Nugra Salman, Rudaw in English, 22 April 2012, at http://rudaw.net/english/people-places/14032013?keyword=Dana Halabjayi. Used by permission of RUDAW.

2. Chemical Weapons Use in Kurdistan: Iraq's Final Offensive (1988)

The following excerpt from the 1988 U.S. Congressional report “Chemical Weapons Use in Kurdistan: Iraq’s Final Offense” presents evidence of Iraqi chemical attacks on the Kurdish population of Iraq. This staff report was intended to the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. The report also includes a historical background of the persecution of the Kurdish population in Iraq leading up to the genocide and eyewitness reports of the violence committed by Iraqi forces during the 1988 al-Anfal Campaign.

SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS

	Overwhelming evidence exists that Iraq used chemical weapons on Kurdish civilians in a major offensive in northern Iraq that began August 25, 1988. The offensive is intended to break the Kurdish insurgency and appears to be accomplishing that objective. As reported by Kurdish refugees, cumulative civilian casualties from chemical weapons and other military operations are in the thousands. Information is available only on attacks taking place in a narrow band of territory along the Iraq-Turkey border. Virtually no refugees have been able to escape from deeper inside Iraqi Kurdistan. If the same kinds of military operations are taking place there as in the border regions, the Kurdish death toll could be in the hundreds of thousands.
 	Iraq is engaged in a military policy intended to depopulate Iraqi Kurdistan. Elements of the policy include: (1) the destruction of villages and towns throughout Kurdistan; (2) the relocation of the Kurdish population to concentrated new settlements where military control can be exercised; (3) the deportation of Kurds to areas outside Kurdistan; and (4) the use of terror tactics, including chemical weapons, to drive civilians out of the areas to be depopulated. The end result of this policy will be the destruction of the Kurdish identity, Kurdish culture, and a way of life that has endured for centuries.
 	The principal evidence for the Iraqi chemical weapons attacks are the eyewitness accounts of the Kurdish refugees in Turkey. The attacks were widely observed and reported in detail with regard to location, timing, and method of attack. The credibility of these extensive firsthand accounts is enhanced when viewed in the context of Iraq’s documented 4-year record of chemical weapons use in the Iran-Iraq war and in the context of its brutal Kurdish policies.
 	There is physical evidence of chemical weapons attacks but the evidence available in Turkey is limited. Symptoms are hard to diagnose among the lightly injured survivors of the attacks, and only the lightly injured were able to make the rugged trek across the mountains to Turkey. However, the absence of certain physical evidence is more consistent with a chemical attack than with any other form of attack that might have driven the seasoned Pesh Merga fighters and more than 65,000 Iraqi Kurds into Turkey. Had the Iraqis launched a conventional weapons attack against the Kurds, one would expect to see bullet wounds and other evidence of such attack. Chemical weapons, by contrast, leave fewer detectable traces.
 	The refugees appear to be protected and reasonably well taken care of in Turkey. However, the influx of 65,000 refugees has imposed a substantial financial burden on the Turkish Government and the country is seeking international assistance. While Turkey risked Iraqi wrath by accepting the Kurdish refugees, it is seeking to maintain cordial relations with its neighbor. Consequently, the Turkish Government is downplaying the poison gas stories—while carefully not denying their accuracy—and local authorities in the border region are following Ankara’s lead.
 	Since 1984 Iraq has used chemical weapons on a large scale without paying any price in political or economic relations with other countries. Global acquiescence in previous Iraqi use of chemical weapons has undoubtedly been a factor in Iraq’s belief it could use gas on the Kurds with no international consequences. The Reagan administration has been denouncing Iraqi use of chemical weapons since 1984. It has not followed up with action to deter such use.


I. Introduction

A. Overview 

This report attempts to assess: (1) whether Iraq has been using chemical weapons on its Kurdish population and, if so, the extent of such use; (2) the extent to which Iraq’s military campaign against Kurdish insurgents also entails a program of mass killing of Kurdish civilians; and (3) whether Iraq is pursuing a policy intended to eradicate the Kurdish presence in many of the traditional Kurdish areas of Iraq.

Our answers to these questions are based on interviews with Kurdish refugees, interviews with Turkish authorities, examination of such physical evidence as exists, observations made on a previous staff trip through Iraqi Kurdistan, and meetings with U.S. Government officials. In preparing this report, we have not relied on material gathered by the intelligence community but believe our conclusions are consistent with such material. Most important, we have evaluated the information we have gathered in light of Iraq’s past behavior, including its documented use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war.

We believe a compelling case exists that Iraq used chemical weapons on a broad scale against its Kurdish population beginning August 25, 1988. Almost all the Kurdish refugees in Turkey came from regions of Iraq adjacent to Turkey. Among those who lived in villages closest to the Turkish border, there existed a substantial opportunity for escape and we believe casualties for these villagers were limited to those who died in the initial attacks. For those who lived further inside Iraq, the Iraqi Army was able to cut most of the avenues of escape and in this region the casualties could be quite high. The survivors were generally the most fit; that is, the men associated with Pesh Merga or the Kurdish insurgents. Casualties among women and children appear to have been very high. We have no information on the substantial Kurdish population that lives along the Iran-Iraq border and those at a distance of more than 50 miles from Turkey. If Iraq’s conduct in the Turkish border regions has been repeated in the interior, the death toll could be very high, with no witnesses to tell the tale.

The chemical weapons attacks on Kurdish villages appear to be part of a broader Iraqi policy of ending the Kurdish insurgency by depopulating Iraqi Kurdistan. Since 1986 Iraq has been systematically dynamiting and leveling all but the largest towns in Kurdistan. The local population has been transferred to lower altitudes, where they can more easily be controlled. At a minimum, this policy is destroying a centuries-old Kurdish way of life. It has also been accompanied by large loss of civilian life, as in the case of August’s chemical attacks.

Whether Iraq’s policy constitutes genocide, within the meaning of the Genocide Convention, may be debated if the standard used for genocide is that of the elimination of an entire race. However, Iraq’s policy in Kurdistan does appear to have many of the characteristics of genocide, as defined by the Genocide Convention. Under Article II of the Convention, genocide is defined to mean, “any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such: (a) killing members of the group; (b) causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; (e) deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part.”

B. Methodology

To obtain as complete a picture as possible of recent events in Iraqi Kurdistan, we traveled over a 4-day period to each of the locations where significant numbers of Iraqi Kurds were present. These include:

	a refugee camp outside Diyarbakir with a population of 8,000 at the time of our visit, but now considerably larger;
 	a refugee camp at Silopi, about 1 mile from the only official crossing on the Iraq-Turkey border, with a population of 10,000 at the time of our visit;
 	a refugee gathering point near Cigli, close to the Iraq-Turkey border. At the time of our visit, more than 6,000 refugees were awaiting transport from this gathering area to more secure and habitable locations; and
 	two refugee camps, one to the west and the other to the south of the far eastern Turkish town of Yusekova, and now home to some 25,000 refugees.


At each camp, we were able to move freely, talking with whom we pleased. The Kurdish refugees were eager to provide their accounts of the poison gas attacks. As one might expect of a largely rural Islamic society, it was assumed that the men would do the talking and, indeed, most of our accounts came from men. We did, nonetheless, make an effort to interview women and children.

Generally, our interviews were group sessions with other refugees listening to the Kurdish speaker and eagerly awaiting their chance to speak. However, neither we nor our Kurdish translator detected any intimidation or reticence as a result of the presence of the camp leaders or of the Turkish authorities, who on some but not all occasions, followed us around the camps. Frequently, we had an opportunity for private conversations with refugees.

In addition, we examined and photographed individuals in each location who claimed to have been injured by chemical weapons. Some symptoms brought to our attention seemed more related to other health problems—exhaustion, disease, injury-but others seemed plausibly a result of chemical attack. We also visited a hospital in Hakkari and interviewed patients who claimed to be victims of chemical attack, as well as their doctors.

Our itinerary took us for some 50 miles on a dirt road that straddles the Iraq-Turkey border. There we had a chance to speak with Turkish villagers who witnessed the influx of refugees as well as, in some cases, the chemical attacks on the other side of the mountain. On one occasion we even spoke with a Turkish-speaking Iraqi soldier from Kirkuk who crossed the border for a chat. On the main Iraq-Turkey road, we spoke with Turkish truck drivers who had just returned from Iraq, as well as storekeepers who had been receiving accounts from the Iraq traffic.

Finally, we attempted to find physical evidence of the attacks. In addition to the people who claimed injury by chemical weapons, we were shown animals that were said to have succumbed. We traveled to the remote town of Semdinli—in the rugged mountains where Iran, Iraq, and Turkey converge—to collect samples of bees said to have been poisoned in the attacks.

Overall, we spoke to more than 200 Kurdish refugees who provided eyewitness accounts of the chemical attacks. Chapter III contains excerpts from 40 of these interviews.

C. Weighing the Evidence

The most compelling evidence of Iraqi use of chemical weapons is the eyewitness accounts of the refugees themselves. The volume of eyewitness statements by itself is highly persuasive. The accounts are also very specific. The refugee accounts we recorded described the attacks on more than 30 different villages. For purposes of assessing the validity of what we heard, we regarded it as significant that when we found survivors of attacks on the same Iraqi villages at different refugee camps in Turkey, the description of events was essentially identical.

There are some minor discrepancies in the refugee accounts. There were differences as to the time of various attacks, the exact number of planes dropping chemical weapons, and so forth. These discrepancies are hardly surprising given that keeping time is less a part of rural Kurdish culture than of Western life and assuming that the Iraqi attacks produced (as they were intended to so do) confusion and shock.

Obviously, the leaders of the Pesh Merga, the Kurdish insurgents, have an interest in portraying Iraq in the worst possible light. To dismiss the eyewitness accounts, however, would require one to believe that 65,000 Kurdish refugees confined to five disparate locations were able to organize a conspiracy in 15 days to defame Iraq and that these refugees were able to keep their conspiracy a secret not only from us but from the world press. In any event, Iraq has a simple way to disprove the refugee accounts—it could invite neutral international investigators to the villages named by the refugees and allow them the time to make an independent investigation.

The eyewitness accounts occur in a context. This context is one of prior Iraqi use of chemical weapons and of ruthless oppression of the Iraqi Kurds. Since 1983 Iraq has used mustard gas and nerve agents with increasing effect against the armed forces of Iran. Eight separate U.N. investigations have concluded that Iraq used chemical weapons on Iran, the last attack coming in July of this year-after Iran had agreed to a ceasefire in the war. Iraqi officials, including the Foreign Minister, have admitted to the use of chemical weapons.

The eyewitness accounts also occur within the context of a brutal central government policy to suppress the Iraqi Kurds. The key feature of this policy is the depopulation of rural Kurdistan and the relocation of the people to guarded villages that have many aspects of a concentration camp. The depopulation has been accompanied by a considerable loss of life.

Finally, doubters of the poison gas attacks would have to provide an alternative explanation for the very sudden exodus of the Pesh Merga from Iraq. The Pesh Merga are seasoned guerrilla fighters who have held out against various Iraqi regimes for 30 years. Suddenly, between August 25 and September 5, 1988, the resistance totally collapsed and the insurgents fled. Something catastrophic happened and every piece of evidence points to the use of poison gas.

In sum, the eyewitness accounts occur in the context of prior Iraqi use of chemical weapons, of a brutal Kurdish policy, and of a sudden, otherwise incomprehensible collapse of the Kurdish resistance. It is in this context that we sought to evaluate the eyewitness accounts of Iraqi chemical use on Kurdish civilians, and it is this context that we found the accounts compelling and conclusive.

D. Note on Names

Many of the proper names and place names in this report are phonetic spellings from the Kurdish. With regard to places, many have a Kurdish, a Turkish, and an Arab name. Where feasible, we tried to use the Turkish or Arab name. Most villages, however, did not appear on even the fairly detailed topographic map that we took with us. For these villages the only name the refugees used was the Kurdish place name (there being no Arab name or the Kurds not knowing the Arab name). We did ask the camp leaders to locate the villages on the topographic maps and in many case they were able to do so.

With the aid of our Kurdish-speaking interpreter we attempted to apply a consistent system for phoneticizing the Kurdish proper names and place names. However, this did not always work out in practice and there may be discrepancies between our spelling for proper names and place names, and those that others might use.

II. Background

A. Basic Characteristics

Kurdistan is a crescent-shaped region encompassing the mountainous region surrounding the junction of the borders of Turkey, Iraq, and Iran, with extensions into Soviet Armenia and into northern Syria The greater part of this area is inhabited by the Kurds who, from antiquity, have been portrayed as a tribal people possessing their own language and cultural traditions and a historical reputation for resistance to outside rule.

The total number of Kurds is estimated at 20 million. Of these, some 15 million live in Turkey, between 2.5 and 3.5 million in Iraq, and 2 to 3 million in Iran. The majority are Sunni Muslims but there are some Shiites in Iran and Turkey. The Kurdish language is of Indo-European origin, making the Kurds linguistically and ethnically more akin to the Persians than the Arabs or the Turks. Iraqi Kurds are concentrated in the mountainous northeast of the predominantly Arab country and represent about one-fifth of the total population. Of all Iraqi minority groups, the Kurds have been the most difficult to assimilate because of their numbers, geographic concentration, inaccessibility, and cultural and linguistic identity. The mountain Kurds are tough, hardy warriors with a tight-knit, semifeudal organization. In recent history, Kurds have migrated to the foothills and plains, many settling in and around Mosul, in the north, and in towns along the Diyala River, in the south, and these have become essentially detribalized. A smaller but increasing proportion of the Kurds is urban. They have settled mainly in Sulaymaniya and Halabja, virtually wholly Kurdish cities, and in Arbil and Kirkuk.

B. The Question of National Identity

The Kurds have never formed an independent political entity. From the 16th to the early 20th century, Kurdistan was divided between the Ottoman (Turkish) and Persian empires. The Kurdish tribes enjoyed extensive autonomy until the 19th century when there occurred repeated Kurdish uprisings against both the 0ttomans and the Persians that were put down harshly. During a revolt of 1880, led by Shaikh Ubaidullah al-Nahri, the concept emerged of uniting the Kurdish people as a nation separate from the Ottomans and Persians. However, Kurdish society is essentially tribal and on this point unity efforts have essentially foundered. In Iraq, Kurdish nationalists have always faced at least equal numbers of Kurdish tribesmen fighting on the government side (thereby receiving arms and financial aid and maintaining a degree of independence from outside interference).

With the disintegration of the Ottoman Empire in World War I, the Treaty of Sevres, signed in August 1920 by the allies and the Turkish sultan, created the independent Arab states of Hijaz, Syria, and Iraq, and offered the Kurds their first and only prospect of a separate Kurdistan. After the overthrow of the Turkish monarchy and the proclamation of the Republic in November 1922, however, the new regime under Kemal Ataturk refused to recognize the Sevres provisions. Ataturk concluded a new treaty with the allies in June 1923 in Lausanne, and this agreement contained no mention of the Kurdish question. The fixing of new national boundaries, which divided the Kurds among five states with no regard to ethnic, cultural, or economic principles, created further complications for Kurdish aspirations.

In recent years, Kurdish nationalist movements in Iraq, Iran, and Turkey have functioned largely independent of each other, although considerable cross-border activity has taken place. While both Iraq and Iran have sought to pacify their own Kurds, each has maintained an obvious interest in keeping alive Kurdish resistance in the neighboring country. Only in Iraq has the movement had the strength to pose a significant internal threat to the central government in Baghdad. Since the end of World War I, therefore, the Kurdish question increasingly has been centered in that country.

C. Iraqi Kurdish Rebellions in the Interwar Period

Following British occupation during World War I and the subsequent establishment in 1920 of the British mandate which created the Iraqi state in its present boundaries along with the beginnings of modern government, the Iraqi Kurds became involved in recurring conflict with the central authorities. An underlying cause for such rebellion was the progressive erosion of promises for Kurdish statehood or, at the least, Kurdish cultural and administrative autonomy in the north. Unlike its neighbors, Iraq both under the mandate and as an independent state after 1930, was faced with constitutional requirements by the League of Nations for a degree of Kurdish autonomy.

The first rebellion, led by Shaikh Mahmud Barzinjah of Sulaymaniyya, began in 1919 and was put down in a month. Shaikh Mahmud, with Turkish support, declared himself King of Kurdistan in 1922 and it took the British until May 1924 to subdue the rebellion. Shaikh Mahmud continued until 1926 to conduct guerrilla warfare in mountainous terrain near the Persian border. With Iraqi independence in 1980, the Kurds, fearful of their status, demanded specific safeguards from the League of Nations. Several uprisings in the north, one led by Shaikh Mahmud in October 1930, and another led by Shaikh Ahmad Barzani in the Barzan district in November 1931 had to be put down by military force with the help of the Royal Air Force. Peace was never fully maintained in Iraqi Kurdistan and local rebellion continued, particularly in the Barzan area, until World War II. Such insurrections in the interwar period appeared in large measure to be expressions of traditional aspirations for tribal independence from the imposition of Arab central government rule, as well as of the ambitions of local leaders.

D. The Maturing of Kurdish Nationalism

The Kurdish rebellion of 1943, led by Mully Mustafa Barzani, brother of Ahmad, compelled the Baghdad government to consider administrative reforms and Kurdish cultural autonomy in the north. The rebellion flared up again in 1945 and, as government forces moved to suppress the uprising, Barzani retreated to Iran in October together with several hundred Pesh Merga and women and children of his tribe. In Iran, they joined the Kurdish Republic of Mahabad (established in 1945 in the Soviet zone) where Barzani was granted the rank of general. The republic collapsed in 1946 when the Soviets withdrew their forces from Iran and the Iranian Army moved in. Barzani and his men were forced into exile in the Soviet Union where he remained until 1959.

Comparative tranquility prevailed in Iraqi Kurdistan during the years of Barzani’s exile. A Kurdistan Democratic Party (KDP) was formed in the latter 1940’s by intellectuals and tribal elements that sought to lead the Kurdish national movement and to achieve Kurdist aspirations within the framework of Iraqi national unity.

E. The Kurds and the Iraqi Republic

The July 1958 overthrow of the Iraqi monarchy by military officers brought to power a regime that was characterized, at least initially, by a change in the attitude of the central government toward the Kurds. Kurds were given key roles in administration, and the provisional constitution gave official recognition to Kurdish national rights within Iraq. Mulla Mustafa Barzani was welcomed back to Iraq in 1959 and the KDP was legalized. Within a year, however, relations between the Baghdad regime and the Kurds deteriorated as the regime proved unwilling to give the latter the self-rule to which they aspired. In July 1961, Barzani sent an ultimatum demanding a substantial degree of autonomy to the central government which responded at first by inciting Kurdish tribes hostile to Barzani and subsequently launching an offensive by the army. The Iraqi military failed in attempts to suppress the rebellion and a growing number of tribesmen joined Barzani’s forces.

With the frequent changes of Iraqi regimes during the 1960’s, the rebellion continued until 1970, interrupted by ceasefires, openings of negotiations, failures of negotiations, and resumptions of hostilities. Many Kurdish villages were destroyed in the fighting and the rural population suffered heavy losses but the Kurdish rebels never relinquished their control of the mountainous region. In effect, they achieved de facto autonomy with the institution of a Kurdish administration in the region. The KDP played a central role by integrating into the rebel forces and building a national consciousnness in its ranks and among the rural population.

After the Ba’ath Party came to power in 1968, the government, faced with a stalemate and under pressure to end the war, negotiated a “Manifesto on the Peaceful Settlement of the Kurdish Issue” on March 11, 1970. It promised that the Kurds would be granted self-rule, to be exercised by a local administrative council and an elected legislative assembly. Guarantees were provided to recognize the Kurdish language as officially coequal with Arabic in the Kurdish district and to promote Kurdish culture and traditions. ‘The manifesto constituted a compromise between Kurdish national and Ba’athist pan-Arab aspirations. But the compromise was not destined to materialize in large part because of continuing and substantial disagreement among Kurdish leaders who were divided on the matter. An increasing number of younger Kurds were prepared to accept self-rule as embodied in the manifesto. Barzani, however, rejected the Ba’ath offer and insisted on autonomy as he understood it. In so doing, he bought external assistance from Iran, Israel, and the United States.

F. The 1974 Rebellion

Between 1970 and 1974, the Ba’ath regime, as it consolidated its position in the country, did little to strengthen Kurdish confidence in Baghdad. Measures for achieving autonomy specified in the 1970 manifesto, including determination of Kurdish districts by census and decision as to jurisdiction over the Kirkuk oil center, were never carried out. Because of a worsening internal political situation and deteriorating relations with Iran, the Baghdad regime proclaimed unilaterally determined autonomy statute on March 11, 1974, demanding at the same time that Barzani accept the statute within a 2-week deadline and join the so-called National Front. Barzani rejected this demand and issued a counterultimatum, declaring that failure to meet Kurdish demands within 2 weeks would result in a renewal of hostilities. Behind Barzani’s rejection were the promises of aid from Iran and the United States.

During the spring of 1974, the Iraqi Army moved gradually into the Kurdish area, relieving besieged garrisons and opening roads. In July and August, the Pesh Merga was pushed into the mountains along the Turkish and Iranian borders. From this time, the Pesh Merga had to rely on Iranian assistance, without which it could not resist the Iraqi offensive. The offensive resumed in the spring of 1975 but the prospect of victory by either side appeared uncertain. The Shah of Iran realized that the war appeared stalemated and there were limited prospects for a change of regime in Baghdad. With Algerian mediation, Iraq and Iran signed an agreement in March 1975 settling a series of disputes between the neighbors and closing the border between Iran and Iraqi Kurdistan. This proved disastrous to the Kurdish rebels. Barzani and the KDP leadership took refuge in Iran.

G. Guerrilla War After 1976

With the collapse of the Kurdish movement in 1975, Baghdad embarked on a two-pronged policy of coopting large numbers of Kurds and, at the same time, implementing drastic measures against a revival of Kurdish hostilities. The government-created autonomous region comprised only a small part of Iraqi Kurdistan, but it was favored with economic development projects benefiting much of the population. “Arabization” measures continued in the oil-producing districts by the resettlement of Kurds and their replacement by Arab peasants. In 1976 the government began evacuation of zones along the Iraq-Iran border, destroying villages, and resettling the inhabitants near urban areas. These measures instigated a resumption of small-scale guerrilla warfare.

At the same time, the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan (PUK) was established, with Syrian support, under the leadership of Jalal Talabani in 1976. The PUK and the KDP engaged in a number of clashes in disputes over territorial control following its move to Iraqi Kurdistan 1977.

H. The Iran-Iraq War

Following the outbreak of war between Iran and Iraq in September 1980, military operations in the south forced the Iraqi military to relinquish its close control of Kurdistan. Thousands of resettled Kurds were permitted to return to Kurdistan but many escaped to areas controlled by the Kurdish parties. The Iranian revolutionary regime gave military and financial support to the KDP, but guerrilla activity initially was at a low level. Competition for control of land and people became increasingly violent between the Kurdish parties, notably the KDP and PUK.

When Iran opened a northern offensive in 1983, the KDP joined the Iranians while the PUK declared it would resist the invasion and opened negotiations with Baghdad. After the offensive, the government took severe reprisals against Kurds associated with the Barzanis. The military presence was stepped up and Kurdish tribesmen were recruited into irregular units designed to protect their districts against Iranian invasion as well as against the nationalist forces. Negotiations with the PUK broke down in 1985 and hostilities between the government and the PUK resumed. The KDP and PUK put aside their differences in efforts to inflict damage against Iraqi territorial control and economic facilities in the region, thereby tying down a significant proportion of the Iraqi ground forces. In 1987 and 1988 Baghdad resumed its campaign of destruction of outlying villages and the relocation of large numbers of the Kurdish population to other areas of Iraq. In March 1988, Iranian forces captured Halabja, where a cyanide and mustard gas attack caused the deaths of hundreds of civilians. Subsequent reports alleged that both Iraq and Iran were responsible for using chemical weapons at Halabja.

Following Iran’s acceptance of U.N. Security Council Resolution 598 on July 19, Iraqi forces stepped up their campaign aimed at crippling the Kurdish insurgency in the north and extending government control over the region, particularly in the border areas.

III. Iraq's Final Offensive

A. A Narrative Account

With the August 20 ceasefire in the Iran-Iraq war, Iraq initiated what it termed the “final offensive” to end the Kurdish insurgency. The following is a narrative account constructed from eyewitness accounts of Kurdish refugees who fled from Iraq to Turkey.

On August 20, 1988, the day the Iran-Iraq ceasefire went into effect, Iraqi President Saddam Hussein turned his forces against the Kurdish population in northern Iraq. Some of Iraq’s most battle-tested forces were dispatched to wrest control of the area from Kurdish fighters, drop poison gas on Kurdish villagers, and destroy Kurdish villages. On August 21, the Iraqi military began building up its forces along the major roads in Iraqi Kurdistan, and on August 25 launched chemical attacks against scores of Kurdish villages. On August 28, Iraqi forces began to destroy evacuated Kurdish villages.

During the early morning hours of August 25, 1988 Iraqi warplanes and helicopters dropped chemical weapons on a series of villages in regions of Iraqi Kurdistan. In each of these regions, the Kurdish fighters, or Pesh Merga, had established camps outside of villages to protect them. For the most part, however, Iraqi bombs did not fall on these camps, as might have been expected, but on the villages themselves. In the Dihok region alone, more than 30 villages were exposed to various concentrations of poison gas. Among the villages in the Zakho, Dihok, and Amadiyah regions that suffered the most severe attacks were: Vermil, Bergini, Tika (Duka), Ekmala, Hese, Xirabe, Blecane, Siyare, Maze, Afuke, Belut, Sernae, Sivye, Zeweshkan, Mergeti, Zinawa, Dergel, Dubanche, Ermisht, Berkevre, Bergabore, Borghule, Bilejane, Warneze, Zavita, Nazdure, Berkule, Rudaniyo, Sarki, Berchi, and Ruyse.

As described by the villagers, the bombs that fell on the morning of August 25 did not produce a large explosion. Only a weak sound could be heard and then a yellowish cloud spread out from the center of the explosion and became a thin mist. The air became filled with a mixture of smells-“bad garlic,” “rotten onions,” and “bad apples.”

Those who were very close to the bombs died almost instantly. Those who did not die instantly found it difficult to breathe and began to vomit. The gas stung the eyes, skin, and lungs of the villagers exposed to it. Many suffered temporary blindness.

After the bombs exploded, many villagers ran and submerged themselves in nearby streams to escape the spreading gas. They placed wet cloth over their noses, eyes, and mouths to block the gas. Many of those who made it to the streams survived. Those who could not run from the growing smell, mostly the very old and the very young, died.

The survivors who saw the dead reported that blood could be seen trickling out of the mouths of some of the bodies. A yellowish fluid could also be seen oozing out the noses and mouths of some of the dead. Some said the bodies appeared frozen. Many of the dead bodies turned blackish blue. Most of the villagers quickly abandoned the contaminated areas, leaving the bodies unburied in the sun. In some cases, they later returned to the poisoned villages to bury the bodies. The few who ventured to look at the shattered pieces of the bomb casings said they were colored green.

In every village where chemical bombs were dropped the livestock—mostly donkeys and goats—died. Birds are also reported to have “fallen out of the sky.” Bees in the area are also said to have been killed by the gas.

The Iraqis continued to drop chemical weapons on Kurdish villages on August 26. Turkish villagers living less than a kilometer from the Turkey-Iraq border could see the Iraqi helicopters flying above a mountain ridge. Iraqi Kurds living close to the Turkish border left their contaminated villages to seek refuge in Turkey. Those from villages farther from the Turkish border did not immediately flee to Turkey. They first sought safety in nearby areas that had not been bombed. Many fled to the Pesh Merga camps outside the villages.

On August 27 the chemical bombs continued to fall on villages in the Zakho, Dihok, and Amadiyah regions. Villagers who had fled to nearby villages after their own had been gassed found themselves again under attack. No area in the northeastern reaches of Iraqi Kurdistan was safe from chemical attack. As a result, thousands of Iraqi Kurds from the Zakho, Dihok, and Amadiyah regions began to make their way on foot and animal back across the rough mountain terrain to Turkey.

On August 28 villagers fleeing from areas farther from the Turkish border found their escape routes almost fully impeded by deployments of Iraqi soldiers. The key east-west road from Amadiyah to Zakho was effectively blocked. Kurdish villagers south of the road suddenly found themselves trapped inside of Iraq. Those Kurds who attempted to cross the road were fired on by Iraqi soldiers. An Iraqi Kurd who managed to cross the road said, “Whatever they saw they shot—children, women, young, and old.” Some still managed to make their way across the road. By September 5, however, the Iraqi troops had established camps all along the Turkey-Iraq border and the flow of refugees slowed to a trickle. More than 65,000 Kurdish refugees had arrived in Turkey. No one knows how many remain trapped on the other side. One Pesh Merga estimated that 70 percent of those who lived south of the Zakho-Amadiyah road found their way blocked by Iraqi soldiers. Information is available only on attacks that took place in a narrow band of territory along the Iraqi-Turkish border. The fate of those left behind is uncertain. If the same kind of military operations are taking place deeper inside of Iraqi Kurdistan as in the border regions, the Kurdish death toll could be in the hundreds of thousands.

In at least one village where Kurds remained—the village of Baze—survivors report that Iraqi forces opened fire with machine-guns on everyone in the village and then used bulldozers to push the bodies into mass graves.

On August 28, the day the Iraqi soldiers sealed off the Zakho-Amadiyah road, the chemical bombings stopped. Iraqi forces began to destroy the evacuated villages. Turkish truck drivers who regularly use the roads in Iraqi Kurdistan report that all the villages along the road have been destroyed and the trees have dried out. Kurdish fighters said the Iraqi soldiers entered the contaminated areas with gas masks.

B. Eyewitness Accounts

1. Accounts from Kurdish Refugees

The Iraqi chemical attacks on Kurdish villages from August 25 through August 27 were witnessed by thousands of Kurds. Their descriptions of these attacks provide the best evidence that the attacks took place. The following are representative excerpts from interviews with eyewitnesses to the attacks. They include Pesh Merga leaders, Pesh Merga fighters, villagers, a few professionals, women, and several children.

	Ekrem Mai of Dihok city: “I am a Pesh Merga and have spent 27 years fighting. Many have been martyred and killed. Since the Iran-Iraq war, fighting with Iraq has continued. After the Iran-Iraq ceasefire, all the chemical weapons that Iraq had were turned against the Kurdish people.


“On the 25th of August, at 6 A.M., Iraqi warplanes came to Amadiyah valley in the region of Zakho and dropped chemical weapons on four of our villages. They killed everything: animals, ladies, children. Young and old died from the weapons. We couldn’t even bury them.

“The planes dropped bombs. They did not produce a big noise. A yellowish cloud was created and there was a smell of rotten parsley or onions. There were no wounds. People would breathe the smoke, then fall down and blood would come from their mouths.

“We didn’t have anything to protect ourselves, not even to cover our faces. With our own means, sometimes on foot, sometimes on animal back, we made our way across the mountains to the border.

“On the 25, 26 and 27 of August, only chemical weapons were used. From the town of Beguva, on August 28, they deployed forces to the border, so that people could not escape. When the people tried to pass, they were shot. Whatever they saw, they shot—women, children, young, and old.

“The Iraqi troops occupied the road between Zakho and Beguva. Twenty-four crossing lines were cut. Most of the people south of the road remained under Iraqi control. The people on the north all crossed.

“The villages of Ruyse, Nazdure, and Zavita north of the road were attacked, but few people died. Thirty percent of the people from the south made their way across, and the rest were stuck.

“There were 20,000 to 25,000 people in the villages altogether. On August 25, at least 300 people were killed near us. I have no idea what happened in the other villages.

“Some families stayed with the Pesh Merga, because they couldn’t make their way out. Then the government dispatched more troops. The Pesh Merga fought to make their way out. We are worried about the people in this region and we are afraid that most have been killed.

“We have been dealing with this government for 28 years, and we have had very bitter experiences with Saddam and his government. We know the truth about his regime. His policy is to leave no Kurds in our region. His purpose is to wipe out Kurdistan on the maps—to leave no Kurds in Iraq.

“We have come to this conclusion with the experience of the past 20 years and what he has been doing. His announcement of amnesty is just a lie and he will destroy these people. He has killed thousands of our people and we do not believe the amnesty. He destroyed our villages. It is impossible for us to meet with him. We are not going to try for Iraq with Saddam Hussein.”

	2. Iskender Ahmad from Bergini village: “My eyes do not work. I have trouble with my legs, and itching.


“At 6:20 in the morning, I was up. We had just woke up to have our breakfast. Six planes flew over our village and dropped 18 bombs. I saw 24 people die in front of my eyes. When I recovered a little, I got a scarf and put it over my nose and face. From my family, eight people died. From the village, 80 died, in open spaces. I wish you could provide a plane so I could show you the dead bodies.”

	3. Son of Iskender Ahmad: “Animals and children died. Blood came from their mouths and a yellow liquid from their mouths and noses. The noise did not sound like regular bombs. They would just drop and make a very weak sound and then this cloud. Always expanding: a yellow cloud. Those who escaped managed to go into the water.”
 	4. Behchet Naif from Berkule village: “At 6 A.M. on August 25, eight planes flew over our village. All eight dropped weapons. They dropped 32 chemical bombs. We counted them later. When they dropped the bombs, a big sound did not come out—just a yellowish color and a kind of garlic smell. The people woke up, and some of them fainted. Those who poured water on themselves lived: those who could not reach the water, died. I went into the river. Almost 50 women died. Some died who went to help their families. Seventy-five people died. My brother died. My children are OK. I won’t go back as long as Saddam Hussein is there.”
 	5. Mohammed Shafik: “On August 25, I was in the Pesh Merga camp in Dihok. At 6 A.M., six planes bombed the villages in our area-Dergel, Bergin, Zinawa, Zirhawa, Telagru, Tike (Duka), Vermil, and many others. On the 28th, the government army began its attack on the Zakho and Dihok areas. The families came to Turkey, but the Pesh Merga are still fighting. We do not know what has happened to them. I was 3 kilometers from the Bergin. There was no sound of bombs.


“They also bombed Zinawa village. The villagers fled uphill to Bergin. The people began to vomit and could barely see. There were 20 blind people in Bergin. The planes did not attack the Pesh Merga camps, only the villages.

“Fifteen people died in the village of Ekmala. The wounded stayed behind in the village. In the village of Haze, 4 to 5 hours walking from F.kmala, 1,300 people were all killed. Witnesses saw graders and bulldozers burying the bodies in a mass grave later,”

	6. Masih Ibrahim: “On the 28th of August, around 1 or 2 P.M., I was standing on the mountain above Baze with the Pesh Merga. I saw soldiers machine-gunning the women and children in the village. Bulldozers then pushed them into mass graves. I stayed until night and then escaped.”
 	7. Minase from Bergini village, holding her child Hejar: “All the animals died. There were four bombs from each plane. Anyone who could not make it to the river died because of the smell. After the use of weapons, we lost our vision. We are still vomiting. He wanted to kill all of us—babies, old people, children.”
 	8. Orner Dibaba from Bergini village: “Eight planes attacked on the 25th. Fifteen people from my family died. We left their bodies in the sun.”
 	9. Bashir Shemseddin and his father from Vermil village: “Four planes came over on August 25 and dropped bombs. We did not know what happened. We ran outside. We got dizzy and could not see. We fell down and threw up. In our village, 200 to 300 people died. All the animals and birds died. All the trees dried up. It smelled like something burned. The whole world turned to yellow.”
 	10. Mohammed Ahmad for Guldiye village: “I am 20 years old. I am from Guldiye village near the Kabur river in Zakho. We were attacked on August 25 at 6 A.M. There were 45 people in my village. I am the only survivor.”
 	11. Farouk Abdullah from Ekmala village: “I cannot see if there is bright sunlight. At 6:26 A.M. on August 25, five planes attacked. My friends died in the village. I saw three people die—my friends Sari Abdullah, Ekrem Sari his son, and Amina Mustafa his wife. Many people fell down, but I could not see clearly. They attacked by chemical bombs. I tried to run away from the smoke, and the wind was against me but then the wind changed. I tried to run back, but I fell and began to vomit. It is hard to breathe. My friends came and tried to take me to a safer place. There are no more animals. The leaves fell off the trees. The fish in the brook died. Anyone who touched the clothes of the dead people became blind.”
 	12. Osman Khalid from Tika (Duka) village: “I left the village and 5 minutes later 14 people died-Mehdi from Kurki, Ismail Tahir, Osman Ibrahim, Ahmad Mela, Murat Ahmad, Samih Ahmad, Suleiman Hadji Haydar, Muhammad Tatar, Shahid Sadik, Suleiman Shemsettin, Azad Murad, Fatma Ali.”
 	13. Mohammad Tahir from Berizon valley: “On August 28, my wife Asma Tahir and my brother-in-law Mohommad Mahmood were killed while trying to escape to Turkey.”
 	14. Selam Ahmadi from Amadiyah: “I saw planes bombing the villages of Vermil, Banka, Ekmala, Bilijane, and Tika (Duka). In the morning and at 3 P.M., six planes came to these villages and destroyed them with bombs. 1 was in Kanebalaw in the mountains near these villages. In Tika (Duka), 50 people were killed and all the animals died. The people left the village.


“On the 27th of August, planes and helicopters attacked the same village and nearby villages of Bergin, Zinawa, and Osmanhaze.

“I came on the 28th after all these places were covered with chemicals. Two of my friends died on the road—Mir Bazi from Berwari and another man. I saw four dead people in Ekmala: two old men and two children—one 11 years old and one 5 years old. They were all black. In Vermil, I saw 10 people dead. The Iraqi Government took them after they came to the village. I do not know where my family is. They were in a village called Haventhea. I was working at Berwari.”

	15. Hikmet Said from Vermil village: “August 26, 3 P.M. I was far from the village shepherding when four airplanes came and started bombing. I ran into the mountains because I was scared. Two days later, I had spots on my face. They are growing larger. I feel darkness in front of my eyes and feel shortage in my breathing. My stomach had been upset, but this has stopped.”
 	16. Selva Ismail from Berwari, close to Vermil village: “The planes attacked between the two villages. Six planes came early in the morning. They dropped bombs that smelled of garlic and I saw a cloud, but fainted from fear. I hid myself and left the village that evening. All the animals died right away; many people died.”
 	17. Abdulressak Salih from Banka village in Amadiyah: “I saw an attack on August 25th at breakfast time. Some say there were 15 but I saw 6 planes. They dropped in Vermil, which is very dose to our village. When they dropped, a cloud of fog was formed and a smell like garlic and cologne. I didn’t see any dead bodies but after I got back I saw some wounded people and dead animals.”
 	18. Ibrahim Kurdi from Bannasira: “I cannot see and I have a sore throat. Fifteen airplanes dropped bombs in Vennil, Bilejane while I was on the back of the mountain. I ate grapes, and as I ate, threw up, had diarrhea and blood came from my mouth. Many in Bergin died and they could not bury the dead. I saw 13 dead in Duka. All the animals died. All the vegetation dried up. I fell and could not get up, and now I have a pain in my knees.”
 	19. Ramazan Ali and his son Kurdistan from Ekmala village: “The attack began August 25. We have shortness of breath and some muscle spasms. Six planes dropped yellow clouds. Animals fell down and died. I still feel dizzy. My wife feels dizzy. We ran to the mountains. My son Emin died. He was 2 years old. He turned blue and black and he died. We could not save him.”
 	20. Berwan Sophe from Kani Masi village: “I have small sores that keep getting bigger. Five planes attacked my village on the morning of August 25. There was a yellow cloud from the bombs. It smelled of rotten fruit.”
 	21. Musimi Kitani, cousin of Iraqi Ambassador to the United Nations: “I saw with my own eyes. On the morning of August 25 at 9:10 in the region of Beregari, the villages of Rudaniyo, Sarki, and Shernae were attacked. People went into the river. One person died and 300 were injured. Approximately a 2-by 15-kilometer valley was bombed. The lightly wounded are here, but we have no idea what happened to the severely wounded. The villages belong to the Amadiyah area.


“On the 25th and 26th, 10 helicopters came. They bombed the whole region and the roads with chemical weapons. We were not affected when they used regular weapons, but, in the face of chemical weapons, we began to move on the 26th.

“With 50 to 60 members of my family, we reached the village of Dizga, in the region of Nerwa of Amadiyah. When they saw our fire, they fired at us with regular and chemical weapons at 10 P.M., but the wind blew the opposite way. When we awoke, we ran across into Turkey. Twenty minutes later, they bombed where we had camped. As we walked along to the border, we saw many dead birds, foxes, and more.

“If there were a committee formed outside Iraq, we could show them hundreds of dead people and animals. Since 1976 we have been fighting and were not affected by weapons, since we could go into the caves in our region and hide. But the chemical gas goes into the caves as well, and that’s why we left.

Source: Chemical weapons use in Kurdistan Iraq’s final offensive: A staff report to the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate. S.Prt. 100–148. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1988. Available online at http://vanhollen.house.gov/uploadedfiles/senatecw8810a.pdf

3. Mehdi Zana, What I Witnessed in Diyarbakir Prison

The following statement by Mehdi Zana, presented to the U.S. Congressional Human Rights Caucus on June 26, 1988, discusses his recollections of his imprisonment in Diryarbakir Prison in Turkey. In his recollections, Zana discusses the marginalization of Turkish Kurdish population by Turkish authorities and how he ended up in prison in 1980. Moreover, he also discusses how others, as well as himself, were brutally tortured in Diryarbakir Prison.

My name is Mehdi Zana. I’d like to start by expressing my appreciation to the organizers of the International Day against Torture, the Congressional Human Rights Caucus and the Torture Abolition and Survivors Support Committee for this briefing and for bringing the suffering of the survivors of torture to the attention of the US Congress and the public.

I am a Kurd from Turkey. I was the mayor of Diyarbakir, the most important city in the region where the Kurds live, in Turkish Kurdistan. Starting in 1980, I was imprisoned under conditions some of you might find hard to imagine. I was imprisoned with other Kurds, some of whom are dead today. I was tortured to such an extent that I continue to suffer from the aftereffects. My imprisonment was due to my having repeatedly taken positions in favor of something that seems elementary to me: the rights of Kurds.

What did we ask for? The right to speak our own language, to learn it in school and to have newspapers, radio and television broadcasts in Kurdish. We want to live as complete human beings, with respect to our dignity, our personality and our identity. This is why we are imprisoned, why we are tortured and why we are killed.

In 1977 elections took place at the city hall in Diyarbakir. At the time, Diyarbakir had a population of 225,000; today it has more than 1.5 million. I was elected from fourteen candidates, with about 54 percent of the vote. The Turkish authorities, the prefect and the military commander were appalled by my election but I was elected democratically.

During the three years that I headed the municipality, I did my best to ameliorate the situation of the population. I did so despite the hostility of the local and national Turkish authorities, who subjected the city to a genuine economic blockade.

Those who had elected me, simple people from the working class, soon realized that a dedicated municipal government was capable of accomplishing a great deal for the people, in spite of adversity. On the other hand, the well- to-do upper class was distressed that such a prestigious city might fall into the hands of the rabble, the “uncultured, the uneducated. . . .” While the political situation in the country grew more and more chaotic, extreme groups on the left and right were outdoing one another in their efforts to destabilize the state, often through violence.

On September 12, 1980, under the pretext of restoring order, the army provoked another coup with it’s customary brutality. Parliament was dissolved and the political parties, associations and unions were banned. Through a plan established long before, all those who like the Kurds, leftists or Muslim partisans, did not fit into a patriotic profile defined by the military, suffered prison, torture, massacre or deportation.

On September 24, 1980, twelve days after the coup, I was arrested along with other Kurdish friends. We were driven directly to the military academy, where there were 40 cells in the basement. Each cell was 1.8 meters deep by 70 centimeters wide. The bed was a 40 centimeter wide board attached 30 centimeters above ground. When the door was shut, it felt like being closed up alive in a coffin. I could not extend my arms or take more than two steps. The board was so narrow, I was unable to lie on my back.

Two hours later, the guards came to look for me. They blindfolded me and pushed me forward. I head some soldiers saying, “Here comes Mehdi Zana.” They immediately went to work: About ten of them beat me up. Later I was taken back to my cell, still blindfolded and with my hands tied up.

A guard came by and asked me, “Are you a Turk or a Kurd?”

“A Kurd”. I said.

“Bravo. You are a courageous man”, and he left as he had come.

The same day, in the evening I suppose, they came back to get me, blindfolded me and beat me up again. The blows fell everywhere, as did the insults. During a break, one of the guards called out, “You piece of garbage. It’s been almost three years we have been waiting for this day, since you’ve been at the municipality. Now, not even God can save you. . . ’. That session lasted half an hour. I felt their hatred for me. At the end of the session, one of them said, “This was only the welcome session.”

For two days they left me alone. On the third day, they came to get me again, they blindfolded me and tied up my hands and legs. The session started. First, the falaka, an old torture that has proved itself. They administer it with a stick or a bat on the soles of the feet. Every time I fainted, they splashed water on me and resumed the torture. After beating me hard on the soles of my feet, they threw me on the ground and stomped on my back one by one—there were a good forty of them. Finally they took me up to another room where they hung me up by my arms, nude and attached electric wires to my genitals and anus. When they turned on the current my whole body would tremble; they call this “doing the plane.” When I fainted, they would wake me up by kicking me with their boots.

This treatment lasted fifteen days. Every night at around one o’clock in the morning, a Kurdish guard came to take off the blindfold that I wore continuously and to give me something to drink. His presence was good for me. Then it started again, especially the electric torture. One day I heard the words “Mehdi Zana, what is this ignominy? Do you see what state you are in?” I recognized the voice of the general who commanded Diyarbakir. I did not respond. He started again. “Do you see what you have done to yourself?” I responded, “Sometimes you are at the bottom; sometime you are one top.” The blows came raining down again.

Most prisoners were subjected to the same treatment and worse. After arresting a fourteen year old boy, they threatened to rape him if he did not talk. So, the boy let loose a string of names, all of them false, because he did not know anything. Later he came to see me and asked how he could warn those whose names he had “given”.

During all of these torture sessions, music played continuously. And when the torturers hit or tortured a prisoner with particular intent, they lowered the music so that other prisoners could hear him screaming. The psychological pressure was extremely hard: If one of us refused to sign, they threatened to torture his wife: “You’ll see how we’ll make her sing.” Hearing the screams of a woman being tortured, one thinks “It’s my wife.” We also heard children screaming and thought, “They could be mine.”

There were also woman prisoners. Once one of the prisoners, Ali Sarigul, recognizing the voice of his wife screaming, started to bang his head on the wall like a demented person. Afterward, he died under torture.

I saw men beat to death in front of me. Multiple inmates, Kurdish political prisoners, Neci Demir, Rezi Aytur to name only a few, hung themselves in protest. Others, protesting their treatment, starved themselves to death in hunger strikes going on two months.

Those of us who lived, were frayed from lack of sleep and continuous torture. The pressure was permanent. After a month of this regime, I was separated from my friends and placed in solitary confinement. I stayed there for ten days, handcuffed, waiting. Then I was bought to the prosecutor. Looking at the file, the judge found no reason for my incarceration. “Sorry,” he admitted to me. “but the military authorities have given the order to keep you in prison. It’s not my fault.” And I was imprisoned again, for the next 11 years.

My story is just one. What happened to me and my fellow inmates, it is going at this very moment is many places. In Central America, Asia, Africa, the Middle East: within all these regions are multiple governments determined to systematically violate the spirit, bodies and inherent freedoms that are all people’s birthright. Their goal: to destroy people’s capacity to work in groups outside narrowly sanctioned channels. To breed suspicion and fear between ordinary people pursuing ordinary aspirations for security and freedom. To weaken and humiliate all by torturing and destroying some.

Torturers and the governments that sponsor or tolerate them are counting on you, just as they counted on my judge, to remain silent.

They depend upon democratic decent governments around the world to acquiesce and accept their rationalizations. To agree with their excuses. To justify documented torture and repression as ‘an internal affair’.

Don’t let this happen. Do not be silent. It is your affair. Speak up for those whose lives have been damaged or stolen. Do not allow your humanity to be diluted by you or your government’ silence.

Source: Statement by Mehdi Zana on the occasion of the International Day In Support of Torture Victims and Survivors. June 26, 1998. Available online at http://kurdistan.org/work/speeches/what-i-witnessed-in-diyarbakir-prison/
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Preface

Genocide is a global problem of the first magnitude. It has been for hundreds, if not thousands, of years, but in the 20th century it assumed hitherto unparalleled dimensions. Numerically, more people were murdered at the hands of others, as part of deliberate policies, than at any other time in recorded history.

While the 20th century was the century of total war— two global conflicts that began in Europe in 1914 and 1939 testify to that—it was also, concurrently, the century of genocide. The destruction of entire human groups, as policy, saw mass annihilation on a scale much greater than that of military deaths in wartime. And not only that: frequently, war (whether international or civil conflict is immaterial) served as a mask for genocide, even though the nature of genocidal destruction is such that war need not be present in order for genocide to take place.

While whole libraries of studies have been written attempting to analyze the actions of governments, responses of bystanders, and failures to rescue the victims, collections laying out both the key reference entries and the major primary source documents of genocide are relatively rare. The purpose behind a collection of this kind is itself singular: to provide, in an easy-to-read format, the most important reference entries and documents about the century of genocide. It is intended that this will be of particular benefit to teachers and students, as well as to those not engaged in the formal study of genocide but who are interested in learning more. Much thought was put into the selection of primary source material; not only have we provided important official statements, acts, memoranda, reports, and the like, we have also included a number of personal accounts from those who were in some way involved in the genocides under examination. These range from those who were victims to those who were witnesses—and, in some cases, even to those who actually perpetrated the genocide. It is hoped, by doing so, that we have managed to retain something of the very necessary human dimension of what genocide really is: a thoroughly antihuman activity that is, in its essence, all too human is its execution.

When considering what content to include in this encyclopedia, it was decided from an early date that we would adhere to the widely accepted UN definition of genocide, as embodied in the UN Convention. The definition, located at Article 2, is as follows:

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


	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Based on this definition, the encyclopedia includes the following genocides, in alphabetical order: Armenia (1915–1923), Bosnia (1992–1995), Cambodia (1975–1979), Darfur (2003–2006), East Timor (1975–1999), Guatemala (1981–1983), Herero (Namibia) (1904–1907), the Holocaust (1941–1945), Kurdistan (1988), and Rwanda (1994).

Despite our use of the term, it must be pointed out that the UN definition of genocide is imperfect, and has been interpreted in various ways by politicians to rationalize their own agendas. There is tremendous debate over what constitutes genocide. At least one scholar has argued that there are only three historical case studies that can truly be termed genocide: Armenia, the Holocaust, and Rwanda. Critics might argue that there is no justification for including Bosnia, Cambodia, Darfur, East Timor, Guatemala, Kurdistan, or Namibia in this encyclopedia. For these latter cases, the applicability of the UN Convention can be debated or questioned, but we should certainly not discount them. We also should not dismiss other events that some consider genocide. For that reason, we have included in Appendix I over one hundred reference entries on other atrocities, massacres, and war crimes that do not neatly fit the UN definition of genocide.

Some scholars place the issue of “intentionality” at the forefront of their genocide definitions. In other words, they believe that an event only qualifies as genocide if there is proven intent to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group. Unfortunately, there is often no “smoking gun” that leads back to the government or groups responsible for genocidal violence, making it difficult to prove that a perpetrator possesses the requisite intention to destroy a victim group based on his or her nationality, race, ethnicity, and/or religion. However, in criminal law a repeated pattern of actions resulting in the same outcome is frequently adjudged to infer intent on the part of a perpetrator, regardless of an expressed statement of intent. It is therefore our judgment that the events covered in this encyclopedia all conform, in one way or another, to the UN definition of what constitutes genocide.

In assembling this work, two people have provided particular assistance that it is our pleasure to acknowledge. Padraic (Pat) Carlin, our editor at ABC-CLIO, has at all times been professional while keeping a benevolent eye on the time and personal demands that can sometimes draw professors’ attention away from deadlines and other publishing obligations. We are indeed grateful to Pat for all his support and his gentle (though necessary) prodding.

At a time when help was sorely needed, Paul Bartrop’s graduate student at Florida Gulf Coast University, Sara Gottwalles, stood up and provided invaluable assistance in tracking down some hard-to-come-by documents, as well as helping to supplement the list on her own initiative. We are both personally grateful to Sara for adding to her workload, while holding down two jobs and writing her thesis, in order to help us with this project.

The entries and documents included here provide some of the most horrible reading conceivable. Horrible because of its content, yes; but also horrible because it not only happened, but isn’t science fiction. The entries and documents point to events that were all too real, took place within living memory, and—tragically—are still with us today. It is in the hope that such reference material and primary source documents will one day only be historical rather than contemporary, that we dedicate this volume to our grandchildren. May they, and their generation, not know a world in which genocide is a fact of their daily lives, as it has been in ours.

Introduction 

Genocide is a new word for an ancient practice, and has taken many forms in the far distant and too recent past. Death and destruction, in which innocent people were killed (often in large numbers), had always occurred during wartime. Massacres and other violations of human rights on a massive scale also frequently occurred, in which noncombatants were often deliberately targeted. But war was not, and is not, the same as genocide. This must be understood clearly. Even World War I, the greatest conflict in history up to that time—a war which resulted in the death of nearly 10 million combatants—hit civilians to the extent of 5 percent of all those who died. While this was to rise enormously as the 20th century proceeded (World War II, e.g. saw a 60 percent death rate of all casualties), it should be borne in mind that death on such a scale was essentially a phenomenon of the modern era. Genocide, though while occurring often throughout history, reached its zenith during the 20th century.

This new word—genocide—was coined by Polish-Jewish-American lawyer Raphael Lemkin (1900–1959), who has, together with his voluminous writings (much of which went unpublished during his lifetime), become the subject of renewed scholarly and popular interest. Now recognized as the “father” of the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948, awards have been given in his name, biographical accounts of his fascinating life have been published, and edited and commented upon texts of his writings on genocide have now appeared in print.

With regard to the specific genocides included in these volumes, we offer the following overviews. It is important to note that all of them have been—and remain—the subject of much scholarly and other investigation, and continue to generate both controversy and fresh insights.

The Herero of German South-West Africa

The German assault against the Herero people in 1904–1907, in Germany’s colonial possession of South-West Africa (now Namibia), was the 20th century’s first true instance of genocide. During this time, the destruction of up to 80 percent of the total population took place. The devastation was not isolated, as at least 50 percent of the Nama, or “Hottentot,” population, were also wiped out at this time.

In January 1904, the Hereros rebelled with the intention of driving the Germans out of their historic lands. At this time, according to the best estimates, the Hereros numbered some 80,000. After a German counterattack, reinforcement, and a widespread campaign of annihilation and displacement that forced huge numbers of Hereros of both sexes and all ages into the Omaheke (Kalahari) Desert, tens of thousands perished. The situation was exacerbated by the policy of German General Lothar von Trotha (1848–1920), who arrived on June 11, 1904, with more than 14,000 troops, and ordered that all waterholes be located and poisoned in advance of the arrival of those Herero who might have survived the desert. Von Trotha saw the only military solution as one of extermination and annihilation, as his infamous Vernichtungsbefehl (“Extermination Order”), issued on October 1, 1904, demonstrated.

Before his return to Germany, initially in disgrace but rather quickly rehabilitated, von Trotha was also responsible for the death of thousands of Nama people, with over half the population destroyed during that year alone.

The second stage of the genocide saw the introduction and implementation of so-called concentration camps and work camps under his successors. Together, these might more appropriately be termed “death camps,” as diseases such as typhoid were rampant, together with other debilitating conditions such as malnutrition, extreme overwork, and constant brutality to men, women, and children.

By the time the uprising was over, the Herero and Nama populations had been destroyed by military action, starvation and thirst, disease, and by overwork in the concentration and labor camps. Evidence exists of medical experiments having been carried out as well, and of sexual crimes committed against Herero women. In 1911, when a count was made of the surviving Herero, only about 15,000 could be found. The vast majority of the rest had been killed, either directly or indirectly, by German forces over the preceding half-dozen years, though the majority of the killing had taken place during the years 1904–1905. Though somewhat contested, scholars remain divided on the issue of whether or not the behavior of the Germans in South-West Africa later set the stage for the Nazi assault on the Jews and others.

The Ottoman Genocide of Christians

Genocide was committed against the Armenian, Greek, and Assyrian populations of the Ottoman Empire by the regime of the Committee of Union and Progress (Ittihad ve Terakki Jemyeti), also known as the Young Turks, in the period following April 24, 1915. According to most accounts, closer to 1.5 million Armenians were slaughtered as a direct result of deliberate Turkish policies seeking the Armenians’ permanent eradication.

Massacres of Armenians had already been carried out by different regimes within the Ottoman Empire during two time-frames, between 1894–1896, and 1909. In the first, Sultan Abdulhamid II carried out a series of pogroms, the worst occurring in 1895. Estimates of those killed range widely, from anywhere between 100,000 and 300,000, with thousands more maimed and rendered homeless.

The massacre of 1909, by contrast, which occurred in the region surrounding the city of Adana, was largely the result of civil strife between supporters of the Sultan and the Young Turk reformers, in which the Armenians appeared to be scapegoats for both sides. The Adana Massacres claimed possibly up to 30,000 victims.

The reasons for these persecutions are varied. As the size of the Ottoman Empire shrank during the 19th century, conditions deteriorated for the Christian minority populations as well, who became scapegoats blamed for the deterioration of the empire. With the weakening of the Sultan’s authority and respectability, a militant group of Turkish nationalists, the Young Turks, launched a revolution in 1908. Their goal was to create a modern, revitalized and pan-Turkic empire that would stretch all the way to Central Asia. The revivified Turkish state would thus need to be modernized: to achieve this, the Young Turks saw that the state would have to become militarized, industrialized, and much more nationalistic. Led by the triumvirate of Minister of Interior Mehmet Talaat Pasha (1874–1921), Minister of War Ismail Enver Bey (1881–1922), and Minister of the Navy Ahmed Djemal Pasha (1872–1922), the new regime instituted a plan that would transform the multicultural Ottoman society into a much more homogeneous Turkish and Islamic one.

The year 1915 saw a massive military defeat for Turkey at the hands of the Russians at the Battle of Sarikamish (December 22, 1914, to January 17, 1915) in the Caucasus Mountains, and further defeats in Egypt and Sinai in February. On April 20, an Armenian revolt occurred in the city of Van, and on April 25, 1915, British, French, Indian, Australian, and New Zealand (ANZAC), and Newfoundland troops landed on the Gallipoli Peninsula. The Young Turk leadership considered the regime—indeed, the Empire— to be in a state of dire peril.

Looking for a scapegoat, the Young Turk government responded swiftly and forcefully. They implemented confidential plans that had been formulated in secret party meetings several months earlier. On the night of April 24, 1915, some 250 Armenian leaders in Constantinople were arrested, in an action that precipitated the genocide to follow. Scarce military resources were then diverted to the campaign of murdering the Armenian and other Christian populations. These measures saw all the relevant agencies of government directed toward the singular aim of totally destroying the Armenian population.

At the same time as the Armenian Genocide, the Young Turks also carried out genocides against the empire’s Assyrians, and the Pontic and Anatolian Greeks.

In all cases, most fatalities occurred as a result of death marches into the Syrian desert. These were the victims of heat, starvation and thirst, exposure, and incessant brutality at the hands of their captors.

The eventual result was a loss of life—in a relatively short space of time—of what had hitherto been unimagined proportions. The worst of the killing was over within about 18 months, but this did not stop the killing, and Armenian and other communities in various parts of the empire, where they were found, continued to be attacked up through the early 1920s. Today—a century later—the modern Turkish state refuses to acknowledge that what transpired at the hands of its predecessors was, in truth, genocide.

The Nazi Holocaust of the Jews

The Holocaust is the term in English most closely identified with the attempt by Germany’s National Socialist regime, together with its European allies, to exterminate the Jews of Europe during World War II. While an exact number of those murdered is impossible to determine, the best estimates settle at a figure approximating 6 million Jews, 1 million of whom were children under the age of 12 and 0.5 million of whom were aged between 12 and 18.

On March 20, 1933, Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler (1900–1945) announced the establishment of the regime’s first concentration camp, Dachau, while others quickly followed. These were places of political imprisonment. Jews started being victimized from 1935 onward, due largely to the effects of the so-called Nuremberg Laws on Citizenship and Race, according to which the formal status of Jews was defined and put into practice.

The first large-scale arrests of Jews were made after November 9, 1938, in an event that has gone down in history as Kristallnacht, the “Night of Broken Glass.” The pogrom resulted in greater concentrated destruction than any previous anti-Jewish measure under the Nazis, and spelled out to those Jews who had up to now thought the regime was a passing phenomenon that this was not the case.

Henceforth, Jews were targeted for the sole reason of their Jewishness: not what they did, but who they were. From now on, physical acts of an antisemitic nature became state policy.

The outbreak of war on September 1, 1939, saw the establishment of a system of ghettos in occupied Poland from October 1939 onward. Here, Jews were persecuted and terrorized, starved, and deprived of all medical care. From the summer of 1942 onward the ghettos began to be liquidated, with the Jews sent to one of six death camps located throughout occupied Poland.

Prior to this, however, mobile killing squads known as Einsatzgruppen (“Special Action Groups”), accompanying the German military during the Nazi assault on the Soviet Union beginning in June 1941, had been at work murdering all Jews found within their areas of control. The Einsatzgruppen would round up their captive Jewish populations—men, women, and children—take them outside of village and town areas, force the victims to dig their own mass graves, and then shoot them to death. When the repetition of that activity provided psychologically troublesome, mobile gas vans using carbon monoxide poisoning were brought in both to remove the intimacy of contact and to sanitize the process. It is estimated that between 1941 and 1943 the Einsatzgruppen were responsible for the death of more than 1 million Jews.

It is not known precisely when the decision to exterminate the Jews of Europe was made, though best estimates settle on sometime in the late spring or early summer of 1941, commensurate with Germany’s invasion of the Soviet Union (“Operation BARBAROSSA,” June 22, 1941). At a conference convened by SS General Reinhard Heydrich (1904–1942) held at Villa Wannsee, Berlin, on January 20, 1942, the process was systematized and coordinated among Nazi Germany’s relevant government departments, and, in the months following, a number of camps were established in Poland by the Nazis for the express purpose of killing large numbers of Jews. These six camps— Auschwitz-Birkenau, Bełzec, Chełmno, Majdanek, Sobibór, and Treblinka—were a departure from anything previously visualized, in both their design and character. These were the Vernichtungslager, the death (or extermination) camps.

These camps were institutions designed to methodically and efficiently murder Europe’s entire Jewish population. Mass murder took place in specially designed gas chambers, employing either carbon monoxide from diesel engines (in fixed installations or mobile vans) or crystallized hydrogen cyanide (“Zyklon B”) which on contact with air oxidized to become hydrocyanic (or prussic) acid gas.

As the Nazi armies on the eastern front began to retreat before the advancing Soviet forces (and later from American and British troops in the west), renewed efforts were made to annihilate Jews while there was still time. Then, in March 1944, a shock of cataclysmic proportions then fell upon the Jews of Hungary, the last great center of Jewish population still untouched by the killing. Over 500,000 Jews were annihilated in the space of four months, in the fastest-killing operation of any of the Nazi campaigns against Jewish populations in occupied Europe.

With the Soviet armies advancing toward Germany through the second half of 1944, the evacuation of Auschwitz, the largest of these killing centers, was ordered for January 17, 1945. The earliest date of free contact with Soviet forces was January 22, 1945; when the site was formally occupied two days later, there were only 2,819 survivors left. Most of the prisoners had already been evacuated so as not to fall into Russian hands.

The evacuations have properly been called death marches, as vast numbers of prisoners died or were killed while en route. When the prisoners arrived at their new destination their trials were hardly eased, as they faced massive overcrowding in the camps to which they had been evacuated.

Painfully slowly, as German units both west and east surrendered, the camps were liberated, and with their liberation—and the end of the war—the objectives of those who shaped the post-1945 became dominated by the call for “Never Again.” As time wore on, however, this became more and more muted owing to the onset of the Cold War. The traumatic effects of the Holocaust reverberate in Jewish communities today around the world, but most especially in the state of Israel and the United States, Jewry’s two largest population centers.

The Cambodian Genocide

In April 1975, a Communist tyrant named Pol Pot won a bloody civil war in Cambodia, and began one of the most radical and dramatic attempts at remodelling an existing society the world had ever seen. In taking the Cambodian people back to the Year Zero, as he put it, at least 1.7 million (and possibly up to 2 million) people lost their lives. This would appear to be a clear-cut case of genocidal mass murder, though for some, there is a major difficulty associated with appreciating the massive human destruction that took place, based around the question of whether or not the events of that terrible time can be described as genocide according to the definition embedded in the United Nations Convention on Genocide. Some scholars, however, have chosen to label it a case of either “auto-genocide” or “self-genocide.”

The difficulty lies in the fact that the majority of the deaths that took place at the hands of Pol Pot’s Khmer Rouge were perpetrated against his own Khmer (Cambodian) people. Most of the victims were not targeted for reason of their membership of any of the groups identified under the United Nations definition, but were instead killed for social or political reasons. We are therefore confronted with a primary definitional issue: under what circumstances may we depart from the UN definition in order to apply the classification of genocide to an event of massive human destruction, and what are the implications of our doing so? Under international law, of course, no charge could stick, particularly in a case where those killed came from a political or social group. The task would be made harder again if there was any doubt as to the perpetrator’s intention. Pol Pot intended to create a new type of communist utopia, to be sure; but did he intend to annihilate millions of his own people in order to do so—and were his victims targeted for the sole reason of their existence? The answer for Cambodia is, sometimes, yes, and at other times no. The issues of target group and of intent are key points of difficulty militating against a satisfactory blanket application of the UN Convention.

The East Timor Genocide

While the cataclysm of Cambodia was being played out, another Cold War genocide was taking place elsewhere in Asia, in the former Portuguese territory of East Timor. In 1975, one of the political factions jockeying for power in the aft ermath of Portuguese decolonization, FRETILIN (Frente Revolucionária de Timor-Leste Independente, or Revolutionary Front for an Independent East Timor), declared the territory’s independence. Within weeks Indonesian military forces invaded, declared East Timor to be that country’s 27th state, and began a systematic campaign of human rights abuses which resulted in the death of up to 200,000 people—about a third of the pre-invasion population.

For many years the international response to what was happening in East Timor was one of indifference. Indonesia’s neighbor, Australia, was especially keen not to antagonize the large nation to its north. United Nations resolutions calling on Indonesia to withdraw were ignored, and the United States, anxious lest a hard-line approach be seen by the Indonesians as a reason to look elsewhere for support, trod softly on the whole issue. Only in 1999, after a long period of Indonesian oppression and the threat of another outbreak of genocidal violence, was East Timor freed. In 2002 the first parliament, elected by universal suffrage and guaranteed by the United Nations, took its place in the community of nations.

The Guatemala Genocide

Throughout the late 1970s, the 1980s, and into the early 1990s, government death squads and government-supported militias in the Central American country of Guatemala killed up to 200,000 people, primarily impoverished Maya residing in tiny countryside villages. They were victims of terror, extrajudicial killings, hundreds of massacres, and, ultimately, genocide.

During the 1960s and 1970s Guatemala experienced a period of almost unbroken military rule. By way of response, political activism, in the form of Catholic “liberation theology,” emerged. This emphasized solidarity with the poor, employed Marxist analysis to critique capitalist exploitation, and organized local development projects. The movement spread throughout the Guatemalan highlands, and at the same time opposition guerrilla organizations extended their reach into the Mayan regions.

On March 23, 1982, following a disputed presidential election, General José Efraín Ríos Montt (b. 1926) seized power in a coup d’état. A military junta immediately suspended the constitution, shut down the legislature, set up secret tribunals, and began a campaign against political dissidents that included kidnapping, torture, and extrajudicial assassinations. At first, many welcomed Ríos Montt’s tough approach, as it portended an end to corruption. Moreover, he appeared to have a vision for Guatemala that included education, nationalism, an end to want and hunger, and a sense of civic pride that until now seemed to have been lacking.

However, a number of guerrilla factions that predated his ascent to power united as a group called the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity organization (URNG). They denounced the junta and intensified their attacks against the central government.

On April 20, 1982, the military high command officially launched Operation “VICTORIA 82” (“Victory 82”), a campaign designed to destroy the support base of the guerrillas. The slaughter that followed was aimed directly at those of Mayan descent who eked out an impoverished existence in the highlands where the insurgency was being carried out, and civilian villages were attacked in large numbers.

Little or no distinction was made, inducing widespread terror. Ríos Montt’s regime saw the bloodiest single period in Guatemala’s independent history. Maya suspected of sympathizing with the leftist antigovernment guerrillas were killed en masse and subjected to atrocities that included mutilation, torture, and rape. Hundreds of villages were destroyed by government troops, and up to a million Maya were displaced from their homes. It is estimated that more than 600 individual massacres took place in the Mayan highlands, including the widespread killing of women, children, and the elderly. And this, it should be pointed out, was but a part of a much larger civil war that plagued Guatemala between 1960 and 1996, during which time at least 200,000 people were killed.

The Kurdistan Genocide in Iraq

The Kurds are the largest national entity in the world without a sovereign state of their own. Comprising anywhere between 25 million and 35 million people living primarily in four nation-states—Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Turkey—they are a Muslim people who do not see themselves as Arabs and are united by language, culture, and history.

Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein (1937–2006) possessed what can only be described as an outright hatred of the Kurds. Ali Hassan al-Majid (1941–2010) commonly known as “Chemical Ali” was minister of defense in Saddam’s Ba’ath Party regime and, in addition to being Saddam’s cousin, was one of his senior advisers and a brutally tough “enforcer” for the regime.

In March 1987, al-Majid was given the post of secretary-general of the Northern Bureau, the location of Iraqi Kurdistan. He issued orders for the Kurds to vacate their ancestral villages and homes, and to move into camps where they could be controlled by the Iraqi government. Those who refused to move from the “prohibited zones” were deemed traitors and targeted for annihilation. The Iraqi attack, when it came, included gassing and machine-gunning Kurds after they had been captured and taken to remote locations. The campaign, which began in 1987, was code-named al-Anfal, the title of one of Saddam’s favorite chapters (Sura) from the Qur’an, referring to the “bounties of war.”

The campaign continued through 1988, and saw Iraqi troops, military police, and reserve forces of the National Defense Battalions destroy a thousand or more Iraqi Kurdish villages and kill nearly 200,000 people, most of whom were unarmed and many of whom were defenseless women and children. Those who survived were, generally, forced into areas bereft of water, food, housing, or medical care. The genocide took place within the space of just six months. For international observers, there was little doubt that the Iraqi campaign was systematic, state-driven, and genocidal in nature.

It was here that al-Majid earned his nickname of “Chemical Ali,” from the crime for which he was finally convicted: attacks in which he ordered the indiscriminate use of chemical weapons such as mustard gas, sarin, tabun, and VX against Kurdish targets.

Included among those killed were some 5,000 who died on March 16, 1988, when the town of Halabja was saturated with chemical weapons. The attack on Halabja was the largest chemical weapons assault directed against a civilian-populated area in history. For many people, the attack on Halabja is considered to be separate event from the al-Anfal genocide, though the destruction took place simultaneously with the broader campaign.

By 1988, up to 4,000 villages had been destroyed, at least 180,000 Kurds had been killed and some 1.5 million had been deported to the south of Iraq.

The Bosnian Genocide

The disaster of Bosnia-Herzegovina, in the former Yugoslavia, dominated international news for much of the 1990s. It was the first outbreak of genocide taking place in Europe since the Holocaust, and involved the killing and displacement of Bosnia’s Muslims (Bosniaks) by both local Serbs and Serbian forces from the Yugoslav National Army. These actions were justified by the perpetrators on the grounds of ethnoreligious ideology and the need to acquire (or retain) territory seen as sacred by the Serbs. The questions thrown up by the genocide were many, but of greater concern was the position of the bystanders. In a world climate, especially among Western nations including the United States, which pledged after the Holocaust that such a phenomenon would never again be permitted to happen, efforts to stop the genocide while it was in progress were neither effective nor quick to emerge.

The genocide in Bosnia, between April 1992 and December 1995, was yet another case of international inaction in the face of massive human rights violations. The Western powers, led by the UN, the European Community, and NATO (and preeminently, the USA and Britain), failed consistently both to resolve the war and to stop the killing. Diplomatic efforts were subjected to ridicule, and military efforts reached their lowest ebb with what was effectively the surrender, by Dutch peacekeepers acting as part of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR), of the socalled safe haven of Srebrenica in July 1995. In the days following this surrender, nearly 8,000 Bosniak men and boys were hunted down and killed; it was the greatest massacre on European soil since World War II.

The Rwandan Genocide

The international community’s guilty conscience, if indeed one existed, did not help the Tutsi population of the tiny African country of Rwanda between April and July 1994. All it took was one little spark for an intricate machinery of death to swing into operation, and this happened on April 6, 1994, with the assassination of Rwanda’s authoritarian president, Juvénal Habyarimana (1937–1994).

Once in train, the genocide could only have been stopped by outside intervention—but this, when it came, did not arrive from the West, but rather from an army of Tutsi rebels known as the Rwandan Patriotic Front, who had grown up outside the country, the legacy of earlier anti-Tutsi pogroms.

In the space of 100 days, perhaps as many as 1 million people were killed in a genocide that shocked the world. Dumbfounded, the United Nations did practically nothing to stop the killing until the two peoples involved— extremist Hutu killers on the one side, and innocent Tutsi and moderate Hutu victims on the other—had exhausted the killing machine. The killings were for the most part done by hand, with the murderers using machetes (pangus) or nail-studded clubs (masus). There was nothing sophisticated or “clean” about these murders, though the genocide was carefully planned in advance, to such a degree that death lists of names marked for murder had already been prepared long before the killing actually began.

The Genocide in Darfur

In the first years of the 21st century, the Government of Sudan (GOS), aided by Arab militias known as Janjaweed (“devils on horseback”), carried out a campaign of terror, economic destruction, rape, and murder against the non-Arab “black Africans” of Sudan’s Darfur region.

Roughly the size of France, Darfur is located in the western part of Sudan. Prior to the outbreak of violence in 2003, the population of some 6 million people consisted of dozens of different tribal groups, of which 39 percent were considered “Arab” and 61 percent were considered “non-Arab” or “black African.” Due to intermarriage, distinctions owe more to lifestyle differences and cultural affiliation than race. Darfuri Arabs tend to lead nomadic lives, herding cattle and camels throughout the region, while non-Arabs tend to be sedentary farmers.

Beginning in 2003, the regime of Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir engaged in a scorched earth campaign against the black Africans of Darfur. For years, the Fur, Masalit, and Zaghawa ethnic groups had been calling on the government in Khartoum to help them develop the region through the building of roads, schools, and hospitals. They were also aggrieved that Arabs were given preferential treatment over black Africans.

A rebel group, the Sudanese Liberation Army, was formed, and in early 2003 began carrying out attacks against government and military installations. Al-Bashir recruited nomadic Arabs to join forces with GOS troops to fight the rebels, but instead the army and the Janjaweed militias carried out a scorched earth policy against all black Africans, which saw the indiscriminate killing of men, women, and children. Young girls and women were raped. Plunder was widespread prior to hundreds of entire villages being torched. By 2006, estimates of those killed ranged upward to 400,000, with over 2 million Darfuris internally displaced and another 250,000 in refugee camps in Chad.

Eyewitness accounts describe how Sudanese government forces and Janjaweed would sweep into villages on horse or camel back, wielding automatic weapons and firing indiscriminately at civilians. Homes, grain stores, and crops were destroyed, while women, children, and the elderly were whipped, raped, tortured, and, frequently, murdered. These tactics were designed to terrorize victims, forcing them to flee their homelands. Once gone, Arab populations would resettle the land, effectively eradicating the rebels’ power base. Even today the United Nations has been reluctant to declare—and therefore, act upon—this tragedy as genocide, with far too many individual nations following suit.

The Century of Genocide?

It would seem as though the century between 1904 and 2004 was a century in which genocide characterized world events. Indeed, the cases reflected in these volumes, as well as in the massive scholarly and popular literature related to the field (including films both documentary and fiction), all testify and provide concrete evidences of this reality.

More disturbing, however, is that contemporary nation-states appear to have learned little if anything in a preventative sense from previous genocides; if anything, the opposite appears to be the case. It might well be that successful genocides appear to inspire later iterations, almost as if only the génocidaires do their homework in a truly significant and meaningful way. Furthermore, political gridlock on an international level (i.e., the ongoing reluctance of nation-states to label these events as what they truly are—genocides) appears to manifest itself continuously by a failure to intervene during the worst excesses of mass slaughter; it seems as if state actors only to flex their political and military muscle after the fact when the greatest numbers of casualties have already taken place.

Then, too, while the work of such scholars as Israel W. Charny (b. 1931) in Israel and Franklin H. Littell (1917-2009) in the United States vigorously pursued the idea of a Genocide Early Warning System, neither the United Nations collectively nor individual nation-states have seriously sought to adopt such instruments. Much scholarly work has been done since the latter half of the 20th century to isolate those recurring factors which, when actualized, would lead and have led to these various genocides. More controversial, however, have been the questions of both prevention and intervention. Questions such as the following have dominated discourse: At what point in the genocidal process do the surrounding nation-states intervene to prevent further slaughter? What of those further away? What other options (e.g., economic boycotts, trade embargos, bank account freezes) are available to halt the process of genocide? Regarding intervention: At what point does knowledge of what is about to transpire and/or is transpiring early on energize others to act?

Finally, there is the question of humanitarian aid during a given genocide—despite the horror stories of repeated failures to get the aid of those most in need (specifically food, water, and medical supplies) and corruption of government workers at all levels siphoning off such good for their personal and familial use. Coupled with this is the ongoing (the keyword here being “ongoing”) support on all levels once the genocide is over. What obligations and roles do the various nation-states of world assume in respect of rebuilding efforts? And for how long? Are those most responsible for bringing about the cessation of a given genocide also responsible for the judicial system of punishments? And for how long?

Questions such as these and others reflect the seriousness with which these volumes and the publisher, editors, and contributors have attempted to address these tragedies and their ongoing blights on any sense of civilization’s progress. Our hope is that by educating a new generation to what has transpired in the century just concluded we can break this cycle of violence, death, and destruction and move humanity forward positively.


Rwandan Genocide


Essays

Rwandan Genocide Overview 

The 1994 Rwandan Genocide, which occurred amidst a civil war between the Hutu and Tutsi, resulted in the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Tutsi. Rwanda’s small size (at 10,169 square miles) belies the enormity of the bloodletting it suffered in the course of one of the largest genocides of the last century. Beginning in early April 1994, and continuing relentlessly over the next 1,000 days, an estimated 650,000 Tutsi civilians were killed at the hands of Hutu elements identified with the incumbent regime, headed by President Juvénal Habyarimana. To these must be added tens of thousands of Hutu victims, mostly from the southern parts of the country, and largely identified with opposition parties. Assessing the causes and individual responsibilities for the killings is no easy task. Few other comparable dramas have generated as much discord and controversy among local actors and outside observers.

The country’s environmental constraints, social structure, and basic facts of its history have had a profound impact on the destinies of its people. Landlocked, overpopulated, and overwhelmingly dependent on agriculture, Rwanda stands as one of the poorest countries in Africa. With one of the highest population densities in the continent, the shortage of cultivable land has remained a major source of social tension in the countryside. No attempt to grasp the roots of genocidal violence, or assess the long-term viability the present regime, can overlook the implications of Rwanda’s demographic explosion. From 2.5 million in 1960 Rwanda’s population today is estimated at 10 million, of whom more than half live below the poverty level.

A former German colony later entrusted to Belgium—first as a Mandate under the League of Nations, and then as a Trust Territory under the United Nations—through much of the colonial era, Rwanda stood a classic example of “indirect rule.” While the king (mwami) and his chiefs served as the legitimate instruments of colonial domination, the Tutsi as a whole saw their privileges substantially enhanced. As the main recipients of a Western education, their status as an elite group seemed firmly established—until challenged by the rise of a Hutu revolutionary movement in the mid-1950s. The postwar years saw a major shift in Belgian policies, owing in part to the rising influence of Christian Democracy among the missionary community, and UN pressures for hastening the pace of democratization. The publication in 1956 of a mildly reformist pro-Hutu manifesto, known as Le manifeste des Bahutu, must be seen as the first significant challenge to Tutsi hegemony, culminating in 1959 with the outbreak of widespread anti-Tutsi violence. Acting hand in hand with the Catholic clergy and the Belgian tutelle, the newly created Parmehutu party—Parti de l’émancipation du peuple Hutu—served as a vehicle for the defense of the Hutu masses against the elitist claims of the “feudo-hamitic” monarchists. In response, Tutsi politicians sought to mobilize support through the Union nationale rwandaise (Unar), a left-leaning monarchical party formally headed by a Hutu.
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The peasant uprisings that broke out in November 1959 eventually morphed into a full-fledged revolution, actively supported and encouraged by the Belgian authorities. As the country crossed the threshold of independence on July 1, 1962, as a Hutu-dominated republic, some 200,000 Tutsi had been forced into exile, mostly in Uganda, Burundi, and the Congo. Not until 32 years and a million deaths later would the country’s destinies be once again be entrusted to Tutsi hands.

On October 1, 1990, some 6,000 refugee warriors of predominantly Tutsi origins marched across the border from Uganda into Rwanda and proceeded to fight their way to the capital, Kigali. Most of them belonged to the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a politico-military organization created in 1979 by Tutsi exiles. Thus began a 30-month civil war accompanied by untold atrocities by both sides, and culminating with the pivotal event that triggered the bloodbath: the shooting down of President Habyarimana’s plane on April 6, 1994, on a return flight from Dar es Salaam.

The killings began moments after the crash. The first to be targeted were Hutu officials identified with opposition parties and therefore of pro-RPF sympathies. Opposition figures, Hutu and Tutsi, were disposed of in a matter of hours. Doing away with hundreds of thousands of Tutsi civilians proved a more difficult undertaking, especially in the southern region, where mixed marriages were more frequent. Nonetheless, the scale and swiftness of the massacre leaves no doubt about the determination of the machete-wielding militias. After setting up roadblocks and checkpoints, the death squads sprang into action. An estimated 20,000 people were killed in Kigali and its environs in the three weeks following the crash.
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For weeks and months, from one locality after another, hundreds and thousands of Tutsi civilians (and Hutu civilians who looked like Tutsi), men, women and children, were shot, speared, clubbed, or hacked to pieces in their homes, church compounds, and courtyards. That a carnage of this magnitude could have been going on day after day, week after week, without interference from the international community speaks volumes for its lack of resolve in dealing with such massive human rights violations.

After weeks of vicious fighting in and around Kigali on July 4, the RPF effectively took control of the capital. The RPF victory and the new government were promptly recognized by the international community. On July 19, Pasteur Bizimungu, a Hutu member of the RPF was proclaimed president of the republic for a five-year mandate, and Faustin Twagiramungu, also a Hutu, prime minister of a national unity government. But there was little doubt about who was in charge: from now on the man who led his ragtag army of refugee warriors to victory, Major General and now Vice-President Paul Kagame, would quickly assert himself as the central figure in the new Rwanda.
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Rwandan Genocide Causes 

No particular event or set of circumstances can be singled out as the cause of the genocide. A multiplicity of underlying factors lies behind the tragic outcome. That there are proximate and remote causes is not at issue. Where disagreements arise is on the question of responsibility in the chain of events leading to the apocalypse.

While there is broad consensus about the determining impact of the crash of President Juvénal Habyarimana’s plane on subsequent events, there are basic differences of opinion as to who was responsible for shooting the SA-6 missiles (of Ugandan provenance) that brought the plane down. Some observers—among them Philip Gourevitch in the United States and Jean-Pierre Chrétien and Gérard Prunier in France—insist that the “dastardly deed” was the work of Hutu extremists associated with the presidential entourage, the so-called akazu in Kinyarwanda, or “little hut”; perceived as too moderate in dealing with the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), only by eliminating the president could the country be reset on the right path. Such is also the official version endorsed by the new Rwandan authorities.

Others take a radically different view, pinning full responsibility on Paul Kagame. They point to the fragility of the argument in support of an akazu plot given that the crash of the presidential aircraft took the lives some of its key members; they draw attention to the massive body of circumstantial evidence available from the testimonies of ex-RPF defectors, including the devastating accusations made by Lieutenant Abdul Joshua Ruzibiza in his Rwanda: L’histoire secrète (2005); they show that only the RPF could have had access to SA-6 missiles from a Ugandan arsenal, and furthermore go on to point to the well-grounded fear on the part of Kagame that if elections were to be held three years down the road, as had been agreed at the Arusha conference in 1993, the Hutu would most certainly come out on the winning side. This, by and -large, is the position endorsed by a number of experts on Rwanda, most notably Filip Reyntjens in Belgium and André Guichaoua in France. The counterargument most frequently advanced, that “there is no smoking gun,” loses much of its force when confronted with the growing amount of evidence suggesting otherwise.

Regardless of such differences, for the vast majority of Hutu observers there could be no question that the RPF was behind the crash of the presidential plane. This fact alone played a critical role in mobilizing the militias. But the context in which it happened is no less significant. From the beginning of the RPF invasion on October 1, 1990, Hutu and Tutsi lived in a climate of extreme fear and uncertainty. The country was awash in anti-Tutsi propaganda; the wildest rumors spread about the infiltration of Tutsi spies (ibyetso) within the government and opposition parties; while the civil war exacted a mounting toll among civilians, anti-Tutsi sentiment gathered momentum; the assassination of a number of moderate Hutu politicians further contributed to raise intense fears within and outside the Hutu community. In such highly charged political climate it is easy to see why hard-liners were able to channel anti-Tutsi feelings into mass killings. What is involved here has little to do with what some refer to as Rwanda’s “culture of obedience”; the critical factor must be found in the capacity of Hutu extremists to manipulate ethnic fears to their advantage.

Tempting though it is to dismiss the importance of history as a predisposing factor, to do so is to make unduly short shrift of the broader context in which genocide occurred. The first point to stress is that the seeds of the RPF invasion were sown during the 1959–1962 Hutu revolution. The first and second generation of Tutsi refugees living in Uganda shared intense longings to return to their beloved homeland, a sentiment reinforced by the growing economic and political constraints they faced in the host country. The same applies to most exiles living in the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) and Burundi: they needed little prodding to join the RPF crusade. As for the million or so Tutsi living in Rwanda they were generally considered as potential allies. Few had forgotten the anti-Tutsi pogroms unleashed in Rwanda in December 1963, under the presidency of Grégoire Kayibanda, when, in the wake of an aborted raid by refugees coming from Burundi, thousands were killed. Kayibanda’s overthrow by a northern army man, Juvénal Habyarimana, in July 1975, resulted in a major power shift among Hutu politicians: as northern Hutu elements—a culturally distinct subgroup also known as Kiga—became more influential, their anti-Tutsi dispositions, rooted in history and culture, came into sharper focus.

The regional context played a major role. While there is reason to believe that there would have been no genocide in the absence of the RPF invasion, the invasion would have never succeeded without the full support—military, logistical, and political—of Uganda’s President Yoweri Museveni. This is not to minimize Kagame’s impressive military skills, but to stress the importance of external safe havens in facilitating the recruitment of RPF combatants. If support from Uganda proved critical for the RPF, political events in Burundi were equally important in sharpening the edge of ethnic conflict in Rwanda. The assassination on October 21, 1993, of the first popularly elected Hutu president, Melchior Ndadaye, by a phalanx of hardcore Tutsi elements within the Burundi army, meant that for the foreseeable future the Tutsi-dominated military would reign supreme, allowing the free passage of Rwandan refugees to join the ranks of the RPF. In Rwanda, furthermore, the news of Ndadaye’s death was received with consternation and anger; Hutu suspicions that “you just cannot trust the Tutsi” seemed amply confirmed. When five months later came the announcement that the newly appointed president of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaramyira, was among those on board when Habyarimana’s plane exploded in midair, suspicion became certainty. By then few Hutu could ignore let alone forgive the fact that in five months three Hutu presidents had been killed at the hands of Tutsi elements.

To emphasize the significance of contextual factors is not to deny the contribution of environmental forces, of which the most obvious is population pressure on the land. This dimension has been ably analyzed by Jared Diamond in his chapter on Rwanda in his best-selling book, Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or Succeed (2005). There is no question that the Malthusian equation cannot be left out of the accounting in any attempt to explain not just Hutu-Tutsi hostility but intra-Hutu violence as well. Land hunger, and more generally the desire of perpetrators to acquire the property belonging to their victims, is indeed an important element in the background of the genocide. Equally plain, however, is that a tragedy of this magnitude is not reducible to a Malthusian prophecy.

RENÉ LMARCH ND


Further Reading

Barnett, Michael. Eyewitness to a Genocide: The United Nations and Rwanda. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2002.

Dallaire, Roméo. Shake Hands with the Devil: The Failure of Humanity in Rwanda. Toronto: Random House, 2004.



Rwandan Genocide Consequences 

The depth and extensiveness of the transformations ushered by the new rulers are difficult to overestimate. No sector of society remained untouched. While the country’s rate of economic growth surpassed all expectations, the degree of coercion exercised by the new regime in suppressing the opposition dispelled all hopes for a genuine transition to multiparty democracy.

The process of political consolidation orchestrated by Paul Kagame began immediately after seizing control of the capital, with the appointment of a government of national unity comprising a number of opposition politicians, a move in keeping with the political overture announced by the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). Approximately half of the cabinet ministers were of Hutu origins, including the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National Pour le Développement (MDR) prime minister, Faustin Twagiramungu. Along with power-sharing at the top, however, every effort was made to remove most of the local officials appointed by the previous regime. Many simply disappeared. Meanwhile, the revenge killings reported by Alison Des Forges in her definitive inquest into the genocide, Leave None to Tell the Story (1999), went on unabated, causing tens of thousands of deaths among Hutu civilians.

The arrests taking place in the countryside soon took on dramatic proportions. From 30,000 in November 1994, the number of Hutu suspected of participating in the genocide jumped to 80,000 a year later, eventually reaching twice that number in the late 1990s. The brutality of the regime came in full light during the so-called Kibeho incident, in 1995, when an estimated 5,000 Hutu IDPs (internally displaced persons), fleeing the war zone, were killed in cold blood. In the face of this rapidly deteriorating situation power-sharing proved impossible to sustain. By 1995 the ministers representing the opposition had no choice but to resign. Another major crisis erupted in early 2000 when three high ranking officials, two of them Hutu, resigned from their positions as speaker of the National Assembly (Joseph Sebarenzi), prime minister (Pierre-Célestin Rwigema), and president of the republic (Pasteur Bizimungu). On April 17, 2000, General Kagame was formally elected president of the republic in a joint session of the government and the National Assembly.

The trend toward dictatorial control was made clear during the 2003 presidential and legislative elections, the first to be held since the regime change. In view of newly adopted constitutional provisions giving the government a blank check to sanction anyone or any organization suspected of encouraging “divisionism”—a move clearly intended to eventually disqualify Hutu parties and candidates from running for office—it is no surprise that Kagame ran virtually unopposed in the 2003 presidential elections, winning 95 percent of the vote. The RPF, meanwhile, gained unfettered control of both houses. Much the same scenario unfolded during the 2008 elections, when Kagame was reelected with 98 percent of the vote. Both in 2003 and 2008 Hutu candidates were systematically discouraged or prevented from campaigning or running for the presidency. In April 2003 the MDR, until then the only significant opposition party, was dissolved on the grounds of being “divisionist”; the same fate befell the leading human rights organization, Ligue pour la promotion des droits de l’homme au Rwanda (LIPRODHOR); a similar accusation was used to discredit and arrest independent journalists, notably those associated with the newspapers Le Partisan and Umuseso. The most celebrated case of a candidate to the presidency disqualified and then arrested and brought to trial on the grounds of “divisionism” is that of Victoire Ingabire, president of the United Democratic Forces-Inkingi (FDU-Inkingi); on October 30, 2012, she was found guilty on six counts, including genocide ideology and divisionism, and sentenced to eight years in jail.

With the banning of all references to Hutu and Tutsi, ethnic identities have been drastically reshaped. Starting from the premise that ethnicity was the root cause of the genocide, the regime found in the banishment of ethnic labels the best guarantee of social harmony. Since Hutu and Tutsi have been legislated out of existence, Rwanda has officially become the land of the Banyarwanda (“the people of Rwanda”). Such drastic alteration of the country’s ethnic map required drastic means. Only through a constitutional amendment, accompanied by extensive legal sanctions, could “divisionism” become an effective political tool to disqualify, harass, arrest, or expel Hutu opposition candidates.

Profound as the consequences have been domestically, the fallout from the genocide went far beyond Rwanda’s borders. Beginning in July 1994 widespread fear of an impending countergenocide caused a huge outflow of Hutu refugees into the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). Over 2 million, including civilians, army men, politicians, and civil servants, sought asylum in eastern DRC. Soon countless cross-border raids were launched against Rwanda by remnants of the Forces Armées Rwandaises (FAR) and génocidaires. In November 1996, in response to mounting threats to the country’s security, Kagame sent units of the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) into eastern DRC with instructions to destroy every refugee camp along the border with Rwanda and Burundi. In a matter of days some 20 camps were reduced to rubble. Countless refugees perished and over a million ran for their lives. Except for the half a million or so who went back to Rwanda, thousands died of exhaustion, disease, and hunger. A considerable number of those reported missing were killed by the Rwandan army. Having made the Congo borderland safe for Rwanda, Kagame now proceeded to make sure his control would extend to the entire country.

By then an entirely new ball game came into view, with Rwanda and Uganda joining hands with the anti-Mobutist Congolese rebellion led by Laurent Kabila. While his newly created movement, the Alliance of Democratic for the Liberation of the Congo (ADFL) received much of the credit for its victorious march on Kinshasa, the Rwandan army, as is now acknowledged, did much of the heavy lifting. In May 1997 Mobuto Sese Mobutu was overthrown and replaced by Kabila as the new “king” of the Congo, but the Rwandan kingmakers continued to yield considerable influence in the affairs of the state. So much so that in August 1998 Kabila felt he had no choice but to get rid of his Rwandan advisers, a move that turned his former allies into bitterest enemies and led straight to the catastrophic second Congo civil war (1998–2003).

With the world’s attention fixated on regime change in Kinshasa, little attention was paid to the 1996–1997 wholesale massacre of Hutu refugees in eastern DRC at the hands of Rwandan soldiers assisted by elements of ADFL. Although hints of the atrocities committed by Kagame’s army had transpired in Western media long before, not until July 2010, with the publication of the UN Mapping Report, was the magnitude of the carnage disclosed to the outside world. As many as 300,000 Hutu civilians may have lost their lives between November 1996 and July 1997. Just how many génocidaires were able to survive the extensive “search-and-destroy” operations conducted jointly by the RPA and the AFDL is unknown; what is beyond doubt is that among them are many of the Hutu extremists responsible for the violence now sweeping across eastern DCR.
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Rwandan Genocide Perpetrators 

The vast majority of perpetrators were ordinary citizens, mostly young men, many with a secondary education; they were fathers and husbands, school teachers and farmers, with no record of previous involvement in violence. As Scott Straus has convincingly demonstrated in The Order of Genocide (2006) far fewer were involved than suggested by the Paul Kagame government: between 175,000 and 210,000 is the overall figure cited by Straus, representing 7–8 percent of the active adult Hutu population, or 14–17 percent of the adult male Hutu population. Approximately 50 percent of the killers were between the ages of 15 and 29; 70 percent were farmers; many belonged to party youths, with the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National Pour le Développement (MRND, National Revolutionary Movement for Development) youth wing, the Interahamwe (“those who fight together”), playing a central role. Given that the MRND recruited the bulk of its members from the north, it is hardly surprising that the militias of northern origins were at the forefront of the anti-Tutsi violence. Every party had a youth wing, including opposition parties. Where the Interahamwe stand out as a particularly dangerous organization is that their members were militarily trained, relatively well rewarded for their dirty work, and consistently egged on by radical elements to take a lead role in the genocide.

The perpetrators consisted of different social categories. At the core of the genocide stood the hard-liners who manned the killing machine, drawn from the akazu, the army, high-ranking members of the MNRD, and a handful in charge of running the media. They were the orchestrators of the violence carried out in the lower echelons, prefectures, and communes. Here a rough division of labor emerged between two distinctive groups: on the one hand the prefectoral and communal elites, including prefects, communal councilors, communal secretaries and burgomasters, heads of NGOs, and in some instances local church officials; and on the other the grassroots “thugs,” the jetsam and flotsam who formed the bulk of the militias, that is, unemployed youths, delinquents, demobilized soldiers, and police officers. They are perhaps best described as the foot soldiers of the killing machine.

Although this pattern applies broadly to the country as a whole, the dynamics of violence were by no means the same everywhere. Depending on the personalities holding office, and the geographical context, the perpetrators met significant resistance in some places—as in the Butare commune, where the incumbent prefect and his administrators courageously stood his ground against Hutu militias for three weeks after the start of the killings in Kigali. Perhaps the most striking feature of the violence that took place at the communal level has been the trial of strength between moderates and hard-liners among local Hutu elites. This has been well described by Scott Straus: he shows how, after Juvenal Habyarimana’s assassination and the resumption of the war, a number of communes became the theater for a play for power among Hutu; in this “space of opportunity” a premium was placed on extremism, since compliance with incitements from the top served as a basis of legitimacy for aspiring Hutu politicians. Only in one commune (Giti) did the scenario fail to materialize: the only people killed were those Hutu who fell under the bullets of the “liberating” Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA).

In a sense the killings became a strategy for gaining power. But such calculations cannot be imputed globally to all perpetrators. Nor can the killings be reduced to a premise of blind obedience built into Rwanda’s cultural matrix, or simply to greed, even though this may well have been the case in a number of cases. Although there is little question about the core group’s visceral hatred of the Tutsi as a group, widely seen as the enemy, it is equally true that a majority of those who killed did so because they feared retribution if they did not. Many felt that their only option was to kill or be killed. Even when confronted with the choice of killing their Tutsi wives or relatives or being killed many chose to save their own lives.

Tempting as it is to invoke the legacy of a strong state—the hallmark of the political system since precolonial times—as the normative framework for explaining compliance with orders from above, the argument raises further questions. As we now realize, as the killings got under way, bitter disagreements emerged among representatives of the state, casting doubts about its coherence. In his most recent book, Rwanda: De la Guerre au Génocide (2010), based on a close examination of the testimonies before the Arusha-based International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), André Guichaoua shows how the genocide, so far from resulting from a long-standing state-sponsored master plan, came about as the consequence of a bitter fight for supremacy between the moderates associated with the interim government headed by Prime Minister Jean Kambanda and the three notorious hardliners who stand as the architects of the killings: Colonel Théoneste Bagosora, Joseph Nzirorera, and Mathieu Ngirumpatse, respectively, adviser to the minister of defense, secretary-general, and chair of the MNRD. In addition to having access to substantial financial resources, all three enjoyed wide-ranging connections within and outside the government; they stood out among the biggest of the big men (bagaragu) surrounding the presidency, and as such could reshape and reactivate the strategic patron-client ties that have always formed the axis around which much of Rwandan politics revolved.
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Rwandan Genocide Victims 

How many died at the hands of the perpetrators is impossible to tell. The most plausible figure is 650,000, overwhelmingly Tutsi. But this leaves out the accounting the tens of thousands of Hutu killed by other Hutu in the course of the genocide, because of their affiliation to opposition parties, or because they tried to protect their Tutsi friends and relatives. Again, when the tens of thousands of Hutu civilians killed by Paul Kagame’s troops during and after the invasion are added to the wholesale murder of Hutu refugees in eastern Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC) in 1996 and 1997, the total number of Hutu victims may well exceed the number of Tutsi losses.

Above and beyond such macabre accounting certain facts are well established. For one thing, the killing of Tutsi civilians by the Forces Rwandaises de Défense (FAR, Rwanda Defense Forces) and the militias began long before Juvénal Habyarimana’s assassination. Scores if not hundreds of Bagogwe—a Tutsi-related minority living in the northeast—were massacred by FAR soldiers in the wake of the January 23, 1991, surprise attack on Ruhengeri by the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), leading to the liberation of a number of prisoners. In March 1992 in the Bugesera region, east of Kigali, for the first time the authorities called upon groups of Interahamwe to kill Tutsi as part of their communal work (umuganda). When it became clear that the killings could not be denied, the argument put forth by the authorities was that they could not control outbursts of popular anger. This became a standard argument in the arsenal of those officials who denied responsibility in the massacre.

All cabinet ministers belonging to opposition parties, irrespective of ethnic identities, were killed the day following Habyarimana’s assassination. This was essentially the work of the presidential guard. Their prime target were moderate Hutu elements affiliated to the Mouvement Démocratique Républicain (MDR, Democratic Republican Movement); the Parti Social Democrate (PSD), Social Democratic Party; and the Parti Liberal (PL, Liberal Party); including its president, Lando Ndasingwa. Forty hours after the crash roadblocks were set up throughout the capital, manned by Interahamwe. The carnage then began to spread to rural areas and provincial towns, causing thousands of panic-stricken Tutsi civilians to flee their homes. While some were sheltered by Hutu neighbors, others tried to flee to RPF-controlled areas, and still others sought refuge in churches or went into hiding in neighboring swamps. The worst massacres took place in mission churches and mission compounds, as in Nyamata, Musha, Karubamba. Throughout the carnage the media, including notoriously murderous Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines, played a major role in whipping up anti-Tutsi hatred. Through caricatures and historical narratives newspapers such as Kangura, La Médaille-Nyiramacibiri, or Power never missed an opportunity to remind their readers of the evil-mindedness of the Tutsi, in keeping with the image of the Hamites conveyed by Hutu pundits and commentators. The Hutu-Tutsi cleavage became the omnipresent frame of reference for distinguishing between friend and foe. When doubts arose about the victims’ ethnic identity, a look at their identity cards was enough to spell the difference between life and death, yet cases were reported of Tutsi-looking Hutu being killed for no reason other than their body maps.

The methods employed by the génocidaires have been described with clinical precision in a number of reports, notably by Human Rights Watch and Physicians for Human Rights. Their weapons of choice included machetes, massues (clubs studded with nails), axes, knives, fragmentation grenades; many victims were beaten to death; others were amputated and left bleeding; some were drowned or buried alive; women were routinely raped before being killed. The use of firearms became increasingly frequent after the debacle of the FAR, when soldiers and militias joined hands in their cleansing operations. The metaphors used to conceal the horror left few doubts to the imagination: killings were generally referred to as “collective work” (umuganda); cutting limbs was “bush clearing”; murdering women and children was “pulling out the roots of the bad weeds.”

It bears repeating that not all victims were Tutsi; nor were the perpetrators invariably Hutu. It is now widely believed that many of the moderate Hutu killed before and after the crash were dispatched by RPF elements, as a strategy designed to deepen the rifts between extremists and moderates. Again, there is now substantial evidence available from impartial observers to suggest that many horrendous crimes were committed by the RPF in the course of its campaign. Nor is there any doubt that a large number of Tutsi could have been saved if, instead of making a run for the capital city, the FPR had attended to the urgency of saving endangered lives. Capturing power was all that mattered, even if it meant turning a blind eye to scenes of mayhem in the countryside.
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Rwandan Genocide Bystanders 

The United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) was the UN peacekeeping operation established by Security Council Resolution 872 to help implement the Arusha Peace Accords, the latter of which was signed by various parties (the Rwandan Patriotic Front [RPF] and the Government of Rwanda) on August 4, 1993. UNAMIR’s mandate was, in part, to monitor the cease-fire agreement (the two factions had been engaged in combat off and on since October 1990); establish and expand the demilitarized zone and demobilization procedures; provide security for the Rwandan capital city of Kigali; monitor the security situation during the final period of the transitional government’s mandate leading up to elections; and assist in the coordination of humanitarian assistance activities in conjunction with relief operations.

In actuality, UNAMIR’s mandate and strength were revised on a number of occasions throughout the duration of its operation, mostly as a result of the genocide in Rwanda between April and July 1994. After the start of the genocide in April 1994, UNAMIR attempted to broker a cease-fire between the RPF and various extremist Hutu forces but to no avail, acting as an intermediary between the killers and the victims and assisting in humanitarian activities. With this change, however (as a result of Security Council Resolution 912), the number of troops composing UNAMIR was reduced from 2,548 to 270. As the killing intensified, the United Nations altered the mandate of UNAMIR once again, and under Security Council Resolution 918 of May 17, 1994, it imposed an arms embargo against Rwanda, called for urgent international action, and increased UNAMIR’s strength to 5,500 troops. (Despite this, it took nearly six months before member states of the United Nations donated troops.)

UNAMIR was on a Chapter VI (or traditional peacekeeping) mandate that was untenable in light of the circumstances, which was exacerbated by the fact that the force was undermanned, under-resourced, and provided with poorly equipped and poorly trained troops from a variety of small and impoverished nations. Despite UNAMIR’s force commander Major-General Romeo Dallaire’s repeated pleas to the United Nations for a stronger mandate (Chapter VII or a peace enforcement mandate) and more troops and arms that would have allowed the force to engage the génocidaires in combat, the United Nations retained its totally inadequate Chapter VI mandate and refused to provide him with additional troops. As a result, he and his troops were more or less forced to observe, up-close, the unfolding of the horror of the genocide.

In one of his last cables to UN headquarters toward the end of the genocide, Dallaire was scathing about the UN’s failure to upgrade UNAMIR’s mandate at the time it was most needed to save lives. Summing up, Dallaire wrote that the international community and UN member states, with only a few exceptions, “have done nothing substantive to help the situation.” Debate has since raged about how effective UNAMIR could have been with a more wide-ranging mandate and the capacity to use force to end the genocide in Rwanda. In the absence of clear-cut answers, such debate is likely to continue far into the future.

With the capture of Kigali by rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front troops in mid-July 1994, UNAMIR resumed its efforts to ensure security and stability and support humanitarian assistance and refugee relief. At the request of the new, postgenocide Rwandan government of Paul Kagame, UNAMIR was withdrawn in March 1996.
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Rwandan Genocide International Reaction 

The lack of effective response from the international community became dramatically clear on April 21 when the United Nations (UN) voted to reduce the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) presence by nearly 90 percent, to 270 men. The pullout of UNAMIR troops, precisely when the killing frenzy reached a new pitch of intensity, had disastrous consequences. Besides being readily interpreted as a sign of weakness by the Hutu extremists, it sent the wrong message to those countries that had contributed troops. The move was emblematic of the sense of confusion and impotence displayed by the permanent members of the UN Security Council after the killing of 10 Belgian soldiers by the FAR on April 7. Although the UN Security Council reversed itself on May 6, when it adopted a new resolution providing for a 5,500-man deployment operating under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter, thus allowing the potential use of force when the circumstances required, by then the crisis had already spinned out of control.

Among the countries with close ties with Rwanda, Belgium was too traumatized by the death of its Blue Helmets to react constructively to the crisis. The United States, still smarting from its disastrous intervention in Somalia, showed little inclination to get involved in another messy situation in a country where it had no vital interests at stake. France, on the other hand, under rising domestic pressures, decided to launch what became known as “Operation Turquoise,” designed to provide protection and humanitarian assistance. Thus, beginning on June 23, immediately after the Security Council gave France the green light to intervene under Chapter 7, some 2,500 men, accompanied by impressive fire power and equipment, fanned out of Goma (Democratic Republic of Congo) into eastern Rwanda where they carved out a Safe Humanitarian Zone (SHZ).

Gérard Prunier, who was closely associated with the planning of the operation, openly admits in his book The Rwanda Crisis (1995), that the French intervention delivered far less than it promised. While it may have saved hundreds of Tutsi lives, it failed to prevent the massacre of thousands of others, while at the same time giving ammunition to critics who blamed the French for allowing the génocidaires to evade capture. A more devastating criticism points to the early failure of the French to rein in the murderous activities of the Forces Rwandaises de Défense (FAR, Rwanda Defence Forces): although they worked hand in hand with the Juvénal Habyarimana government in the training of its army, and in providing military assistance in the weeks immediately following the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) invasion, nothing was done to halt the killings, even though hundreds of French troops were on the ground at the time the crisis erupted.

The French were not alone in laying themselves open to criticisms. While the French finally recognized the existence of a genocide in May 1994, the representative of the U.S. State Department consistently refused to use the g-word, instead referring to “acts of genocide.” By refusing to label the ongoing massacre as a genocide, the United States felt it was under no obligation to intervene. Not until 1998 would President Bill Clinton express regrets in Kigali, but conspicuously avoided taking personal responsibility.

The sense of shame and embarrassment felt by Western nations for their inaction goes far in explaining the vast quantities of financial and economic assistance to the new authorities, which also helps account for Kigali’s impressive economic performance over the years. Aid flows steadily increased over the years, growing by over 45 percent between 2006 and 2009 (reaching $711 million in official development assistance [ODA] in 2007). But as recent research by An Ansom and Donatelle Rostagno shows, inequality remains a major problem, and so also the rising levels of poverty: between 2000 and 2005 the absolute number of poor individuals increased by 560,000, while the number of those living in extreme poverty rose to 190,000. Nor did development aid from the West prevent the Paul Kagame government from intervening in the domestic politics of the DRC. Only in 2012, after a UN report disclosed the military support given by Kigali to insurgents in eastern DRC, did donors, including the United States, finally agree to suspend their economic and/or military assistance. Hence the paradox noted by Eugenia Zorbas: while the sense of guilt shared by the West translates into high levels of aid dependence, the government of Rwanda remains blissfully indifferent to Western proddings in terms of its policy options. That this situation is becoming highly counterproductive in terms of U.S. interests in Central Africa is all too clear; how long it may endure is anybody’s guess.
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Timeline

 March 24, 1957

The Bahutu Manifesto is published.

 1985

The Rwandan Patriotic Front is established by Paul Kagame and Fred Rwigyema.

 1990

The Interahamwe is formed.

 May 1990

The first issue of Kangura newspaper is first published.

 October 1, 1990

Civil war begins in Rwanda.

 1992

The Impuzamugambi is formed.

 1992

Pauline Nyiramasuhuko is made the minister of family welfare and women’s affairs.

 February 1992

The Coalition pour la Défense de la République (CDR) is founded.

 June 12, 1992

Peace talks begin in Arusha.

 1993

Jean Paul Akayesu becomes the mayor of Taba.

 July 8, 1993

Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines begins broadcasting.

 August 4, 1993

The Arusha Accords are signed.

 October 3, 1993

Twenty-four UN peacekeepers and 18 U.S. soldiers are killed in Somalia.

 October 5, 1993

The United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) is created.

 October 21, 1993

Burundi president Melchior Ndadye is assassinated. During the coup, 10,000 are murdered, and approximately 375,000 flee to Rwanda.

 October 22, 1993

UNAMIR Force Commander Romeo Dallaire arrives in Kigali.

 November 1993

Jacques-Roger Booh-Booh becomes head of UNAMIR.

 December 30, 1993

Sixty civilians are reported dead near Ruhengeri during November 1993 in a UN report.

 January 11, 1994

Dallaire requests protection for an Interahamwe military informant providing information on weapons caches and planned attacks of RPF and Belgian soldiers and to pursue a reconnaissance mission to verify the intelligence.

 February 1994

Political figures Felicien Gatabazi and Martin Bucyana are assassinated.

 February 1994

The final issue of Kangura is published.

 February 22, 1994

Thirty-seven are killed during an outbreak of political violence.

 March 1994

Kabuga reportedly imports 50,000 machetes from Kenya. It is believed that these were purchased to be used as weapons in the massacres to follow.

 April 6, 1994

The plane carrying Juvénal Habyarimana and Cyprien Ntaryamira is shot down.

 April 7, 1994

Amnesty International reports government officials Faustin Rucogoza, Landoald Ndasingwa, Frédéric Nzamurambano, and human rights activist Charles Shamukiga have been taken prisoner by the presidential guard.

 April 7, 1994

Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana is assassinated. UN military observer Mbaye Diagne rescues her five children from a nearby compound.

 April 7, 1994

Minister for Labor and Social Affairs Landoald Ndasingwa and his family are murdered by members of the presidential guard.

 April 7, 1994

Ten Belgian UN officers are killed.

 April 7, 1994

Those seeking shelter at the parish of Mushubi are killed.

 April 8, 1994

The evacuation of foreigners in Rwanda begins.

 April 8, 1994

The interim government is established.

 April 9, 1994

Agathe Habyarimana is evacuated to France.

 April 9, 1994

Interahamwe forces attack a church at Gikondo, in Kigali. Approximately 100 die.

 April 9, 1994

The RPF proposes a join force with UNAMIR and the Rwandan army to end the slaughter of civilians. The proposal is rejected.

 April 9, 1994

RPF soldiers reportedly kill Sylvestre Bariyanga.

 April 10, 1994

Belgian Operation SILVER BACK begins.

 April 11, 1994

Ex-patriates and Belgian soldiers are evacuated from the Ecole Technique Officielle (ETO), in a suburb of Kigali. Civilians at ETO under UNAMIR protection are massacred following the departure.

 April 11, 1994

Eight hundred are killed by government supporters in Murambi.

 April 12, 1994

The Nyange parish is surrounded by Hutu soldiers and Interhamwe militiamen. Attacks on the parish last until April 16, when the church is bulldozed and all survivors are killed.

 April 13, 1994

RPF murders in Murambi, Byumba, begin.

 April 15, 1994

The Adventist compound of Mugonero is surrounded by Hutu extremists. Three thousand die following the attack begun the next morning.

 April 15, 1994

Hundreds of Interahamwe militiamen and civilians fleeing from Sake, Kibungo, following the mass murder of Tutsis there are attacked by RPF forces. Only three survive.

 April 15, 1994

RPF forces arrive at Ntarama, ending the killing of 5,000 Tutsis in the area.

 April 15, 1994

Patients being carried by a Red Cross Ambulance are killed at a roadblock.

 April 16, 1994

Augustin Bizimungu is promoted to major general and made head of the Rwandan army.

 April 17, 1994

Over 100 Tutsis are killed by soldiers and militiamen in Nyanza.

 April 18, 1994

Following a meeting with Rwanda’s interim government, Akayesu stops protecting Tutsis in Taba and promoted citizens to participate in the killings.

 April 18, 1994

The Mabirizi Roman Catholic church is attacked by local militiamen armed with grenades and machine guns. Of the 2,000 seeking refuge there, only an estimated 200 survive.

 April 19, 1994

UN Belgian units leave Rwanda.

 April 21, 1994

The UN Security Council reduces UN forces from 2,548 to 270. A number of additional personnel remained against Security Council orders.

 April 21, 1994

Felicitas Niyitegeka is executed.

 April 23, 1994

Government troops attack Butare hospital, killing nearly 170 patients.

 April 25, 1994

Félicien Kabuga heads the newly created Comité Provisoire du Fonds de Défense Nationale (National Defence Funds Acting Committee, or FDN).

 April 25, 1994

Militias attack Tutsis misled into believing Red Cross aid was being provided at the Butare football stadium.

 April 25, 1994

The RPF begins evacuating civilians to Byumba and Rutare.

 April 28, 1994

Five hundred are killed in an attempt to escape from a stadium in Cyangugu.

 May 17, 1994

UNAMIR II is established.

 May 31, 1994

Diagne is killed in an RPF attack on a Hutu extremist checkpoint.

 June 2, 1994

Some 40 people are killed by RPF forces near Runda.

 June 5, 1994

Archbishop Vincent Nsengiyumva and other clergymen are killed in Kabgayi, allegedly by advancing RPF soldiers.

 June 13, 1994

UN forces successfully evacuate 300 from the Saint Famille church complex.

 June 14, 1994

Forty Tutsi boys are taken from the Saint Famille church complex and killed.

 June 19, 1994

RPF soldiers fire on crowds gathered in Mukingi killing over 100 individuals.

 June 22, 1994

Operation TURQUOISE begins.

 June 25, 1994

RPF soldiers kill Josias Mwongereza and his family.

 June 27, 1994

The Bisesero Hill massacre occurs.

 July 1, 1994

Shahryar Khan replaces Booh-Booh as the head of UNAMIR.

 July 3, 1994

Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines is shut down by RPF forces.

 July 4, 1994

RPF forces capture Kigali.

 July 14, 1994

RPF forces capture Rehengeri.

 July 17, 1994

Goma, Zaire, is bombed. The UN Emergency Rwandan Aid Office in Goma reports that more than 1 million Rwandans sought refugee in Zaire.

 July 17, 1994

Gisenyi is captured by RPF forces.

 July 18, 1994

The RPF gains control over Rwanda. A cease-fire is declared. It is estimated that 800,000 have been killed prior to the cease-fire.

 July 19, 1994

Pasteur Bizimungu is sworn in as president.

 July 22, 1994

Operation SUPPORT HOPE begins.

 July 31, 1994

France’s Operation TURQUOISE troops begin to withdraw.

 August 18, 1994

Kabuga and his family are expelled from Switzerland.

 September 20, 1994

UN soldiers find 8,000 bodies in Gafunzi.

 October 17, 1994

Claude Simard is assassinated.

 November 9, 1994

The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda is established.

 Januar y 15, 1995

The Association of Genocide Widows (AVEGA) is founded.

 April 22, 1995

Internally displaced persons are killed in Southwest Rwanda.

 October 10, 1995

Akayesu is arrested.

 February 13, 1996

Georges Rutaganda is arrested.

 March 9, 1996

Théoneste Bagosora is arrested.

 Fall 1996

The African Crisis Response Initiative, later renamed the African Contingency Operations Training and Assistance Program, is founded.

 January 20, 1997

Three Spanish aid workers are murdered in northwestern Rwanda.

 February 2, 1997

Guy Pinard is murdered by Hutu terrorists.

 February 4, 1997

Five human rights observes are killed in Cyangugu.

 February 14, 1997

Vincent Nkezazaganwa is assassinated.

 February 14, 1997

Froduald Karamira is sentenced to death.

 February 28, 1997

Virginia Mukankusi is sentenced to death.

 July 18, 1997

Jean Kambanda and Nyiramasuhuko are arrested.

 1998

Jerry Kajua is sentenced to life imprisonment by the Rwandan national court.

 1998

Philip Gourevitch publishes We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families.

 January 31, 1998

Vjekoslav Curic is shot.

 April 28, 1998

Karamira, Mukankusi, Bizimana, and Gatanazi are publically executed.

 September 2, 1998

Akayesu is found guilty of genocide and crimes against humanity. He is later sentenced to life in prison.

 September 4, 1998

Kambanda is sentenced to life in prison.

 1999

Alison Des Forges publishes Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda.

 December 16, 1999

The UN “Report of Independent Inquiry into the Actions of the United Nations During the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda,” also known as the Carlsson Report, is released.

 January 9, 2000

Augustin Ndindiliyimana is arrested.

 April 7, 2000

Belgian prime minister Guy Verhofstadt issues an apology for Belgian withdrawal during the Rwandan genocide.

 June 1, 2000

Georges Ruggiu is found guilty of inciting genocide and crimes against humanity.

 October 2000

The Media Trail, with defendants Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza, Ferdinand Nahimana, and Hassan Ngeze, begins. All were found guilty and sentenced to jail time.

 October 19, 2000

Kambanda’s appeal is dismissed.

 March 2001

Rwanda adopts gacaca law.

 February 14, 2002

A Rwandan census reveals that approximately one seventh of the population had been murdered, and 94 percent of victims were Tutsis.

 August 21, 2002

Augustin Bizimungu appears initially in ICTR court, pleading not guilty to the nine charges against him.

 September 12, 2003

Kagame is sworn in as president.

 December 3, 2003

Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza is found guilty and sentenced to 35 years in prison.

 2004

Patrick de Saint-Exupéry publishes L’inavouable: La France au Rwanda.

 September 20, 2004

Military Trial 2, which includes Augustin Bizimungu, opens.

 December 22, 2004

Hotel Rwanda is first released in the United States.

 April 2006

An Ordinary Man, an autobiography by Paul Rusesabagina, is published.

 October 2, 2006

The trial of singer Simon Bikindi begins. He is later sentenced to seven years in prison, and his music is banned from national radio stations.

 November 2006

Rwanda ends diplomatic relations with France.

 December 13, 2006

Athanase Seromba is found guilty of aiding genocide and crimes against humanity and is sentenced to 15 years’ imprisonment.

 2007

Rwanda abolishes the death penalty.

 January 4, 2007

Political asylum is denied to Agathe Hayarimana in France.

 November 28, 2007

Barayagwiza’s sentence is reduced to 32 years.

 December 18, 2008

Bagosora, Ntabakuze, and Nsengiyumva are found guilty of war crimes, genocide, and crimes against humanity.

 December 11, 2009

De Saint-Exupéry is acquitted of defamation in the Paris Criminal Court.

 March 2, 2010

Agathe Habyarimana is arrested.

 April 25, 2010

Barayagwiza dies.

 June 24, 2010

Presidential candidate Bernard Ntaganda is arrested on charges of divisionism.

 August 9, 2010

Kagame is reelected as president.

 September 30, 2011

Former minister of foreign affairs Jérôme Bicamumpaka is acquitted.

 May 17, 2011

Augustin Bizimungu is sentenced to 30 years in prison.

 June 24, 2011

Nyiramasuhuko and the rest of the Butare Six are found guilty. Nyiramasuhuko is sentenced to life in prison.

2010

Dallaire publishes They Fight Like Soldiers, They Die Like Children.

 January 23, 2012

Léon Mugesera is deported from Canada.

 June 2012

Rwanda’s gacaca courts are closed.
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African Crisis Response Initiative

The African Crisis Response Initiative was a U.S. government-sponsored program designed to train African armed forces to conduct humanitarian and peacekeeping missions on the African continent. The African Crisis Response Initiative (ACRI), which was renamed the African Contingency Operations Training and Assistance Program (ACOTA) in 2004, was established by U.S. secretary of state Warren Christopher in the autumn of 1996. The ACRI began operations in 1997. The immediate catalyst for the ACRI was the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, in which some 800,000 Rwandans were systematically killed in the span of only three months.

The ACRI and its successor agency (ACOTA) were intended to offer training to African national armies so that they could be mobilized rapidly in times of crisis to provide humanitarian relief operations in the event of natural and man-made disasters and to mount peacekeeping missions in the event of war or civil unrest. The training period for each army is 70 days and is conducted by 70–100 U.S. military specialists. Thereafter, the U.S. training team pays a follow-up visit every six months. The program is paid for entirely by the U.S. government.

The African national armies who have been trained in the American-led effort include Senegal, Uganda, Malawi, Mali, Ethiopia, Kenya, and Rwanda, among others. Initially, some in Congress were concerned that Rwandan troops who had participated in the genocide were receiving American training, but that has not proven to be a significant problem. A number of African leaders feared that the ACRI was an attempt on the part of the Americans to disengage from Africa, while others viewed it as a veiled attempt to advance U.S. interests there. The ACRI and ACOTA have worked closely with the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations as well as the Organization of African Unity and other African-based groups to ensure that the training is being utilized properly.
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Akayesu, Jean-Paul

Jean-Paul Akayesu was the first person to be convicted of the crime of genocide in an international tribunal. Born in 1953 in Taba commune in Rwanda, he had been a school teacher, an active member of the local football team, and then a school district inspector, prior to his election to the office of bourgmestre, or mayor, of the town of Taba in April 1993. He served as mayor from then until June 1994, when he fled Rwanda. A member of the Mouvement Démocratique Républicain (Democratic Republican Movement, or MDR), a Hutu political party he joined in 1991, he soon rose through the party ranks and eventually became the local branch president.

In his capacity as mayor of Taba, Akayesu had formal control of the communal police, and was responsible for the maintenance of order, subject only to the district prefect. His authority, however, extended beyond these formal limits. In Rwanda, a considerable degree of informal dominion devolved upon the role of mayor, who acted as a kind of “father figure” within the commune. As a communal leader he was respected, widely considered to be a man of high morals, intelligence, and integrity. A family man, he was the father of five children.

Initially, Akayesu kept Taba out of the mass killing after the Rwandan genocide began on April 6, 1994. He refused to let Interahamwe militia operate there, and struggled with them to protect the local Tutsi population. On April 18, however, a meeting of bourgmestres with leaders of Rwanda’s interim government saw a fundamental change take place—both in Taba and in Akayesu himself. Conscious that his political and social future depended on joining those carrying out the genocide, Akayesu began collaborating directly with the extremists, and from this point started to incite his citizens to join in the killing.

During the genocide, it has been estimated that some 2,000 Tutsis were massacred in Taba, many of whom had sought refuge in the Bureau Communale (approximating a city hall and a community center)—the heart of Akayesu’s domain. It has been alleged that Akayesu did not provide support or succor for those his position had entrusted him to protect; not only this, but he actively encouraged the Interahamwe militias who had come to Taba, as well as the local Hutu population, to participate in the mass murder and torture of the Tutsis.

In addition, numerous Tutsi women were the victims of sexual violence in the Bureau Communale. They were mutilated and systematically raped, often by more than one attacker and in public. Armed police, as well as Akayesu himself, were reportedly present when some of these acts took place. Akayesu was also suspected of having ordered several murders, and to have stood by while they were carried out. In addition, he allegedly gave a death list to Hutu extremists, and ordered house-to-house searches to locate Tutsis. It was later concluded that his actions in Taba amounted to direct participation in the crime of genocide.

In the aftermath of the conquest of Rwanda in July 1994 by the forces of the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), Akayesu fled the country, first escaping to Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of the Congo), then to Lusaka, Zambia, where he was arrested on October 10, 1995. Zambia thereby became the first African nation to extradite an alleged génocidaire to the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania. He was formally indicted on February 13, 1996, and transferred to ICTR jurisdiction on May 15, 1996. The trial got underway on January 9, 1997.

Akayesu’s was the first genocide trial in history. (Many are under the misconception that the Nuremberg Tribunal at the end of World War II conducted the first trials of genocide, but this, in fact, tried the defendants on charges of crimes against humanity and war crimes, not genocide.) Initially, Akayesu was charged with encouraging the killing of Tutsis, directly ordering the killing of numerous individuals, and supervising the interrogation, beating, and execution of people from Taba. Richard Goldstone, the chief prosecutor for the ICTR, charged Akayesu with 12 counts of genocide, crimes against humanity, and violations of Article II of the 1949 Geneva Conventions. Ultimately, three additional counts of genocide and crimes against humanity were added to the charges, alleging that he had ordered and condoned the rape and sexual mutilation— and then, the murder—of hundreds of Tutsi women. The prosecutor for the Akayesu trial was an American attorney, Pierre-Richard Prosper.

Akayesu pleaded not guilty on all counts. His primary defense was that he had played no part in the killings, and that he had been powerless to stop them. His essential position was that at the time of the genocide he had not been in a position of authority, and his attorneys argued that Akayesu was being made a scapegoat for the crimes of the people of Taba.

The trial judges found that, in his role as mayor, Jean-Paul Akayesu did have the responsibility for maintaining public order and executing the law in the municipality of Taba and that, in this function, he had effective authority over the police. His criminal responsibility was based on his direct participation in acts of genocide and on his position as hierarchical superior. Article 6, section 3, of the statute setting up the ICTR states that a superior can be responsible if he knew or had reason to know that a subordinate was about to commit criminal acts or had done so, and that the superior had failed to take the necessary measures to prevent such acts or punish the perpetrators.

On September 2, 1998, Akayesu was found guilty on 9 of the 15 counts with which he was charged regarding genocide and crimes against humanity (extermination, murder [3 counts], torture, rape, and other inhuman acts). This made him the first person convicted of the specific crime of genocide in an internationally accredited courtroom, and thus the first occasion on which the 1948 UN Convention on Genocide was upheld as law. It was a landmark decision also in that it recognized the crime of rape as a form of genocide, and made the legal definition of rape more precise.

On October 2, 1998, Akayesu was sentenced to life imprisonment for each of the nine counts, the sentences to run concurrently. He immediately appealed, but this was rejected by the Appeal Chamber on June 1, 2001. On December 9, 2001, Akayesu was transferred to Bamako Central Prison, Mali, to serve out his life sentence.
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Allen, Susan

Susan Allen is an American medical doctor who was engaged in research into HIV/AIDS in Rwanda both before and after the genocide of 1994. She was born in 1958 in Caracas, Venezuela, to Irish American parents, and grew up in Brazil and Lebanon. Her education was in French schools, her parents reasoning that regardless of where they might be located, the curriculum would be more or less the same everywhere. As a result, Allen’s school experience left her fluent in French—a major asset to her survival in Rwanda later.

In 1980 she graduated in chemistry from Duke University, from where she would obtain her degree in medicine in 1984. During her residency at the University of California in San Francisco (UCSF), where she specialized in pathology, she undertook autopsies on gay men dying of unusual disease combinations that would soon be linked to the AIDS virus. While a resident doctor she also completed her Masters of Public Health degree at UC Berkeley.

In 1984, a Belgian guest speaker then passing through San Francisco, Dr. Nathan Clumeck, addressed a group at Allen’s hospital. From his address, she learned that heterosexual African AIDS patients were also dying from typically treatable diseases. Approaching Clumeck later, she suggested that his hospital needed a pathology laboratory to diagnose the nature of the infections that were doing so much damage. He offered to write her a letter of introduction to the Rwandan Ministry of Health if she could obtain funding to set up such a laboratory in Kigali. In response, Allen wrote 150 grant applications, netting U.S. $30,000 to go to Kigali in order to test pregnant women for HIV antibodies. She moved to Rwanda in 1986 with seed money from UCSF and the State of California. Her initiative created the first mobile HIV testing laboratory on the African continent.

In 1988 her research took a startling turn. While tracking HIV in pregnant Rwandan women, she found that 14 percent of her 1,500 research subjects did not share the same HIV status as their partners. To Allen, this discordance made these women and their partners an ideal cohort both to understand the factors that determine virus transmission and to identify strategies to prevent it. She began a program in which both partners received counseling about prevention strategies, and were routinely tested as a result. It was soon shown that HIV incidence among counseled couples could be as much as 50–70 percent lower than among those who were not counseled.

As a researcher engaging in a new and unknown area of medicine that could have fatal consequences for its victims, living in the Rwanda of President Juvénal Habyarimana was not easy. The Rwandan government was wary about any discussion of HIV, fearful of its potential to kill off foreign investment and scare away tourists who came to see the country’s mountain gorillas. Allen was forbidden to publish any of her research results from 1986 until 1991, which placed pressure on her from her funding agencies in the United States who demanded to see her results. Partly in order to deflect Rwandan government attention, she began giving her work the official-sounding name of “Project San Francisco,” cutting out any reference to Africa. The ploy worked, but only up to a point. She recalls having her phone tapped and her mail opened, and being shadowed by government agents spying on her activities. And, all too often, she could hear gunfire, as the Hutu Power campaign of hatred against the country’s Tutsi population intensified throughout the early 1990s.

In April 1994 she traveled to Zambia to set up another research project, but returned to Kigali immediately after she learned that President Habyarimana’s plane had been shot down and that interethnic violence had begun. Allen, her son, and his father were evacuated out of the country along with the convoys organized through Laura Lane of the U.S. embassy.

The Rwandan Genocide brought Allen’s research to an abrupt halt. She and her team had been making good progress in terms of recruiting and educating people for the project, until the genocide forced Allen to flee and the project to shut down. Hundreds of those involved in her study were murdered, together with about half of the staff of 70 assisting in the project. In August 1994, Allen returned alone to Kigali to learn the fate of her colleagues. The project was in tatters, and many of those who had survived were in mourning for lost family members. Allen herself concluded that she was suffering from the syndrome known as survivor guilt, as a result of which she required counseling back in San Francisco.

After a period of rest in the United States, she redeployed research funds that had previously been earmarked for Rwanda in order to develop a similar program in Zambia, where she had been when the genocide broke out in April 1994. Zambia, however, did not afford her the security she now craved. In Lusaka she received death threats from Rwandan exiles who had been involved in the genocide, forcing her to carry a gun for her own protection.

In 1996 Allen joined the University of Alabama at Birmingham to continue her work, and in 2004 moved to Emory University in Atlanta, Georgia, where she became a professor of global health at the Rollins School of Public Health, with a joint appointment in epidemiology. The project she directs, known around the world as the Rwanda Zambia HIV Research Group (www.rzhrg.org), includes the largest and longest-standing cohort of HIV-discordant couples in the world. It has helped to identify strategies that reduce HIV transmission and to uncover the effects of the host’s genotype and immune response on the evolution of the virus.

In addition to her medical work, Susan Allen is also active in genocide prevention and broadening awareness about Rwanda’s genocidal past. One of her primary concerns is that the genocide of 1994 remains a wound that can only be healed by bringing those who led it to justice. While this is taking place progressively through such courts as the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, the Rwandan national courts, and the gacaca tribunals within Rwanda, much more needs to be done to flush out perpetrators who have thus far not been captured or who have evaded detection. In pursuit of this, Allen has directed her attention to raising consciousness to the fact that many of the organizers of the genocide are now living free in the United States and elsewhere, and that as a matter of social concern the perpetrators be identified and brought to justice. She has noted that if the opportunity of bringing Rwandan génocidaires to justice is passed by, it will render much more complex situations, such as Darfur, next to impossible to resolve.
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Anyidoho, Henry Kwami 

Major General Henry Kwami Anyidoho was born in Tanyigbe, in the Volta Region of Ghana, on July 13, 1940, and is arguably Ghana’s most distinguished and well-known military officer. A career soldier, he is a graduate of the Ghana Military Academy and the U.S. Marine Staff College, Quantico, Virginia. He received his commission with the Ghanaian army’s Signal Corps in 1965, and served in various military capacities including commanding officer of the Army Signal Regiment, commandant of the Ghana Military Academy and Training Schools, director general Logistics, Joint Operations and Plans at the General Headquarters of the Ghana Armed Forces, and general officer commanding Northern Command.

Anyidoho is probably best known internationally as a leader and participant in a number of important United Nations peacekeeping missions, particularly in Rwanda in 1994 and Darfur since 2005. Prior to these deployments, Anyidoho had already served with the United Nations Emergency Force (UNEF) in Sinai; with the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) as chief military press and information officer; with the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group (ECOMOG) in Liberia in 1990; and with the United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia (UNTAC). Appointed in December 1993 to serve as deputy force commander and chief of staff of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), under the overall command of Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire, he arrived in Kigali on January 15, 1994. He also commanded the Ghanaian contingent of the UNAMIR forces.

Anyidoho’s experiences in previous peacekeeping missions did not provide him with a template of how to respond to the carnage that descended on Rwanda in April 1994, but he was quick to adapt himself to the situation as it developed. Organizing the Ghanaian troops under his command, and liaising closely with Dallaire, he found himself pulled in a dozen different directions at once, with calls to station soldiers at the homes of prominent moderate Hutu politicians, or to rescue others and bring them to safety. The forces under his command were very quickly overwhelmed by circumstances, yet he continued to try to fulfill his commitments at the highest level of professionalism and with the key aim of saving lives.

As the genocide developed in the first days of April 1994, however, the initial peacekeeping/monitoring mandate of UNAMIR was rapidly brought to an end by the UN in New York. States that had originally contributed troops began to withdraw them, and on April 21 the UN Security Council passed Resolution 912, which called for a reduction of the UNAMIR force from 2,548 to just 270. Anyidoho was the first senior officer in Kigali to receive the news on the phone, as Dallaire was at that time away from the office attempting to negotiate a ceasefire. His immediate reaction was to resist the reduction order, and defy the UN command to withdraw. He advised Dallaire along these lines; Dallaire, in turn, had received the news from his chief of staff, Major Brent Beardsley, and had already reached more or less the same conclusion as Anyidoho. Pleading with New York to not close down the mission, Dallaire achieved a reprieve of sorts that allowed UNAMIR to remain but only with the reduced force of 270 troops. Ultimately this figure settled at 456, 78 percent of whom were Anyidoho’s Ghanaian battalion. The higher figure was not endorsed by the Security Council; it was simply adhered to by the personnel on the ground in Rwanda who refused to leave.

Anyidoho’s decision to stay in Rwanda to try to save lives was his alone. He communicated the decision to his government in Accra as a fait accompli, and the government agreed to it retrospectively. With this commitment forming the backbone of his force, Dallaire was henceforth able to husband his resources, in an effort to maximize whatever efforts he could mount. As a result, it has been estimated, up to 30,000 people were saved from the gruesome fate intended by the Hutu Power government and the militias acting in its name.

After leaving Rwanda in 1994, Anyidoho was reassigned to become special assistant to Ghana’s minister of defense. He then embarked on a number of different appointments: as a member of the Organization of African Unity (OAU; later reconstituted as the African Union, AU) task force on the Mechanism for Conflict Prevention Management and Resolution; as the UN expert who wrote the major discussion document at the initial meeting of the Heads of the Armed Forces of the OAU in Addis Ababa in June 1996; and, in 2004, as the team leader of UN observers for the Cameroon-Nigeria Mixed Commission. Soon after this, Anyidoho was made team leader of another UN mission, an Assistance Cell providing strategic advice to the African Union on Darfur, following which he became coordinator of UN Support to the AU Mission in Sudan, or AMIS. This gave him a unique qualification for his next post; in 2005 he was appointed by the secretary-general of the African Union and the United Nations secretary-general as the joint special representative for the AU-UN Hybrid Operation in Darfur, UNAMID.

In 1999, Anyidoho published his memoir of his time in Rwanda during the genocide, Guns over Kigali. Roméo Dallaire’s own book on Rwanda, Shake Hands with the Devil, appeared in 2003, and corroborated much of what Anyidoho had recalled earlier. The conclusion to be drawn from both works is that the courage and resourcefulness of Anyidoho and his Ghanaian troops did a lot to keep the residual UNAMIR force in place in Rwanda, maintaining a UN presence in the country when the preference from New York was otherwise one of closing down that presence altogether. Anyidoho, who was later decorated with the Distinguished Service Order for Gallantry, must thus be considered a major force behind the protection of tens of thousands of Rwandan Tutsis and moderate Hutus, who, through his actions, were saved from certain death.
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Arusha Accords

The Arusha Accords was a set of comprehensive protocols signed in Arusha, Tanzania, on August 4, 1993, intended to end the three-year-long Rwandan Civil War and to institute a governmental power-sharing arrangement in Rwanda. The accords were also designed to foster the formation of a popularly elected democratic regime in Rwanda. The talks took place chiefly between the sitting Rwandan government and the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), whose rebel forces had been engaged in the civil war. Unfortunately, most of the terms of the Arusha agreements, which were cosponsored by the Organization of African Unity, France, and the United States, were never carried out.

The main negotiations at Arusha commenced on July 12, 1992, and lasted until June 24, 1993. From July 19 to July 25, 1993, concluding talks were conducted in Rwanda. Although the resulting accords covered a host of issues, including refugee resettlement and the makeup of the Rwandan military, the main focus was on neutralizing President Juvénal Habyarimana’s dictatorial rule, cobbling together a broad-based transitional government, and preparing Rwanda for the transition to a permanent, popularly elected, multiparty, multiethnic national government.

The RPF was to be included in the national assembly, and the Rwandan military was to be divided so that 60 percent of its forces came from the established government’s army, and 40 percent from the RPF. Of the 21 cabinet posts in the proposed transitional government, the ruling party was granted 5; the RPF was also to receive 5; the remaining positions were to be divided among the four other major parties. The transitional government was to be in place within 37 days of the signing of the accord, and that regime would last no longer than 22 months, after which elections had to be held. As the negotiators attempted to implement the accords, which required numerous meetings in Arusha, it was clear that Habyarimana and the Hutu-dominated government intended to delay their implementation as long as possible. Indeed, no transitional government was formed.

On April 6, 1994, as Habyarimana and Burundian president Cyprien Ntaryamira (a Hutu) were returning to Kigali from a meeting in Arusha, a missile shot down their plane, killing all of the occupants. Who fired the missile remains unknown, but Rwanda’s Hutu-dominated government nevertheless blamed the Tutsis and the RPF. The incident sparked the Rwanda Genocide in which as many as 1 million Tutsis and moderate Hutus were killed in little more than three months.
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Avega-Agahozo

AVEGA-AGAHOZO is a nonprofit Rwandan organization formed in January 1995 to help survivors of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. The name AVEGA-AGAHOZO is partly an acronym for L’Association des Veuves du Génocide, or Genocide Widows’ Association. Founded by 50 Rwandan widows who lost their spouses during the genocide, the organization’s initial mission was to help the many thousands of widows and orphans in the aftermath of the mass killings by extending financial, material, and moral support to them. AVEGA-AGAHOZO was formally recognized by the Rwandan government on October 30, 1995. In 1997, the organization began decentralizing its operations by establishing regional and local offices, which enabled it to aid individuals faster and more effectively. The headquarters remains in Kigali.

In more recent years, AVEGA-AGAHOZO has broadened its mission, which now includes aid to children who lost parents and became the heads of households. It also seeks to bring together AVEGA-AGAHOZO members so that they may engage in mutual support and encouragement, to foster closer cooperation with similar groups who are helping genocide survivors, to memorialize the events and victims of the genocide, to seek justice for perpetrators and victims alike, and to pursue reconciliation and reconstruction efforts within Rwanda. In 2012, AVEGA-AGAHOZO’s membership stood at some 25,000 widows and more than 71,000 orphans and dependents.

AVEGA-AGAHOZO sponsors a number of specific programs aimed at helping genocide victims. These include medical care, psychological counseling, education, vocational training, legal aid, and housing and shelter. Medical care and counseling have been especially important for the many thousands of women who were raped or abused during the genocide. At least 47,000 women are currently receiving medical services through AVEGA-AGAHOZO. These same medical facilities have also been critical in testing for HIV and treating patients with AIDS.

The organization helps and encourages victims to testify in trials against genocide perpetrators, and so far some 800,000 perpetrators have been convicted. AVEGA-AGAHOZO has also successfully lobbied the Rwandan legislature to update and reform inheritance laws so that women may now inherit land and other assets. Until 1999, Rwandan women had been legally unable to inherit such things. In 2009, the Rwandan government enacted the country’s first gender-based antiviolence law, which was accomplished largely through the efforts of AVEGA-AGAHOZO.
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Bagosora, Théoneste

During the period of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, Colonel Théoneste Bagosora was Rwandan defense minister. A Hutu, Bagosora was born on August 16, 1941, in the Giciye commune of the Gisenyi prefecture, an area from which Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana also originated. From this background he became linked to the Akazu, the so-called Little Hut—the inner circle of Habyarimana’s associates, dominated by the president’s wife, Agathe Habyarimana.

The son of a school teacher, Bagosora spent his whole career in the Rwandan army, the Forces Armées Rwandaises (FAR). In 1964, he graduated from Kigali’s École des officiers (Officers’ School), with the rank of second lieutenant. He then continued his studies in France, where he obtained a diploma in Advanced Military Studies from the French Military School. He was later appointed second-in-command of the École supérieure militaire (Higher Military School) in Kigali, after which he received promotion to the rank of colonel, with command over the important Kanombe military camp. He remained there until June 1992, when he was appointed as directeur du cabinet (director of the cabinet) in Rwanda’s Ministry of Defense. Despite his official retirement from the military on September 23, 1993, he retained this position until fleeing the country in July 1994.

Bagosora was considered to be the mastermind of the genocide and had, by 1990, reportedly developed a plan to exterminate Rwanda’s Tutsis. He was a vehement opponent of the Arusha Accords of 1993 (even though he was present at the negotiations on behalf of the government), as he wanted nothing to do with the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) or, for that matter, shared governance of Rwanda with the Tutsis—let alone any measure of coexistence. Sounding much like Adolf Hitler, who warned the Jews on January 30, 1939, that if Germany’s treatment of them resulted in a war being waged against Germany they would face total annihilation, Bagosora publicly stated that the Tutsis would be wiped out if the RPF continued its fight against Rwanda and/or if the Arusha Accords were enforced.

On December 4, 1991, President Habyarimana set up a military commission whose task was to find a reply to the question: “What must be done to defeat the enemy in military, propaganda and political terms?” Bagosora was appointed to coordinate an appropriate response. The resultant report was nothing other than an incitement to hatred employed by high ranking officers who encouraged and facilitated revulsion and ethnic violence.

As early as 1992, Bagosora reportedly had the Rwandan army’s general staff draw up lists of all those who were thought to be associated with the RPF. Ultimately, such lists were used by the military and the Interahamwe militias to locate, capture, and kill Tutsis and moderate Hutus during the period of the genocide. Beginning in early 1993, Bagosora is known to have had weapons distributed to militias and other extremist Hutus.

Assuming effective control of Rwanda after April 6, 1994, most accounts consider Bagosora as being the man responsible for coordinating the genocide of Rwanda’s Tutsi population following Habyarimana’s assassination on that date. He is said to have given the order on April 7, 1994, for the military to begin the killing, and to have issued the order that roadblocks be set up across Rwanda to capture and kill fleeing Tutsis and moderate Hutus.

Immediately after Habyarimana’s assassination, Bagosora and a few other officers established a “Crisis Committee” to work out what to do next. The head of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), Canadian general Roméo Dallaire, contacted Bagosora in the hope of providing some direction and oversight for the country at this time of crisis. Bagosora proposed having the military take control of the political situation until they could hand it over to the politicians, but Dallaire rejected this, emphasizing that Rwanda still had a working government led by the next in line to the succession, the prime minister, Agathe Uwilingiyimana. Within hours, however, Uwilingiyimana was murdered, one of the first casualties of the genocide. Bagosora and his associates then set up an interim government comprised of extremist Hutus dedicated to one essential objective—the elimination of the Tutsis and any Hutus who stood in their way.

With the end of the genocide and the victory of the Rwandan Patriotic Front in July 1994, Bagosora disappeared. It was later learned that he fled initially to neighboring Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of Congo), after which he moved to Yaoundé, Cameroon, where he lived from July 1995 until his arrest on March 9, 1996.

The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), based in Arusha, Tanzania, had long been interested in Bagosora, and indicted him soon after its inception in 1994. Upon being located and arrested in Cameroon, Bagosora was transferred to the United Nations prison quarters in Arusha on January 23, 1997, to face 13 counts of 11 different international crimes relating to genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. At his first appearance before the Tribunal, he entered a plea of not guilty. The trial itself began on April 2, 2002, simultaneously with three others—Brigadier General Gratien Kabiligi, former chief of military operations in the FAR; Lieutenant Colonel Anatole Nsengiyumva, former military commander of Gisenyi Military Camp; and Major Aloys Ntabakuze, former commander of the Kanombe Paracommando Battalion, Kigali. The joint proceedings became known as the “Military Trial 1.”

Preparation for the trial took up an enormous amount of the Tribunal’s time before finally getting underway. It was only on October 14, 2004, that the prosecution’s case concluded, with the trial finally wrapped up on June 1, 2007. On December 18, 2008, the ICTR found Bagosora, Ntabakuze, and Nsengiyumva guilty of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Overall, Bagosora was convicted of 10 counts of 8 different crimes, including genocide, murder, extermination, rape, persecution, other inhumane acts, 2 counts of violence to life, and outrages upon personal dignity.

Bagosora was sentenced to life imprisonment. His trial was the most important heard before the Tribunal, and was especially significant in that it addressed such points as to how the genocide was planned and carried out at the highest levels of the Rwandan military, as well as the relationship between the army and extremist Hutu politicians.

On December 14, 2011, Bagosora’s life sentence was reduced to 35 years.
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Bahutu Manifesto

The Bahuto Manifesto was a sociopolitical declaration issued on March 24, 1957, in Rwanda, which was then under Belgian rule. The ten-page manifesto was the work of nine Hutu intellectuals, including Catholic archbishop André Perraudin, and played a key role in fomenting anti-Tutsi sentiment among Rwanda’s Hutu majority. The declaration had a number of decrees and goals. First, it denounced the Tutsis’ historic domination over the Hutus, which had begun in earnest under German rule, which began in the 1880s. Second, it demanded the liberation of the Hutus from both white, colonial European rule and Tutsi rule. Third, it called for the disenfranchisement of the Tutsis and a ban on intermarriage between Hutus and Tutsis. Fourth, it sought the imposition of racial quotas in all aspects of public life, including employment and education, which were to be advantageous to the Hutus. Fifth, it demanded the exclusion of Tutsis from the Rwandan military. Finally, and perhaps most troubling, it argued that Hutus were socially, culturally, and morally superior to Tutsis. This argument was based upon faulty and outmoded thinking concerning racial differences and placed the blame for Rwanda’s problems exclusively on the Tutsis.

The Bahutu Manifesto certainly did not espouse many new ideas. In fact, it largely codified the thinking among many Hutus that had its origins dating back at least to the late 19th century. Both German and Belgian colonizers had historically favored the minority Tutsis, often ruling through the Tutsi-dominated monarchy. The Europeans tended to see the Hutus as “inferior” to the Tutsis because they generally had darker skin. This favoritism toward the Tutsis created much distrust among the Hutus and only deepened their antipathy toward the Tutsis.

Growing anger and frustration among the Hutus ultimately led to the Bahutu Manifesto. That document would become the ideological underpinning of the Hutus’ drive to seize control in Rwanda and to eradicate the Tutsis and their influence. That effort began in earnest in 1959, when Hutu leaders ousted the Tutsi monarchy, a move that the Belgians tacitly supported. This precipitated the mass killings of Tutsis and the forced exodus of at least 130,000 Tutsis from Rwanda. It also brought to power a Hutu-dominated government. In July 1962, the Belgians left the Rwandans to their own devices, freeing the nation of almost 80 years of colonial domination.

For decades thereafter, the Hutus dominated Rwandan politics and created an increasingly hostile environment for the minority Tutsis. This turn of events radicalized a segment of Tutsis by the late 1980s, and in 1990 the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) launched a civil war against the Hutus and the Hutu-led government. The Hutus fought back, often times brutally, creating a powder keg of racial tensions within the country. In April 1994, radicalized Hutus, employing the attitudes and language of the Bahutu Manifesto, commenced a mass genocide against Rwanda’s Tutsis and moderate Hutus. In less than three months, a million or more people had been killed.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

 See also: Hutus; Rwandan Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the; Rwandan Patriotic Front; Tutsis


Further Reading

Kamukama, Dixon. Rwanda Conflict: Its Roots and Regional Implications. 2nd ed. Kampala, Uganda: Fountain Publishers, 1998.

Newbury, Catherine. The Cohesion of Oppression: Clientship and Ethnicity in Rwanda, 1860–1960. New York: Columbia University Press, 1988.

Straus, Scott. The Order of Genocide: Race, Power, and War in Rwanda. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2008.



Barayagwiza, Jean-Bosco

Jean Bosco Barayagwiza was an anti-Tutsi media executive in Rwanda, active before and during the genocide of 1994. He was born in 1950 in Mutura commune, in Gisenyi, western Rwanda. A lawyer by training who studied in the Soviet Union, he held the office of director of political affairs in Rwanda’s Foreign Ministry. He was a cofounder, with Ferdinand Nahimana, of the “Comité d’initiative,” which in turn established the anti-Tutsi radio station Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM). This was to be largely responsible for sustaining the Hutu public’s focus on the annihilation of the Tutsis both before and after the start of the genocide on April 6, 1994.

It has been alleged that between 1990 and July 1994 Barayagwiza and others conspired to exterminate the civilian Tutsi population and eliminate members of the Hutu opposition. The components of their plan included the broadcasting of messages of ethnic hatred and incitements to violence, the training of militias, the distribution of weapons to anti-Tutsi militias, and the preparation and distribution of lists of people to be killed. Within his own district of Gisenyi, Barayagwiza allegedly presided over several meetings to plan these activities, and delivered weapons and money to help with the murders.

Barayagwiza’s political party, the Coalition pour la Défense de la République (CDR), was established in February 1992. He set it up with two other extreme anti-Tutsi Hutu ideologues: a former member of the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) who had defected, Jean Shyirambere Barahinura, and the founder-owner of the radical newspaper Kangura, Hassan Ngeze. The party was exclusively Hutu, to the extent that a person with even one Tutsi grandparent was denied membership. It was also extremely violent; a party militia movement, the Impuzamugambi (“those with a single purpose”), was established expressly for the purpose of harassing, assaulting, and, ultimately, murdering Tutsis wherever they could be found. The CDR was fervently opposed to President Juvénal Habyarimana’s rapprochement with the RPF during 1993 and early 1994, and was in the forefront of those undermining his authority after the signing of the Arusha peace accords on August 4, 1993. Unsurprisingly, after Habyarimana’s assassination on April 6, 1994, the CDR entered into a coalition with the hastily formed interim government that was formed to deal with the emergency that had, it was claimed, been instigated by the Tutsis. Through the Impuzamugambi, the CDR was thus a major participant in the Rwandan tragedy, a criminal organization that played a key role in the fastest genocide of the 20th century.

According to the later prosecution of Barayagwiza by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), he knew that members of the CDR killed Tutsis and moderate Hutus in Gisenyi, where he presided over the CDR from February 6, 1994. Further, he allegedly conspired with Nahimana, Félicien Kabuga, and others to set up RTLM in order to promote the Hutu Power extremist ideology.

As Rwanda was progressively overrun by troops of the Rwandan Patriotic Front during June and July, 1994, Barayagwiza, along with most other high-ranking génocidaires, fled the country. Upon the request of the new, postgenocide Rwandan government he was arrested in Yaoundé, Cameroon, on March 27, 1996, and—after incarceration for 330 days without being informed of the charges against him—was transferred to the jurisdiction of the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, on November 19, 1997. The delay was contrary to ICTR standing orders, which stipulate that charges must be laid within 90 days of an arrest being made. Because of this breach of procedure, the ICTR was obliged to release him. He pleaded not guilty to all counts on February 23, 1998.

However, on March 31, 2000, the ICTR Appeals Chamber overturned its earlier decision, and directed that he stand trial. This, in turn, was consolidated into a larger proceeding, along with two other media executives involved in the genocide, Hassan Ngeze, former editor of the newspaper Kangura, and his cofounder of RTLM, Ferdinand Nahimana (who was also the former director of the Rwandan National Information Office, ORINFOR). Collectively known as the “Media Trial,” the three were found responsible for creating a climate that implanted the idea of Tutsi annihilation onto the Hutu worldview long before the killing actually began.

All three were alleged to have conspired to set up Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines in order to promote Hutu extremism and ethnic division, and to incite the murder and persecution of persons of Tutsi origin. They were charged with several counts of genocide, public incitement to commit genocide, complicity in genocide, and crimes against humanity. According to the ICTR indictment, Barayagwiza allegedly presided over several meetings to plan the murder of Tutsis and moderate Hutus in Mutura commune, Gisenyi prefecture. He is also alleged to have assisted in the distribution of weapons and funds to the Interahamwe militia, and ordered murders and violent acts against Tutsis. Further, it was stated that he knew or had reason to know that members of the CDR party had participated in the killings of Tutsi and moderate Hutu in Gisenyi prefecture. In spite of his position and responsibilities in the CDR, he allegedly did nothing to prevent those acts or to punish their authors.

Barayagwiza refused to participate in the trial, claiming that the judges were not impartial. On December 3, 2003, the trial chamber of the ICTR found him guilty on nine counts, and sentenced him to 35 years’ imprisonment. The Appeals Chamber affirmed his guilt on November 28, 2007, but only for the counts of instigating the perpetration of acts of genocide, for planning, ordering, or instigating the commission of a crime against humanity (extermination), and for instigating the perpetration of a crime against humanity (persecution). For this, his original sentence was reduced from 35 years in prison to 32 years, and on June 27, 2009, he was transferred to Akpro Missérété Prison in the Republic of Benin to serve out his sentence.

He immediately appealed the sentence, and in subsequent years others were made, as well. His last formal appeal was rejected by the ICTR on June 22, 2009. Early on the morning of Sunday April 25, 2010, Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza died at the Centre Hospitalier Départemental de l’Ouémé, in Porto Novo, Benin. Earlier, on March 5, 2010, he had been admitted with an advanced case of Hepatitis C. His family subsequently reported that he was denied adequate treatment, though this has yet to be verified.
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Barril, Paul

Paul Barril is an expert in international security issues and special operations and worked for a number of years in the French Gendarmerie Nationale (French national police force), during which he was involved in a number of clandestine and sometimes controversial operations. A shadowy figure, he was allegedly involved in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, although the precise extent of his involvement remains shrouded in mystery.

Paul Barril was born on April 13, 1946, in Vinay, Isère, France and earned a law degree from the University of Paris (Sorbonne). By the early 1970s, he had joined the Gendarmerie; later, he helped establish the Groupement d’Intervention de la Gendarmerie Nationale (GIGN), which is a special-forces unit usually involved in clandestine activities. From approximately 1974 until 1982, he served as the second officer of the GIGN, under Christian Prouteau, who commanded the outfit. In 1982, Barril was tapped to establish and supervise a counterterrorist unit under orders of French president François Mitterand. He remained in this post until the early 1990s and left the Gendarmerie in 1995. In 1979, he helped the Saudi Arabian government quash an uprising by fundamentalist Muslims at the Grand Mosque in Mecca, the holiest site in all of Islam.

In the meantime, Barril established several private security firms, beginning in 1984, through which he worked for several world leaders and foreign governments, including the Ivory Coast. Sometime in the late 1980s, Barril formed the Société d’Études de Conception et de Réalisation d’Equipements Techniques de Sécurité (known by its acronym SECRETS), which provided security consultations: for foreign nations; many of these took the form of covert armed intervention, special operations, and mercenary equipage and training.

Perhaps Barril’s most controversial actions involved Rwanda and the Rwandan Genocide, which began in 1994. In 1989, his company was reportedly retained to reorganize Rwanda’s intelligence service; some sources claim that his company was enlisted to provide an efficiency audit of Rwanda’s army in 1990. Barril allegedly worked as a high-level military and security advisor to Juvénal Habyarimana, Rwanda’s Hutu president from 1973 to 1994. At the same time, it has been suggested that Barril and other French agents were arming and training extremist Hutus who would commence the Rwandan Genocide. Some of these Hutus likely set up the assassination of President Habyarimana, which provided the catalyst for the mass killings of Tutsis and moderate Hutus beginning in April 1994.

After Habyarimana’s plane was shot down as it neared the airport in Kigali on April 6, 1994, the president’s widow, Agathe, supposedly retained the services of Barril’s company, SECRETS, to find the perpetrators of her husband’s assassination. Barril claimed publicly that he believed Rwandan Patriotic Front operatives, led by Tutsi Paul Kagame, took the plane down with shoulder-fired missiles. That helped stir Hutu outrage and sparked the genocide that would follow. After the genocide, Barril continued to work for the temporary Hutu-led government. Much of Barril’s involvement in the events in Rwanda remains sketchy and fragmentary, and some reports were based on Barril’s own claims, which should be viewed with some skepticism.

Barril continues to head his private security concerns and advise foreign governments.
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Beardsley, Brent

Major Brent Beardsley is a Canadian infantry officer who served as chief of staff to General Roméo Dallaire in Rwanda before and during that country’s 1994 genocide. Born in Ottawa on November 25, 1954, he was raised in Montreal. He graduated from a pre-Arts program at Sir George Williams University in 1974, completed a BA in history from Concordia University in 1977, and undertook a postgraduate Diploma in Education at McGill University in 1978. In the same year, he joined the Canadian army. As an officer in the Royal Canadian Regiment he has held a wide range of command, staff, and training positions, and has served four tours of duty in Norway, Germany, and Cyprus. He has been employed as an instructor on the Basic Officer Training Course, as a doctrine author responsible for the first draft of the first Canadian Forces Peacekeeping Manual, and as the chief instructor of the Canadian Forces Peacekeeping Training Centre. He is currently a research officer at the Canadian Forces Leadership Institute of the Canadian Defence Academy at the Royal Military College, Kingston, Ontario.

During the 1990s he served with the Canadian delegation to the United Nations in New York, prior to being sent in 1993 as operations manager (effectively chief of staff and personal assistant) to Dallaire, the force commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda, or UNAMIR. He was thus ideally placed as an eyewitness to the genocide in Rwanda, both as an observer and as a participant who tried to mitigate the suffering of those around him and stop the killing.

Beardsley saw on a daily basis how Rwanda was viewed as essentially insignificant to the world’s powers while the genocide was taking place, and was disgusted as the UNAMIR force was reduced, by a unanimous vote in the Security Council on April 21, 1994, from 2,500 troops to just 270. Together with Dallaire and his second-in-command, General Henry Anyidoho of Ghana, Beardsley watched with increasing frustration and anger as the United Nations Department of Peacekeeping Operations in New York consistently refused to see the genocide as anything other than a civil war into which the UN could not intrude. At a later time, Beardsley would be quoted as saying “It was almost to the point where you know you want to get on the phone and just yell in to it ‘Is there anybody alive out there?’ The world just didn’t care and it made no difference what you said or how you said it to them.”

Many of the issues facing Beardsley and Dallaire were later committed to paper in an award-winning memoir of the experience the two co-authored, Shake Hands with the Devil: The Failure of Humanity in Rwanda (2003). Beardsley is also active in promoting Rwanda awareness through speaking at universities and in other public forums, and has taken part in numerous documentaries as well as writing articles and participating in commemorative events relating to the Rwandan Genocide. In February 2004 Beardsley testified at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania, in the trial of Théoneste Bagosora, the alleged architect of the Rwandan Genocide, for genocide and crimes against humanity.

Building on his experiences in Rwanda and elsewhere, Beardsley holds today that Canadians urgently need to re-examine the way they view national security. Addressing issues of international aid and security, his view is that Canada should view environmental and humanitarian crises as issues having a profound effect on national security, as it is these types of issues, which, if left unchecked, can become a source of conflict in the future. People living without hope or an opportunity to improve their lives, for whom survival is a day-to-day struggle, can become so frustrated that eventually violent rage builds that can spill over into major physical conflict. Beardsley has put the question as to whether it is by then too late to intervene with any hope of success. While these issues are not of themselves a threat to comfortable middle-class security in the West, a failure to prevent or stop them can lead to escalation—and then humanitarian crises become security threats. An immediate solution would be to begin the promotion of democracy in developing nations, so that people have a stake in seeing to it that their societies do not descend into situations that threaten their own lives.

On July 18, 1995, Brent Beardsley was awarded the Meritorious Service Cross (MSC), presented by the governor-general of Canada, for his heroic personal actions in Rwanda. He is also a recipient of the Canadian Forces Decoration (CD) with bar, for his many years of military service. In September 2006, Beardsley was named as a fellow of the Montréal Institute of Genocide and Human Rights Studies, at Concordia University.
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Bicamumpaka, Jérôme

Jérôme Bicamumpaka was the minister of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation in Rwanda’s interim government between April 9 and mid-July 1994. The interim government was directed by Hutu extremists close to the so-called Akazu clique, an informal organization of relatives and close friends of the Habyarimana clan. As foreign minister, Bicamumpaka was responsible for, and exercised authority over, all government policy on foreign affairs. In this position he attended cabinet meetings where he was informed about the sociopolitical situation in the country, and where he was apprised of Hutu extremist policy.

Bicamumpaka, a Hutu, was born in 1957 in Mukono, Ruhondo commune, in Ruhengeri district. From late 1990 until July 1994, he is said to have joined and become wholly dedicated to the elaboration and execution of a plan to exterminate Rwanda’s Tutsi population. In the execution of this plan, Bicamumpaka allegedly organized, ordered, and participated in the massacres that took place after April 6, 1994. He has been accused of conspiring with other senior figures in Rwanda, notably Théoneste Bagosora, to establish and execute this genocidal plan.

It is alleged by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) that Bicamumpaka knew—or from his position of power, should have known—that those in his Department had committed, or were about to commit, crimes involving the massacre of Tutsis and moderate Hutus. Between April 8 and July 14, 1994, a wide variety of public officials, from ministers to civil servants and the police, ordered, encouraged, committed, and helped to commit these massacres, in such districts as Butare, Kibuye, Kigali, Gitarama, and Gisenyi, and did nothing to prevent them or punish the perpetrators. The ICTR has further alleged that between April 11 and July 14, 1994, Bicamumpaka and other ministers traveled to several of these same districts in order to supervise the implementation of the interim government’s orders, particularly in matters of civil defense and security. The inescapable conclusion arrived at by the ICTR is that Bicamumpaka knowingly failed in his duty to ensure the security of the population of Rwanda, and consciously participated in the massacres from a command position.

By mid-July 1994 the forces of the interim government were in full retreat before the advance of General Paul Kagame’s Rwandan Patriotic Front. Bicamumpaka fled Rwanda, and sought sanctuary in Cameroon. It was here that he was arrested, at the request of the ICTR prosecutor, on April 6, 1999. On July 31, 1999, he was transferred to the United Nations prison complex in Arusha, Tanzania.

Bicamumpaka was indicted on May 7, 1999. The charges were conspiracy to commit genocide, genocide, complicity in genocide, direct and public incitement to commit genocide, murder as a crime against humanity, extermination as a crime against humanity, rape as a crime against humanity, and war crimes. At his first court appearance, on August 17, 1999, he refused to plead either guilty or not guilty to any of the charges, and so, in accordance with the ICTR statute, the judges concluded that he had pleaded not guilty.

At the request of the prosecutor, Bicamumpaka’s case was joined with those of three other members of the interim government: Casimir Bizimungu, the minister of health; Justin Mugenzi, the minister of trade and industry; and Prosper Mugiraneza, the minister of the civil service. The joint proceedings, referred to as the “Government II Trial,” opened in Arusha on November 6, 2003, before the second trial chamber of the ICTR. By June 23, 2005, the prosecution had presented, and closed, its case.

Then, on October 31, 2005, with the trial still underway, Jérôme Bicamumpaka was partially acquitted of various counts in the indictment, namely, rape as a crime against humanity, outrages upon personal dignity as a war crime, and conspiracy to commit genocide insofar as his superior responsibility was concerned.

On June 12, 2008, the evidence phase of the trial was closed and on November 22, 2008, the defense filed its closing brief. The case was completed in December 2008. The prosecutor called for the maximum penalty available to the ICTR—life imprisonment—against Bicamumpaka. On September 30, 2011, in a verdict that surprised many, the tribunal acquitted Jérôme Bicamumpaka of all charges. He was immediately released from custody, and reunited with his family.
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Bikindi, Simon

Simon Bikindi was a well-known composer, director, and singer of popular music in Rwanda before and during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Born on September 28, 1954, to farmers in a village in the commune of Rwerere, northwestern Rwanda, Bikindi is an ethnic Hutu. After the genocide, when on trial, he recounted how he inherited his love of music from his parents: his mother, who was a singer, dancer, and narrator invited to perform at popular festivals; and his father, a blacksmith, who played the Rwandan sitar in his free time. At school, Bikindi made a name for himself among his peers by playing a combination of modern and regional music from his home province.

As a popular recording artist, Bikindi was in effect a propagandist for the extremist Hutu cause against the country’s Tutsis. His songs included the following:

	Twasezereye Ingoma Ya Cyami (We Said Good-Bye to the Monarchy), which was performed for the first time in 1987 during the celebrations for the 25th anniversary of independence. Here, Bikindi criticized the monarchy that was overthrown in 1959, celebrating instead the end of feudalism and colonization that came with independence in 1962. This song, which was played constantly on Radio Rwanda and Radio Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM) in 1992 and 1993, was a public appeal for Hutus to band together to oppose the Arusha Accords, the power-sharing agreement signed in August 1993 between the Hutu Power president of Rwanda, Juvénal Habyarimana and the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF).
 	Akabyutso ( The Little Awakening) was a song expressing Bikindi’s hatred of those Hutus who did not live up to the highest standards of proper behavior expected of a Hutu—those who did not look out for their fellow Hutus, who were mean with money, who forgot the old days of the Tutsi hegemony, or who were disparaging of other Hutus.
 	Bene Sebahinzi (The Descendants of Sebahinzi) praised the significance and value of the 1959 Hutu revolution.
 	Impuruza (Warning), composed in 1993.


Bikindi’s songs were comprised of popular and catchy tunes that mixed Kinyawanda lyrics with French and English words in a style that combined rap and folk melodies, and through this he became Rwanda’s most famous popular singer. Prior to the genocide he directed the famous Irindo ballet, and was also a civil service official in the Ministry of Youth and Sport, as well as a member of Habyarimana’s ruling Mouvement Républicain National pour le Développement et la Démocratie (National Republican Movement for Development and Democracy, or MNRDD) party.

When the war broke out in October 1990 between the government and the Tutsi rebels of the RPF, Bikindi was already the most popular singer in Rwanda. It has been alleged that from then on Bikindi contributed to a government-run media campaign designed to stir up anti-Tutsi hatred. In particular, he was said to have composed and performed songs aimed at the Interahamwe and the civilian population, in order to encourage them to kill Tutsis. He recorded songs with anti-Tutsi lyrics that were in turn broadcast repeatedly across the radio. It has been further alleged that in the months prior to the genocide Bikindi consulted with President Habyarimana, Minister of Youth and Sports Callixte Nzabonimana, and officers from Rwanda’s military forces about the lyrics of certain anti-Tutsi songs.

Although Bikindi left the country a few days before the start of the killing in April 1994, it was well known that throughout the genocide Hutu killers sang Bikindi’s songs as they slaughtered Tutsis. When groups of extremist Hutus went searching for Tutsis to kill, they often sang the songs they had heard on RTLM, and radio appeals to attack the Tutsis were often preceded or followed by Bikindi’s music. His songs were therefore a crucial part of the genocidal project, as they incited the ethnic hatred of Tutsis and further incited people to the task of annihilation.

Bikindi returned to Rwanda later in June 1994, and it has been alleged that he participated actively in massacres of Tutsis, reportedly recruiting, training, and supervising the Interahamwe militia in Gisenyi. He was also said to have personally ordered the execution of some victims. With the advance of the RPF he fled to Zaire (the Democratic Republic of Congo), alongside most of Rwanda’s Hutu Power militias, military, and government officials. There, he continued singing and playing to Hutu groups.

On July 12, 2001, Bikindi was arrested in a center for asylum seekers in Leiden, Holland. He fought calls from Rwanda for his extradition and requested asylum, but on March 27, 2002, he was transferred instead to the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania. The ICTR indicted him with conspiracy to commit genocide; genocide, or alternatively complicity in genocide; direct and public incitement to commit genocide; and murder and persecution as crimes against humanity. On April 4, 2002, he appeared before the ICTR and pleaded not guilty on all counts.

The trial began on October 2, 2006, and took 61 days. Closing arguments were heard on May 26, 2008, when the prosecution demanded a sentence of life imprisonment, arguing that Bikindi should be convicted on the basis of his personal participation in planning and instigating acts of genocide and the murder of Tutsi civilians. The defense used the argument of Bikindi exercising his right of freedom of expression, but the judges rejected this argument. On December 2, 2008, Bikindi was found guilty on the count of direct and public incitement to commit genocide, and sentenced to 15 years’ imprisonment, with credit for the 7 years he had already served in custody. This was the only count among the six for which he had been charged that could stick. The judges held that all the songs under discussion had been written before 1994, and thus before the period covered in the ICTR statute. They also found that there was not enough evidence to prove that Bikindi had played a role in the dissemination of the songs via RTLM, even though that radio station had played the songs throughout the genocide.

Bikindi appealed, arguing that he had never killed anyone and that he could not stop the génocidaires from singing his songs. The appeals chamber of the ICTR rejected Bikindi’s appeal in its entirety on March 18, 2010, affirming the Trial Chamber’s decision regarding his guilt in directing and publicly inciting the Hutu population to commit genocide, and upheld the original conviction and sentence.

Simon Bikindi was the first performing artist to have been brought before an international court and charged with using his creativity to incite genocide. For some legal and human rights commentators, this presented problematic elements of humanitarian justice, given that artistic expression and its influence is an extremely broad field leading to a variety of interpretations. It came as something of a relief, therefore, that judgment was not able to be rendered in this area, and that Bikindi was found guilty on other grounds.

In postgenocide Rwanda since 1994, his songs have been banned from national radio stations.

PAUL R. BARTROP

 See also: Arusha Accords; Habyarimana, Juvénal; Interahamwe; International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda; Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines


Further Reading

Jokic, Aleksandar, ed. War Crimes and Collective Wrongdoing: A Reader. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishers, 2001.

Kressel, Neil Jeffrey. Mass Hate: The Global Rise of Genocide and Terror. New York: Plenum Press, 1996.



Bisengimana, Paul

Paul Bisengimana was mayor of Rwanda’s Gikoro Commune (in the Kigali-rural Prefecture) who was indicted and found guilty by the International Criminal Tribunal (ICTR) for his role in the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Paul Bisengimana was born circa 1945 in the Gikoro Commune. By the early 1990s, he had become mayor of the commune and was allied with the Interahamwe, a Hutu paramilitary organization with strong ties to the Hutu-dominated government in Rwanda. This organization was a decentralized militia force that operated throughout the country, especially in provincial towns and the rural countryside.

As the mayor of the Gikoro Commune, Bisengimana was tasked with carrying out orders from the central government; he therefore exercised complete control over administrative subordinates as well as the local police force. Between late 1990 and mid 1994, he took part in the planning and implementation of policies designed to harass, persecute, and murder scores of Tutsis living in the area under his control. He helped arm local elements of the Interahamwe, established lists of those to be displaced or killed, and personally took part in atrocities against local Tutsis, including rape, mutilation, and mass murder.

Between January 1 and April 30, 1994, Bisengimana met repeatedly with other individuals implicated in the genocide, even holding some of the meetings at his home. At the same time, he helped procure arms for the Interahamwe and incited its members to kill Tutsis and others who opposed the national government. On or about April 8, 1994, Bisengimana reportedly raped a Tutsi woman who worked in the commune’s administrative offices. That same day, he exhorted Interahamwe members to rape and kill Tutsi women. Some two days later, he gave the order to kill at least 200 Tutsi refugees. Three days later, he led a group of Tutsi refugees to a church, assuring them that their safety would be guaranteed. Soon thereafter, he ordered their mass executions; the women were first mutilated, then raped, and finally killed. Bisengimana, who reportedly took part in the killings, then ordered the bodies buried in a mass grave.

In June or July of 1994, as Tutsi opposition forces began closing in on the commune, Bisengimana fled the country, eventually settling in Mali, where he was arrested on December 4, 2001. At his trial, he pled guilty to the charges and was sentenced to 15 years in prison.
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Bizimung, Augstin

Augustin Bizimungu was the chief of staff of the Rwandan armed forces (Forces Armées Rwandaises, or FAR) before and during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. An ethnic Hutu, Bizimungu was born in Nyange, Byumba prefecture, in northern Rwanda on August 28, 1952, and was a career soldier. His climb through the Rwandan military was a steady one, and by April 6, 1994, he held the rank of lieutenant colonel, with the responsibility for military operations in the Ruhengeri prefecture.

Facing trial before the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania, from 2004 onward, it was alleged that from late 1990 onward Bizimungu conspired with other radical Hutus in working out a plan intended to exterminate the civilian Tutsi population and eliminate members of the opposition. The indictment against him alleged that this plan consisted of such things as encouraging hatred and ethnic violence among the Hutu population toward Tutsis; organizing the training and distribution of weapons to extremist militiamen; and the preparation of lists of people to be murdered. In executing the plan, Bizimungu was said to have organized, ordered, and participated in massacres of the Tutsi population.

Bizimungu was reputedly one of a number of senior officers opposed to the Arusha Peace Accords signed between the government of Rwanda and the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) in August 1993. Allegedly, his view was that any attack on Rwanda by the RPF, or an implementation of the Arusha Accords, would result in the extermination of the Tutsi population in his area of operations. In February 1994 Bizimungu is said to have stated that if the RPF attacked again, he did not want to see one Tutsi left alive in his sector. According to the ICTR indictment, the training of the soldiers and militia groups (in particular the Interahamwe) carrying out the genocide was supervised by Bizimungu. Such training was conducted simultaneously in several prefectures around the country, including Bizimungu’s zone of operations in Ruhengeri prefecture. Bizimungu was alleged to have distributed weapons to militiamen either by giving them directly or through his subordinates, mayors, and district councilors.

On April 16, 1994—10 days after the beginning of the genocide—Bizimungu was promoted to major general and appointed as head of the army. The former army chief of staff, Déogratias Nsabimana, died in the same plane crash as the Rwandan president, Juvénal Habyarimana, on April 6, 1994, necessitating not just a new appointment, but one from the ranks of the radical Hutus who now formed the interim government. This promotion, which he retained until July 1994, crowned Bizimungu’s military career. From this position, he was the leading military figure involved in negotiations with the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), and particularly its force commander, Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire.

From April to July 1994, officers of the army general staff, one of whom was Bizimungu, allegedly participated in daily briefings at which they were informed of the massacres of the civilian Tutsi population and of moderate Hutus. It has been further alleged that these higher echelon officers ordered, encouraged, and backed the massacres. On or about May 18, 1994, during a meeting at which Bizimungu was present, these officers were reported to be very pleased with the performance of the Interahamwe in the killing process, while at the same time underlining the need to provide them with better arms.

Within his own locality of Ruhengeri, Bizimungu was allegedly aware that his subordinates were about to commit (or had already committed) crimes, but did nothing to prevent them or punish the perpetrators. Between April 10 and 15, 1994, several Tutsis sought refuge in the Ruhengeri prefecture. On orders from Bizimungu, certain of these refugees were killed by armed civilians. To cover up the massacre—as if such a measure was needed—Bizimungu allegedly issued an order that a message be aired over the radio indicating that it was an attack by the RPF which was responsible for the death of the refugees.

The postgenocide government of Rwanda, furthermore, accused Bizimungu of various anti-Tutsi activities after the genocide had ended. The most damning charge was that as the former head of the FAR and de facto head of the Interahamwe he orchestrated various and sundry attacks against Rwanda while in exile in the Democratic Republic of Congo after 1994.

In July 1994, faced with the advance of the RPF, Bizimungu fled Rwanda and found sanctuary in Angola among the Angolan rebel movement UNITA. On April 12, 2002, the ICTR issued an arrest warrant for Bizimungu, who was finally uncovered among demobilized UNITA militants. He was arrested by the Angolan government in Luena, northeastern Angola, on August 12, 2002, and on August 14 transferred to the prison quarters of the United Nations in Arusha, Tanzania. The charges he faced were conspiracy to commit genocide, genocide or alternatively complicity in genocide, three counts of crimes against humanity, and war crimes. He was also charged with specific additional crimes and command responsibility for crimes committed by his subordinates. The acts covered within Bizimungu’s indictment include murder, extermination, and rape; he is also charged with directly ordering acts to be committed against Tutsis and, by way of his omissions, in failing to halt the acts of his subordinates. At his initial court appearance on August 21, 2002, Bizimungu pleaded not guilty to all of the nine counts with which he was charged.

At the request of the chief prosecutor, the ICTR then ordered a combined trial for Bizimungu and three other senior officers of the FAR on the same counts. They were: Augustin Ndindiliyimana, chief of staff of the National Gendarmerie; François-Xavier Nzuwoneyeme, commander of the Reconnaissance Battalion of the Rwandan army; and Innocent Sagahutu, second-in-command of the Reconnaissance Battalion. According to a new indictment dated August 23, 2004, Bizimungu was also accused of having participated in a plan conceived in the early 1990s to exterminate the Tutsi population through acts including the training of the Interahamwe.

The trial of Augustin Bizimungu and his co-accused, known as “Military Trial 2,” opened on September 20, 2004, before the Second Trial Chamber of the ICTR. At the beginning of the trial, he once more pleaded not guilty to all charges. The trial was completed on June 29, 2009. On May 17, 2011, Bizimungu was sentenced to 30 years’ imprisonment by the ICTR for his part in the genocide.
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Booh-Booh, Jacques-Roger

Jacques-Roger Booh-Booh is a former foreign minister of Cameroon and special representative of the secretary-general of the United Nations (SRSG) in Rwanda between November 1993 and June 1994. In the latter capacity, he was the senior UN civilian official in Rwanda during the time of the Rwandan Genocide.

Booh-Booh was born on February 5, 1938, in Manak, Cameroon, when the country was still a French colony. After Cameroon’s independence on January 1, 1960, the country sought to develop an autonomous foreign policy within the Western bloc. In this context, Booh-Booh chose a career as a diplomat in the Ministry of External Relations. He rose to become head of the Department of African Affairs, director for Asia and Africa, and deputy permanent representative to the United Nations. As a foreign representative, he was ambassador to Morocco, Greece, and UNESCO, before his most prestigious postings as ambassador to the Soviet Union (1981–1983) and France (1983–1988). On May 16, 1988, he became Cameroon’s minister of external relations.

In November 1993 Booh-Booh took up his position as the head of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR). This had been established on October 5, 1993, by UN Security Council Resolution 872 for the express purpose of helping to implement the Arusha Peace Agreement signed in Arusha, Tanzania, on August 4, 1993, by the primarily Hutu government of Rwanda and the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). The Arusha Accords were a set of five agreements intended to end the civil war between the two parties. The talks leading to Arusha had been cosponsored by the United States, France, and the Organization of African Unity, and ranged over a wide variety of topics: refugee resettlement, power-sharing between Hutu and Tutsi, the introduction of an all-embracing democratic regime, the dismantling of the military dictatorship of President Juvénal Habyarimana, and the encouragement of a transparent rule of law throughout Rwanda.

In monitoring the Accords, UNAMIR’s mandate was to supervise the cease-fire, establish and expand the demilitarized zone and demobilization procedures, provide security for the Rwandan capital city of Kigali, monitor the security situation during the final period of the transitional government’s mandate leading up to elections, and assist in the coordination of humanitarian assistance activities in conjunction with relief operations. UNAMIR was on a Chapter VI mandate that was untenable in light of the fact that it was undermanned, under-resourced, and provided with poorly equipped and trained troops from a variety of small and impoverished nations. UNAMIR had a huge job to do, but only a small force of approximately 2,548 military personnel with which to do it.

As SRSG, Booh-Booh’s role was to act as chief executive officer of the mission, reporting directly to Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali. His relationship with UNAMIR’s force commander, General Roméo Dallaire, was far from effective. Handpicked by Boutros-Ghali, with whom Booh-Booh was a personal friend, the SRSG’s role was supposedly to report back to New York jointly with Dallaire. It has been widely alleged, however, that Booh-Booh regularly undervalued and miscalculated the implications of Dallaire’s reports that were in some instances based directly on intelligence gathered directly from Hutu informers. Other accusations have been that Booh-Booh refused to acknowledge the lethal nature of the Hutu Power threat, or how organized and centralized the killing arrangements were, and that he rarely showed up at UN headquarters in Kigali. After the genocide began in earnest, moreover, accusations have been made that he became less and less available to provide appropriate leadership when the military leadership was calling for it. Also, according to RPF claims based on secret message intercepts, Booh-Booh allegedly held close ties to the Hutu militant leadership.

Despite Dallaire’s attempts to minimize deaths and participate actively as a peacekeeper during the genocide, he and Booh-Booh appeared to be working at cross-purposes. In the aftermath of a series of murders of Tutsis in late February 1994, Booh-Booh reported to UN headquarters that there was no evidence that the killings had been “ethnically motivated,” notwithstanding advice from Dallaire (operating on a tip-off from a former key member of the Interahamwe militia in January) that this was precisely what it was.

Booh-Booh considered that both the military and the civilian branches of UNAMIR were under the orders of the SRSG, and he did not see himself as being accountable to Dallaire. One of the points of the Arusha Accords was that neither side should rearm, but Booh-Booh held that Dallaire was not impartial when it came to the rearmament of the RPF. He informed Boutros-Ghali of problems such as this, and criticized Dallaire for never having passed any intelligence files to him since he took command. He noted, correctly, that Dallaire’s relationship with Habyarimana was strained, and held the force commander responsible for the diplomatic breakdown between UNAMIR and the Rwandan president.

Many in the international community voiced concern about just how impartial Booh-Booh really was for someone in his position. Not only were he and Habyarimana close friends, he was also close with the leadership of the extremist Hutu-dominated MRNDD (Mouvement Républicain National pour Démocratie et le Développement, the Republican Movement for National Democracy and Development), and was associated with some who became the most notorious leaders of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, including Théoneste Bagosora.

In April 2005, Booh-Booh hit back at these claims, in a book published in Paris entitled Le Patron de Dallaire Parle (Dallaire’s Boss Speaks). He strongly criticized all previous accounts, and denounced Dallaire’s actions before and during the genocide. He accused Dallaire of aiding the RPF, and claimed that Dallaire did not report to him the events of the night April 6, 1994, when the plane carrying Habyarimana and the president of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaryamira, was shot down. It was this act that triggered the genocide of Rwanda’s Tutsi population and the death of the Hutu liberal middle class over the next three months. Among the other accusations he made was the claim that Dallaire also did not inform him of the brutal murder and mutilation of 10 Belgian officers under his command on April 7, precipitating a wholesale pullout of UN military contributions to UNAMIR.

Booh-Booh’s role in Rwanda as SRSG has been the subject of harsh criticism from Dallaire and many of his senior staff officers, foremost amongst whom have been Major Brent Beardsley and General Henry Anyidoho, who have contended that he played an instrumental role in forestalling preventive action against the Hutu génocidaires even before the plane was shot down. Booh-Booh was eventually dismissed as SRSG to Rwanda, ostensibly because he left the country in May 1994 without UN permission. He was replaced as SRSG on July 1, 1994, by Shahryar Khan of Pakistan, who remained in this role until 1996.
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Burundi

The earliest inhabitants of Burundi are believed to have been Twa Pygmies. They were followed by the Bantu-speaking Hutus, who arrived between 500 BCE and 1000 CE and soon outnumbered the Twa peoples. The Nilotic Tutsi people migrated into the area from the northeast during the 1400s–1600s and in the 1700s established a Tutsi kingdom and several states. The Tutsi king governed other Tutsis and the more-numerous Hutus in a feudal system.

Germany took possession of Burundi (Urundi) in 1890, incorporating it and neighboring Rwanda (Ruanda) into German East Africa. At the time, Germany did not even have an outpost in the territory and it governed primarily through indirect rule. During World War I, Germany’s few troops in the region were easily routed by Belgian Army forces stationed in what is now the Democratic Republic of Congo. Belgium was given a League of Nations mandate over Urundi-Ruanda in 1919.

At the end of World War II, Urundi-Ruanda became a United Nations (UN) Trust Territory, with Belgium continuing as its administrator. In UN-supervised elections held in September 1961, the Union for National Progress (UPRONA)—a party formed several years earlier by the son of the ruling Tutsi king—emerged victorious. The son, Louis Rwagasore, served as prime minister for two weeks before being assassinated; his brother-in-law, Andre Muhirwa, succeeded him. Full independence came on July 1, 1962, following the granting of internal self-government and the establishment of Burundi and Rwanda as two separate states. The Tutsi king, Mwami Mwambutsa IV, took over the leadership of the new nation.

Hutu-Tutsi tensions grew during the first years of independence. Despite overall Tutsi political dominance, Hutu candidates captured a majority of seats in 1965 parliamentary elections. The king, however, appointed a Tutsi to serve as prime minister and a group of Hutu police responded by staging a coup attempt. Loyalist police put down the rebellion, but the king fled the country and was declared deposed the following year by his son, Charles. (Charles then became Mwami Ntare V.) In the wake of the coup attempt, almost all of the country’s Hutu political elite were executed and most of the army’s Hutu officers were purged.

In November 1966, Ntare’s prime minister, Captain Michel Micombero, ousted the king and declared Burundi a republic, with himself as president. Hutus staged another rebellion in 1972, again provoking a swift and harsh reaction from the Tutsi government, which proceeded to execute virtually all Hutus with higher education, as well as all remaining Hutu army officers. An estimated 100,000–200,000 people were killed in the massacres, which prompted thousands of Hutus to flee the country. (Ntare V was also killed during the unrest.) The following year, Micombero formed a seven-member presidential bureau with himself as president and premier. In 1974, the government adopted a new constitution that declared UPRONA to be the sole governing party. Micombero became secretary-general of UPRONA and was reelected president.

Micombero was overthrown in a 1976 military coup led by Colonel Jean-Baptiste Bagaza. Bagaza formed a Supreme Revolutionary Council that governed until January 1980, when it was replaced by an UPRONA central committee headed by Bagaza. A new constitution adopted in November 1981 reconfirmed Burundi’s one-party system and also provided for the formation of a popularly elected National Assembly. Legislative elections were held in October 1982 and presidential elections, won by Bagaza, in July 1984. Three years later, Major Pierre Buyoya took control of the country while Bagaza was abroad, accusing the president of corruption. Buyoya suspended the constitution, dissolved the legislature, and formed a ruling Military Committee for National Salvation.

Ethnic violence flared again in August 1988, when Hutus killed several hundred Tutsis in two northern towns, claiming they had been provoked. The government deployed soldiers of the Tutsi-dominated army to the region and widespread massacres of Hutus followed. (Estimates of the number of Hutus killed range from 5,000 to 20,000.) Several months later, Buyoya took steps to encourage national unity by appointing a majority of Hutus to the Council of Ministers, including a Hutu prime minister. He also authorized an investigation into the August massacres, pledged to eliminate discrimination against Hutus, and announced new measures to give Hutus equal educational and employment opportunities.

Over the next few years, progress toward a more democratic political system continued, culminating in the adoption of a new multiparty Burundi Constitution in March 1992 and democratic presidential elections in June 1993. The winner of those elections, Melchior Ndadaye, became the nation’s first Hutu president. Strongly committed to ethnic reconciliation, Ndadaye appointed a Tutsi prime minister and named Tutsis to several other cabinet posts. Just three-and-a-half months after his inauguration, however, Ndadaye and a number of his government ministers were killed in a military coup led by Tutsi army officers. The coup collapsed within several days—with army leaders asking remaining government members to resume control—but not before setting off a new wave of ethnic violence that left as many as 100,000–200,000 people dead.

Foreign Affairs Minister Sylvestre Ntibantunganya, a Hutu and a close friend of Ndadaye’s, was chosen to serve as interim president for several months before the legislature elected Cyprien Ntaryamira as president in January 1994. Three months later, Ntaryamira and Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana were killed in a suspicious plane crash and Ntibantunganya again assumed control. The legislature elected him to fill the post of president on a permanent basis in October 1994, not long after the nation’s various political factions had signed a new power-sharing agreement. The power-sharing agreement did little to resolve the ongoing ethnic conflict, however, and killings on both sides have been a constant in recent years.

The fighting reached a new peak in March 1995, when Tutsi extremists—allegedly backed by army troops—went on a rampage in the capital, killing hundreds of Hutus as Ntibantunganya proved unable to rein in the Tutsi-dominated army. Escalating violence throughout 1995 and into 1996 prompted fears of widespread massacres, similar to the ones in neighboring Rwanda during April–June 1994. Domestic and international observers expressed little hope about the chances of breaking the cycle of violence, but representatives of the Hutu-based Front for Democracy in Burundi and UPRONA opened talks on the issue in late April 1996.

In late July 1996, the Tutsi-dominated army staged a coup, ousting Ntibantunganya’s government and naming Pierre Buyoya as president. Buyoya claimed that he accepted the position because he wanted to halt the escalating ethnic violence. The international community strongly condemned the coup, however, and several neighboring nations imposed an economic blockade.

In the following years, representatives of Hutu rebels and Buyoya’s military government held talks, but the Hutu-Tutsi conflict proved intractable. Both sides took steps toward peace after former South African president Nelson Mandela took charge of peace negotiations in December 2000, but violence continued to plague the country. In July 2001, Buyoya and most of Burundi’s political parties signed a power-sharing agreement that established a transitional government in which he would remain head of state for 18 months, after which a Hutu would assume the office. However, the country’s two main rebel groups rejected the agreement, and fighting intensified just days after the transitional government was sworn in November 2001.

After a Hutu, Domitien Ndayizeye, assumed the office of president in a peaceful transfer of power in April 2003, the rebel Forces for the Defense of Democracy (FDD) began negotiating with Ndayizeye’s government. However, the other main Hutu rebel group, the National Liberation Forces (FNL), maintained that Ndayizeye’s presidency made little difference as long as the military was still dominated by Tutsis. As a result of peace talks, FDD rebels joined Ndayizeye’s government in November 2003, but the FNL continued to fight the government.
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Burundi, Genocide in 

Sometimes referred to as Rwanda’s “false twin,” Burundi has a great deal in common with its neighbor to the south, including its small size (28,000 square kilometers), high population density (180 per square kilometers), traditional political systems (both were monarchies), colonial heritage, and ethnic map. Of a population of some 8 million, 15 percent are Tutsi, and 74 percent Hutu. And both have experienced bloodshed on a genocidal scale. The case of Burundi is by no means a carbon copy of the Rwandan Genocide: there are notable differences in the magnitude of the bloodshed, and unlike what happened in Rwanda, the victims were Hutu. Nonetheless, though largely forgotten by the outside world, the killing of anywhere from 200,000 to 300,000 Hutu in 1972 at the hands of a predominantly Tutsi army remains deeply etched in the collective memory of the Barundi.

The roots of the genocide are inscribed in part in the particularities of the country’s ethnic configurations, in part in its history. Its social structure, though strikingly similar of that of Rwanda, was more complex. The power-holders were the princes of the blood, known as ganwa, who stood as an ethnically distinct group. The Tutsi minority, moreover, was sharply divided into two separate sub-categories, the high-ranking Banyaruguru, and the lowly Hima. Among Hutu, rank and privilege had a great deal to do with family origins. All this meant that the political system had none of the sharply defined fractures typical of Rwanda, ensuring a relatively smooth transition to self-government. With considerable support from both Hutu and Tutsi the nationalist party Union pour le Progrès National (Uprona), led by Prince Rwagasore, king (mwami) Mwambutsa’s eldest son, easily won a majority of the seats in parliament. The assassination of Rwagasore by a Greek gunman in the pay of the opposition party, Parti Démocrate Chrétien (PDC), in 1961 only enhanced the legitimacy of his party.

With the advent of independence (1962) the social landscape underwent a radical change. With the emergence in Rwanda of a Hutu-dominated republic, the Rwandan model served as a powerful pole of attraction for the Hutu of Burundi—and of repulsion for the Tutsi. As their efforts to gain a meaningful share of power proved unavailing, Hutu leaders felt their only option was the use of force. On October 18, 1965, Hutu anger broke out in an abortive coup directed at the king’s palace, followed by sporadic attacks against Tutsi elements in the interior. In reprisal Tutsi units of the army arrested and shot 86 leading Hutu politicians and army officers, many affiliated to the pro-Hutu Parti du Peuple (PP). Allegations by the government of a Hutu plot in 1969, led to the arrest of another 70 Hutu personalities, civilian and military, followed by the execution of 19 of them. After the king’s decision to leave country in 1965, the Burundi National Army (BNA), led by Colonel Michel Micombero, a Tutsi, emerged as the key player.

The turning point came in April 1972 with the outbreak of a local peasant uprising in the southern region of Rumonge and Nyanza-Lac, causing hundreds and possibly thousands of deaths among Tutsi civilians. In a matter of hours, terror was unleashed by Hutu upon Tutsi. The response of the Micombero government was immediate and unforgiving. Following a brutal repression in rebel-held localities, the army, assisted by the pro-Uprona youth group, the Jeunesses Révolutionnaires Rwagasore (JRR), proceeded to launch a nationwide manhunt, arresting and killing almost every Hutu male in sight. What began as a repression quickly morphed into a genocide. Some of the most gruesome scenes took place on the premises of the university in the capital, Bujumbura, and in secondary and technical schools. In a scenario that would repeat itself again and again groups of soldiers and members of the JRR would suddenly appear in classroom, call students by name and take them away. Few ever returned. The Church, the civil service, the army were systematically purged of Hutu elements. Exactly how many died is impossible to determine. If the figure of 300,000 cited by Kiraranganiya, a Tutsi observer, may seem excessive, most informed observers would agree that at least 200,000 perished.

Although there is widespread agreement that the Hutu insurgents represented a tiny minority, and included a sprinkling of non-Hutu elements from eastern Congo, their underlying motives are a matter of controversy. The commonly accepted view that the insurrection can best be described as a local peasant rebellion with limited aims, that is, the removal of specific grievances, such as bringing an end to Tutsi exactions and privileges, has been challenged by two well-known experts, the French historian Jean-Pierre Chrétien and the Belgian journalist Jean-Francois Dupaquier. In their co-authored volume on the events of 1972, Burundi 1972: Au bord des génocides, they make the argument that the insurrection had as its ultimate objective the physical elimination of the Tutsi community. Put differently what has been abusively described as a genocide of Hutu was really designed to avert a genocide of Tutsi. On the strength of the limited evidence offered by the authors the least that can be said is that their argument is less than compelling.

Just as the Hutu as a group cannot be held responsible for the killings of Tutsi, the genocidal response of the army and youth groups cannot be imputed collectively to all Tutsi. Only a small number of extremists in the government, the army and the JRR were actively involved in the decision to carry out the carnage. Much of the planning was the work of the Minister of Foreign Affairs at the time, Artémon Simbabaniye, assisted in this gruesome task by the Minister of Interior and Justice, Albert Shibura, and the executive secretary of the ruling Uprona party André Yanda, the latter two holding key positions in the BNA. As the social profile of the victims makes clear, the aim was to systematically kill all educated Hutu elements, including civil servants, teachers, agronomists, university students and schoolchildren, so as to eliminate for the foreseeable future any serious challenge to Tutsi domination.

One of the most puzzling questions raised by the Burundi bloodbath relates to the silence of the international community. Although the horrors sweeping across the country were accurately relayed to Washington by the U.S. Embassy Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM) Michael Hoyt, soon confirmed by a devastating report by The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Passing-By: The United States and Genocide in Burundi (1972), the reaction of the U.S. State Department was conspicuously low-key, reflecting Henry Kissinger’s view at the time that, however regrettable, the mass killings of Hutu did not pose a major threat to the U.S. national interests. Hardly more edifying was the response of the UN Secretary General, Kurt Waldheim, who blandly expressed his fervent hopes that peace, harmony, and stability can be restored successfully and speedily. Even more astounding was the official statement released by the Organization of African Unity (OAU), through its Secretary General Diallo Telli, who said that he and the OAU stood in total solidarity behind the government and the fraternal people of Burundi. Behind the silence of the international community lies the obvious fact that very little was known at the time about the circumstances of slaughter (not unlike what happened in Rwanda 21 years later), or for that matter about Burundi. Equally important to bear in mind is that human rights issues had yet to acquire the saliency they have today. Again, at a time when the international concerns of Western nations were largely centered on Cold War issues, what was at stake in this human tragedy had little to do with their vital interests.

Nor did they feel especially concerned by the aftermath of the crisis. What emerged from the carnage was a state utterly dominated by Tutsi elements. It would take another 16 years before a localized Hutu revolt again erupted in the north, in turn setting in motion a process of democratization that led to multiparty presidential and parliamentary elections in July 1993, and to the election of the first popularly elected Hutu president, Melchior Ndadaye. The sense of elation felt by the Hutu masses proved short-lived, however. On October 21, 1993, Ndadaye was assassinated by Tutsi extremists in the army acting hand in hand with their civilian counterparts. After years of unfettered control of the institutions of the state, a surrender of power to representatives of the Hutu majority is what the hardcore Tutsi politicians and army men were unwilling to accept. It is at this juncture that, in retrospect, a significant connection emerges between the genocides in Burundi and in Rwanda. For if the mass killing of Hutu in Burundi created the chain of circumstances that led to the death of Ndadaye 21 years later, his assassination by Tutsi soldiers is what unleashed the rise of the militantly anti-Tutsi Hutu Power movement in Rwanda. If any event helps account for the radicalization of anti-Tutsi sentiment in Rwanda, it is the death of Ndadaye, but his death cannot be fully explained unless we take into account the murderous legacy of 1972.
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Bushnell, Prudence

Prudence Bushnell was a senior American administrator and diplomat who took a prominent role in attempting to keep the Rwandan Genocide of 1994 at the forefront of her government’s attention whilst it was in progress. Born in 1946 in Washington, D.C., the daughter of American diplomat Gerald Bushnell, as a child she experienced life in a range of diverse countries and cultures as a result of her father’s many overseas postings. These included periods growing up in Iran, Germany, France, and Pakistan. She was educated at the University of Maryland and Russell Sage College (a women’s college located in Troy, New York). Upon graduating she worked as a management consultant in Texas, prior to joining the U.S. Foreign Service in 1981 as an administrative track officer. Her first assignment was in Mumbai, India, prior to serving as deputy chief of mission under Ambassador George Moose at the U.S. embassy in Dakar, Senegal.

In 1993, Moose was appointed assistant secretary of state for African Affairs by President Bill Clinton, and Bushnell joined him as deputy assistant secretary at the Africa Desk. Ultimately, she rose to the position of principal deputy assistant secretary of state, at a time marked by heightening tension in Africa. In one country, Rwanda, attempts had been made at resolving violence between hard-line Hutu nationalists espousing a culture of ethnic purity, and Rwandan Tutsi émigrés based in Uganda. The result was a set of five agreements signed by the Hutu-dominated government of Rwanda and the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) in Arusha, Tanzania, on August 4, 1993. The Arusha Accords, so-called, had been cosponsored by the United States, France, and the Organization of African Unity, and it was intended that they would end the civil war raging between the two sides. They ranged over a wide variety of topics: refugee resettlement, power-sharing between Hutu and Tutsi, the introduction of democracy throughout Rwanda, the dismantling of the military dictatorship of President Juvénal Habyarimana, and the encouragement of a transparent rule of law throughout the country. In the months that followed the signing of the Accords, a number of subsequent meetings took place for the purpose of negotiating their implementation. This involved the parties traveling to and from Arusha, sometimes by road and at other times by plane. It was after one of these meetings, on April 6, 1994, that the plane carrying Habyarimana and the president of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaryamira, was shot down by a missile as the plane neared Kigali airport. All on board were killed, triggering the genocide of Rwanda’s Tutsi population and the death of the Hutu liberal middle class over the next three months.

In early 1994 Bushnell was sent to Rwanda to try to impress upon President Habyarimana the importance of seeing the Arusha Accords implemented successfully. She cautioned him that failure to follow through on Arusha could cost Rwanda U.S. support in the future. Then, on the same day as the president’s assassination, Bushnell was the first U.S. official to alert the State Department of the likelihood of widespread violence and a military takeover of the country once word got out that Habyarimana’s death had been deliberate. The next day, April 7, the first phase of the Rwandan Genocide began with the assassination of moderate Hutu politicians and the prime minister (and head of state presumptive in an interim government), Agathe Uwilingiyimana.

During the crisis weeks that followed, Bushnell was the U.S. State Department official most closely connected to developments in Rwanda. As news of the killings came across her desk she began calling Rwandan military officials to try to persuade them to stop the carnage. She was for the most part either ignored, or her pleas were treated with contempt. On a number of occasions she spoke directly by phone to the chief of staff of the Rwandan Armed Forces (Forces Armées Rwandaises, or FAR), Major General Augustin Bizimungu, warning him that President Clinton was holding him personally responsible for the killings then taking place. On April 28, Bushnell rang the head of the interim Hutu Power government, Théoneste Bagosora, warning him that the State Department was fully apprised of what was happening in Rwanda and ordering him on behalf of the United States to stop the killing and immediately arrange a ceasefire. While Bushnell’s action was clearly a case of foreign intervention in the domestic affairs of a sovereign state, she was unrepentant about exceeding her authority in this instance. Elsewhere, Bushnell proposed reducing the effectiveness of the Hutu killers by jamming their major anti-Tutsi propaganda arm, Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), but permission to do this was denied on the grounds that it was both too expensive and contrary to international (as well as American) law.

Throughout and after the genocide, Bushnell remained at her post as deputy assistant secretary. In 1996 she was nominated by President Clinton to serve as U.S. ambassador to Kenya. In this role, she and her embassy were targeted on August 7, 1998, when a car bomb was detonated next to the embassy by Al Qaeda terrorists. Twelve embassy staff and 212 Kenyan civilians were killed, and Bushnell was cut by flying glass. Then, in 1999, Bushnell was appointed as U.S. ambassador to Guatemala, where she served until July 2002 prior to becoming dean of the Leadership and Management School at the Foreign Service Institute (the U.S. government’s main training institution for officers and support personnel of the U.S. foreign affairs community, located in Arlington, Virginia).

In 2005, Bushnell was portrayed in a made-for-television movie about the Rwandan Genocide, Sometimes in April, directed by Haitian-born filmmaker Raoul Peck. In this film, three-time Academy Award–nominated American actress Debra Winger explored Bushnell’s daily dilemmas as she agonized over the inaction of U.S. policy toward Rwanda despite her constant pleas and attempts to stop the killing.

Overall, Prudence Bushnell was the only high-ranking American official to keep attention focused on the killing in Rwanda throughout the genocide. At the time, she was derided for this by many in the U.S. government, but she has since been applauded for her efforts, both in and outside the corridors of government in the United States.
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Carlsson, Ingvar

Ingvar Carlsson is a Swedish politician. A former leader of the Swedish Social Democratic Party and prime minister, he was born the son of a warehouse worker in Boras, Sweden, on November 9, 1934. He studied social sciences at Lund University, graduating in 1958. In 1965, after completing higher degree studies in economics at Northwestern University, Illinois, he was elected as a member of the Swedish parliament.

His political star rose relatively quickly, and his portfolios accumulated: minister of Education, 1969–1973; minister of Housing, 1973–1976; deputy prime minister, 1982–1986; and, following the assassination of Olof Palme in 1986, prime minister. In 1990 Carlsson resigned after failing to gain political endorsement for his economic reforms, but his cabinet was immediately reinstated upon amending its program. The Social Democrats lost the 1991 elections, but Carlsson returned to office after new elections in 1994. He was succeeded by Goran Persson as prime minister and party leader in 1996, and retired from politics.

In March 1999 he was approached by UN secretary-general Kofi Annan with an invitation to chair an inquiry into the actions of the United Nations during the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. Carlsson accepted the invitation, and eventually established an inquiry composed of himself, former foreign minister of the Republic of Korea Han Sung-Joo, and Lieutenant General Rufus M. Kupolati of Nigeria.

After an exhaustive consultation and research process, the final report, dated December 15, 1999, and comprising more than 150 pages, was handed down. Officially entitled “Report of the Independent Inquiry into the Actions of the United Nations During the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda,” it was divided into five parts and analyzed the key events associated with the genocide (e.g., the Arusha Peace Agreement, the establishment of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), the fax of January 11, 1994, sent by General Roméo Dallaire to UN Headquarters in New York), and provided a lengthy list of conclusions citing failures on the part of the United Nations. These included the inadequacy of UNAMIR’s mandate, confusions and failures to respond to the genocide, the effect of earlier events in Somalia, the lack of political will on the part of UN member-states, failures in protection and evacuation, and impediments to the flow of information. Most importantly, with an eye to the future, 14 strongly worded recommendations were included. These were:

	an action plan to prevent genocide
 	improving the capacity of the UN to conduct peacekeeping operations
 	military preparation on the part of contributing member-states to “prevent acts of genocide or gross violations of human rights wherever they may take place”
 	improving the early warning capacity of the UN
 	improving protection of civilians
 	improving protection of UN personnel and staff
 	improving cooperation of UN personnel
 	improving the flow of information in the United Nations system
 	improving the flow of information in and to the Security Council
 	improving the flow of information on human rights issues
 	improving coordinating evacuation operations
 	re-addressing what membership in the Security Council means (in this regard, it may be noted that Rwanda itself was a member of the Security Council during the period of the genocide)
 	supporting efforts to rebuild Rwanda
 	UN acknowledgement of its own responsibility (i.e., failure) for not having done more to prevent or stop the genocide.


A lengthy “Chronology of Events,” detailing happenings between October 1993 and July 1994, was annexed to the report.

Carlsson’s own view was that the Security Council had the power to have prevented at least some of the Rwandan tragedy, and was in a position to ensure such a tragedy did not happen again. The Security Council’s decision to reduce the strength of UNAMIR after the genocide started—in spite of its knowledge of the atrocities—was, he concluded, the cause of much current bitterness in Rwanda toward the UN. Further general conclusions he drew were that in future the UN Secretariat must tell the Security Council exactly what is needed to bring about effective action, and that the Council must ensure that short-term financial constraints do not prevent its realization. The Council, moreover, must give missions the mandate they need, mobilize the necessary troops and resources, and accept its responsibility irrespective of where problems occur.

Upon its release, Kofi Annan declared that he fully accepted the Inquiry’s conclusions. He argued that its recommendations merited very serious attention, and urged member states to engage in reflection and analysis aimed at improving the capacity of the UN to respond to various forms of conflict.

As a fitting extension to his involvement with the United Nations through the Inquiry, in 1995 Carlsson and Sir Shridath (“Sonny”) Ramphal, the former secretary-general of the Commonwealth, co-chaired a United Nations Commission on Global Governance. The commission was established with the full endorsement of UN secretary-general Boutros Boutros-Ghali. The commission’s report, Our Global Governance, caused a controversy in some quarters, as it called for increased UN control over areas currently the preserve of sovereign states, namely international development, international security, globalization and, of course, global governance.

The Carlsson Report on Rwanda suggested that serious attention would be given in the future to United Nations involvement in peacekeeping and humanitarian intervention activities. In light of a new report in January 2005, however, entitled “Report of the International Commission of Inquiry on Darfur to the United Nations Secretary-General,” the lessons of the earlier tragedy would seem not to have been learned. A decade further on from Rwanda, there was still a reluctance to label Darfur as a true genocide, rendering Carlsson’s strong recommendations ultimately meaningless so far as future action was concerned.
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Carlsson Report

The Carlsson Report was officially released on December 16, 1999, and was the product of an independent commission of inquiry established by United Nations (UN) secretary-general Kofi Annan that investigated the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. The commission was chaired by Ingvar Carlsson, former prime minister of Sweden. Also on the commission were Lieutenant General Rufus M. Kupolati of Nigeria and Hang Sung-Joo, former foreign minister of South Korea. The report, officially entitled “Report of the Independent Inquiry into the Actions of the United Nations during the 1994 Genocide in Rwanda,” accomplished several things: it provided a detailed chronology of the genocide; analyzed the failings of the international community and the UN in preventing or stopping the genocide; and made a long list of recommendations so that future genocides could be averted.

The report begins by giving a detailed history of events, commencing with the 1993 Arusha Peace Agreement, which ended the Rwandan Civil War. It then details the establishment of the UN Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), the downing of the Rwandan president’s aircraft on January 11, 1994, which served as the immediate catalyst to the genocide, and the actual major events during the genocide.

Next, the report cites a number of failures on the part of the UN and international community that permitted the genocide to proceed, unabated. These include the UN’s inability to act on pregenocide intelligence that strongly suggested that a genocide was about to occur; the lack of will to intervene in the genocide; weak and conflicting UNAMIR policies and rules of engagement; and a lack of communication among various UN departments and its offices in the field.

The most important—and illuminating—section of the Carlsson Report detailed recommendations to prevent or stop future genocides. A number of these have now been formally adopted by the UN. They include: drafting formal plans to prevent genocide; improving UN peacekeeping missions; preparing member states’ militaries to deal more effectively with genocide or mass human rights abuses; fine-tuning the UN’s ability to foresee impending genocides; bolstering protections for civilian populations and UN peacekeepers; improving inter-UN communications; enhancing UN-supervised evacuation operations; clarifying UN Security Council membership; supporting reconciliation and reconstruction in Rwanda; and formally acknowledging the UN’s failures in preventing and halting the Rwandan Genocide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Coalition Pour la Défense de la République

The Coalition Pour le Défense de la République (CDR) was a radical, right-wing Hutu political party formed in February 1992 that played a key role in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. The CDR was founded and first led by Martin Bucyana; after his 1994 assassination the party leadership was taken over by three rabid, anti-Tutsi ideologues: Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza, Hassan Ngeze, and Jean Shyirambere Barahinura. Barayagwiza was a high-ranking official with Radio-Télevision Libre des Milles Collines, a virulent propaganda vehicle and anti-Tutsi media outlet; Ngeze owned and edited the anti-Tutsi Kangura newspaper. Prior to the genocide, the CDR was loosely allied with the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National Pour le Développement (MRND). After the genocide ended, the CDR was permanently banned. Several CDR leaders were also indicted and convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda as perpetrators of the Rwandan Genocide. They included Barayagwize, Ngeze, and Ferdinand Nahimana.

The CDR refused to admit any members who were Tutsi or had close Tutsi relatives. It was a major purveyor of hatred and intolerance toward the Tutsis and openly encouraged its membership to oppress, harass, intimidate, assault, and kill Tutsis. The party’s slogan, “Watch Out!” was meant to intimidate Tutsis into submission. The CDR called for Hutu cultural supremacy, complete Hutu domination of the Rwandan government and other national institutions, and strict segregation between Tutsis and Hutus. It condemned any intermarriage between the two people and branded Hutu women who married Tutsi men as “traitors.” The CDR also forbade its members from doing any business with Tutsi establishments and threatened banishment from the party for anyone caught doing so. In short, the CDR labeled all Tutsis as “the enemy.”

Initially, the CDR had supported Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana, but by 1993, it withdrew its support because the party flatly rejected the president’s attempts to seek compromise and to accommodate the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). After Habyarimana signed the August 4, 1993 Arusha Accords, which was an attempt to end the ongoing Rwandan Civil War, the CDR actively attempted to undermine the president’s regime and broke ties with the MRND, which had agreed to the Arusha Accords. The CDR was now entirely divorced from Rwanda’s main political landscape and was shut out of the transitional government. About the same time, it formed its own anti-Tutsi militia, the Impuzamugambi, which carried out many Tutsi killings during the subsequent genocide and harassed or killed Tutsis prior to that time.

After Habyarimana was assassinated on April 6, 1994, however, the CDR again allied itself with the MRND and was given power in the shaky transitional government. The two parties now conspired to perpetrate a genocide by blaming the Tutsis for the president’s death and by alleging that the Tutsis had deliberately provoked a nationwide confrontation with the Hutus. The Impuzamugambi, along with the Interahamwe militia, were major perpetrators of the Rwandan Genocide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Congo, Democratic Republic of
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No other event in the history of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) has had a more profoundly destabilizing impact than the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. Besides triggering the rebellion that led to the violent overthrow of President Mobutu Sese Seko’s 30-year dictatorship, and then to the assassination of his successor, Laurent Kabila, in January 2001, the Rwanda carnage is the central element behind two of the most devastating wars experienced by the DRC. No less critical have been the aftereffects of these deadly conflicts. Much of the violence sweeping across the eastern provinces of North and South Kivu is indeed traceable to the priorities and policies set by Rwanda’s President Paul Kagame in the wake of the genocide.

The dynamics of violence in DRC are inscribed in its ethnic map. Contrary to a widespread belief, Rwanda and Burundi are not the only states in the continent to claim Hutu and Tutsi populations. Tens of thousands of them are also found in eastern DRC. Even before the 1994 bloodbath the civil war in Rwanda drove a deep wedge between the two communities across the border. As the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) fought its way into Rwanda in the early 1990s, thousands of Tutsi exiles joined its ranks, many from the DRC. Conscious of the threat posed to his long-time friend, President Juvénal Habyarimana of Rwanda, and indeed to his own security, Mobutu gave his local allies in the east a free hand to turn against ethnic Tutsi. Despite the fact that a large number of them traced their roots in eastern Congo to pre-colonial days, such as the so-called Banyamulenge (“the people of Mulenge”) of South Kivu, their imputed foreign origins were often perceived as proof their pro-FPR sympathies. For many self-styled “authentic” Congolese their alienness made it imperative to send them back to Rwanda, by force if needed. Countless outbreaks of anti-Tutsi violence were reported in the months preceding and following the seizure of power by the RPF in Rwanda in July 1994. Meanwhile, with the outpouring of some 2 million Rwandan Hutu across the border to eastern DRC, including many perpetrators, it was not long before eastern DRC served as a jumping off point for armed raids against Rwanda.

Kagame sensed with growing concern the danger thus posed to Rwanda’s security, and in November 1996 the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA), assisted by ethnic Tutsi from DRC, launched a deadly strike at the refugee camps strung along the border, killing thousands and sending an untold number running for their lives. Perhaps as many as 300,000 Hutu civilians were systematically killed by the PRA and its Congolese allies in the course of one of the most extensive exercise in ethnic cleansing recorded in the history of the Congo. Most of the young men who were able to survive the onslaught later joined the militant pro-Hutu militia, Forces Démocratiques pour la Libération du Rwanda (FDLR), now the principal target of the Congolese army in eastern DRC.

The first Congo war (1996–1997) thus had as its immediate objective to destroy the camps sheltering the Hutu perpetrators and their families, and then to move on to the next order of business, the overthrow of the Mobutist state. Both were accomplished with remarkable speed. Spearheaded by a Congolese rebel movement consisting largely of ethnic Tutsi, the Alliance des Forces Démocratiques pour la Libération du Congo (AFDL), headed by Laurent Kabila, the rebellion enjoyed the military and logistical support of several regional players, among them Uganda, Angola, Zimbabwe, Namibia, and Eritrea. Although it took months before Kagame finally conceded his leading role in waging the war, the RPA was the backbone of the anti-Mobutist crusade. Predictably, once Kabila had been anointed the new king of the Congo, the kingmakers insisted on keeping a close watch on their client state. But having Tutsi advisors dictating to him what course of action to take is what Kabila categorically refused to accept—but not without creating a major crisis of confidence between himself and his former allies.

Thus began the second Congo war (1998–2000), which proved even more costly in human lives than the first. Added to the fragmentation of the Congolese arena, the involvement of seven states in the conflict—with the key protagonists on opposite sides—made for an extremely complicated and fluid picture. What emerged in effect was a triangular conflict among three factions: against the Kabila government, supported by Angola and Zimbabwe, were arrayed the northern-based Mouvement pour la Libération du Congo (MLC), headed by Jean-Pierre Bemba, and the Tutsi-dominated Rassemblement Congolais pour la Démocratie (RDC), respectively in thrall to Uganda and Rwanda—until they, too, came to blows over access to the country’s mineral wealth. Not until 2003, when the warring factions agreed to the terms of the so-called Global and Inclusive Accord (GIA), did a glimmer of peace loom on the horizon. Subsequent events showed just how fragile the peace deal turned out to be.

In view of the wide array of domestic and international players, the nature of the stakes involved in the country’s mineral wealth, the inadequacy of the peacekeeping operations undertaken by the United Nations (UN), and the reluctance of the international community, particularly Britain and the United States, to rein in Kagame’s attempts to intervene in the internal affairs of the Congo, it is hardly surprising that the conflict lasted as long as it did, and with such horrendous consequences. According to the International Rescue Committee (IRC) the death toll in DRC between 1998 and 2008 is estimated at 5.4 million. Although subsequent estimates by the Canadian Human Security Report would downsize that figure by 50 percent, there can be no doubt about the appalling human losses. Nor is there any question about the responsibility of Kagame’s army in contributing to the carnage, a fact made painfully clear in the 2010 UN Mapping Report which provides a detailed description of the killings of Hutu civilians in eastern DRC, going as far as to suggest a possible genocide.

Rwanda’s extensive and unceasing support of pro-Tutsi secessionist militias in eastern Congo is one of the most dramatic of the many unanticipated consequences of the Rwandan Genocide. Kagame’s “imperial” ambitions in eastern DRC have been remarkably consistent over the years. First by providing extensive military and political assistance to the RCD, until its gradual collapse after the 2005 Congolese elections, then by throwing his weight behind Laurent Nkunda’s Conseil National pour la Défense du Peuple (CNDP), until a deal was made to bring it into the fold of the Congolese army, and finally, after the deal went sour, by giving military and logistical aid to the newly created militia, the so-called M23, Kagame has consistently demonstrated his determination to control the rich Congo borderlands. Protecting the lives of the Tutsi minority is not his only motive; access to the Congo’s mineral wealth, directly or through proxies, is the key imperative. Thus if the past is anything to go by, there is every reason to believe that the spinoffs of the Rwandan Genocide will be felt in eastern Congo for many years to come.
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Curic, Vjekoslav

Vjekoslav “Vjeko” Curic was a Bosnian Croat Franciscan priest and humanitarian, best known for his role in helping to save Rwandan Tutsis threatened with annihilation during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Born in Lupoglava, Bosnia-Herzegovina, on April 26, 1957, he studied in Visoko, central Bosnia, and in Sarajevo. He entered the Franciscan order on July 15, 1976, and was ordained to the priesthood on June 21, 1982, in Sarajevo. Later in 1982 he went to Paris to train as a missionary, and on August 18, 1983, he began his missionary work in Rwanda. He was one of the first volunteers of the Franciscan Africa Project.

It was in Rwanda, during and after the genocide of 1994, that Curic’s service was at its most intense. Reportedly one of only two non-African Catholic priests to stay in Rwanda throughout the duration of the genocide, his own actions saved hundreds of lives. He revealed later that he had sheltered many Tutsis from the Interahamwe and Impuzamugambi militias, and had secretly ferried them out of the country in the bottom of his truck. At the beginning of the genocide, he similarly saved the lives of numerous white clergy—many of them Belgian priests, monks, and nuns—whose lives were in danger. He allegedly received an order direct from the Vatican to leave the country, but refused to do so, claiming that while his flock was in danger he could not abandon them.

By 1994 Curic was a long-term resident of Gitarama, working to help develop his neighborhood. He was well-known and liked by those in his parish of Kivumu, and when the killing got underway in April and May the local people looked to him as one who would offer them rescue. Curic decided to remain at a time when many expatriates were leaving. True to his ideal that he had come to Rwanda to serve the people, he made a stand with the people of Kivumu. He threw himself into the work of providing assistance to all who reached him, as well as helping others to escape. He also continued to preach the Gospel, condemning the violence and calling for peace.

Among those he encountered were a BBC television news crew fronted by David Belton, a director, writer, and film producer. In early May 1994 Belton had arrived in Rwanda to cover the genocide for the current affairs program, Newsnight. He traveled throughout the country, witnessing the horror and reporting it for British television. At one point, the violence became so bad that Belton and his team had to seek shelter, and it was to Curic that they turned. On several occasions, Curic protected the Newsnight team from extremist violence, as the Hutu Power authorities became increasingly suspicious of their presence. This experience would later bring Curic’s story to a much broader audience through the popular media.

After the genocide, Curic continued his work in Kivumu parish. He helped to resettle widows and re-establish their shattered lives, and established educational projects for children. He remained impartial throughout, helping both Hutus and Tutsis rebuild their communities, blind to the differences that had so divided them just a few weeks and months earlier. He worked selflessly to help the victims of both groups equally.

For this, his efforts were not universally appreciated. He was viewed by many Hutus as a collaborator with the Tutsis who had come in with the Rwandan Patriotic Front in July 1994 to stop the genocide, and subsequently established a Tutsi-led government. In 1996, Curic escaped an attempt on his life, but still refused to leave, against the advice of many of those around him. His attitude was that he had stayed with this congregation during the genocide, and would not abandon them now that peace had come. Then, on January 31, 1998, he was shot in his car, murdered in the heart of downtown Kigali. The perpetrators of the crime are not known to this day. The Catholic Church immediately declared that he had gone to a martyr’s death after devoting himself to the rescue others for the glory of God and love of his neighbors. He was buried in Kivumu, the community he had served without interruption for 15 years, in a church which he and his congregation had built together. His funeral was attended by the prime minister of Rwanda, Pierre-Célestin Rwigema, and other members of the government, along with a vast number of Catholics and other Christians, as well as representatives from the Jewish and Islamic communities.

Several years later, the British director David Belton learned that Curic had been murdered. It forced him to revisit a period of his life that he had, in effect, put aside, and as a result he wrote down his recollections of his time in Rwanda during the genocide. In 2005 Belton’s account of Curic formed the backdrop of a movie about Rwanda, Shooting Dogs (dir. Michael Caton-Jones), which was released in the United States as Beyond the Gates. Belton cowrote the original story and was the movie’s producer; the screenwriter, David Wolsencroft, also knew Curic in Rwanda in 1994, and both men employed their memories of Curic as the inspiration for one of the film’s leading characters, Father Christopher, played by John Hurt.
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Dallaire, Roméo

Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire was the force commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) prior to, during, and after the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. He was born in June 25, 1946, in Denekamp, Holland, to a French Canadian soldier and a Dutch nurse he met while on active service. Later that year the family left Holland and returned to Canada. Raised in Montreal, in 1963 Dallaire joined the Canadian army. He studied at the Royal Military College Saint-Jean (Le Collège militaire royal de Saint-Jean) in Quebec, and graduated as an artillery officer in 1970 with a Bachelor of Science degree. Rising over succeeding years, on July 3, 1989, he was promoted to brigadier general.

On October 5, 1993, the UN Security Council, by Resolution 872, established UNAMIR, for the express purpose of helping to implement the Arusha Peace Accords signed on August 4, 1993, by the primarily Hutu government of Rwanda and the Tutsi-led rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). In late 1993 Dallaire was nominated as UNAMIR force commander. His mission’s mandate included monitoring the cease-fire agreement; establishing and expanding the demilitarized zone and demobilization procedures; providing security for the Rwandan capital city of Kigali; monitoring the security situation during the final period of the transitional government’s mandate leading up to elections; and assisting in the coordination of humanitarian assistance activities in conjunction with relief operations. It was Dallaire’s first UN command, and for most of those involved it was anticipated that this would be a relatively straightforward mission.

A reality to which Dallaire was not alerted prior to his posting was that the extremist Hutus were intent on annihilating the Tutsis and had said as much in media broadcasts, newspaper articles, and declarations. Dallaire’s first major test—apart from trying to ensure that his force was equipped and ready to carry out its mission despite an appalling lag time in the transfer of matériel from donor countries—came in early 1994. On January 10, Dallaire received intelligence that a radical Hutu, codenamed “Jean-Pierre,” was prepared to disclose information regarding a planned genocide of Tutsis. Jean-Pierre had been an officer in Rwanda’s presidential guard, but had left to become one of the key men in the Interahamwe militia. It transpired that Jean-Pierre had much to say. He described in detail how the Interahamwe were trained, by whom, and where, adding that the militia was in a state of permanent readiness sufficient to kill 1,000 Tutsis in Kigali within 20 minutes of receiving an order to do so. As a sign of his goodwill and reliability, Jean-Pierre offered to reveal the location of a large stockpile of weapons somewhere in central Kigali. Dallaire, operating within the terms of his mandate, assessed that these arms had to be confiscated. He decided to order an arms raid, and faxed the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO) in New York, headed at that time by Kofi Annan, for authorization. This cable outlined in detail Jean-Pierre’s revelations.

Dallaire’s fax was received negatively in New York. DPKO ordered him not to carry out the raid for fear of exacerbating the situation. Under no circumstances was he authorized to conduct arms raids. He was taken to task for suggesting that he exceed his Chapter VI peacekeeping mandate, and was ordered to turn over what Jean-Pierre had disclosed to Rwanda’s president, Juvénal Habyarimana—the very man whose anti-Tutsi cause the Interahamwe was enforcing. The DPKO, together with the office of the then secretary-general, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, decided that process was more important, on this occasion, than action; not only this, but they were concerned for the image of the UN in light of an earlier failed arms raid that took place with heavy loss of life in Mogadishu, Somalia, in October 1993. Dallaire protested the decision insistently, but New York would not budge, with catastrophic consequences three months later.

As the crisis in Rwanda worsened, particularly in early 1994, Dallaire came to the conclusion that the constant stream of murders he and his soldiers were discovering and witnessing was not a result of warfare between two combatants, but, rather, crimes against humanity by one group (Hutus) against another (Tutsis). Initially he referred to such killing as “ethnic cleansing,” and continued to fire one urgent message after another to UN headquarters requesting more forces and supplies, and the broadening of his mandate to quell the violence perpetrated by the Hutu extremists, but it was all to no avail.

On April 6, 1994, Habriymana’s plane was shot down by two missiles as it was about to land in Kigali. Fighting between the Hutus and Tutsis broke out immediately, and genocidal mass murder began against the Tutsis and any Hutus who opposed the killers. Within a day, 10 of Dallaire’s peacekeepers from Belgium had been murdered while trying to protect the interim head of state in Habyarimana’s stead, Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana, but she, too, was murdered by the presidential guard. Dallaire attempted to broker a cease-fire between the RPF and the extremist Hutus, but to no avail. His immediate conclusion was that UNAMIR’s mandate was untenable in light of the changed circumstances, but despite his repeated pleas for a stronger Chapter VII mandate and more troops and arms that would have allowed the force to engage the génocidaires in combat, the UN retained its totally inadequate Chapter VI mandate and refused to provide him with additional troops.

Dallaire pleaded for additional logistical support, and for UNAMIR to be immediately reinforced with 2,000 more troops. He put forth a plan arguing that with an overall command of 5,000 well-equipped and highly trained troops he could stop the killing and reimpose peace. The Security Council refused, and then dropped a bombshell of its own. On April 21, some two weeks into the killing, the Council voted to reduce UNAMIR to a force of just 270 peacekeepers, justifying its decision by saying that the mission to monitor the peace was now redundant. The peace had not held. UNAMIR was reduced, and Dallaire was ordered home. He, together with his deputy force commander, General Henry Kwami Anyidoho of Ghana, and ably supported by his chief of staff, Major Brent Beardsley, refused to obey this order.

Stripped of authority, manpower, resources, and logistical support, Dallaire came to the conclusion that he was witnessing genocide. He and what was left of UNAMIR did what they could to help people, Dallaire’s command alone saving the lives of an estimated 30,000 Tutsis and moderate Hutus in safe areas established by UNAMIR, such as the Amahoro Stadium and the Mille Collines Hotel.

The killing continued, however. Ultimately, the Security Council revised its earlier decision and, too late, voted to establish a revamped mission, UNAMIR II, with a troop complement of 5,500. It did not arrive until early July, however, after the genocide had ended with the victory of the Rwandan Patriotic Front under General Paul Kagame. Estimates range between 800,000 and one million murdered in the space of 100 days.

Dallaire returned to Canada in August 1994, and was appointed to different commands in Quebec and Ottawa. His experiences in Rwanda had taken a terrible personal toll on him, however, and he nearly lost his sanity as a result of what he witnessed and his frustration at not being able to stop the killing. He viewed his mission as a failure that had appalling consequences, concluding that his efforts at convincing his superiors in New York and Ottawa as to the gravity of the situation were inadequate, and that this cost many hundreds of thousands of lives.

In 1996, two years after his return to Canada, Dallaire was made an Officer of the United States Legion of Merit, the highest military decoration awarded to foreigners, but, diagnosed with post-traumatic stress disorder, his health had suffered severely by this stage. He began to drink heavily, trying to blot out his memories of the genocide, and attempted suicide on more than one occasion. On January 24, 2000, he commenced a period of extended sick leave. By mid-2000, he took early retirement from the Canadian army, and a few months later he combined alcohol with his antidepressant medication in another attempt to kill himself. He was found comatose under a park bench in Hull, Quebec. Having reached rock bottom, a slow process of recovery then began.

In 2004, 10 years after the start of the UNAMIR mission to Rwanda, Dallaire and Brent Beardsley published a book of memoirs of the genocide entitled Shake Hands with the Devil: The Failure of Humanity in Rwanda. Given his trauma following the experience, it had taken this long for Dallaire to be able to gather his thoughts and reflect clearly on his understanding of what had happened and why. Awarded the Governor-General’s Literary Award for Non-Fiction in 2004, the book became a bestseller in Canada and several other parts of the world.

In the 10th anniversary year of the genocide, a documentary film, Shake Hands with the Devil: The Journey of Roméo Dallaire (dir. Peter Raymont, 2004), was produced showing Dallaire’s return to Rwanda. The same year saw the appearance of the first major motion picture on the genocide, Hotel Rwanda (director/writer/producer, Terry George). The film starred Don Cheadle in a celebration of the actions of the manager of Kigali’s Hotel Mille Collines, Paul Rusesabagina, and offered a controversial portrayal of the head of the UN peacekeeping forces, a Canadian officer named “Colonel Oliver,” played by Nick Nolte. It showed a character very much at variance with the reality of who Dallaire was and what he had been able to achieve. He was also portrayed—much more empathetically—in a Canadian movie that took its title from Dallaire’s book. Shake Hands with the Devil (dir. Roger Spottiswoode, 2007) starred Canadian actor Roy Dupuis in the role of Dallaire, who helped in the project and even offered a line-by-line review of the script.

Dallaire has become a national hero for Canadians, despite his own views about his inadequacy in Rwanda. On October 10, 2002, he was made an Officer in the Order of Canada (OC), and in 2005 a Grand Officer of the National Order of Quebec (GOQ). On March 24, 2005, he was appointed to the Canadian Senate by Prime Minister Paul Martin, representing Quebec.

Since his retirement from the military, Dallaire has become increasingly involved in the world of education and academia. In 2004–2005, he served as a Fellow at the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, and on September 8, 2006, he joined the Montreal Institute for Genocide and Human Rights Studies (MIGS) at Concordia University as a senior fellow and codirector of the MIGS “Will to Intervene” project. This is a research initiative that seeks to find ways to set in practice the UN-endorsed set of principles known as Responsibility to Protect. As part of this, Dallaire and the MIGS Director, Professor Frank Chalk, were among the authors of a study in 2010, Mobilizing the Will to Intervene: Leadership to Prevent Mass Atrocities.

In 2010 Dallaire, pursuing an additional humanitarian interest of his own, published a work in his own right, They Fight Like Soldiers, They Die Like Children, a passionate study of the use made by militias and governments of children to serve their purposes as “child soldiers.”

Throughout the entire period since Rwanda, Roméo Dallaire has sought to draw the world’s attention to the dangers of genocide, describing Darfur as “Rwanda in slow motion,” and calling on NATO to intervene in Sudan. A featured speaker wherever he goes, he will long be remembered for a maxim that has come to characterize his humanitarian vision in light of his experiences in Rwanda: “All humans are human, and there are no humans more human than others.”

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Day of Remembrance of the Victims of the Rwanda Genocide

April 7 marks the Day of Remembrance of the Victims of the Rwanda Genocide, which has been observed each year since 2004. The day of remembrance was declared by the United Nations (UN) General Assembly, to coincide with the 10th anniversary of the beginning of the Rwandan Genocide. On April 6, 1994, a plane carrying Rwandan president Juvenal Habyarimana was shot down and crashed as it attempted to land in the Rwandan capital of Kigali. Many Hutus (who essentially controlled the Rwandan government) blamed the assassination on Tutsis. This incident ended up being the immediate catalyst for the Rwanda Genocide, and the mass killings of Tutsis and moderate Hutus commenced on April 7. The orgy of violence that followed was also the result of decades-long tension between the two chief ethnic groups in Rwanda, and by the time the genocide ended only weeks later, some 800,000–1,000,000 people had been killed.

The outside world did little to stop the killing, and the UN proved particularly ineffective during the crisis. In 1995, less than a year after the genocide, the UN called for an outreach program to help the survivors and victims of the Rwandan catastrophe. It also called for educational efforts to prevent such occurrences in the future. The day of remembrance is observed in varying ways around the world. Observances usually take the form of material/historical exhibitions, scholarly or student conferences, or ceremonies honoring the dead. The UN outreach program and remembrance activities are organized and sponsored by the UN Department of Public Information.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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de Saint-Exupéry, Patrick

Patrick de Saint-Exupéry is a French journalist who has spent much of his career covering major stories in various parts of Africa (Liberia, South Africa, Rwanda), the Middle East (the Gulf War, Iran, Libya, Saudi Arabia), as well as Cambodia, Canada, and the Soviet Union. He was born in 1962, the son of Count Jacques de Saint-Exupéry and his wife, the Countess Martine Anglejan. The writer Antoine de Saint-Exupery was his grandfather’s cousin.

De Saint-Exupéry began his career as a journalist at the age of 19 after winning a competition for young reporters. In 1983 he joined France Soir magazine, moving to its foreign desk in 1987. In 1988 he freelanced for L’Express and Grands Reportages, prior to becoming a foreign reporter with Le Figaro in 1989. Between 2000 and 2004 he was Le Figaro’s permanent correspondent in Moscow.

During the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, de Saint-Exupéry was one of the few journalists who managed to send reports out of the country while the killing was in progress. In particular, his articles on Operation TURQUOISE and the Bisesero resistance and massacres cast immense doubt on the role played by the French military, leading to an intense reaction on the part of the French government.

Operation TURQUOISE was the name given to UN Security Council Resolution 929 of June 22, 1994, in which France set in motion an intervention in Rwanda with an initial deployment of 2,500 French and Senegalese troops. They set up a block of so-called Safe Areas in the southwest of Rwanda, claiming that this was the best way to prevent vast numbers of refugees moving into northern Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of Congo), while at the same time safeguarding the refugees’ lives. Much speculation has taken place regarding the possible ulterior motives of the French in setting up the safe areas where they did, given that nearly all of those who fled to them were Hutus rather than Tutsis, and that among these were substantial numbers of genocidal killers. It has also been suggested that France decided to defend these Hutus from the advance of the army of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a force that was largely English-speaking in a Francophone country. An important consequence of Operation TURQUOISE was that the Hutus were not disarmed satisfactorily by the French troops. Extremists still possessing arms were able to operate effectively within the safe area, continuing to kill any Tutsis they could find, unhindered by any fears of being caught by the RPF. French troops did step in between Hutu killers and Tutsi victims whenever contact was obvious, but this was infrequent.

In his newspaper columns, de Saint-Exupéry left little room for doubt as to his view that Operation TURQUOISE was helping the Hutu killers rather than acting impartially or assisting the Tutsi victims. He was in Rwanda when the French troops arrived, and witnessed the deployment in person. But the general observations he had on Operation TURQUOISE were enhanced by his witnessing of the French behavior over the Tutsi resistance at Bisesero in late June 1994.

Bisesero was located in the Kibuye district of western Rwanda, in an area with the highest proportion of Tutsis in Rwanda. Soon after the genocide began, Tutsis from the surrounding area numbering up to 50,000 converged on Bisesero for refuge. They sought safety in numbers, making the most of the few weapons they had with which to defend themselves. For the most part, they possessed only farm tools and stones, as against the Hutus’ grenades and guns. Nonetheless, the people of Bisesero managed to stave off Hutu assaults until mid-May, killing a number of their attackers and repulsing others. But it was bitterly cold in the hills and raining heavily, and they were short of food. Each Hutu attack claimed hundreds of Tutsis.

On May 13 the attackers returned in full force, armed with weapons the Tutsis could not match. Although the struggle continued throughout May and into early June, the remaining Tutsis became steadily weaker from wounds, hunger, and exposure. After many days of further resistance, Hutu reinforcements from the Republican Guard and Interahamwe militiamen, armed with modern powerful weapons, organized a serious attack against the Tutsis. Under this new assault, the people of Bisesero could not resist for very long.

The final assault, known by some today as the Bisesero Hill Massacre, took place on June 27, 1994. The Tutsis’ last stand saw them throwing rocks and fighting hand to hand against powerfully armed army and Interahamwe forces who had been sent to finish them off. French soldiers from Operation TURQUOISE had been to Bisesero a few days before the final massacre and talked many of the Tutsis into coming down from the hills, saying the genocide was over and that additional French forces would provide humanitarian aid. Before the French arrived in force, however, Hutu military and Interahamwe moved in and thousands more Tutsis were killed. In the end, those too weak to resist could only attempt to hide and hope not to be discovered, or, in a last desperate encounter with the génocidaires, try to rush toward those with guns to at least secure a swifter end. By the time the French forces returned to impose order on whatever population was left, only around 1,300 of the 50,000 Tutsis were still alive.

De Saint-Exupéry witnessed these events directly, and in his reports did not hold back from describing what he saw. This included the arrival of French Special Forces and an air deployment of troops to Bisesero on June 27, 1994. At no stage did he see the French troops helping the survivors—though he did observe them fighting against the RPF.

In covering the genocide, he stirred up a hornet’s nest within the French political and military establishment, as well as in the media. Having been a witness to the genocide—having seen the machetes, the mass graves and massacre sites, the survivors and the killers—he also accompanied the first convoy of French soldiers of Operation TURQUOISE on June 26, 1994.

His articles in Le Figaro had an enormous impact on opinion at home, and these, followed by a series of follow-up pieces in 1998, triggered the establishment of a Parliamentary Commission of Inquiry on Rwanda chaired by Paul Quiles, the then-president of the National Assembly’s Commission of National Defense and the Armed Forces. The Commission delivered its report in December 1998. It found that France was not responsible for the genocide, and did not bear liability for the annihilation of the Tutsis. The Commission did not come to a conclusion as to who actually was responsible, but was careful to emphasize that, whoever it was, it was not France.

After the genocide and his return to other duties, de Saint-Exupéry decided to pursue a fuller account of what had happened, and led an investigation to unravel just how far his impressions at the time were matched by the historical record. His main interest was to try to discover the extent to which the French government and military went in assisting the Hutu killers, and how extensive their responsibility in the genocide actually was. Ten years after the genocide, in 2004, he published his findings in a book, L’inavouable: La France au Rwanda (The Unspeakable: France in Rwanda) published by Editions Les Arènes. It was reissued in April 2009, with a new preface in which he provided a fresh assessment of the record of France in Rwanda. To date, these works have not yet appeared in English.

It was a matter of conjecture as to whom he considered to be “the unspeakable”; it could have been the Hutu killers, but it could just as easily have been the French politicians. He specifically singled out Foreign Minister Dominique de Villepin, and began with a powerful indictment of Villepin’s rhetoric in which he framed France’s intervention in Operation TURQUOISE in terms of the Rwandan “genocides,” pointedly using the plural and thus indicting the RPF in some sort of equation of moral equivalence between Hutu Power and the RPF. De Saint-Exupéry’s book was a courageous indictment of French foreign policy in Rwanda, in which he also argued that France armed and trained those who were guilty of committing the genocide. He named a number of political leaders, military figures, and institutions as accomplices in the genocide, prompting law suits against both himself and his publisher for defamation. In one key case, where former Foreign Legion commander Colonel Jacques Hogard sued de Saint-Exupéry, the Paris Criminal Court acquitted the journalist on December 11, 2009, taking much of the sting out of his opponents’ hostility.

In January 2008, Patrick de Saint-Exupéry took extended leave without pay from Le Figaro. He used this time to establish a new newsmagazine, XXI, with his colleague Laurent Beccaria. De Saint-Exupéry currently serves as the magazine’s editor-in-chief.
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Denial of the Rwandan Genocide

No genocide is immune to denial. Rwanda is no exception. But because of the many unanswered questions surrounding the circumstances of the bloodshed—to what extent are the Tutsi invaders directly or indirectly responsible for the massive retribution exacted by the Hutu extremists? Who is responsible for the crash of President Juvénal Habyarimana’s plane? How do the crimes committed by the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) measure up to those attributed to the Hutu perpetrators?—the temptation to deny the genocidal quality of the carnage has been particularly difficult to resist.

In his ground breaking analysis, States of Denial (2001), Stanley Cohen draws a distinction among three types: literal (“nothing is happening”), interpretive (“what is happening is really something else”) and implicatory denial (“what is happening is justified”). The first has little to do with the case at hand; the evidence is too massive to be shoved under the rug. Literal and interpretive denial is where the Rwanda bloodbath has generated its richest harvest of disavowals.

Interpretive denial in Rwanda hinges on the notion that the term genocide is a misnomer to describe what actually happened. Rather than a calculated attempt to physically eliminate the Tutsi community as a whole, the killings can best be described as a spontaneous outburst of popular anger. The argument draws attention to the collective fear generated by the invasion of the country by the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) on October 1, 1990, later brought to a paroxysm of ethnic anger by the death of President Habyarimana, on April 6, 1994. Widely perceived by Hutu leaders as the outcome of a plot by the RPF to shoot his plane down on a return trip from Dar-es-Salaam (Tanzania), the assassination of their president is what triggered the killings of Tutsi by Hutu. From this perspective the Rwanda tragedy is the direct consequence of the mortal threats posed by the FPR to the security of the state and its people.

Implicatory denial is an attempt to justify the genocide of Tutsi by blaming the FPR for the genocidal crimes committed against the Hutu community. Here attention shifts to the “double genocide thesis,” with the emphasis placed on the equivalence, in terms of numbers killed, between the horrors committed by the Hutu génocidaires and those attributed to the RPF in the course of the civil war. The thrust of the argument is that the Tutsi are themselves too morally compromised by their human rights violations to accuse the Hutu of having committed a genocide. Since the RPF leaders, too, have genocidal blood on their hands, they have no right to level accusations of genocide against Hutu leaders.

The first type of denial is frequently set forth by domestic and international actors wishing to exonerate Hutu perpetrators. Among Rwandan politicians and intellectuals it finds its clearest expression in the statements issued by the refugee-based party Republican Rally for Democracy in Rwanda (RDR), well known for its efforts to spread genocide revisionism and denial. The contention that the Tutsi bear much of the onus of responsibility for the Rwanda tragedy is a frequent theme of its propaganda, along with references to “a civil war,” “tragedy,” “crisis” to designate what others call genocide. What Tom Ndahiro, a Rwandan journalist and human rights activist, calls “genocide laundering” recurs time and again the political discourse of the RDR; the aim is to deflect attention from the g-word by making the Rwanda tragedy appear as the unfortunate by-product of the FPR aggression. As the French historian Jean-Pierre Chrétien has shown, this is also a central theme in the commentaries offered by a number of French and Belgian human rights activists, journalists, and missionary milieux.

Implicatory denial, best illustrated by the “double genocide” thesis, is typical of the attitude displayed by representatives of Rwandan opposition parties in the months following the seizure of power by the RPF. In 1996, a coalition of opposition members in exile identified with the Resistance Forces for Democracy (FRD), issued a political platform with an entire section devoted to “le double génocide.” The same theme finds a powerful echo in the statements made by a number of Western human rights activists, including missionaries and journalists. Its most authoritative formulation came from the late French president Francois Mitterrand, in 1995, when he famously corrected his interlocutor to pluralize the Rwandan Genocide.

Regardless of the arguments mustered to defend one type of denial or another, the Rwandan Genocide will continue to generate considerable controversy. Too many facets of this tragedy have yet to be fully investigated, actors to be interrogated, events to be explored and responsibilities to be established, before a broader consensus of opinion can be reached. Once all is said and done, and on the basis of the substantial body evidence available, no serious observer can deny that what has happened in Rwanda in a 100 days, in the spring and summer of 1994, cannot be described otherwise than as one of the largest genocides of the last century.

RENÉ LEMARCHAND
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Des Forges, Alison

Alison Des Forges was a human rights researcher and historian, and the leading American voice for human rights in Rwanda. She was born in Schenectady, New York, on August 20, 1942, and educated at Radcliffe College (Massachusetts) and Yale University (MA, 1966; PhD, 1972). Both her MA and her PhD were examinations of aspects of the history of Rwanda under German and Belgian colonial rule. She was drawn into human rights work when colleagues and friends in Rwanda and Burundi began suffering discrimination, harassment, and in some cases, death at the hands of repressive governments.

Having begun working on Rwanda as a student, she then dedicated her life’s work to understanding the country, to exposing the serial abuses suffered by its people, and to helping to bring about positive change that could help establish a peaceful and prosperous future for the country. She spent most of her adult life working on Africa’s Great Lakes region, despite a short period in China with her husband, Roger, a professor of Chinese history at the University of Buffalo.

In the 1980s Des Forges began working as a volunteer for the New York–based nongovernmental organization Human Rights Watch (HRW), and from the early 1990s onward she was HRW’s senior adviser on Africa. Where Rwanda was concerned, she worked almost exclusively at trying to draw attention to what she saw as genocide in the making. She cochaired an international commission looking at the rise of ethnic violence in the region, and was part of a group convened by Human Rights Watch and other organizations examining human rights abuses, including killings and attacks and kidnappings of civilians, in Rwanda from 1990 to 1993. The inquiry published a report of its findings several months before the genocide.

Prior to April 1994 she tried hard to warn the world that Rwanda was sliding into genocide, but when the killing began she was still in the United States. Unable to do anything directly for the people she knew in Rwanda, she lobbied diplomats in the U.S. to at least try to give some form of succor to those most directly threatened. Thus, on the first day of the genocide, she spent long hours on the phone calling her friend Monique Mujawamariya, a human rights associate in Kigali, as the first actions of the génocidaires were being carried out. Mujawamariya managed to escape by crossing the border, and she received sanctuary partly through Des Forges’s efforts. Upon her arrival in the United States, Mujawamariya then lobbied the White House, albeit unsuccessfully, to intervene during the early weeks of the genocide.

In April 1994 Des Forges was one of the first foreigners to claim that genocide was under way in Rwanda, and a month later, in May, she called for the killings to be officially declared as such. By then, about 200,000 people had been killed.

Once the genocide was over, Des Forges set herself the task of documenting the events as extensively as possible in order to establish the definitive account of what had happened. She spent four years interviewing both the organizers and the victims of the genocide, her research also encompassing government documents. In 1999 this work resulted in the book Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda, a meticulously detailed description of the methods by which the anti-Tutsi campaign by the Hutu Power killers took place. The book also analyzed the failure of the international community to intervene. Des Forges offered extensive analysis and narrative on the many warnings preceding the genocide, the redistribution of the victims’ property, the Hutus who tried to resist participation in the slaughter, and—importantly and controversially—the killings that took place in retaliation by the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). Her insistence that RPF forces should also be held to account for their crimes, including the murder of 30,000 people during and immediately after the genocide, placed her at odds with the new RPF-led government, and in 2008 she was banned from the country after Human Rights Watch published an extensive analysis of judicial reform there that drew attention to problems of inappropriate prosecution and external influence on the judiciary resulting in trials and verdicts that in several cases failed to conform to facts of the cases.

After publishing Leave None to Tell the Story, the Mac-Arthur Foundation recognized her work with a “Genius Grant,” in which Des Forges won U.S. $375,000 to enable her to continue her research on the Great Lakes region.

With a commitment to postgenocide justice for the victims, Des Forges appeared as an expert witness in 11 genocide trials at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, 3 trials in Belgium, and at trials in Switzerland, the Netherlands, and Canada. She also provided documents and other assistance in judicial proceedings involving genocide in four other national jurisdictions, including the United States. Her expertise was sought on numerous occasions, and she provided assistance to investigations undertaken by the French National Assembly, the Belgian Senate, the United States Congress, the Organization of African Unity, and the United Nations.

After the Rwandan Genocide, Des Forges turned her attention to the killings then known to be taking place in the eastern region of Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), and she was among a number of critics who accused the RPF government of killing civilians and refugees in the eastern Congo in 1996 and 1997. Des Forges then began working on a Human Rights Watch report about these killings, and in doing so she became an authority on DRC human rights violations.

On February 12, 2009, Alison Des Forges was killed in an air crash, when Continental Connection flight 3407, flying from Newark, New Jersey, crashed into a home near Buffalo, New York (where Des Forges lived). She was among the 50 passengers who died in the crash.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Diagne, Mbaye

Mbaye Diagne was an army officer from the African country of Senegal, who worked as a United Nations Military Observer in Rwanda before and during the 1994 genocide. One of nine children, he studied at the University of Dakar before joining the Senegalese army. In 1993, as a young captain, he was assigned to the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) as a military observer (MILOB) covering the implementation of the Arusha Accords. He was stationed at the Hôtel des Mille Collines, one of Kigali’s luxury hotels and the scene of a major sustained rescue of Tutsis throughout the genocide.

Within hours of the start of the genocide on April 6, 1994, Diagne decided that his orders not to intervene were unacceptable given the lives that were at stake. The morning after the assassination of President Juvénal Habyarimana, the next in line of succession, the moderate Hutu prime minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana, was herself assassinated, with her husband, by presidential guards. Learning of Uwilingiyimana’s murder, Diagne decided to investigate by going to the scene of where he had been told the murder took place. He instead found the prime minister’s five children hiding in the adjoining housing compound of the United Nations Development Program. After a fruitless wait for UN evacuation vehicles that never arrived, he finally decided to put the children into his own vehicle, hide them with blankets, and then return to the relative safety of the Mille Collines. He then faced the problem of finding a way to evacuate them to the airport, by crossing the various checkpoints established by the Interahamwe militias undetected, and, once there, to obtain a passage for them out of the country. He was able to achieve all this, and the children were removed safely on a Canadian transport that took them to Nairobi, Kenya.

It was a reckless and risky move, but it was only the first of many occasions on which the young officer would ignore the standing orders from UN headquarters to remain neutral and not get involved. As a MILOB, his job was to try to find ways to prevent conflict and report on what he had seen. It was essentially a liaison and investigation role, in which the military observer could find himself involved in a variety of situations designed to facilitate a peaceful outcome. This was not what Diagne did. In the weeks following the start of the genocide, Diagne worked hard to save the lives of hundreds of Rwandans, charming his way past roadblocks, smiling, joking, sharing cigarettes with the murderers, and over and over again talking his way through the checkpoints. In this way he personally saved hundreds of lives. His solo rescue missions, nearly always at great peril to himself, attained legendary status among the UN forces in Kigali.

Diagne’s strength lay in his ability to persuade others of his friendliness and comradeship. His disposition helped him to obtain the confidence of families, groups, and leaders of all parties in the conflict. It was calculated that he had to pass through 23 Interahamwe checkpoints in order to get to most of the people he was trying to save. The Interahamwe, who, depending on the time of day, could be drunk or drugged, had to be convinced on each occasion that he was not harboring Tutsis. Diagne would find Tutsis who were hiding, drive them back through the same checkpoints, and then hide them—often in the Amahoro Stadium, from which he would then ferry them to some other place of refuge. He engaged in countless such missions, as he could only carry three to four (or sometimes, five, though this was extremely hazardous) at a time. On one occasion he spent an entire day operating in precisely this format after he came across a group of 25 Tutsis hiding in a house in Nyamirambo, Kigali. On each occasion he bluffed his way through the roadblocks. He relied on his extensive contacts among the Hutu military and militias; his ability to defuse tense situations owing to a sharp sense of humor; and, from time to time, bribery in the form of cigarettes or money. His dynamism saw him seemingly everywhere at once.

It certainly helped that in his position as a MILOB he had access to most of the city, and was known widely by all sides of the conflict. But in engaging in his acts of selfless bravery, he was repeatedly forced to flout his operational orders—which were, put simply, not to intervene in the conflict. UNAMIR’s commander, General Roméo Dallaire, was aware of what Diagne was doing, but neither stopped him nor reprimanded him for disobedience. While everyone in the UN establishment seemed to know of Diagne’s actions, some believed that Dallaire would not discipline him owing to him undertaking a role that Dallaire himself would have preferred to be doing.

On May 31, 1994, Diagne was driving alone, back to UN headquarters in Kigali with a message for Dallaire from the chief of staff of the Rwandan Armed Forces, Augustin Bizimungu. At this time the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) was closing in on Kigali, and engaged in fierce fighting with the Rwandan army. A random mortar shell, fired by the RPF toward a Hutu extremist checkpoint, accidentally landed behind his jeep. Shrapnel entered through the rear window and hit Diagne in the back of the head, killing him instantly.

Mbaye Diagne was universally recognized as a real-life hero of the Rwandan Genocide. Upon learning of his death, UNAMIR Force Headquarters held a minute of silence in his honor, and a small parade took place at Kigali airport on June 1. A devout Muslim, he was buried in Senegal with full military honors. Later, his wife and two small children accepted on his behalf the UMURINZI award, Rwanda’s Campaign against Genocide Medal.
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Forces Armées Rwandaises

The Forces Armées Rwandaises (Rwandan Armed Forces, FAR) constituted the national military establishment of Rwanda from its founding in 1962 until its dissolution and reformation in 1994, in the immediate aftermath of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. The FAR in fact played a major role in the genocide. At the time of the genocide, the FAR numbered some 40,000–50,000 men, many of whom were Hutus. The force was administered by the ministry of defense but reported solely to the Rwandan president. The FAR included a small air force as well as an elite Presidential Guard Reserve Force, a National Guard, the Armée Rwandaise (AR), which was the main body of ground troops, and the Gendarmerie Nationale (GN), which functioned as a police and internal security force. The AR and GN were heavily involved in the killings that constituted the Rwandan Genocide.

The size of the FAR increased exponentially beginning in the early 1990s, when the Rwandan government began fighting the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). The RPF had been formed by the Tutsi diaspora in Uganda during the late 1980s. The FAR received much help and training from the French government, which dispatched as many as 1,200 troops to Rwanda after 1990.

When the Rwandan Genocide began in April 1994, the RAF was a principal perpetrator of mass murder against Rwanda’s Tutsi minority and moderate Hutus who either objected to the killing of Tutsis or tried to protect them. Although the brunt of the genocide lasted for only 100 days, as least 800,000 people died in the bloody calamity, and 75 percent of the Tutsi population was wiped out.

When a new Tutsi-led RPF government was installed in Rwanda in July 1994, the FAR was substantially recast, reduced in size, and renamed the Rwandan Defense Forces (RDF), which continues to this day as Rwanda’s military establishment. Thousands of Hutus who had been in the FAR fled from Rwanda in the aftermath of the genocide, fearing arrest or revenge by Tutsis or the RPF government. Most went to the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), from which they have staged raids against Rwanda. It should be noted, however, that RPF was not guilt-free in the Rwandan Genocide, because it perpetrated atrocities against Hutus. It is also responsible for the deaths of as many as 200,000 Hutu refugees in the DRC after the genocide ended.

A number of FAR officers and soldiers have been indicted and tried by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), based in Arusha, Tanzania. To date, the ICTR has completed 50 trials, 29 of which resulted in convictions. A sizable number of the defendants were soldiers or FAR officers. The trials are ongoing.
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Gaillard, Philippe

Philippe Gaillard is a Swiss Red Cross worker who headed the mission of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) in Rwanda during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. Born in Valais, Switzerland, on July 6, 1956, Gaillard studied literature at the universities of Geneva, Freiburg-in-Breisgau, and Salamanca. Joining the ICRC in 1982, he worked for more than 10 years in Latin America and 2 in the Middle East, as well as a year spent at ICRC headquarters in Geneva.

The ICRC opened a delegation in Rwanda in 1990, prior to which it covered the country from a larger regional headquarters in Kinshasa, Zaire. In mid-July 1993 Gaillard went to Rwanda at his own request, just as the Arusha Agreement was being signed between the Hutu Power government of President Juvénal Habyarimana and the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), led by General Paul Kagame. He was appointed head of the ICRC’s Rwanda delegation, a post he was to hold for a year. On July 20, 1993, Gaillard met Habyarimana as part of a larger ICRC delegation to Rwanda. At this time people around the country were nervous as to what the future might hold, and despite the Arusha Accords being signed on August 4, there were signs that the situation was not going to be easily remedied.

Soon after Gaillard’s arrival the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) was established with Canadian general Roméo Dallaire as force commander. Within weeks, more than 50 people were killed in the so-called demilitarized zone between the government forces and those of the RPF. Radio and television propaganda, encouraging Hutus to kill Tutsis with machetes, was broadcast daily. In January 1994 Gaillard was invited by Dallaire to the residence of UN special representative of the secretary-general Jacques-Roger Booh-Booh. Dallaire told Gaillard at this time of the news he had received about the impending genocide, and that he had sent a fax to UN headquarters in New York seeking permission to go on a raid against Interahamwe arms caches. With the raid forbidden by New York, it was from here onward that Gaillard realized that the so-called peace process was not feasible.

Once the genocide began in April 1994, Gaillard worked hard to facilitate both safety and medical support for thousands of sick and wounded Rwandans, regardless of their ethnicity. At the outset of the massacres he called Geneva to explain what was happening, and after discussing the pros and cons of going public with the story it was decided that the ICRC would go against its past record of confidentiality in order to let the world know. Gaillard sent out a very short press release of about five lines regarding a single incident involving the treatment of ICRC wounded, and the next day the story was news around the world. After this, with the support of the ICRC in Geneva, Gaillard was tireless in his efforts to get the word out to the international media about the ongoing slaughter. Gaillard felt he had to speak out in the context of such horror. His attitude was that by remaining silent he would be complicit in the genocide, and that he had a responsibility to make his views known, even if only so that the international community could not say that it didn’t know what was happening. This was probably the first occasion in the 20th century when the Red Cross had made a public announcement of atrocities taking place while its delegates were still in the field.

While many of the other nongovernmental organizations and expatriate communities were evacuating, there was little hesitation about staying as far as the ICRC was concerned. Gaillard was later to comment that the main reason the ICRC decided to stay was on account of its local staff. He reduced the expatriates to six key workers (mainly doctors), but owing to the respect paid by all sides to the Red Cross only 1 person out of the 120 local staff who remained at their posts was killed during the genocide. Gaillard received a lot of support for his efforts from Geneva, and spoke with headquarters every day. Needing more and more help with the medical side of the crisis, he found that all he had to do was ask, and within days there would be more surgeons, nurses, and other specialized staff on their way to Kigali.

Toward the end of April 1994, the UN sent the recently appointed High Commissioner for Human Rights José Ayala Lasso to Rwanda. On May 12 he met with Gaillard and Dallaire to obtain an appreciation of the situation. Upon being asked approximately how many people had been killed to date, Gaillard replied that his best estimate would be at least 250,000. Dallaire did not think the figure was as high as that, but Gaillard later concluded that he in fact had better intelligence sources that Dallaire owing to the ICRC’s reach throughout the whole country.

One of the major challenges in providing humanitarian aid is to help victims without also helping their murderers. The ICRC gave the militias fuel to remove the corpses of their victims, and rarely named killers publicly in order to be able to continue its humanitarian activities. During the genocide, however, Gaillard found himself talking to and dealing with the killers all the time. He would visit the Ministry of Defense twice and sometimes three times a week to discuss the situation, and one day even confronted the mastermind of the genocide, Colonel Théoneste Bagosora, and demanded that something be done to stop the killing.

At an early date in the genocide—around April 10 or 11—Gaillard went to the Ministry of Defense to speak directly with the minister, Augustin Bizimana, with whom Gaillard had previously been in close touch. He asked for a government-appointed liaison officer, the better to be able to coordinate contact between the ICRC and the Rwandan Armed Forces. Later that same day Bizimana appointed Colonel François Munyengango, a Hutu colonel affected by HIV/AIDS. By all accounts, in his new role Colonel Munyengango helped to save hundreds of defenseless civilians. He assisted ICRC delegates and medical workers to cross the checkpoints, and would browbeat the Interahamwe into giving way. On one occasion he learned that an orphanage in Butare with Tutsi children was being threatened by Interahamwe. Colonel Munyengango immediately drove to Butare, alone, and organized the evacuation of 1,619 orphans from Butare to Burundi. Sadly, by the end of 1994 his illness took his life.

Despite Gaillard’s own life being threatened on numerous occasions by the Interahamwe, he has concluded that the Red Cross saved somewhere between 60,000 and 70,000 people. Ten thousand people were taken care of in Gaillard’s hospital alone. Perhaps thousands more orphans were saved, either directly by the Red Cross or through its initiatives.

Throughout the time of the genocide, Gaillard maintained his psychological balance through poetry. He had with him A Season in Hell by the French poet Arthur Rimbaud, and before having dinner every evening, around seven o’clock, he would read a poem from the collection to his colleagues, who listened in silence.

After the genocide, he remained with the ICRC, but he found himself to be somewhat inured to horror. For Gaillard today, his advice is that simple beauty should be enjoyed more. And while he and his wife had previously decided not to have children, after the genocide both wanted to create life. Now, as a father, senior humanitarian aid worker, and—it must be said—genocide survivor, he is attracted to beauty in all its forms.
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Gisimba, Damas

Damas Gisimba is the director of an orphanage in Kigali, Rwanda who hid more than 400 mostly Tutsi adults and children during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide.

Damas Gisimba was born in Rwanda in 1950. In 1980, Gisimba’s father and mother founded the orphanage, and Damas and his brother Jean-François both worked to serve the children there. In 1986, after his father’s death, Damas Gisimba became director of the facility. The orphanage was well-run and well-respected within Rwanda.

By the time of the Rwandan Genocide, which began in April 1994, the orphanage was known as the Gisimba Memorial Center and housed about 65 orphaned children. It was supported by the larger community in Kigali by way of donations and staffing support. When the carnage began in April, Gisimba, a Hutu, was determined to shield as many Tutsis as he could. Gisimba later stated in interviews that his parents had taught him not to focus on ethnicity, to respect all people equally, and to help them in times of need. Over the proceeding 100 days, encouraged by the Hutu-dominated government, the Interahamwe militia, a de facto mass killing organization, massacred hundreds of thousands of people—mainly Tutsis and moderate Hutus—in cities, villages, and the countryside within Rwanda. Hutu civilians also heeded their government’s call, and a sizable number became caught up in the violence; Hutu neighbors killed Tutsi neighbors and friends, and some hardline Hutus even murdered members of their own family, if they happened to be moderate Hutus or Tutsis.

It was amid this shocking cataclysm that Gisimba and his brother Jean-François decided to hide as many people as they could at the orphanage, knowing full well that their discovery would inevitably lead to their own deaths. Within a week or so after the genocide began, more than 400 children and adults had flooded into the orphanage. They were all Tutsis or moderate Hutus. The huge influx taxed Gisimba’s already meager food supplies, but he managed to scavenge what he could without raising undue suspicions. Several times, Interahamwe fighters threatened the orphanage, but the Gisimba brothers managed to keep them at bay, using a combination of bribes and threats. In the end, all those who had sought refuge with Gisimba survived the terrible ordeal.

Damas and his brother have since received numerous accolades, awards, and honors for their selfless courage. They have come from the postgenocide Rwandan government as well as a wide variety of international organizations and individual nations. Today, the orphanage continues to be directed by Gisimba and houses some 150 children. Until about a decade ago, nearly all the facility’s children were victims and/or survivors of the genocide. In recent years, that profile has shifted to children orphaned because of poverty or disease, especially AIDS. Meanwhile, Gisimba continues to instill in his children the importance of not judging people because of their ethnicity or other outward appearances.
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Habyarimana, Juvénal

Juvénal Habyarimana was president of Rwanda from 1973 until his death by assassination on April 6, 1994. He was born into an aristocratic Hutu family on March 8, 1937, in Gasiza, Gisenyi, the son of a landowner, Jean-Baptiste Ntibazilikana, and his wife Suzanne Nyirazuba. He was educated in Zaire, and studied medicine before entering Rwanda’s Officer Training School in Kigali in 1960. Graduating in 1961, he rose to become chief of staff in the Rwandan military forces (Forces Armées Rwandaises, or FAR) in 1963. In 1965, at the age of 28, he was made minister for the armed forces and police in the government of his cousin, Gregoire Kayibanda. In 1973 he was promoted to major general, and then overthrew Kayibanda in a military coup on July 5, 1973.

Habyarimana’s military regime remained in office until 1978, when a referendum established a new constitution. Habyarimana, setting himself up as the only candidate, was elected to a five-year term as president, which was renewed in subsequent sham elections. Under Habyarimana, the quality of life for most Rwandans improved: there was political stability, and the economy recovered to reach unprecedented levels. This “golden age” came at a price, however. Every Rwandan citizen, including babies and the elderly, had to be a member of Habyarimana’s political party (the only one permitted), the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement (National Revolutionary Movement for Development, or MRND). This was a party of Hutu exclusivism, and through it Habyarimana was able to build what was, in essence, an apartheid-like state in which the Tutsi minority was discriminated against institutionally.

Throughout this time, Habyarimana relied heavily on an inner clique of the MRND, the so-called Akazu (Kinyarwanda, “Little Hut”), a euphemism given to an informal but tightly knit (and highly corrupt) network of Habyarimana’s closest family members, friends, and party associates. It was said to be so thoroughly dominated by Habyarimana’s wife Agathe (née Kanziga) that, at times, even her husband could be frozen out of the decision-making process. The name Akazu was originally, in precolonial times, a term given to the inner circle of courtiers to the royal family; under the MRND regime, and particularly Agathe Habyarimana’s dominance, it developed such awesome power that it even instituted its own death squad, recruited from members of the presidential guard The Akazu was an oligarchy that not only held back any possibility of Rwanda returning to democracy, but also worked assiduously to promote the interests of northern Rwanda (the Akazu base) over those of the south. This further destabilized the position of the minority Tutsis throughout the country, and, through its extensive network of supporters in the bureaucracy, the financial sector, and society generally, the Akazu skimmed off vast amounts of public money for the greater good of the extended Habyarimana family.

The late 1980s saw Rwanda experience an economic downturn, as world coffee prices—upon which the Rwandan economy relied heavily—dropped sharply. This destabilized Habyarimana’s regime, forcing him to introduce an economic austerity program that led to widespread unrest. In hopes of curbing unprecedented antigovernment sentiment, he convened a national commission to study how best to implement a multiparty democracy in Rwanda. Whilst army control ensured that he still held the country in an iron grip, forced budget cuts in 1989—accompanied by a drought in 1988–1989 and a plea for financial assistance to the World Bank—saw pressure brought against Habyarimana to begin a process of liberalization for Rwanda’s political system.

Despite this, Habyarimana was and remained a Hutu supremacist. While portraying an image of one who would not be averse to a liberalization of his government, in reality he also armed and encouraged the activities of extremist Hutu militias such as the Interahamwe (“those who attack together”) and the Impuzamugambi (“those with a common purpose”).

In late 1990 a large and well-equipped rebel Tutsi army located in nearby Uganda, the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), invaded the country. This émigré force engaged the Rwandan army in heavy fighting that came close to Kigali, and threatened Habyarimana’s grip. Only the intervention of French paratroopers, units of which stood physically between the RPF and the government forces, stopped the invasion. The civil war continued intermittently for another three years, further damaging Rwanda’s already vulnerable economy, and led Habyarimana inevitably to the conclusion that he would have to open some form of negotiation process if his administration was to survive. This began in 1992, when the country held its first multiparty elections, and changes in the legislation provided for both a prime minister and a president.

By August 4, 1993, delegates from the RPF met with officials of the Habyarimana administration and representatives of the United States, France, and the Organization of African Unity, to negotiate a settlement. The resulting settlement, signed at Arusha, Tanzania, saw a set of five accords agreed to between the two parties. These ranged over a wide variety of topics: refugee resettlement, power-sharing between Hutu and Tutsi, the introduction of an all-embracing democratic regime, the dismantling of Habyarimana’s dictatorship, and the encouragement of a transparent rule of law throughout Rwanda. Arusha guaranteed the RPF half of the officer corps and 40 percent of the enlisted men in a reorganized Rwandan army, as well as Tutsi representation in key government posts.

In the months that followed, a number of subsequent meetings took place for the purpose of negotiating their implementation. This involved the parties traveling to and from Arusha, sometimes by road and at other times by plane. Some observers considered that Habyarimana purposely allowed these negotiations to drag on in order to buy time and thereby reinforce his position at home, the more so as Hutu extremist elements were becoming increasingly frustrated at Habyarimana’s “capitulation” to the rebel forces by even entering negotiations in the first place.

On April 6, 1994, while returning to Kigali from one of the negotiation rounds in Arusha, Habyarimana’s Falcon 50 jet, carrying the president as well as the president of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaryamira, the chief of staff of the Rwandan military, and numerous others, was shot down by two missiles fired from just outside the Kigali airport perimeter. The plane crashed into the grounds of the presidential palace, with all on board killed. Within hours, as if the assassination had sounded a tocsin to the Hutu extremists in Rwanda, the killing of all Tutsis and the Hutu liberal middle class began.

It has never been proven conclusively who was responsible for the missile attack. A French investigating team blamed the RPF, in particular its leader (and later president of Rwanda), General Paul Kagame. Others have argued that it was Hutu extremists, believing Habyarimana far too moderate, who decided to use his death as a necessary sacrifice to force a final reckoning with the RPF and the Tutsis. Yet others have even suggested that it was members of the Akazu—and thus, Habyarimana’s own family—who arranged for the plane to be shot down.

Whatever the case, the assassination certainly served as an opportunity for extremist Hutus to unleash unprecedented ethnic violence in Rwanda. Within hours, the militias, the FAR, the presidential guard and the Gendarmerie Nationale (the national police force) unleashed wholesale carnage against Rwanda’s Tutsis. At least 800,000 people—though by several estimates, nearly a million—were killed over the next three months, in one of the fastest genocides in recorded history.

Three days after the assassination, French forces escorted the slain president’s widow, Agathe Habyarimana, out of the country, evacuating her to France. Reports of her living a life of luxury in Paris surfaced frequently over the next several years, rubbing salt into the wounds of the RPF-dominated government that came to power in Rwanda after the genocide. As one of the leading members of the Akazu (also known in some circles as the “Clan de Madame”), Agathe Habyarimana was alleged by the RPF to have been one the genocide’s masterminds. After many years in exile, “Madame Agathe” as denied political asy-lum in France on January 4, 2007 (though incongruously, she was permitted to remain in the country).

Then, on March 2, 2010, she was arrested by the government of French president Nicolas Sarkozy on suspicion of her involvement in the genocide. The move against her followed a visit to Rwanda by Sarkozy during which he promised that “those responsible for the genocide must be found and punished.” She was detained at her home in the southern Paris suburbs by police executing a Rwandan-issued international arrest warrant released in October 2009. Immediately, the Rwandan government urged Paris to extradite her for trial, though it is considered that France will never actually do so. French judges have consistently refused to extradite genocide suspects to Kigali on the grounds that they would not receive a fair trial, and it is certain that Agathe Habyarimana would find it extremely difficult to obtain this.
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Hamitic Hypothesis

Stock-in-trade of early colonial historians, the Hamitic Hypothesis lies at the core of racist theories purporting to show the innate superiority of the Tutsi people as the ideal embodiment of the Hamitic race. According to historian David Newbury, it is founded on the following assumptions: that ethnic categories are defined by biological criteria, that the origin of each group is traceable to a distinct geographical area, that they each possess a specific corporate history, and that the history of the region can best be explained in terms of the conquest of one race by another.

Such ideas can be found in germ, as it were, in the writings of early European explorers who saw in the somatic traits of Tutsi and Hima people unmistakable proof of their Ethiopian origins. After coming in contact with the people of Uganda in the 1850s, John Henning Speke was one of the first to air the notion that people of Hamitic descent were racially superior to lesser breeds of Africans. His views were later echoed in Count Gustav Adolf von Goetzen’s description of the Tutsi of Rwanda, in 1894, as being exceptionally gifted, physically and culturally distinct from the great mass of Hutu agriculturalists, and must have migrated with their long-horned cattle from Abyssinia to Rwanda. Father A. Pagès gave further respectability to the term in the title of his book, Au Rwanda: Un royaume hamite au centre de l’Afrique (1933). Writing in the 1920s, the British anthropologist C.G. Seligman captured the gist of the myth in his book on The Races of Africa (1922) when he referred to the Hamites as “pastoral Europeans.” For all the critical responses voiced by more serious observers, the Hamitic hypothesis showed a surprising capacity to survive in one form or another throughout the colonial period and after.

The Hamitic frame seemed ideally suited to legitimize the Belgian version of indirect rule. Though later appropriated by Rwandan historians of Tutsi origins, most notably Alexis Kagame, to reclaim self-rule, on the eve of independence Hamitic references became a familiar theme in the discourse of Hutu politicians anxious to discredit the monarchy and its feudal supporters. It eventually surfaced as a notoriously noxious ideology during the genocide, when it was used as a tool in the hands of Hutu extremists to insist on sending the Tutsi back to their “original homeland,” Ethiopia.

As a hypothesis, a myth or an ideology the Hamitic frame of reference has had a profound influence on the destinies of Africans. It has added a strongly racist coloration to the writings of early historians; it has shaped the ideas and practices of colonial administrators and missionaries in many parts of Central Africa, including Rwanda and Burundi; and, most importantly, it has given a spurious halo of respectability to the proponents of genocidal ideas during the Rwandan carnage.

RENÉ LEMARCHAND

 See also: Rwandan Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the; Tutsis


Further Reading

Chrétien, Jean-Pierre. The Great Lakes of Africa: Two Thousand Years of History. Translated by Scott Strauss, New York: Zone Books, 2003.

Newbury, David. The Land beyond the Mists: Essays on Identity and Authority in Precolonial Congo and Rwanda. Athens: Ohio University Press, 2011.

Prunier, Gérard. The Rwanda Crisis, 1959–1994: History of a Genocide. Kampala: Fountain Publishers, 1995.

Sanders, Edith. “The Hamitic Hypothesis: Its Origins and Functions,” Journal of African History 10, no. 4 (1960): 521–532.



Hotel Rwanda (Film, 2004) 

Hotel Rwanda was a critically acclaimed U.S.-made movie released in 2004 based on real events that occurred during the spring of 1994 during the Rwandan Genocide. The film is based on the real-life actions of Paul Rusesabagina (played by Don Cheadle), who managed a small hotel in the Rwandan capital of Kigali, and his family. Hotel Rwanda also stars Sophie Okonedo, Joaquin Phoenix, Nick Nolte, and Jean Reno. As the Rwandan genocide begins, Rusesabagina, who is a Hutu, and his wife Tatiana, who is a Tutsi, are increasingly horrified by the violence they see unfolding around them. To complicate matters, their mixed marriage is frowned upon by the Hutu-led Interahamwe militia. Despite their increasing fears that one or both of them will be killed, Rusesabagina negotiates with and bribes local officials to leave the hotel alone, and before long it becomes a refuge for nearly 1,300 Rwandan refugees, mostly Tutsis. Many critics have called Hotel Rwanda an African-based version of Schindler’s List, a 1993 movie about the Jewish Holocaust.

Like Schindler’s List, Hotel Rwanda deals with the causes and results of mass violence and genocide, societal and political corruption, hypocrisy, and the redeeming value of human kindness even in the midst of unspeakable human suffering. An independent film, the movie had a limited release in December 2004 but was more widely released in February 2005. Hotel Rwanda was a modest success financially, but received many accolades. It received awards at the Toronto Film Festival and the Berlin Film festival, among others.

In a subtle way, Hotel Rwanda also deals with the unwillingness—or inability—of the international community to stop the bloodshed. United Nations (UN) peace-keeping troops are portrayed as being deeply concerned about the mass killings, but essentially unable to take any offensive action against the Hutus or the Interahamwe because the UN had forbidden them from intervening in the genocide. The film ends with Rusesabagina’s family, along with the refugees he shielded, successfully leaving the hotel after joining a UN convoy and reaching Tutsi rebel protection.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Hutus

The term “Hutu” refers to the majority of citizens occupying the region of Rwanda-Burundi. The Rwandan government, dominated by the Hutus, perpetrated genocide against the Tutsis of Rwanda in 1994.

The Hutus and Tutsi are descended from ancestors sharing a common language, Kinyerwanda, who settled the Rwanda-Burundi area of east central Africa more than 1,000 years ago. Two forms of subsistence developed among these people. One group relied strictly on cultivation and farming. The other relied on cattle raising. Over time, the farmers came to be known as Hutus and the pastoralists as Tutsis. In this culture, cattle were a marker of wealth. With time, Hutu and Tutsi became class markers with the pastoral Tutsi as the wealthier members of the society.

At the time of the German conquest in the 1880s, Rwandan society had begun to polarize. The majority Hutu occupied the peasant, or subject, position to the Tutsi minority holding the tribal leadership positions. The German colonizers did little to interfere with the social makeup of the indigenous people. When Belgium assumed control over Rwanda at the close of World War I, the situation changed. The Belgians relied heavily on indigenous Tutsi leaders to govern the colony. This served to reinforce Tutsi control and provided apparatus to repress the masses of the people. Belgian leaders excluded Hutus from government service and from higher education.

During the 1950s, the Hutus began a resurgence back into public life, using the decolonization programs of the United Nations to gain access to education and public office. Hutu leaders were successful in exploiting the decolonization process to gain power throughout Rwanda. When Rwanda revolted against Belgium and secured its independence in 1961, the class roles were reversed, and the Hutus held the positions of power.

Tutsi rebels challenged Hutu rule immediately. In response to cross-border rebel incursions, the Hutu government massacred some 20,000 Rwandan Tutsis and forced 300,000 to flee. In the aftermath, a military dictatorship solidified its power in Rwanda. Over the next two decades, the standard of living in Rwanda declined steadily.

As the economic decline in Rwanda continued, the power base of the military leadership eroded. Rebel groups, most notably the Rwandan Patriotic Front, began to challenge the government from camps in neighboring states. Tutsi participation with the rebels gave justification for further repression of the Tutsis. The government began planning the genocide of the Tutsis as a way of repolarizing the population.

The assassination of President Juvenal Habyarimana on April 6, 1994, provided the catalyst for action against the Tutsis. During the next 13 weeks, military forces compelled the Hutu population of Rwanda to massacre the Tutsis. More than 800,000 Tutsis and perhaps 20,000 Hutus were killed. Three-quarters of the Tutsi population were exterminated.

The Hutus maintain leadership in Rwanda, which remains one of the world’s poorest nations.

ROB COYLE
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Identity Cards, Rwanda

Identification cards resembling passports were issued to all Rwandans beginning in the early 1930s. They were mandated by Belgian authorities, who had been ruling the country since World War I. The identity cards indicated an individual’s ethnicity—Tutsi, Hutu, or Twa—and also contained the bearer’s address or place of residence and other personal information. All Rwandans were required to carry their cards with them at all times and present them to authorities when asked. The cards helped the Belgians and their Tutsi allies, who then dominated Rwanda, to control the movement of people within the country. Indeed, no Rwandan could move to a new address or location without seeking permission from the government ahead of time. If the move was approved, a new identity card would be promptly issued.

The identity cards were a major bone of contention among Rwandans, especially the majority Hutu, whom the Belgians relegated to second-class citizenship. Indeed, most Hutus were barred from government service, had separate educational institutions that were patently inferior to those for Tutsis, and were routinely discriminated against in most public venues, including employment and housing. The identity cards only served to drive a larger wedge between the Tutsis and Hutus and created a corrosive atmosphere of mutual distrust and dislike among Rwanda’s two principal ethnic groups. This atmosphere was reinforced by Belgian policies that clearly favored the minority Tutsis.

Amid this environment, the Hutus rebelled against the Tutsi monarchy and Tutsi elites in 1959. Thousands of Tutsis died in the violence, and at least 130,000 were forced to flee the country. By 1961, the Hutus had formed their own government, which shut out the Tutsis completely. In 1962, the Belgians left and Rwanda became an independent nation under a Hutu-dominated government. Thereafter, race relations in the country remained poor, and the government continued to mandate the identity cards, but now the tables were turned and they were used chiefly to single out, ostracize, or repress the Tutsis. When the Rwandan Genocide commenced in April 1994, the Hutu government and allied militia groups like the Interahamwe, used the cards to single out Tutsis for murder. Thus, the cards made the process of mass killing based on ethnicity much faster and simpler. Some have argued that the identity cards also helped some Hutus distance themselves psychologically from the genocide by reinforcing long-ingrained but faulty ideas about ethnic superiority and ethnic vilification.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Interahamwe

The Interahamwe was the largest and most potent of the anti-Tutsi paramilitary groups in Rwanda and played a central in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, which killed an estimated 800,000–1,000,000 Tutsis and moderate Hutus. The Interahamwe (the word is derived from the Rwandan word that means to “stand, fight, or work together”) worked closely with the Hutu-dominated Rwandan army, which provided training and weapons to Interahamwe members. The group grew out of a youth-oriented soccer club during the early 1990s, under the tutelage of Robert “Jerry” Kajuga, who turned the club into a brutal killing machine; he served as its president during the Rwandan Genocide. Ironically, Kajuga was an ethnic Tutsi whose father had illegally acquired Hutu identification papers. The Interahamwe cultivated a deep hatred of Tutsis, and often recruited its members at gunpoint from among the Hutu peasantry. The group referred to Tutsis in subhuman terms, even employing the term “cockroaches” to describe them. By 1994, the Interahamwe had a membership approaching 6,500 well-armed men.

Many Interahamwe fighters were trained by French forces under the direction of President Juvenal Habyarimana between 1991 and 1994. Not surprisingly, the Interahamwe vigorously opposed the 1993 Arusha Accords, which witnessed Habyarimana’s reluctant accommodation with the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a Tutsi group. From 1992 until the outbreak of the genocide in April 1994, the Interahamwe, in conjunction with other anti-Tutsi militias like the Impuzamugambi, with which it was closely allied, waged a virtual guerilla-style war designed to rally Hutus against the Tutsis and to force Tutsis to flee Rwanda. This activity was supported by the Rwandan government and armed forces, and Rwandan vice president Georges Rutaganda directed many of the group’s attacks.

The downing of Habyarimana’s presidential plane in Kigali on April 6, 1994, provided the Interahamwe, along with other like-minded groups and the Rwandan military, a pretext to launch a campaign of genocide against Tutsis, who were blamed for the president’s death. The killing occurred on a scale nearly unthinkable, and in just 100 days, as many as 800,000 Tutsis and Hutu sympathizers were dead.

Once the bloodletting was over, many Interahamwe members fled to the Democratic Republic of the Congo; some then made their way to other neighboring countries, including Burundi and Uganda. From there they launched raids against Rwanda, now governed by the Tutsi-dominated RPF. In 1999, Interahamwe refugees in Uganda were responsible for the murders of 14 foreign tourists in Uganda’s Bwindi National Park.

Since the RPF takeover of the Rwandan government, a number of Interahamwe senior cadre have been tried and convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), based in Arusha, Tanzania. Some Interahamwe leaders have also been tried in Rwanda, including under the Gacaca Law. The ICTR has indicted at least 20 Interahamwe leaders since 1995. The Interahamwe was a principal instigator of the Rwandan Genocide because it stirred up anti-Tutsi hatred long before Habyarimana’s April 1994 assassination.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda

The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) was created by the United Nations (UN) Security Council in 1994 to prosecute the people responsible for the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. The UN hoped that the tribunal would facilitate the process of national reconciliation between warring ethnic groups and maintain peace in the region.

The Tribunal takes its structure from Security Council Resolution 955. This statute creates a three-part judicial system, consisting of three trial chambers and an appeals chamber, which function as courts; the Office of the Prosecutor, which is in charge of investigating and prosecuting alleged crimes; and the Registry, which handles administrative matters. The 16 judges in the chambers are elected to four-year terms by the General Assembly from a list submitted by the Security Council. No two judges may come from the same country. The Tribunal’s jurisdiction is clearly defined. It can prosecute genocide, crimes against humanity, and other crimes defined in Article 3 of the Geneva Convention and its Additional Protocol II. It can only prosecute crimes committed between January 1 and December 31, 1994. The crimes must have been committed by Rwandans within Rwanda or its neighboring states or by non-Rwandans who committed crimes in Rwanda. The Tribunal also has a Witness and Victims Support Section to protect the anonymity of Rwandans who testify against those accused of genocide.

Accused individuals are detained by the tribunal before and during their trials; they may communicate with family and friends and receive visits. They are also allowed to mingle with one another and have full access to legal counsel. People who are convicted by the trial chambers may appeal their convictions to the appeals chamber. The maximum sentence meted out by the Tribunal is life imprisonment.

The Tribunal’s first trial was that of Jean-Paul Akayesu, who was convicted of genocide in 1998. By 2012, 50 cases had been completed, and 29 individuals had been convicted. Eleven more trials were in progress, and 14 individuals were awaiting trial. Thirteen others remained at large, some presumed dead. The Tribunal posts daily updates on its Web site, including a daily journal and case minutes. The records of all trials are also available.

AMY HACKNEY BLACKWELL
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Kabuga, Félicien

Félicien Kabuga is a multimillionaire Rwandan businessman alleged to have been the chief financier of the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. On the run since 1994, he is one of the most wanted men in Africa.

Kabuga was born in 1935 in Muniga, in the commune of Mukarange, Byumba, and had close ties to the long-serving president of Rwanda, Juvénal Habyarimana, and his ruling party, the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement (National Revolutionary Movement for Development, or MRND). He was one of the main financial contributors to MRND, and to the Coalition pour la Défense de la Republique (Coalition for the Defense of the Republic, or CDR), an extremist anti-Tutsi Hutu party emerging from within the MRND.

It has been alleged that from the end of 1990 until July 1994 Kabuga played an important role in the preparation and execution of a plan aimed at the extermination of the Tutsis. This plan encouraged hatred and ethnic violence, trained and armed anti-Tutsi militias, and drafted lists of people to be murdered.

Kabuga also became president of the ruling committee of the rabidly anti-Tutsi radio station Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), helping to indoctrinate the Rwandan people with extremist Hutu ideologies. In November 1993, and again in February 1994, the Habyarimana government, which was at that time attempting to project to the world an image of pluralism and tolerance, publicly urged Kabuga to stop the distribution of messages aiming at inciting interracial hatred, but instead Kabuga countered by declaring that RTLM should become the official voice of the Hutu Power regime. Throughout the genocide, in the spring of 1994, RTLM subsequently played a vital propaganda and directing role to help facilitate the killing.

Kabuga also wielded considerable influence as a result of his wealth. On April 25, 1994, it is reported that Kabuga and others met in Gisenyi in order to create the Comité Provisoire du Fonds de Défense Nationale (National Defence Funds Acting Committee, or FDN), of which he became president. The FDN was created for the purpose of providing assistance to the radical Hutu-dominated interim government to help destroy Tutsis and moderate Hutus. The purpose of the FDN was to buy weapons, vehicles, and uniforms for the Interahamwe militia and the national army. Kabuga was granted signatory power over the fund’s bank accounts. It was in this capacity that he became known as the chief paymaster of the Interahamwe militias that undertook the task of carrying out and directing the Rwandan Genocide.

It is alleged that he exercised authority over organizations aligned with Hutu Power, enabling him to organize, order, and even participate in the mass murders. Certainly, he employed his wealth to outfit the Interahamwe. Before and during the genocide, Kabuga is alleged to have participated in the provision of weapons to the militia, purchasing vast quantities of machetes, hoes, and other agricultural tools for Interahamwe use. From 1992, one of Kabuga’s companies, ETS, was reported to have bought massive stocks of machetes, hoes, and other farm tools, in the belief that they would be used as weapons during the massacres. In March 1994, just before the genocide began, Kabuga was reported to have imported 50,000 machetes from Kenya. Kabuga has also been accused of continuing to supply machetes and other weapons during the four months of the genocide itself. Additionally it has been alleged that he supplied uniforms and transportation to the Interahamwe through his company-owned vehicles.

Kabuga has always claimed he is innocent of the accusations leveled against him.

In June 1994, as troops from the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) advanced on Kigali and then took over most of the country, Kabuga fled Rwanda. On July 22, 1994, he sought asylum in Switzerland on a valid visa. He was expelled, at Swiss government expense (with his wife and seven children), on August 18, 1994, and flew immediately to Kinshasa in the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC). Before leaving Switzerland, it is alleged, he withdrew funds from his Swiss bank account with UBS at the Geneva international airport. He then spent a period of time in DRC, arranging sanctuary in a third country, widely believed to be Kenya. He took up residence in Nairobi, where he allegedly found protection from senior government officials of then-president Daniel Arap Moi. This protection enabled him to evade a number of attempts at arrest by Kenyan police and international bodies.

In 1995, when the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) was established, Kabuga was one of the first of those for whom the Tribunal began an investigation. In August 1998 he was indicted by the ICTR on 11 counts that included genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, complicity in genocide, and violations of the laws and customs of war. One year later, in August 1999, an international arrest warrant for his arrest was issued.

Despite these efforts, as of this writing Kabuga has still not been arrested. He is said to be a frequent traveler to various African nations where he buys protection. A 1999 report of a United Nations commission of inquiry into arms purchases by the former militia of the Rwandan government reported that Kabuga had been seen in Southeast Asia in September 1998, and in 2000 he was said to have transited through Belgium, where his wife at that time lived.

From this time on, concerted efforts were made to capture Kabuga. On June 11, 2002, the United States offered a reward of up to U.S. $5,000,000 for any information leading to his capture, and later that year the United States formally accused Kenyan security authorities of having given sanctuary to Kabuga and of using governmental infrastructures to prevent him from being arrested. On August 28, 2003, in Security Council Resolution 1503, the UN urged all member states (and Kenya in particular) to intensify their cooperation to find Kabuga and bring him to justice. The ICTR also arranged to have Kabuga’s financial assets confiscated, and to block access to his bank accounts in France, Switzerland, and Belgium.

In November 2009 the United States ambassador for war crimes issues, Stephen Rapp, told reporters in Nairobi that he was convinced Kabuga was still currently in Kenya, and that he had seen pictures of Kabuga in Kenyan neighborhoods. By way of response, Kenyan prime minister Raila Odinga declared his belief that Kabuga was not in the country. Then, on a visit to the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, in February 2010, Rapp once more announced that Kabuga was still in Kenya, notwithstanding government declarations to the contrary.

As of this writing, Félicien Kabuga remains on the run. The Kenyan government continues to deny he is in the country, but has reaffirmed its pledge to arrest him if he is located.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Kagame, Paul

Paul Kagame is a Rwandan politician, who, as the leader of the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA), the military arm of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), defeated Hutu extremist forces to end the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. In 2000 he became president of Rwanda, a position he holds to this day.

A Tutsi, Kagame was born in Gitarama on October 23, 1957, and as a child became a refugee as his family (among tens of thousands of other Rwandan Tutsis) fled to Uganda in 1960 in the face of Hutu attacks on Tutsis. In 1962 they settled into a Ugandan refugee camp, where Kagame spent the rest of his childhood years. He was educated in the Ugandan education system, was taught in English rather than French (as spoken in Rwanda), and studied for a time at Makerere University in Kampala. For the next 30 years after 1960, he lived his life as an exile.
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Determined to resist oppressive regimes, as a young man Kagame decided on a rebel military career, and he joined with a Ugandan dissident leader, Yoweri Museveni, who had formed his own National Resistance Army (NRA). Together, the two spent five years fighting as guerrillas against the government of Milton Obote. When Museveni took power in 1986, he sent Kagame to Cuba for training with several other intelligence officers then under Kagame’s command. Then, in 1989, Museveni sent Kagame on a training course at the U.S. Army Command and Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

In 1985, as a young, English-speaking Tutsi refugee burning to return to Rwanda, Kagame and his best friend, Fred Rwigyema, established the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a political organization with an armed wing named the Rwandan Patriotic Army composed mostly of Tutsis who had fought in Uganda with Museveni’s NRA in the overthrow of President Idi Amin in 1979. By October 1990 the movement was strong enough to launch an invasion of Rwanda from Uganda, supported by Museveni. Rwigyema was killed during the invasion, which failed after a French-led intervention force stopped its advance after an appeal for help from Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana. After Rwigyema’s death, Kagame became the head of the RPF. Kagame’s role in negotiations with the Habyarimana regime throughout the 1990s was important, and certainly contributed to the signing of the Arusha Accords, a peace settlement between the RPF and the Rwandan government signed on August 4, 1993. Habyarimana’s assassination on April 6, 1994, however, destroyed any possibility that these accords would be implemented.

Controversy has since dogged Kagame over Habyarimana’s assassination, with several accusations made against him for his alleged responsibility for having shot down Habyarimana’s plane—an event which killed not only the president, but also the president of Burundi, Cyprien Ntaryamira, and the plane’s French pilot and crew. In January 2000, three Tutsi informants told United Nations investigators that they were part of an elite hit squad that had assassinated Habyarimana. Their confession implicated Kagame in his capacity as overall commander, though nothing was proven and no official allegations were made. According to Lieutenant Aloys Ruyenzi, a member of the RPA, Kagame was primarily responsible for shooting down the plane, while the French government launched its own investigation, leading to a conclusion by Judge Jean-Louis Bruguière that Kagame in fact ordered the shooting. In response, in November 2006, Rwanda severed all diplomatic ties with France and ordered its entire diplomatic staff out of Rwanda within 24 hours. Relations between the two countries remained strained for several years after this, but in an attempt to establish better relations with France Kagame visited Paris in mid-September 2011, reciprocating a visit to Rwanda by French president Nicolas Sarkozy in February 2010.

All accusations against Kagame have been met consistently with vigorous denials by Kagame and his supporters, who have argued that the plane was shot down by Hutu extremists furious with Habyarimana for arranging a peace settlement with the detested Tutsis, and who exploited the events in order to commence the already well-planned genocide. In 2007 the Rwandan government launched a formal investigation into the plane crash. The results were released in 2010, concluding that Hutu extremists were responsible for shooting down the plane in an effort to derail Habyarimana’s peace negotiations with Kagame and the Tutsi rebels.

With the onset of the genocide in April 1994, Kagame and the RPF renewed their civil war against the government, and by the end of May they controlled most of Rwanda. Kigali was captured on July 4, 1994, and the remnants of the extremist Hutu Power government of Jean Kambanda fled. Once the conflict was over, Kagame became vice president and defense minister under Pasteur Bizimungu, but many believed that Kagame was the real power behind the presidency. Bizimungu, who was a deputy commander of the RPF and an ethnic Hutu, eventually came into conflict with Kagame over the direction of postgenocide policy-making. He resigned in March 2000, and Kagame became caretaker president. He was then elected in a landslide on August 25, 2003, in the first national elections since the genocide. Kagame won 95.5 percent of all votes cast, and was sworn in for a seven-year term on September 12, 2003. Then, on August 9, 2010, Kagame was reelected for a second seven-year term as president. In an outcome questioned by many observers from around the world as thoroughly unimaginable for a free and fair election, Kagame received 93.08 percent of the vote.

After the genocide, many of the Hutus responsible for the killing fled to neighboring Zaire (later called the Democratic Republic of the Congo, or DRC) using the country as a base from which to continue attacking Rwanda. Kagame sent Rwandan troops into the country in late 1996 in order to pursue these Hutus, in what was a clear violation of the larger country’s sovereignty. Kagame now found himself embroiled in a confusing conflict in which a Congolese civil war involving forces either supporting or opposing Zairean president Mobutu Sese Seko and his adversary Laurent Kabila—and all these forces were inconsistent in which side they championed—had fragmented into a series of smaller conflicts involving competing local warlords and the government. Into this mix came the Rwandan Hutu exiles, the invading Rwandan forces, as well as an army from Museveni’s Uganda. Some parts of the DRC were then occupied by Rwandan troops for the next five years. In the course of the war, the Rwandan army financed its invasion through an illegal trade in the Congo’s natural resources.

Kagame’s invasion of DRC has been severely criticized in several quarters, as the army was known to have committed a series of brutal (and often systematic) massacres against fleeing, unarmed Hutus. Also, in order to finance the campaign, the Rwandan military allegedly plundered vast amounts of precious minerals from the areas in eastern Congo it occupied. Kagame was known to support the rebel forces in DRC until 2002, when he signed a peace accord and agreed to remove Rwandan troops in exchange for the disarmament and repatriation of Hutu forces. This notwithstanding, a Rwandan presence—sometimes quite active and violent—remained throughout the next few years, further confusing an already confused and disastrous situation which some estimates claim have cost up to 5 million lives overall.

In the aftermath of the genocide and the 34 years of exile that preceded it, a major focus of Kagame’s presidency has been to build Rwandan national unity. Accordingly, his preference for postgenocide Rwanda is for the nation’s citizens to downplay all references to their separate ethnic identities. During the 2003 presidential campaign he portrayed himself as a Rwandan rather than a Tutsi, and has since made it illegal for any politician or citizen to make statements encouraging ethnic animosity or expressing ethnic solidarity. Some have seen this as the tip of an antidemocratic iceberg that suppresses human rights, and Kagame has been criticized as an authoritarian leader who often disregards and stifles public opinion. The international humanitarian monitoring organization Human Rights Watch has accused Rwandan police of several instances of extrajudicial killings and deaths in custody, and Kagame has been accused of being a ruthless and repressive leader intolerant of criticism. Some have pointed out that he favors Tutsis over Hutus in senior positions.

On the other hand, Kagame’s leadership style has enabled him to devote much of his attention to issues of postgenocide justice, peace building, and reconciliation, often without dissent. Other areas of priority have included economic development, good governance, women’s empowerment, and advancement of education. Kagame has received international recognition for his leadership of what was a broken country, and he is considered by many to be one of the most dynamic and effective leaders in Africa in the early 21st century.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Kajuga, Jerry

Jerry Robert Kajuga was the founder and national president of the Rwandan youth militia known as Interahamwe (“those who stick together”). Born in 1960, Kajuga was the child of a mixed Hutu-Tutsi marriage. His father was a highly respected Episcopal priest of Tutsi background who had married a Hutu woman, and it is believed that the family at first disguised their official identity as Tutsi and “passed” as Hutus.

The genesis of the Interahamwe movement, which Kajuga founded and of which he was president, can be located in a number of junior soccer clubs, one of which, the Loisirs (“Leisure”) club, Kajuga coached. Under his direction, Interahamwe was transformed from a youth organization when it was founded in 1990, to a radical Hutu killing machine, as the anti-Tutsi campaign of hatred fostered by Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana intensified throughout 1992 and 1993. After Habyarimana was killed in a plane crash as the result of a missile attack on April 6, 1994, it was Interahamwe, together with the Rwandan army and the presidential guard, which took the lead in the massacre of Tutsis throughout the country.

The Interahamwe was comprised of young males who were connected with the youth wing of Habyarimana’s Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement (the National Revolutionary Movement for Development, or MRND) party. They were among the most active killers during the 1994 Rwandan genocide. As a paramilitary unit, Interahamwe was fundamental to the Rwandan Genocide, and the most important of the anti-Tutsi militias prevailing throughout the country.

Originally trained by the French at Habyarimana’s request, the Interahamwe formed the shock troops of the Hutu war of extermination. They were the most radical of the many factions opposed to the Arusha peace process of 1992. In the years prior to the genocide, the Interahamwe engaged in lethal street fights hoping to upset the social order. Their source of weapons was provided through the army, allowing them to engage in daily murder sprees employing machetes and other implements. On January 26, 1994, MRND leaders, including Kajuga, reportedly met to discuss ways to create conflict between the Interahamwe and Belgian soldiers serving with the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR). The militias were ordered to never obey orders from the Belgians, to call for support from surrounding areas whenever confronted by Belgians, and to get as many people as possible from the surrounding area to witness the confrontation. Then, on February 25, 1994, Kajuga presided over a meeting of Interahamwe leaders that recommended greater vigilance against Tutsis in Kigali; this resulted in lists of Tutsis in the city being drawn up, presumably for any future action that might be taken. The leaders decided on a system of communications using telephones, whistles, runners, and public criers. They ordered militia members to be ready to act at any moment using traditional weapons and firearms. The meeting ordered the Interahamwe to be ready to come to the aid of members of the militias of other radical Hutu political parties such as the Impuzamugambi of the extremist Coalition pour la Défense de la République, or CDR.

To keep the Interahamwe in check, there were periodic purges of the most zealous members, who wished to proceed at a pace faster than that preferred by their political leaders; thus, when the call for action finally came after Habyarimana’s assassination on April 6, 1994, none were more bloodthirsty than the Interahamwe. From this time on, Interahamwe killing units were left largely to their own devices. They knew their instructions, and required little further prompting.

Right up to the end of the genocide, all members and cells of the Interahamwe were carefully monitored by Joseph Nzirorera (b. 1950), the secretary-general of the MRND, even though the day-to-day affairs of the Interahamwe were coordinated by its vice president, Georges Rutaganda. The Interahamwe forcefully recruited peasants in order to “popularize” their role as mass killers. When the killing ceased, many of the Interahamwe members managed to escape to eastern Congo. What is most significant about the existence of the Interahamwe and its actions is that they demonstrate that the genocide was far from spontaneous but, instead, a carefully planned campaign of extermination which had its executioners prepared and waiting to go into action long before the trigger on the night of April 6, 1994.

Kajuga justified the role of the organization of which he was national president on the grounds that Rwanda’s Tutsis were waging a concerted offensive, through the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), to destroy the Hutus. A fanatic of the most extreme caliber, Kajuga was active throughout the genocide not only in running the Interahamwe, but also in his dealings with Rwanda’s Hutu Power interim government and with the UNAMIR forces under General Roméo Dallaire who were trying desperately to save lives.

During the genocide, Kajuga kept his brother Wyclif at the Hotel des Mille Collines in Kigali, as a safeguard due to the family’s hidden Tutsi identity. This may have contributed to the success of the Mille Collines in remaining safe from the genocide. The Mille Collines stood as an island of refuge for a select few Tutsis threatened with extermination, largely at the initiative of the hotel manager, a Hutu named Paul Rusesabagina. Throughout the genocide, the hotel, in a garden setting at the intersection of the Avenue de la République and the Avenue de l’Armée, in central Kigali, was protected by a constant United Nations presence through UNAMIR troops.

In July 1994, as the forces of the Rwandan Patriotic Front conquered more and more of Rwanda and began to close in on Kigali, the Interahamwe fled in advance of their arrival. Kajuga fled along with many thousands of his militia members. He escaped capture within Rwanda until 1996, and then slipped into Zaire, where he lived for another two years. In 1998 he was arrested by UN security forces, and was taken to Kigali, where he stood trial before a Rwandan national court. He was sentenced to life imprisonment for war crimes.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Kambanda, Jean 

Jean Kambanda was the prime minister of Rwanda during the genocide that took place between April and July 1994. After President Juvénal Habyarimana and Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana had been assassinated—the former as the result of a missile attack on his plane by unknown attackers on April 6; the latter, a Hutu moderate, murdered by Hutu extremists a day later—Kambanda was sworn in as head of an interim government on April 9.

A member of the Mouvement démocratique républicain (Democratic Republican Movement, or MDR), Kambanda remained prime minister throughout the period of the genocide, directing general government policy with regard to the genocide of Rwanda’s Tutsi population. He broadcast messages on Radio Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM) inciting Hutus to kill Tutsis, and urged Hutus to construct roadblocks throughout Rwanda in order to prevent Tutsis fleeing the country. He also traveled throughout Rwanda for the express purpose of rousing the Hutu population to undertake genocide, while at the same time providing weapons and ammunition to Hutu militia movements such as the Interahamwe and the Impuzamugambi. As the head of the government he also contributed indirectly to the killing by failing—or rather, refusing—to condemn the militias when they broke the law by killing Tutsis and destroying vast amounts of property.
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Born on October 19, 1955, Jean Kambanda was an educated member of Rwanda’s dominant Hutu middle class, with a degree in commercial engineering. He was director of the Union of Popular Banks of Rwanda from May 1989 to April 1994, and, with an interest in politics, had become vice president of the Butare section of the MDR by the time the genocide broke out in April 1994. The MDR had earlier been promised the position of prime minister in the negotiations that led to the signing of the Arusha Accords of August 4, 1993. This was a series of agreements made between Habyarimana’s government of Rwanda and the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), and was designed to end the country’s civil strife and help bring about a regime based on democratic principles. In the transitional government that would follow, the MDC and other parties were guaranteed certain compromises, one of which involved earmarking specific positions in any future administration. Owing to a series of internal party intrigues, however, the party’s first choice, Faustin Twagiramungu, was bypassed for the job by Kambanda, who then remained prime minister throughout the hundred days of the genocide. (Ironically, Twagiramungu became prime minister after Kambanda at the end of the genocide. He retained that position until his resignation in 1995.) When the forces of the RPF defeated the army of the interim government on July 19, 1994, Kambanda fled Rwanda and his government collapsed.

He was on the run for three years, until arrested in Nairobi, Kenya, on July 18, 1997, after a seven-week stakeout by a multinational team of police investigators. He was transferred immediately to the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in Arusha, Tanzania, and was arraigned on a variety of charges relating directly to genocide and crimes against humanity. These were: genocide, and conspiracy to commit genocide; public and direct incitation to commit genocide; aiding and abetting genocide; failing in his duty to prevent the genocide which occurred while he was prime minister; and two counts of crimes against humanity. Acknowledging his responsibility, on May 1, 1998, he pleaded guilty on all counts. The court sentenced him to life imprisonment, the maximum penalty that can be imposed by the ICTR, on September 4, 1998.

After this, however, he rescinded his confession and appealed against his conviction. His defense was that his original confession had been in error, and that his legal counsel had misrepresented him. Indeed, there was no little controversy surrounding the appointment of Kambanda’s counsel, who was chosen by the ICTR Registrar from a limited list that excluded French and Canadian Francophone lawyers. This forced Kambanda to defend himself for four months, effectively denying him the same access to legal process available to all other accused. Allegations began to be made that the trial was thus for show—to make the ICTR look good—rather than for the purpose of pursuing justice. After then receiving competent legal counsel, his attorneys argued that Kambanda had in fact been a sham figurehead, a puppet in the hands of a genocidal military led by such figures as Colonel Théoneste Bagosora, who used Kambanda for the purpose of legitimizing their own control of the country by cloaking it in the mantle of constitutional respectability. The Tribunal was petitioned to reduce Kambanda’s sentence to two years’ imprisonment owing to his having been forced to act “under duress with limited responsibility.” The ICTR, for its part, concluded that this defense against a charge of genocide was irrelevant, and dismissed the appeal on October 19, 2000. The original verdict was upheld on all counts, and he was transferred to Bamako Central Prison, Bamako, Mali, where he is currently serving his sentence.

The significance of the Kambanda verdict is that it was the first occasion on which a head of government had pleaded guilty to committing genocide, and the first such conviction. As the highest-ranking political leader in the custody of the ICTR, Kambanda’s verdict has further enhanced the legal principle that refuses to recognize state immunity as a legitimate defense against genocide. This principle, first set down as one of the “Nuremberg Principles” adopted by the United Nations International Law Commission in 1950, accepts that every person is responsible for their own actions, and that, as a result, no one stands above international law. The defense of “following superior orders” is nullified by these principles, and in the specific case of Kambanda the third principle prevails: “being a Head of State or a government official does not absolve a person from the responsibility of having committed a criminal act, if the act committed is criminal within international law.”

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Kamuhanda Trial

In April 2001, Jean de Dieu Kamuhanda, former minister of higher education and scientific research in the Rwandan interim government of 1994, was placed on trial in the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) on nine counts of genocide and crimes against humanity. Kamuhanda was accused of leading the massacre of 800 Tutsis at a church in Gikomero commune, Kigali-Rural Prefecture, in April 1994. He was also charged because the interim government in which he held high office either directed or failed to stop many of the 1994 massacres during the Rwandan genocide. Kamuhanda was arrested on November 26, 1999, in France. He fought extradition, but was soon sent to the ICTR.

The trial witnessed numerous delays: first, two of the presiding judges had to be replaced because one died and another was promoted. Subsequently, scheduling conflicts arose with other trials that were sharing the same court space. After almost two years, the trial had met in session for only 73 days. Initially, the prosecution hoped to try Kamuhanda along with seven other former government officials, but the ICTR rejected the idea of a joint trial. Some critics argued that Kamuhanda’s prosecution was less important than other government officials and that his prosecution was being driven by a political pressures. The prosecution portrayed Kamuhanda as the instigator of the events at Gikomero, as well as an influential member of the Movement of the Republic for National Development (MRND). He was reportedly promoted to minister in May 1994 because of his support for the ongoing massacres. The defense countered that Kamuhanda had been in Kigali at the time of the Gikomero attacks and could not possibly have traveled there given the fighting in the region. The defense also argued that he was never influential in the government and that, base on previous legal precedents; he could not be convicted simply for being part of an organization engaged in killings.

Kamuhanda was tried in the reconstituted Trial Chamber II, with Judge William Sekule of Tanzania presiding; Winston Matazima Maqutu of Lesotho and Arlette Ramaroson of Madagascar also served on the judicial panel. Douglas Moore of Ireland led the prosecution team, while Aicha Conde of Guinea directed Kamuhanda’s defense. In August 2002, as the defense opened its case, it successfully argued that the count of conspiracy to commit genocide should be dropped for lack of evidence, so Kamuhanda now faced a total of eight counts.

In presenting its case, the prosecution called 27 witnesses. Most testified about events that took place in Gikomero in mid-April 1994. According to their accounts, Kamuhanda delivered weapons to local Hutu gendarmes and members of the Interahamwe. He then visited the church compound where many Tutsis were seeking refuge and told officials “to begin work.” Hours later, hundreds were killed in the compound. The prosecution portrayed Kamuhanda as an influential party official who had been a presidential adviser even before his appointment as minister. This claim of previous advising was crucial because Kamuhanda did not become minister until May 25, 1994, almost two months after large-scale killings had begun.

The defense did not deny that a genocide had occurred, but questioned the reliability of the witnesses that placed Kamuhanda in Gikomero. Several of the witnesses reported only what they had heard from others. Such hearsay evidence was allowed by the Tribunal, but was considered weak. Other witnesses stated that they saw a man at Gikomero, but only later identified him as Kamuhanda. The defense questioned these identifications. Some witnesses identified Kamuhanda in court, but he was the only male on his side of the courtroom. The defense also presented Kamuhanda’s testimony, supported by that of some two dozen friends and relatives, that he was in Kigali from April 6 until April 18 and thus could not have been responsible for events that took place in Gikomero during that time. To answer the question of whether he might have briefly visited Gikomero, the defense presented witnesses who testified that fighting in the area made it impossible to travel between Kigali and Gikomero. The defense also tried to counter the portrayal of Kamuhanda as a key party figure. In their accounts, Kamuhanda never had close ties to the interim president or other high-ranking officials. Defense lawyers claimed that he had risen quickly in the government because of his talent and efficiency, not as a reward for his support of massacres. Furthermore, the defense argued, he accepted the promotion to minister because he feared for his life and was never more than a figurehead leader.

Kamuhanda was ultimately convicted of genocide and of extermination as a crime against humanity, but was acquitted of conspiracy to commit genocide, rape as a crime against humanity, and war crimes and other inhumane acts. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. Following an appeal, his sentence was affirmed in 2005 and on December 7, 2008, he was transferred to Mali to serve his sentence.
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Kangura

Kangura was a virulent anti-Tutsi newspaper and pro-Hutu propaganda vehicle that played a major role in laying the ideological and social foundations of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. Kangura, which translates from Kinyarwanda (Rwandan) as “Wake Them Up,” was edited by Hutu businessman and journalist Hassan Ngeze. The paper’s first edition came out in May 1990, to coincide with the start of the Rwandan Civil War and the full flowering of the Hutu Power Movement; the last published newspaper came out in February 1994, less than two months prior to the beginning of the genocide. As the title implies, the publication was intended to “educate” and “inform” the Hutu majority about the alleged dangers posed by the minority Tutsi population. It was also intended to expose moderate, pro-Tutsi Hutus, who were branded as enemies of the Hutus.

In December 1990, Kangura published what was perhaps its most inflammatory and controversial material—the “Hutu Ten Commandments.” Many of the so-called commandments echoed long-standing policies and attitudes toward the Tutsis, but they certainly helped galvanize Hutu public opinion against the Tutsis, and the material was frequently re-published. These commandments forbade marriage or friendship with or support to Tutsi women; extolled the superiority of Hutu women; exhorted Hutus to abandon Tutsi spouses or relatives; asserted that Tutsis could not hold any positions in government or the military; argued that education should be dominated by Hutus; instructed all Hutus to show no mercy toward the Tutsis; ordered Hutus to band together to fight the “Tutsi menace”; and encouraged educators to instruct all Hutus in “Hutu ideology” and the revolution Hutus began in 1959.

Through the constant repetition of the commandments and the virulently anti-Tutsi articles and editorials, Kangura served to dehumanize the Tutsis while giving Hutu readers the impression that oppressing and hurting Tutsis was acceptable. The newspaper frequently referred to the Tutsis as Inyenzi (cockroaches), with the implication that like cockroaches, the Tutsis were dirty vermin who had to be exterminated. The paper also issued frequent (and entirely unfounded) warnings that the Tutsis were out to enslave or eradicate the Hutus. Because of its clever manipulations and the fact that Hutus significantly outnumbered Tutsis, Kangura enjoyed a wide readership, and there were no Tutsi publications that could compete with it.

Not surprisingly, the newspaper vilified the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) and exhorted Hutus to support the government in the ongoing civil war with the RPF. It refused to support President Juvénal Habyarimana’s efforts to bring an end to the conflict or to seek any accommodation with the RPF. Kangura bitterly denounced the August 1993 Arusha Accords as a traitorous sell-out to the RPF and the minority Tutsis. The newspaper worked closely with other pro-Hutu propaganda media outlets, especially Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), with whom it frequently coordinated its propaganda and sensationalist reporting. Ngeze was in fact one of the main program directors of RTLM.

After the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) was dispatched to Rwanda to help the country implement the terms of the Arusha Accords and to prevent a flare-up in violence, Kangura savagely attacked the UN mission. These attacks included spurious claims that the UNAMIR was a tool of the Tutsis and was sent to Rwanda to aid in a Tutsi takeover of the government. By early 1994, the newspaper was openly advocating the mass extermination of Tutsis, especially those in the RPF, to avoid having Rwanda overrun by Tutsis and their Hutu supporters. Kangura also published the names of Hutus whose “loyalty” to their ethnicity was questionable. Later, when the genocide began in April 1994, many of these Hutus were murdered as “traitors.”

Although Kangura ceased publication in February 1994, there is no doubt that it contributed greatly to the anti-Tutsi hatred and hysteria that ultimately manifested itself in the Rwandan Genocide. In December 2003, the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) convicted Ngeze of various crimes associated with the genocide. He was given a life sentence, which in 2008 was reduced to 35 years in prison.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Karamira, Froduald

Froduald Karamira was a radical Rwandan politician prior to and during the genocide of 1994. Born on August 14, 1947, in Mushubati, central Rwanda, to a mixed Tutsi-Hutu family, he could have claimed either identity. He began life as a Tutsi, but started to identify as a Hutu as he grew older. As an adult he was accepted as such by other Hutus. Entering Hutu society provided him with opportunities to gain in importance both politically and economically, and he advanced himself to such an extent that by the late 1980s he was the owner of several properties in downtown Kigali.

As a member of the Mouvement Démocratique Républicain (MDR) party, Karamira became vice president and was a leader in the party’s extremist wing, MDR-Power. He represented a faction that was hostile to any cooperation with the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), and was vehemently opposed to the Arusha Accords, the peace settlement between the Rwandan government and the RPF signed on August 4, 1993.

Already in July 1993, as the negotiations leading to Arusha were taking place, Karamira engineered a split in the party over the extent to which it had become radicalized. Karamira’s perspective was that the party was not sufficiently pro-Hutu, and that any form of negotiation with the RPF was an intolerable ethnic betrayal. On October 23, 1993, he made a highly inflammatory speech at the Nyamirambo Stadium in Kigali, in which he called on the Hutus to “look within ourselves for the enemy which is amongst us,” and rise up to “take the necessary measures” to target that enemy. In this speech he first introduced the concept of “Hutu Power,” which, from then on, designated the coalition of the Hutu extremists and became their slogan. Karamira was now recognized as the principal ideologue of the Hutu Power idea.

After the death of Hutu president Juvénal Habyarimana on April 6, 1994, Karamira participated in the creation of Rwanda’s interim government, a regime that quickly became radicalized along pure ethnic Hutu lines. Karamira’s party, MDR-Power, participated actively in the genocide of Rwanda’s Tutsis that began almost immediately. Karamira went on the air daily on Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines, the rabidly anti-Tutsi private radio station, delivering messages that were hate-filled incitements to commit mass murder against the Tutsis.

It has been alleged that he was personally responsible for hundreds of murders, and directly answerable for the deaths of at least 13 Tutsi members of his own family. He was, indeed, well placed to commit such atrocities as a local leader of the anti-Tutsi Interahamwe militia. As the rebel forces of the RPF closed in on the interim government in June and July 1994, Karamira fled, disappearing from view. In June 1996 he was arrested in Mumbai, India, and extradited, via Addis Ababa, to Rwanda.

While he was on the run, the newly installed RPF Rwandan government indicted Karamira for genocide, murder, conspiracy, and nonassistance to people in danger. On January 13, 1997, with Karamira now confined, his trial got underway in a Special Trial Chamber in Kigali. The indictment was amended by this stage to also include crimes against humanity and inciting genocide through his daily radio speeches, as well as playing a key role in the creation and arming of the Interahamwe and in providing them with arms. Karamira’s defense attorney asked for a deferment of the hearing, stating that he had not had the possibility of meeting with Karamira before the start of the trial. The trial judge granted this request, and postponed the start of the trial for a few days until January 28, 1997.

The trial, when it did come, was short. On February 14, 1997, Froduald Karamira was found guilty of the crimes of genocide, murder, conspiracy, and nonassistance to people in danger, and in organizing the implementation of the 1994 genocide. He was sentenced to death. He appealed to the Kigali Appeals Court, but on September 12, 1997, the court rejected the appeal.

On April 24, 1998, in a public event at the same Nyamirambo Stadium in Kigali where he had made his most inflammatory public speeches, Karamira was publicly executed by firing squad. The event was carefully stage-managed before thousands of cheering spectators, and was met with considerable protest from human rights groups around the globe. Karamira was not alone when facing the execution squad; a number of other génocidaires convicted of involvement in the genocide were also shot on or around April 24, in similar circumstances. On the same day as Karamira’s execution, for example, a schoolteacher, Virginie Mukankusi (the first woman to be executed for the Rwandan Genocide), a former medical assistant, Déogratias Bizimana, and a farmer, Egide Gatanazi, were also publicly executed.

The trials and executions took place pursuant to a new postgenocide Rwandan law, Organic Law no. 08/96, dated August 30, 1996. Special Trial chambers, such as that which tried Karamira, were set up specifically for the purpose of dealing with alleged génocidaires, as it was felt that existing courts that existed before the genocide did not have the legal competence to try cases related to genocide and crimes against humanity. Karamira was thus subjected to a new and special form of justice, with the death penalty on the table. This can be contrasted with the UN-established International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, which tries major cases in Arusha, Tanzania, but does not have the death penalty as the ultimate sanction.

For its part, Rwanda abolished the death penalty in 2007. Those executed in 1998, including Karamira, were among the very last to have been executed in Rwanda in accordance with Rwandan courtroom procedures.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Kayishema Trial

The 1997–1999 trial of Clement Kayishema, the former prefect of Kibuye in Rwanda, by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). Kayishema was indicted on 24 counts of genocide and crimes against humanity. The charges were based on four separate incidents, three occurrences in which Kayishema reportedly led attacks on Tutsis who had sought refuge in churches and other communal locations, and one incident of a more sustained effort to kill Tutsis in the hills of Bisesero. On the latter charge, businessman Obed Ruzindana was tried along with Kayishema. The trial was one of the first conducted by the ICTR and was therefore watched carefully for legal precedents. It was also hoped that indicting and convicting local officials would serve as a stepping stone to convictions of higher-level Rwandan officials. Kayishema based his defense on claims that he was not physically at some of the massacre sites and that, given the chaos of the period, the prefect and government was powerless to stop local mobs. The judges rejected Kayishema’s account and found him guilty of genocide in each of the four incidents. Kayishema was given a life sentence. Ruzindana was also found guilty of genocide, but was given a 25-year sentence. The judges, however, dealt the prosecution a severe blow by ruling, for various legal reasons, that Kayishema could not be found guilty on any of the 24 counts of crimes against humanity. Both sides appealed the case. While the genocide rulings were upheld, the prosecution was embarrassed by having its appeal on the crimes against humanity charges thrown after missing a filing deadline.

Kayishema had been a physician who became prefect of Kibuye in 1992. As prefect, he was the top government official in the region and had command of several law enforcement groups. He also reportedly had some influence over the Interahamwe, an unofficial paramilitary group of extremist Hutus. When ethnic tensions and killings mounted in April 1994, many Tutsis sought refuge in churches and other communal locations. Kayishema reportedly ordered and led attacks on three of the major refuges, the local catholic church, Home St. Jean, a local stadium, and a church in Mubuga. Additionally, Kayishema, along with Ruzindana, reportedly helped organize and direct a major effort to kill tens of thousands of Tutsis who had fled into the hills of Bisesero.

In December 1995, Kayishema became one of the first Rwandans indicted by the Tribunal. For each of the three refuge attacks and the fighting in Bisesero, he was indicted for genocide, crimes against humanity (murder, extermination, and other inhumane acts) and violations of the Geneva Conventions. The trial began on April 11, 1997, in trial chamber II. Judge William Sekule of Tanzania presided and was joined by Judge Yakov Ostrovsky of the Russian Federation and Tafazzal Hossain Khan of Bangladesh. There were three prosecutors, including Brenda Sue Thornton, who made many of the key arguments. Kayishema was defended by Andre Ferran, who many regarded as the rhetorical star of the trial.

The prosecution employed more than 50 witnesses, 400 pieces of physical evidence, and 3,400 pages of files in an attempt to establish Kayishema’s knowledge of and direct control over the massacres. The prosecution also relied heavily on forensic evidence from the sites. Ferran tried to win sympathy for his client by pointing out the extreme disparity of available resources for the prosecution and defense. He also argued that Kayishema was not even at the sites of the massacres. Kayishema’s wife and others stated that Kayishema had gone into hiding between April 16th and 20th, and thus could not possibly have been involved. The prosecution countered with several witnesses who reported seeing Kayishema at the sites discussing plans, signaling the start of the attacks, and participating in the attacks. The defense also tried to portray Kayishema as a man under threat from extremists and powerless to stop the violence. The highlight of the trial was Kayishema’s six days of testimony, during which he vigorously rejected the prosecution’s contentions.

The trial reached its conclusion on May 21, 1999. In its judgment, the ICTR judges largely echoed the prosecution’s view of events. They rejected Kayishema’s alibi and ruled that there was clear evidence that he had led a systematic effort to destroy the Tutsi people. Therefore, they found him guilty on all four counts of genocide. They then ruled that the prosecution had not shown a direct link between the specific crimes and the existing armed conflict in Rwanda, so the Geneva Convention did not apply. Next, they ruled that the indictment for “other inhumane acts” did not stipulate the crimes the prosecution intended to prosecute, so they found Kayishema not guilty on those counts. Finally, in a controversial split decision, they ruled that, because the genocide counts and the crimes against humanity counts for murder and extermination were based on the same incidents and same evidence, finding Kayishema guilty on all counts would mean sentencing him twice for the same crime. They therefore rejected the crimes against humanity counts on a vote of two to one. On appeal, the judgments were upheld and Kayishema began serving his life sentence.
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Kovanda, Karel

Karel Kovanda is a Czech diplomat who served as the permanent representative of the Czech Republic to the United Nations. At the UN Security Council in 1994, during the Rwandan Genocide, he worked tirelessly to bring the attention of the world to the genocide as it was taking place.

Kovanda was born on October 5, 1944, in the northern English village of Gilsland, Cumbria. Active in the Czech student movement opposed to the communist regime between 1964 and 1969, he studied as an undergraduate at the Prague School of Agriculture and became president of the National Students’ Union. In November 1968, during the period of government liberalization known as the Prague Spring, he was chairman of the student strike organized by the Action Committee. In the spring of 1969 he was elected chairman of the Association of University Students of Bohemia and Moravia, but in the communist clampdown after the Prague Spring his position became untenable, such that in 1970 he left Czechoslovakia as a political exile and moved to the United States. Here, he earned a PhD in political science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in 1975, a subject he taught at a number of southern California colleges between 1975 and 1977. From 1977 to 1979 he worked in China as a consultant to Radio Beijing, and from 1980 to 1990, back in the United States, he worked in private business as a manager with international responsibilities. He also worked as a freelance journalist and translator (he is fluent in Czech, English, Slovak, Spanish, and French, and is conversant in German and Russian). In 1985 he completed an MBA at Pepperdine University, Los Angeles.

In November 1989 the communist government of Czechoslovakia fell, and by 1990 Kovanda had returned from exile. Joining the civil service, between 1991 and 1993 he headed the administration section at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and in 1993 became a political director at the ministry with responsibility for European and North American affairs. In June 1993 he was appointed the Czech Republic’s ambassador to the United Nations, aligning with his country’s membership of the Security Council in 1994–1995.

In January 1994 the Czech Republic assumed the presidency of the Security Council, with Kovanda in the chair. In this capacity, he received a visit from one Claude De Saide, representing the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). It was the first connection Kovanda had had with any problems in the tiny African country. Later that month, the Department of Peacekeeping Operations, led by Kofi Annan, received the so-called Genocide Fax from the UN force commander in Rwanda, General Roméo Dallaire. In subsequent comments, Kovanda wrote that the secretary-general, Boutros Boutros-Ghali, did not share the information received from Dallaire with the Security Council. This was a prelude of things to come, as succeeding weeks and months were to show. Kovanda later recalled that the Secretariat constantly refused to pass information on to the Security Council, severely inhibiting the Council’s capacity to act to stop the crisis. After the genocide exploded, Kovanda later wrote, there was a long time during which events in Rwanda were far from clear.

The Security Council was constantly frustrated about the lack of information coming from the Secretariat, information on which it depended in order to be able to assess the situation. Moreover, Rwanda, governed by the Hutu Power administration of Juvénal Habiyarimana and the interim government that followed his death on April 6, 1994, was, ironically, also a serving member on the Security Council at the same time as the genocide. Overall, factors such as these led to a real lack of understanding being conveyed to the Council as to what was happening in Rwanda and how it should be handled.

While it was very difficult for Kovanda and the Security Council (and in particular, the states that were not permanent members, such as the Czech Republic) to obtain full or accurate information, that did not stop some from trying to do so. At one point, Kovanda invited an expert from Human Rights Watch, Alison Des Forges, to meet with the Czech delegation to share with his colleagues from the Security Council what she knew about Rwanda.

Kovanda was motivated to try to do something to stop the killing in Rwanda for personal as well as international reasons. With the memory of many members of father’s family having been murdered in the Holocaust, Kovanda at one point told the Security Council that the suggestion that the RPF should negotiate a cease-fire with the Hutu Power government was akin to asking Hitler to reach a ceasefire with the Jews.

His frustration at having to sit in Security Council meetings to discuss Rwanda, where no action was ever contemplated to help the Tutsis, was intense. All around him, he saw evidence from nonofficial sources of the immensity of the killing that was taking place in Rwanda. In an interview for the 1999 Frontline documentary The Triumph of Evil (prod. Mike Robinson and Ben Loeterman), he was asked by reporter Steve Bradshaw whether he felt that UN inaction was leading to lives being at stake in the Security Council chamber. Kovanda’s emotional response was unequivocal: “Oh, heaven—heaven knows, yes. Yes! There were lives at stake! Lives which were just like sand disappearing through our hands day after day. You’ve got 10,000 today, 12,000 tomorrow, and if you don’t do something today, then tomorrow there will be more. If you don’t do something this week, then next week there will be more, with no end in sight at the time. No end in sight.”

Moreover, he was personally informed by his superiors in Prague not to call what was happening in Rwanda by the name “genocide.” From where this order originated he was not sure, but he recalled being informed that it was the United States that had approached the Czech government with the request that Kovanda “lay off pushing Rwanda,” and especially referring to “genocide.” Kovanda was not sure whether the pressure was coming from the U.S. representatives in Prague or from the State Department in Washington, but he was certain the United States had communicated this to the Czech leadership.

Kovanda was bitterly disappointed that his own small country, with its history of having been abandoned by the international community in 1938, should be prepared to do so with regard to another small country, this time in the centre of Africa. Despite the instructions he received from Prague, he did what he could to disseminate the information being received from the nongovernmental organizations operating in Africa, and led the Czech delegation in being the first to articulate the word genocide publicly at a Security Council meeting concerning Mozambique on May 5, 1994. At the same meeting, he expressed shock that neither the Security Council nor the Secretariat had so far used the word describing the events that were taking place. Taking a leadership role in the absence of one, he then directed the sessions which resulted not only in the Council adopting a statement using the UN Genocide Convention to describe what was happening in Rwanda as genocide, but led to the eventual deployment of a reinforced “UNAMIR II” force that would have much more authority than Dallaire’s United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) possessed originally.

After Kovanda left the United Nations in February 1997, he held a number of other important positions in the Czech Foreign Ministry, including deputy minister of foreign affairs (1997–1998) and ambassador to NATO (1998–2005). In April 2005 he went to Brussels to become deputy director general for external relations of the European Commission. From then until he left the post in 2010, he was responsible for the Common and Foreign Security Policy (CFSP), multilateral relations and human rights, and relations with North America, East Asia, Australia, New Zealand and (non-EU) Western Europe, and the European Free Trade Association (EFTA).

On July 4, 2010, Kovanda received Rwanda’s Campaign against Genocide Medal, the UMURINZI award, in recognition of his efforts to bring the world’s attention to the genocide during 1994.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Lane, Laura

Laura Lane was a Foreign Service officer in the U.S. embassy in Kigali, Rwanda, prior to and during the earliest days of the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Born in Evanston, Illinois, on February 1, 1967, she attended Loyola University, Chicago, where she graduated summa cum laude in political science and history, and then received a Masters degree in foreign service and international economics at Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. This strong Jesuit education assisted in providing her with a strong moral compass to guide her in her future work, and in many ways influenced her decisions during the fateful early days of the crisis in Kigali in 1994.

One of the youngest women in the Foreign Service when she went to Rwanda, she was also one of the youngest women to have passed the Foreign Service examination. Her first posting as a consular officer was to Bogotá, Colombia (1990–1992), at a time when the drug culture, violence, and corruption were making the lives of average Colombians difficult and dangerous. Lane volunteered to go to that country believing that often in the worst of situations the greatest good can be achieved through persistent effort and determination.

At the age of 26, in the fall of 1993, she undertook her second posting, to Kigali. She had requested to go to Rwanda to learn French and have a larger role in a small embassy. She was also conscious that the country was going through some momentous times, with the Arusha Agreement having just been signed between the Hutu Power government of Juvénal Habyarimana and the rebel Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) led by General Paul Kagame. In view of the political situation, Lane saw the possibility of helping the people in their transition through what was going to be a difficult—though hopefully, uplifting—period.

The mission in Kigali was quite small and Lane found herself to be one of only six full-time Foreign Service staff, including the ambassador. She became, in her own words, the “everything else” officer, responsible for issues relating to economics and trade, visas and passports, military security assistance and training, and many other areas. As her strength was in economic reporting, she had a huge learning curve in the other technical areas, even participating in military security assistance training and studying all she could about military command and control functions. The embassy, being a Special Embassy Program post, was not protected by U.S. Marines, though her husband, Greg, was a former U.S. Marine, so as an added measure of personal protection they both carried weapons in Kigali when they thought the situation required it.

In her military assistance role, Lane’s task was to liaise with the various military parties to the Arusha Agreement, as a consequence of which she spent many hours traveling to and from Kigali and the RPF headquarters in Mulindi in northern Rwanda, making the hazardous trip crossing the demilitarized zone to see Kagame. Her task required building trust between the parties, with the United States as an impartial but friendly presence. Americans were generally viewed as being trustworthy and neutral by all sides, unlike the Belgians and French, who, it was believed, were closely aligned with the Hutu Power government and/or the RPF.

Within the embassy, almost everyone was aware that Arusha could collapse at any moment, and that just one small incident could destabilize the fragile emerging peace. The precarious situation was felt especially keenly by the deputy chief of mission, Joyce Leader, who was intimately involved with the negotiations involving the major actors.

Beginning in February 1994, the situation began visibly to deteriorate, and the cable traffic between the embassy in Kigali and the State Department in Washington flowed thick and fast. The embassy staff tried hard to explain the situation at ground level in Rwanda, and the cables sent from Kigali played a very important role in informing the UN and U.S. government of what was happening. They flagged to State that Arusha might be unraveling. The ambassador, deputy chief of mission, and Lane were fully aware that there were strong factions within the Hutu Power government that were more than just anti-Tutsi; they were opposed to anyone in favor of the peace process. The embassy staff knew a number of moderate Hutus who were likely to run up against these strong factions within the Hutu Power government, and it was recommended that a high-level response should be made from Washington and the UN to the Habyarimana government to step in and quell the poisonous atmosphere that was making deep inroads on the political culture of the country. Unfortunately, too little action followed on from these reports to prevent the cycle of violence spiraling out of control.

After Habyarimana’s plane was shot down on the night of April 6, 1994, and the genocide plan began swiftly to be executed, Lane took over responsibility for coordinating the evacuation of all Americans from Rwanda. She had already done a great deal of work in the lead-up to that day in identifying where all Americans were located throughout the country, and, if at all possible, photographing them to assist with identification in the event of such an evacuation. She sincerely felt that she had a responsibility for every single American in Rwanda (which at the start of the crisis numbered 257 but ended with 258—with the birth of an American along the evacuation route), and she was determined that she would be the one to supervise their safe passage out of the country.

Examples of killing or destruction were everywhere, with the eerie sounds of piped-in classical music over the city’s public speaker system as the Interahamwe and presidential guard pulled moderate Hutus and Tutsis from their homes and hiding places and killed them. At first most of the violence was in Kigali, and the terror was obvious just by looking out the window or stepping onto a sidewalk.

Washington’s response to the mounting violence forced an early decision at the State Department to close the embassy.

Lane then made an extraordinary request: to keep the embassy open, even if she and her husband were the only ones there, so as to maintain an American presence that could serve as a safe haven to those who could get through the lines of fighting to the embassy and thereby be protected from the killing. Never thinking about her own personal safety, she only thought about the prospect of keeping alive whoever could make it to the embassy. Every waking minute was spent trying to work out how to help. For as long as there was an official American presence in the country prior to the evacuation of the embassy itself, she didn’t sleep. She wanted to use the embassy as a base of operations not only for the evacuation of the American community, but for anyone in need. Her attitude was that if just one life could be saved, that was one life worth saving. Yet despite her pleas, Lane was forced to obey the order to leave, and begin the process of closing down the embassy. The Americans were to evacuate overland to Bujumbura, the capital of Burundi.

Before the embassy shutdown was complete and the evacuation convoys launched, Lane drafted personal, handwritten notes and left them on the desks of each one of the Foreign Service nationals (FSNs)—local Rwandan employees at the embassy—to the effect that she would do all in her power to ensure they were looked after and that she would return to Kigali as soon as possible. Tragically, only one of Lane’s FSN staff would survive the genocide.

Lane helped organize multiple American evacuation convoys over the next couple of days. The last was the longest, with some 100 vehicles carrying over 600 people, only 9 of whom were American. The rest included Kenyans, Tanzanians, Germans, Belgians, and French. Lane had been in touch with the other embassies, and many of their nationals came forward for protection under the aegis of the American evacuation. The convoy also included Rwandans. Not all were Tutsis; some of them were of mixed Hutu/Tutsi background. The question of who could be saved was largely ad hoc; there was little time to plan for anything in detail, and it was difficult enough for anyone to reach the embassy in any case. Attempts were made to accommodate all who could reach the embassy compound seeking sanctuary.

The embassy had requested that the U.S. government not send in protection from the Marines stationed in Burundi and Kenya, as this could have been seen as a hostile act and/or drawn fire on the convoys and made a complicated support mission even more challenging. Instead, unarmed UN escorts were provided that could do little when the presidential guard stopped and tried to pull people out of their cars. One convoy coming to the embassy to fuel up cars included the wife of Ambassador David Rawson. A car in her convoy was stopped, and attempts were made to force out a visiting African American aid officer who was mistaken Interahamwe and for a Tutsi. Lane heard the commotion over the radio network and sprinted several blocks through the city streets of Kigali to intervene. Dressed in red track pants and a Mickey Mouse sweatshirt, she was visible and identifiable to all from a long distance away. When she arrived on the scene, she faced down the Interahamwe and presidential guards, asserting that this was the convoy of the wife of the U.S. ambassador, that every vehicle in it had diplomatic immunity, and that they were not to be stopped again. Stunned in many ways at this young white woman’s effrontery, they gave way to her orders and never stopped any other cars coming to the embassy again if they carried the American flag or a white flag of neutrality (be it a ripped up sheet or t-shirt), agreed on as the indentifying symbols for the American convoys.

And as each of the convoys were being assembled and headed to the embassy for fuel, there were some Rwandans who were given “honorary American” status in the convoys with travel papers indicating that they were on official U.S. business. Lane’s position was a simple one: if people could make it through the roadblocks and to the American embassy, she would find a way to help get them safe passage out of Kigali. While this was hardly proper procedure, Lane stretched the bounds of legality a long way in order to ensure that the people could be granted sanctuary. She knew that with travel documents in hand, the Rwandans would be able to enter Burundi with the rest of the convoy, as the Burundian authorities, suspicious of anyone who was undocumented, respected documents of this kind. The possession of travel documents thus gave desperate people more hope than if they had nothing at all. Lane did not claim they were Americans, but the protection she provided nonetheless vouched for them sufficiently to guarantee their safe passage across the border. In this way, she was able to arrange for the survival of several innocent Rwandans caught in the crossfire who otherwise would have had next to no chance of staying alive (in some cases, she even hid them in car trunks in order to get them through the checkpoints).

The road trip between Kigali and Bujumbura normally should have taken about five hours, but given the length of the final convoy, the constant stopping, the roadblocks, and the checkpoints, the evacuation took closer to 18–20 hours. Laura Lane and her husband were the last Americans out, in the last car in the last convoy. She had insisted that they would be the last out, as she wanted to be sure that no one who wanted to leave was left behind.

Once in Bujumbura, Lane and the others provided an on-the-ground assessment of the situation for the State Department. They stayed there for almost a week, and were then flown back to Washington, D.C., where Lane joined a task force established to field calls from Rwanda regarding the situation and find ways to assist those who were able to establish contact. While in Washington, Lane worked closely with Deputy Assistant Secretary for Africa Prudence Bushnell, who was herself striving to raise consciousness within the administration about the Rwandan situation. Lane did all she could to help both in providing information for the government, and in establishing and maintaining contact with any of the FSNs back in Rwanda whose phone numbers she still had. The calls, however, were far from encouraging, and over time, fewer and fewer came.

By mid-summer—with more than a million Rwandans dead and the RPF having won control of the country—the State Department decided the embassy should be reopened, and that people were needed to go back to Kigali. Without hesitation, Lane immediately jumped at the offer, wanting to make good on her promise to her Rwandan staff and friends. She flew back to Kigali at the end of July 1994, and during August acted as a political adviser to U.S. forces providing humanitarian relief. The evidence of killing and destruction was everywhere. Returning to her former home, Lane saw that the house had taken several hits during the fighting, and that the destruction throughout the city had been massive and wanton, with ransacking of homes and commercial establishments in a highly personal—and vicious—manner.

To her dismay, Lane was not allowed to stay long in Kigali, as new Foreign Service officers had been commissioned to resume the embassy’s daily functions. She stayed long enough to provide for the few survivors among the Rwanda staff, ensuring that they received the benefits and support to which they were entitled. She then closed this chapter in her life and returned to Washington, where she worked in the Trade Policy and Programs office in the Bureau of Economic and Business Affairs at the U.S. Department of State (1995–1997) and subsequently moved to the U.S. Trade Representative’s office and then on to the private sector.

As the years passed, however, Lane kept an active interest in Rwanda, most importantly through her support of Emory University professor of public health Susan Allen, who set up a foundation to raise awareness that the criminals responsible for the genocide are still at large. The foundation’s focus has been on collecting evidence about their activities, and meeting with the Departments of Justice and State to try to find ways to ensure that génocidaires are not allowed to travel, can be extradited from the United States when found, and made to stand trial for their crimes. Lane also worked on a documentary with the United States Holocaust Memorial Museum to ensure that no one ever forgot what happened in Rwanda and how the world watched passively as a million people were killed in the space of three months.

Looking back, Laura Lane’s reflections on her time in Rwanda have been that more of a difference could have been made if more people took the decision to make that difference. Instead, politics intruded on a situation where lives were at stake, crippling the human dimension from the start. Of her experiences, her feelings are mixed. On one hand, she regrets the closure of the U.S. embassy at a time when it was needed more than ever to stay open as a refuge for those escaping the violence and evil. On the other hand, she knows that her actions at least saved some lives—even though she wishes every day since then that it could have been more.
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Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda

Leave None to Tell the Story: Genocide in Rwanda was a comprehensive report on the 1994 Rwandan Genocide published by Human Rights Watch in 1999 and authored principally by the American historian Alison Liebhafsky Des Forges. Des Forges was among the first individuals outside Rwanda to recognize that a genocide in Rwanda was occurring; after the mass killing was over, she went to Rwanda with a group of researchers to document the events that occurred in 1994. She used Rwandan government documents, United Nations documents, local news reports, interviews, and other elements to assemble the meticulously detailed book. Des Forges also testified 11 times at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda and presented evidence to the United Nations, the Organization of African Unity, and the national legislatures of Belgium, France, and the United States, among others.

Both The New York Times and The Economist termed Leave None to Tell the Story the “definitive account” of the Rwandan tragedy. While the book does not focus much attention on the meaning and interpretation of the genocide, it does offer unparalleled narratives of the killings, and is unabashed in assigning blame to various players. The genocide was not simply an ad hoc explosion of tribal conflicts, argues Des Forges; rather, it was a well-orchestrated plan conceived and carried out by Rwanda’s Hutu-led government. She also points out that the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) shares blame because it engaged in retaliatory killings once the genocide was underway. The United Nations Security Council is excoriated for its limp reaction to the crisis, as are the governments of France, Belgium, and the United States. The book offers new insights on the warning signs that preceded the crisis, and also offers a detailed treatment of the plight of Hutus who attempted to resist participation in the genocide.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Media Trial in Rwanda 

The Media Trial took place between October 23, 2000, and December 9, 2003, and was conducted by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), based in Arusha, Tanzania. The trial was so named because it involved three Rwandan defendants who had been involved in media outlets in Rwanda both before and during the Rwanda Genocide of 1994. Although they were indicted separately, the ICTR decided to try them together because they had interconnected roles in the genocide. The presiding judge was Navanethem Pillay. The charges against the defendants included crimes against humanity, complicity to commit genocide, incitement to commit genocide, and conspiracy to commit genocide.

The first defendant, Ferdinand Nahimana, had co-founded the Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), a virulently anti-Tutsi Rwandan radio/television station that incited hatred toward Tutsis, and supervised RTLM’s radio programming. The second defendant, Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza, belonged to the radical Coalition pour la Défense de la Republique (CDR), a Hutu-dominated, anti-Tutsi political party and was the director of RTLM radio. The third defendant, Hassan Ngeze, had co-founded the anti-Tutsi newspaper Kangura and the CDR and was a principal investor in RTLM.

The ICTR indicted the three men under the provisions of the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG). The Rwanda Media Trial was the first of its type to indict and try defendants who had not taken part in mass killing themselves, but instead had encouraged genocide through their positions as media personnel. The defense team argued that convicting the men based solely on messages they had devised for print and media broadcasts was a fundamental violation of free speech. The prosecution, however, successfully countered that the men’s actions went far beyond free expression or even hate speech, and that they had in fact helped incite a genocide in which at least 800,000 people died. This was accomplished by rabid anti-Tutsi rhetoric and propaganda as well as actual directives to a mass audience encouraging Hutus to kill Tutsis and moderate Hutus.

The verdict, rendered on December 9, 2003, was unambiguous. It found the three defendants responsible for the deaths of thousands of Rwandans, and that the RTLM had indeed directly compelled listeners to engage in the mass killing of Tutsis and Hutu sympathizers. The court also determined that Ngeze’s Kangura newspaper had created an atmosphere toward the Tutsis that was so toxic that it was a de facto incitement to genocide, even though the paper had ceased publication several months before the start of the genocide.

Ngeze and Nahimana were given life-long prison sentences, while Barayagwiza was given a 35-year prison term. Lawyers for the three men appealed both the verdicts and sentences, but on November 28, 2007, the ICTR affirmed the verdicts as valid. The court did, however, alter the sentences. Ngeze’s sentence was reduced to 35 years to life, while Nahimana’s sentence was reduced to 30 years to life. Barayagwiza’s sentence was reduced to 32 years.
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Micombero, Michel 

Michel Micombero was the first president of the central African state of Burundi, serving in that role between 1966 and 1976. A Tutsi, he was born in Rutovu, Bururi province, southern Burundi, in 1940, and educated in local Catholic schools. In 1960 he joined the Belgian colonial army, and was sent to Brussels for officer training. In 1962, he returned to Burundi with a commission as captain, and took up a position in the armed forces of what had by then become an independent state.

Burundi at this time had a population mix dominated by a large Hutu majority (85 percent), with a much smaller Tutsi minority. At independence from Belgium in 1962, the Tutsis, who had been the traditional rulers before and during Belgian colonialism, retained their ascendancy—largely by force of arms and a tightly controlled bureaucracy. Upon his return from Belgium, Micombero joined the National Progress and Unity Party (UPRONA), the ruling party dominated by the Tutsi elite, and rose quickly to become secretary of state for defense (1963). The country, however, was about to enter a period of anarchy. In 1965, legislative elections gave Hutu parties a resounding victory, winning 23 out of 33 seats in the National Assembly. This victory was overthrown, however, when the Tutsi mwaami (King), Mwambutsa IV, appointed a Tutsi from the royal family as prime minister. Soon thereafter, on October 19, 1965, an attempted coup was suppressed ruthlessly, but this served only to intensify Hutu anger at their second-class status, and in some parts of the country massacres of Tutsis began to take place.

In mid-1966 Micombero conspired with others in arranging for a palace coup that saw the crown prince, Charles Ntare V Ndizeye, take the throne. On July 11, 1966, Micombero formed a government, with himself as prime minister. Then, on November 28, 1966, he overthrew the monarchy, declared Burundi a republic, and placed himself at its head as president.

Micombero now became an advocate of what became known as African socialism. This was a vague ideology asserting that economic resources should be shared in what he called a “traditional African” manner. Within the Cold War context, both the Soviet Union and communist China courted African states professing African socialism, and Micombero’s Burundi fell under the patronage of China as a result. Micombero imposed a tight law and order regime throughout the country, and did all he could to repress any possibility of a Hutu ascendancy. He also cracked down on Hutu militancy.

It was against this background that on April 29, 1972, Hutu radicals in the southern provinces of Burundi launched an uprising against Micombero’s military government, massacring several thousand Tutsi civilians. They were supported (and in some instances, organized) by Hutu refugees outside Burundi itself. This was viewed as a final challenge for supremacy by many Tutsi leaders, in particular Micombero. On the same day as the Hutu rising, he dissolved the government.

It was now that the country began to descend into disorder. Ethnic hostility between Hutus and Tutsis appeared more overtly than beforehand, and regional factionalism between Tutsi politicians and other members of the elite started to divide the government. Micombero adopted harsh measures to bring the country to heel, beginning with the brutal repression of Hutu suspects in Bururi, the physical elimination of all Hutu troops in the army, and the transformation of regionally based measures into country-wide repression. A number of public sector purges were also carried out. Hutu hopes looked to the now-exiled ex-king Ntare to return and overthrow Micombero; he did return, but was killed soon thereafter while in government custody. It is widely believed that it was Micombero himself who personally ordered Ntare’s assassination.

Micombero was now unchallenged in the measures he could adopt to suppress the Hutus, and he began to institute a series of deliberately targeted campaigns that can only be described as genocide. The intention of these killings was the elimination of all Hutu political aspirations, once and for all. A series of deliberate campaigns took place against specific categories of Hutus, such as those in government employ, intellectuals (who could include any Hutu with a university education, whether completed or current; secondary school students; and teachers), and the Hutu middle and upper classes. Estimates of the number killed between April and October 1972 vary, but most settle at somewhere between 100,000 and 150,000. Hundreds of thousands more fled abroad, with Micombero unquestionably playing a leading role in the campaign.

The overall impact of these events took a personal toll on Micombero. Although he could claim to have saved the country (or at least, the Tutsi ascendancy within it), it was reported that he began drinking heavily and slipped into a psychological nether world, paranoid and delusional. His administration henceforth became increasingly corrupt and inefficient. By November 1976, some members of the army, anxious to restore order to Burundi (though without necessarily seeking to come to the aid of the Hutus), staged a coup d’état led by the chief of staff (and Micombero’s distant cousin and clan member), Jean-Baptiste Bagaza. Micombero was arrested. After a short period of imprisonment in the capital, Bujumbura, he went into exile in Somalia, where he died of a heart attack in 1983.

The killing, however, did not end there. Subsequent large-scale massacres of Hutus by Tutsi government forces took place in 1988 and by Hutus against Tutsis in 1993. Accompanying these savage assaults was the wholesale exodus of scores of thousands of refugees to neighboring countries, leading to an intensifying destabilization of the Great Lakes region which culminated in the Rwandan Genocide of April–July 1994. Until the early 1990s, however, successive Burundian governments refused to acknowledge that genocide had even taken place in the country—a situation with which many in the international community seemed content to follow.
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Mugesera, Léon

Léon Mugesera is a former Rwandan Hutu Power politician and ideologue, recently resident in Canada and facing deportation as a suspect accused of inciting the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. Born in 1952 in Kibirira Commune, Gisenyi, Mugesera studied under Canadian missionaries in Rwanda in the 1970s and at Laval University in Quebec City in the 1980s. At that time he completed internships with the Canadian and Quebec governments, and later became a professor at the University of Rwanda. He was a member of the ruling Hutu party, the Mouvement républicain national pour la démocratie et le développement (National Republican Movement for Democracy and Development, or MRNDD), and was MRNDD vice chairman for Gisenyi prefecture in 1992.

On November 22 of that year, Mugesera made a 15-minute speech to a thousand party members at a political meeting in Kabaya, in which he allegedly said that Rwandan law permitted the death penalty for traitors, and that if the judicial system did not carry out this punishment against the Tutsi inyenzi (“cockroaches”), the people must do it themselves. “Know that the person whose neck you do not cut,” he exclaimed, “is the one who will cut yours.” He stated that “we the people are obliged to take responsibility ourselves and wipe out this scum,” and that Hutus should kill Tutsis and “dump their bodies into the rivers of Rwanda” and send them back to Ethiopia. The speech was recorded and widely replayed.

In the eyes of many, this speech helped to form the ideological rationalization for the genocide that would follow in 1994.

The Rwandan minister of justice, Stanislas Mbonampeka, at that time a human rights activist and member of the Liberal Party opposed to the regime of President Juvénal Habyarimana studied Mugesera’s speech and issued an arrest warrant against him for inciting racial hatred. Mugesera was hidden by the army, and then spirited out of the country. He first went to Congo, then Spain, before he was granted refugee status in Canada in 1993. (Mbonampeka was soon forced to resign from his post as minister of justice. In 1993 he joined with Hutu Power, and sought to resume his political career. He became a wanted fugitive after the genocide, and as of this writing is still yet to be apprehended.) Mugesera and his family were quickly granted permanent resident status, which critics allege was made possible by political connections between the Quebec establishment and Rwanda’s Hutu ruling elite. Mugesera secured a job teaching at Laval University, where he began postdoctoral work.

In 1995, the government of Rwanda sought Mugesera’s extradition. The Canadian government commenced deportation proceedings against him for having lied about his background in his refugee application, along with the war crimes allegations. Article 318 of the Canadian Criminal Code, dealing with those who advocate genocide, provides for five years’ imprisonment for anyone who “advocates or promotes genocide,” and Section 7 of the Code provides for universal jurisdiction over crimes against humanity or war crimes committed by non-Canadians found in Canada for acts undertaken outside of Canada. The preference on this occasion, however, was to deport Mugesera rather than prosecute him, and in 1996 it was ordered that he be deported from Canada.

Upon appeal, Mugesera denied the accusations against him, despite the evidence shown in a video of him making his speech in November 1992.

In a surprise ruling on April 12, 2001, after Mugesera was ordered deported by two Immigration Board tribunals, the Canadian Federal Court of Appeal overturned these verdicts. Federal Court justices Marc Nadon and Robert Décary concluded there was no proof linking the November 1992 speech to genocide in the spring of 1994. Nadon requested that the Immigration Board tribunal review its claim that Mugesera incited racial hatred and thereby helped to foment genocide, and asked the board’s appeals tribunal to re-examine the conclusions it had drawn about Mugesera’s culpability. Nadon also ordered that deportation proceedings against Mugesera’s wife and five children be halted immediately. Then, on August 1, 2001, Mugesera requested a trial under Canada’s new Crimes against Humanity and War Crimes Act.

In 2003 the Federal Court of Appeal again found that the allegations against Mugesera were without foundation, winning him a further reprieve.

On June 28, 2005, the Supreme Court of Canada overturned the Federal Court of Appeal’s decision by an 8–0 decision, upholding the original deportation order. The Supreme Court ordered Mugesera out of the country, but the government in Ottawa showed reluctance to enforce the order on the grounds that he would likely be subjected to mistreatment from a regime whose judicial system might not meet international standards. Also, Canada had a long record of reluctance to deport persons to places carrying the death penalty.

In 2007, however, Rwanda abolished the death penalty, removing this long-standing Canadian legal concern over Mugesera’s deportation. In 2009, Ottawa agreed to restart deportation proceedings, though the federal government also said it needed more time to review Mugesera’s case. While it does so, Mugesera remains in the country on appeal. In mid-2010 the Rwandan government filed hundreds of pages of previously unseen documents to the Canada Border Services Agency, responsible for enforcing decisions of the Immigration and Refugee Board, to make its case in favor of Mugesera’s deportation. Mugasera was deported on January 23, 2012.

In early February 2012, Mugesera was formally charged with planning genocide, inciting participation in genocide, and the distribution of arms. Since returning from adjournment in April, a number of appeals delaying the start date of the trial have been made. As of this writing, there is no date set.
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Munyenyezi, Beatrice, Trial of

On February 21, 2013, a jury in a U.S. federal court in Concord, New Hampshire, found Beatrice Munyenyezi, a Hutu who had fled Rwanda in the aftermath of the Rwandan Genocide, guilty of having lied about her actions in that tragedy when she applied for U.S. citizenship. In 1998, Munyenyezi and her three daughters settled in Manchester, New Hampshire, where she secured a job with the Manchester Housing Authority. Munyenyezi had initially sought refugee status, claiming that she would be persecuted if she were to return to Rwanda. She subsequently applied for permanent resident status (a green card), which was granted, and in 2003, she was granted full citizenship.

In June 2011, Munyenyezi’s husband and mother-in-law, both alleged members of the Hutu Interahamwe militia responsible for prosecuting much of the Rwandan Genocide, were sentenced to life imprisonment for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. The sentences were handed down by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. Those trials brought to light Munyenyezi’s activities in 1994, and federal prosecutors decided to investigate her role in the genocide. At approximately the same time, Munyenyezi’s sister, Prudence Kantengwa, stood trial for having lied about her political affiliations in Rwanda before emigrating to the United States in the 1990s. Found guilty in 2012, she was given a 21-month prison sentence and will likely be deported at the end of her incarceration.

Federal prosecutors brought two charges against Munyenyezi. The first alleged that she had lied about her role in the genocide and her involvement in a radical Hutu political party; the second claimed that she had entered the United States illegally by making false statements on her refugee and green card applications. Her first trial ended with a deadlocked jury in March 2012. The second trial, which saw her convicted of both charges in February 2013, witnessed new prosecutorial tactics and witnesses, which proved more convincing. Several witnesses testified that Munyenyezi had been stationed at a roadblock during the 1994 genocide where she singled out Tutsis to be murdered; others claimed that she had worn the uniform of an extremist Hutu group implicated in its involvement in the mass killings. Munyenyezi vehemently denied these claims, but chose not to testify in either of her trials. She did, however, testify in defense of her husband and mother-in-law, which likely did not aid her own case. She now faces up to 10 years in a U.S. prison and deportation when she is sentenced in June 2013.

Attorneys for Munyenyezi are filing an appeal with the 1st Circuit of Appeals. They also argue that forcing their client to return to Rwanda would be a virtual death sentence, as the country is now controlled by Tutsis who would likely take a dim view of Munyenyezi and her alleged activities in 1994.
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Nahimana, Ferdinand

Ferdinand Nahimana is a former Rwandan professor of history, and was a leading propagandist for the radical Hutu cause against the Tutsi minority prior to and during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. He was born on July 15, 1950, in the commune of Gatonde, Ruhengeri Prefecture. He obtained a PhD in history from the University of Paris VII, and taught at the National University of Rwanda while at the same time becoming involved in Hutu supremacist politics. He developed a number of theories concerning the racial origins of the Rwandan population—theories he was later to popularize when promoting the cause of ethnic Hutu superiority over the Rwandan airwaves. Between 1979 and 1994 he allegedly wrote and published articles aimed at encouraging the population to rise up against the Tutsis and moderate Hutus.

In late 1990 Nahimana became director of the Rwandan National Information Office (ORINFOR), and served as the overseer of the state-owned Radio Rwanda, the newspaper press, and all other media related activities. He left this position in February 1992, but in 1993 he and some of his colleagues—most of whom were members of the then ruling party, the Mouvement Révolutionnaire National pour le Développement, or MRND—the party of Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana—established the first approved private radio station in Rwanda, Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM).

As a senior executive of this anti-Tutsi radio station, Nahimana was largely responsible for the propagandistic content of the station’s programming. He performed a vital role as an anti-Tutsi ideologue and Hutu apologist. Nahimana was also a cofounder of a radical breakaway from the MRND, the Coalition pour la Defense de la République (Coalition for the Defence of the Republic, or CDR) an openly genocide Hutu Party.

Soon after the genocide began in April 1994, Nahimana was given sanctuary in the French embassy, escaping the fighting in Kigali between units of the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) and the government forces. On April 12, 1994, the French subsequently allowed him to escape to Bujumbura, Burundi. During Operation TURQUOISE, a French military operation under the auspices of the United Nations, he returned to Rwanda, and into the “safe zone” created by the French that acted as a sanctuary for Hutus escaping the advance of the RPF through Rwanda. He left again after the RPF had taken over the whole country in July. By August 30, 1994, Nahimana arrived in Cameroon, where he settled into a semipermanent exile.

On March 26, 1996, he was arrested there, pursuant to a request for extradition issued by Rwanda’s RPF government. On April 15, 1994, the prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) requested the Cameroonian government not to proceed with the extradition—though still holding Nahimana in custody—while a formal indictment was prepared against him. On July 22, 1996, the indictment was produced. Nahimana was charged with genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, direct and public incitement to commit genocide, and crimes against humanity. He was transferred from Cameroon to the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, in January 1997, and his initial court appearance took place on February 19, 1997. At his first appearance, he pleaded not guilty.

Nahimana’s trial was quickly consolidated into that of two other anti-Tutsi propagandists, Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza, the former director of political affairs at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and a member of the board at RTLM, and Hassan Ngeze, the former editor of the hate newspaper Kangura. It commenced on October 21, 2001. Collectively known as the “Media Trial,” the three were held responsible for creating a climate that implanted the idea of Tutsi annihilation onto the Hutu worldview long before the genocidal killing actually began. In addition, Nahimana was accused of chairing meetings at which MRND leaders discussed how to go about annihilating the Tutsis and moderate Hutus. He also allegedly gave direct orders to murder Tutsis, and helped to distribute weapons to the anti-Tutsi Interahamwe militia.

After three years of testimony, the trial culminated in August 2003 when the tribunal retired to consider its verdict. The prosecutor demanded the maximum sentence, life imprisonment, for Nahimana, Barayagwiza, and Ngeze. On December 3, 2003, the Trial Chamber announced its verdict. Nahimana was sentenced to life imprisonment for genocide; conspiracy to commit genocide; incitement, directly and publicly, to commit genocide; complicity in genocide; and persecution and extermination as crimes against humanity.

Nahimana appealed his sentence, and the trial before the ICTR Appeals Chamber opened on January 16, 2007. On November 28, 2007, the Appeals Court affirmed his guilt, but only for the counts of direct and public incitement to commit genocide and persecution as a crime against humanity. It overturned several charges, notably those which touched on facts taking place or articles he had written before 1994. It also overturned the conclusion of the initial trial judges that there had been a conspiracy between the RTLM, the CDR, and Kangura with a view to committing genocide. Accordingly, his sentence was reduced from life imprisonment to 30 years.

On December 3, 2008, Nahimana was transferred from Arusha to Bamako Central Prison, Mali, where it was directed that he would serve out his sentence.
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Ndadaye, Melchior 

Melchior Ndadaye was elected president of Burundi in June 1993, defeating then-president Pierre Buyoya and becoming the first democratically elected head of state and the first from the majority Hutu ethnic group. He was killed on October 21, 1993, during an unsuccessful coup attempt by units of the Tutsi-dominated military.

Ndadaye was born on March 28, 1953, and was still in secondary school when he fled the country for Rwanda in 1972 to escape a round of ethnic massacres by the army. He sought refuge in Butare, in the south of Rwanda, where he attended the Group Scolaire before going to France to study banking. He was active in political affairs in Rwanda’s refugee community and was one of the founding members of a student movement, as well as the Labor Party of Burundi. He was a lecturer in Rwanda from 1980 to 1983.

Ndadaye returned to Burundi in 1983 and entered the banking sector, heading up a credit organization from 1983 to 1988. Following further ethnic massacres in 1988, Ndadaye called for the nomination of a Hutu prime minister, a democratic charter, and the restructuring of the army; he was subsequently imprisoned for close to three months. The following year, as the country made strides toward democracy and ethnic reconciliation, Ndadaye joined the rural development ministry as a counselor. He later was named to a constitutional commission but resigned from that body in 1991. Ndadaye’s Front for Democracy in Burundi was legalized in 1992 and Ndadaye went on to win the June 1993 presidential elections with approximately 65 percent of the vote. He assumed office on July 10, 1993, and was assassinated, along with a number of his cabinet members, three-and-a-half months later.
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Ndindiliyimana, Augustin

Augustin Ndindiliyimana was the chief of staff of the Rwandan Gendarmerie Nationale, the national police force, during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. As chief of staff from September 2, 1992, he was responsible for the maintenance of peace and public order, and ensuring the observance of law, throughout Rwanda. Ndindiliyimana was born in Nyaruhengeri commune, Butare prefecture, in 1943. A career soldier in the Rwandan Armed Forces (FAR), at the time of the genocide he held the rank of major general.

Sometime prior to his appointment as chief of staff of the Gendarmerie Nationale, it is alleged in his indictment by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) that he conspired with other high-level FAR officers to plan the logistics of what would become the annihilation of the Tutsi minority in Rwanda at the hands of the Hutu Power government.

On the night of April 6, 1994, Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana was assassinated when his plane was shot from the sky upon its approach to Kigali airport. A Crisis Committee was immediately set up, comprised of senior FAR officers led by Colonel Théoneste Bagosora, Tharcisse Renzaho, the governor of Kigali prefecture and president of the Civil Defense Committee for Kigali, and Ndindiliyimana in his capacity as chief of staff of the Gendarmerie Nationale. This Committee was a grab for power by the military forces. The force commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), General Roméo Dallaire, was invited to the initial meeting of the Crisis Committee, and arrived to find only senior military and paramilitary figures present. None of the civilian leadership was there. Dallaire rejected Bagosora’s proposal of having the military take control of the political situation until they could hand it over to the politicians, reminding him that Rwanda still had a government headed by Prime Minister Agathe Uwilingiyimana. Bagosora responded that she was incapable of governing the nation. A few hours later, Uwilingiyimana was murdered with her husband by members of the presidential guard.

In his capacity as head of Rwanda’s paramilitary police, Ndindiliyimana has also been accused of tipping off the leaders of the Interahamwe militias that Dallaire was about to embark upon an arms raid of Interahamwe weapons caches. If carried out, this would have gone directly against Dallaire’s instructions from UN Headquarters in New York. These weapons, hidden away as a result of the tip-off, were then used in the genocide. According to the ICTR prosecutor, Ndindiliyimana thus bears responsibility not only for the atrocities committed by the forces under his control, but also indirectly for making these weapons available to the militias.

Ndindiliyimana has been accused of sexual violence and rape of Tutsi women, and has been charged with participating in the murder of 10 Belgian UNAMIR peacekeepers that were guarding Prime Minister Uwingiliyimana at the time of her assassination on April 7, 1994. The death of the Belgian soldiers precipitated the withdrawal of all Belgian troops from UNAMIR.

There are some, despite this, who have found Ndindiliyimana’s behavior during the genocide to be something less than fanatical, like so many of those around him were. Dallaire was of the view that he might have been initially a moderate voice in the Crisis Committee, while others share this view. For example, Ndindiliyimana was known to be responsible for dismantling a potentially disastrous roadblock in front of the Hôtel des Mille Collines, at a time when the hotel manager, Paul Rusesabagina, employed the hotel as a United Nations–protected safe zone. Some have suggested that Ndindiliyimana was ambivalent toward the extreme measures being taken by the interim government.

After the end of the genocide in July 1994, Ndindiliyimana fled Rwanda for Belgium, where he was granted the status of a political refugee. On January 29, 2000, however, he was apprehended in the Belgian town of Termonde and extradited to the custody of the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, to face charges of conspiracy to commit genocide, genocide or complicity in genocide in the alternative, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. The ICTR had earlier issued an indictment against Ndindiliyimana and three other former FAR officers. Ndindiliyimana has, from the outset, pleaded not guilty to all charges against him. Known as the “Military II” trial, the indictment also groups together the former chief of staff of the FAR, General Augustin Bizimungu, and two commanding officers in the reconnaissance battalion, Major François Xavier Nzuwonemeye and Captain Innocent Sagahutu. According to the indictment of August 23, 2004, Augustin Ndindiliyimana is alleged to have conspired with his co-accused in the planning and commission of a plan to exterminate Tutsis in Rwanda. He was charged with 10 counts of genocide, crimes against humanity, and violations of the Geneva Conventions on the treatment of combatants and civilians in wartime. Proceedings against Ndindiliyimana began on September 20, 2004.

Ndindiliyimana’s defense attorney is a Canadian lawyer, Christopher Black, who has for a long time argued that the foundation upon which the ICTR was established is questionable, at best. Black has argued that the ICTR’s interpretation of the events in Rwanda in 1994 as genocide is not a correct reading of what really transpired, and that there was no genocide of the country’s Tutsis at the hands of the government. The case against Ndindiliyimana was completed on June 29, 2009. On May 17, 2011, Ndindiliyimana was sentenced by the ICTR to 11 years, 3 months, and 19 days’ imprisonment, the equivalent of his time served since his arrest. The Tribunal found that Ndindiliyimana had limited control over the men he commanded and was personally opposed to the killings.
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Ngeze, Hassan

Hassan Ngeze was a Rwandan journalist responsible for writing, publishing, and spreading anti-Tutsi propaganda prior to the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Born on December 25, 1957, in Rubavu commune, Gisenyi, Ngeze is a Muslim and Hutu supremacist. His early life history is difficult to track down. His education seems to have been restricted only to primary school, after which he scratched out a living as a shoe shine boy and then a bus conductor. It does not appear that Ngeze had any formal apprenticeship or education as a journalist, though it is known that he worked as a columnist for different Rwandan newspapers from 1978 onward. Prior to 1990 he was a correspondent and distributor in Gisenyi for Kanguka, a newspaper critical of the ruling regime of President Juvénal Hayarimana, especially of the military.

In 1990, Ngeze and other radical Hutus from the family entourage of the Hayarimana clan (a clique known as the “Akazu,” or “Little Hut”) founded Kangura (Wake Them Up), an anti-Tutsi, pro-Hutu popular newspaper intended as a counterweight to Kanguka. The first issue was entirely financed by the Information Bureau of the Presidency. It continued publication with ongoing financial assistance from high-level members of Hayarimana’s ruling MRNDD (Mouvement républicain national pour la démocratie et le développement) party, and, later, from the extremist CDR (Coalition pour la Défense de la République) party, of which Ngeze was a cofounder.

The creation of Kangura, for which Ngeze was made the chief editor, was part of a much wider strategy on the part of the State. Its first issue appeared in May 1990, and its last in February 1994—two months before the start of the genocide—and it became a primary instrument in the preparation of the Hutu population for the actions against the Tutsi population that took place after April 6, 1994.

Ngeze has always asserted that he was a businessman and entrepreneur rather than a Hutu Power ideologue, but the pages of Kangura constantly showed him to be much more than what he claimed to be. Perhaps the most infamous piece he authored for Kangura was a catalogue of 10 admonitory instructions—the “Hutu Ten Commandments”—that were to be followed by every Hutu in order to destroy Tutsi influence in Rwandan society, and guarantee Hutu hegemony. Their repetition through the pages of Kangura served as an important conditioning agent for the Hutus. Published in issue number 6 of Kangura, in December 1990, Ngeze claimed later that the list had been circulating for some years before, and was not in fact composed by him alone. The “Ten Commandments,” in their essence, could in many respects have been adapted directly out of the Nazi Nuremberg Laws.

Kangura also published material that referred constantly to Tutsis as Inyenzi—cockroaches—and drove home the message that these Inyenzi (including those from outside, the Inkotanyi, or rebels, from the Rwandan Patriotic Front) were about to enslave all the Hutus and/or exterminate them. The answer to this “problem,” it put rhetorically (and frequently), was to wipe out the Tutsis. Prior to ceasing publication, Kangura also published the names of Hutus deemed to be politically suspect—with the insinuation that they should suffer the same fate as the Tutsis—and exhorted “true” Hutus to take all measures to ensure that they would predominate now and into the future. Employing sensationalism at every turn, and with a readership many times greater than its circulation figures suggested, Kangura was a crucial instrument in developing a consciousness for genocide, notwithstanding that it had ceased publication by the time the genocide actually began.

Along with Jean-Bosco Barayagwiza and Jean Shyirambere Barahinura, Ngeze co-founded the extremist CDR party, and in 1993 became a founder, shareholder, correspondent, and leading director of the anti-Tutsi radio station Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), which was to some extent a radio equivalent of Kangura. Although Kangura did not play any direct role in the genocide while it was in progress (having ceased publication in February 1994), Ngeze played a very active role in the genocide nonetheless.

As a former member of the MRND and one of the founders of the CDR, Ngeze also exercised political control over the Interahamwe militias, and was an organizer of the CDR’s Impuzamugambi militia. During the genocide he provided RTLM with the names of people to be killed in his prefecture of Gisenyi, which were broadcast on air. He is also alleged to have personally supervised and taken part in torture, mass rape, and killings within the prefecture.

In June 1994, Ngeze fled Rwanda in advance of the opposition Rwandan Patriotic Front forces, and on July 18, 1997, upon the demand of the prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), he was arrested in Mombasa, Kenya. He was transferred to the United Nations penitentiary in Arusha, Tanzania, the same day.

The ICTR charged Ngeze with several counts of genocide, public incitement to commit genocide, complicity in genocide, and crimes against humanity. His trial, which opened on October 23, 2000, was consolidated into that of two other anti-Tutsi propagandists, Barayagwiza and Ferdinand Nahimana; collectively known as the “Media Trial,” the three were found responsible for creating a climate that implanted the idea of Tutsi annihilation onto the Hutu worldview long before the killing actually began.

From the beginning, Ngeze boycotted the trial for several days, protesting at the way in which his newspaper articles had been translated for the ICTR. He also demanded a complete translation of 71 issues of Kangura from Kinyarwanda into English and French. He then pleaded not guilty to all counts in the indictment against him.

When the trial got underway, his lawyer argued that it was not Ngeze himself who was on trial, but, rather, freedom of the press. The trial thereby assumed a special importance, since it was the first time since the trial of Hitler’s propagandists at Nuremberg that journalists were appearing in the dock of an international tribunal—and, no less, for the crime of genocide. While the main elements of the trial were conducted on this important democratic principle, the Tribunal judges were ultimately not moved by such arguments. All three defendants were found guilty in December 2003. Ngeze was found guilty on the counts of genocide; conspiracy to commit genocide; direct and public incitement to commit genocide; and crimes against humanity (persecution and extermination). He was acquitted on the charges of complicity to commit genocide and of crimes against humanity (murder). He was sentenced to the maximum permitted the ICTR by the United Nations, life imprisonment.

Ngeze appealed his conviction, and a further trial before the Appeals Chamber opened on January 16, 2007. On November 28, 2007, the Appeals Chamber affirmed his guilt, but only for the counts of aiding and abetting the commission of genocide, for direct and public incitement to commit genocide through publication, and for aiding and abetting crimes against humanity (extermination). His sentence was reduced to 35 years’ imprisonment. On December 3, 2008, he was transferred to Bamako Central Prison, Mali, to serve out his sentence.
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Ntaganda, Bosco

Bosco Ntaganda is a Congolese military leader who is under indictment by the International Criminal Court (ICC) for war crimes and crimes against humanity for acts he committed or condoned between July 2002 and December 2003. Ntaganda, a Tutsi, was born in 1973 in the Rwandan village of Kiningi. As a teenager, he went to Ngungu, in the eastern portion of the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), to escape the persecution of Tutsis then taking place in Rwanda. In 1990 he joined the leftist Tutsi Rwandan Patriotic Front, which was operating in southern Uganda. He saw action with the armed wing of that group during the 1990s, and following the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, he participated in the movement that ousted the Hutu-dominated government.

Later, Ntaganda became a member of the Patriotic Forces for the Liberation of Congo, which was the military wing of the Union of Congolese Patriots (UPC). He soon became chief of military affairs. Later still, he joined the National Congress for the Defense of the People (CNDP), a militia force active in the DRC, serving as its chief of staff. In recent years, Ntaganda and the UPC have controlled several lucrative mines in the eastern part of the DRC. It has been reported that Ntaganda has personally profited from these operations and has repeatedly engaged in illicit trade. Some have likened his control over eastern Congo to that of a Mafia kingpin. Most recently, he led the M23 Group, an armed militia movement that tried unsuccessfully to seize the city of Goma, DRC, adjacent to the Rwandan border.

In August 2006, the ICC issued an arrest warrant for Ntaganda, based upon his actions during 2002–2003. The specific charges included: employment of child soldiers; murder; rape; sexual slavery; and ethnic-based persecution. In April 2012, Congolese president Joseph Kabila called for the arrest of Ntaganda, citing his virtual war against the DRC’s government.

In a stunning turn of events, Ntaganda surrendered himself to the U.S. Embassy in Kigali, Rwanda on March 18, 2013. He then requested that he be transferred to the ICC. It remains unclear why Ntaganda would surrender to an authority that in all likelihood will sentence him to many years of imprisonment. Some have surmised that pressure by former allies in Rwanda or the DRC urged him to do so. Others have opined that with the recent split in the M23 Group and Kabila’s demand for his arrest, Ntaganda saw surrender to the ICC as a more palatable alternative to being a hunted fugitive. Still others have suggested that Ntaganda arranged some sort of deal with the ICC whereby self surrender would yield more sympathetic treatment during a trial. As of this writing, no trial date has been set.
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Ntakirutimana, Elizaphan

Elizaphan Ntakirutimana was a Rwandan minister who was convicted of genocide in 2003. Elizaphan Ntakirutimana, a Hutu, was born in Kibuye Prefecture, Rwanda in 1924. He eventually became a minister in the Seventh-day Adventist Church in Rwanda and then a pastor at the Mugonero church located in Ngoma. In mid-April 1994, at the height of the Rwanda Genocide, several Seventh-day Adventist ministers sent a letter to Ntakirutimana in which they relayed the plight of the hundreds of Tutsi refugees under their care. The following day, well-armed Hutu militiamen converged on the refugees, murdering several hundred of them.

Ntakirutimana apparently was complicit in the massacre of the refugees because he had transported and aided the militia. His crime was first brought to international attention in 1998 in Philip Gourevitch’s book We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families. Indeed, the title was taken from the letter written to Ntakirutimana by the besieged ministers at Mugonero. Prior to the publication of that book, however, Ntakirutimana had fled Rwanda, knowing that he had already been implicated in the massacre and that Rwandan and international law enforcement officials were in pursuit of him.

Ntakirutimana ultimately found his way to the United States, via Mexico, and was apprehended in Laredo, Texas, in 1996. Already wanted for trial by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), he was detained in a federal penal facility while he fought extradition. In January 2000, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that Ntakirutimana had exhausted all legal avenues to fight extradition. This permitted his transfer to a detention facility run by the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania.

The ICTR’s Trial 1 charged Ntakirutimana with genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, three counts of crimes against humanity, and one count of violating Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions. Meanwhile, his son Gérard, a physician, was also put on trial for his role in the Rwandan Genocide. Ntakirutimana the elder was found guilty of genocide but not guilty of the other charges. On February 19, 2003, he became the first clergyman to be convicted for his role in the genocide. He appealed the decision, but the genocide charge remained and he was imprisoned until December 6, 2006, when he was released. All told, Ntakirutimana spent 10 years detained or imprisoned. He died in Arusha, Tanzania, on January 22, 2007.
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Nyirabayovu, Thérèse

Thérèse Nyirabayovu is a widowed Hutu Rwandan who hid as many as 18–20 people in her modest home during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide.

Nyirabayovu was born sometime in 1927 in Kigali, the capital city of Rwanda. Little is known of her life before or after the awful events of 1994. As a young woman, she became a midwife, and was well respected in the Nyarugenge neighborhood of Kigali. Sometime prior to the start of the genocide, her husband died, leaving her to raise four children on her own (she had several other children, who had died in childhood) with meager resources. Although Nyirabayou was not as poor as some Rwandans, she certainly lived a very frugal and circumscribed life.

On April 4, 1994, a plane carrying Rwandan President Juvenal Habyarimana, a Hutu, was shot down by a missile as it approached Kigali’s airport. This event proved to be the tipping point following the 1990–1993 civil war and mounting ethnic tensions in Rwanda. The Rwandan government, controlled by the Hutus, blamed the president’s assassination on the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), which was a Tutsi organization. Habyarimana’s death provided the government with the perfect pretext for encouraging the mass killing of Tutsis all across Rwanda. Within weeks, the genocide began, aided in large measure by the Interahamwe, a Hutu-dominated militia group that became a de facto mass killing machine. Tutis and moderate Hutus were killed by the hundreds of thousands, and in the mere 100 days that encompassed the Rwandan Genocide, as many as 900,000–1,000,000 people died. Those not massacred by the Interahamwe were often murdered by their neighbors, friends, and even family members.

Amid this horrifying spectacle, Nyirabayovu decided to hide Tutsis in her modest home, knowing full well that doing so could result in her death and the deaths of her family members. With the help of her children, she sheltered as many as 20 people and fed them as best she could. Local members of the Interahamwe suspected her of hiding Tutsis, but they did not unduly bother her because she was elderly and was one of the most well-respected people in the neighborhood. Still, however, her home was searched multiple times, and someone threw a grenade at it, which fortunately caused no damage.

Nyirabayovu stated later that she did what she did because she always believed in helping other people who were in danger. During the genocide, she also provided food to refugees who had sought refuge in a nearby church, Ste. Famille. After the killing ended, Nyirabayovu volunteered in refugee camps in Zaire (now Democratic Republic of the Congo), even though several militiamen there had known about her actions in Kigali and did not approve of them.
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Nyiramasuhuko, Pauline

Pauline Nyiramasuhuko was the minister of family welfare and women’s affairs in Rwanda before and during the genocide of 1994. A Hutu, she was born in 1946 in the commune of Ndora, Butare prefecture, into a poor farming family which produced just enough to stay above subsistence level. A bright student, she managed in spite of her poverty to attend the Karubanda School of Social Studies, where she became friends with Agathe Kanziga, who later would marry Juvénal Habyarimana, and thus become the wife of the president.

After completing her studies, Nyiramasuhuko became a social worker and took up a post in the Ministry for Social Affairs in Kigali. As a result of her connections with Agathe Kanziga, Nyiramasuhuko, at the age of just 22, rose quickly in the civil service. In 1968, she married Maurice Ntahobali, who later went on to become a government minister, president of the National Assembly, and finally rector of the National University of Rwanda (Université Nationale du Rwanda, or UNR), Butare. The couple had four children, one of whom, Arsène Shalom Ntahobali, would himself be indicted on crimes against humanity and genocide charges arising from his role as an Interahamwe commander during 1994. After working in social services for many years, in 1986 Pauline Nyiramasuhuko became one of the rare women to take up law studies at the UNR, and in 1990 she graduated with a law degree.

In 1992 she was appointed minister of family welfare and women’s affairs in Rwanda’s first multiparty government. Her appointment was a bolt from the blue so far as the public was concerned, yet she retained her post until July 1994, when she fled Rwanda in the aftermath of the genocide. From the end of 1990 until July 1994, Nyiramasuhuko was said to have adhered to—and then participated in—the detailed development of a plan aimed at exterminating Rwanda’s Tutsis. Then, when the genocide began, Nyiramasuhuko allegedly publicly incited the Hutu population to annihilate the Tutsi population.

Between April 9 and July 14, 1994, during various meetings of the Council of Ministers, Nyiramasuhuko and other ministers made requests for arms for distribution within their home prefectures in order to perpetrate massacres. Nyiramasuhuko was given responsibility for Butare. Ministers were instructed to foment hatred and ethnic violence, and to facilitate the training of anti-Tutsi militias and provide them with arms. They were also to assist in drafting lists of those to be eliminated.

In pursuit of this, Nyiramasuhuko reportedly planned, ordered, and participated in massacres in Butare. Here, she allegedly orchestrated a trap for the Tutsi population as word got out that food and shelter were being provided for the Tutsis by the Red Cross at the Butare football stadium. On April 25, the trap was sprung, and large numbers were instead raped, tortured, and killed by militias lying in wait. In a much-quoted incident, Nyiramasuhuko is said to have told the Interahamwe, “before you kill the women, you need to rape them.” Soon afterward, Nyiramasuhuko reportedly went to a camp where a group of Interahamwe were holding some 70 Tutsi women and young girls as prisoners. It was later alleged that she then ordered the Interahamwe to rape the women before dousing them with gasoline and burning them to death. This was among a number of occasions when Nyiramasuhuko was reported to have encouraged (and sometimes ordered) the Interahamwe to rape the women to be murdered.

Between April 19 and the end of June 1994, Nyiramasuhuko supervised the Interahamwe as they searched for Tutsi victims in the University district within Butare. When located, they would often be removed to different places within the prefecture for their execution. It was said that there were occasions when the victims were forced to strip off their clothes before being transported, at which point Nyiramasuhuko is said to have selected which Tutsi women would be raped.

The ferocity with which she allegedly urged the Interahamwe to slaughter Tutsis extended also to old women and unborn babies. It was said that she was sometimes seen dressed in military fatigues and boots, and carrying a rifle over her shoulder.

In July 1994, as the forces of the Rwandan Patriotic Front advanced on Kigali and the grip of the Hutu Power government became more and more tenuous, Nyiramasuhuko fled Rwanda for Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of Congo). After first going into hiding in a refugee camp run by the Catholic charity Caritas, she made her way to Kenya, where she lived for the next three years. On July 18, 1997, she was arrested in Nairobi at the request of the chief prosecutor of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). She was transferred the same day to the jurisdiction of the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, and charged with conspiracy to commit genocide, genocide (or, alternatively, complicity in genocide), public and direct incitement to commit genocide, and crimes against humanity including murder, extermination, rape, persecutions on political, racial, and religious grounds, other inhumane acts, and war crimes. At her initial court appearance on September 3, 1997, Nyiramasuhuko pleaded not guilty to the five charges with which she was indicted.

She was not only the first woman to be indicted by the ICTR; she was the first woman to be brought to trial by any international tribunal. She also became the first woman ever to be indicted for rape as a crime against humanity, and the first woman to face genocide charges before an international tribunal. Moreover, she is the first woman ever charged with encouraging rape as an instrument of genocide.

On October 6, 1999, the ICTR, on request of the prosecutor, ordered a combined trial for Nyiramasuhuko and five other persons accused of crimes committed in the Butare prefecture in 1994. They were: Nyiramasuhuko’s son Arsène Shalom Ntahobali; Joseph Kanyabashi, the Hutu Power mayor of Ngoma; Sylvain Nsabimana, the préfet of Butare; Elie Ndayambaje, the mayor of Muganza; and Alphonse Nteziryayo, the préfet of Butare during the genocide.

The “Butare Six” trial, so called, became the longest and most costly trial in the history of international criminal justice. It opened on June 12, 2001, and closing arguments finished only on April 30, 2009, with the prosecutor seeking life imprisonment for all the accused. Judgment was delivered on June 24, 2011, with Nyiramasuhuko found guilty by the ICTR of genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, crimes against humanity (extermination, rape, and persecution) and several serious violations of the Geneva Conventions. She was sentenced to life imprisonment. Nyiramasuhuko’s son Arsène Shalom Ntahobali and four others of the “Butare Six” were also found guilty, with Ntahobali also sentenced to life imprisonment.
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Operation SUPPORT HOPE

Operation SUPPORT HOPE was a U.S. humanitarian mission to aid refugees in the aftermath of the April–June 1994 Rwandan Genocide. Operation SUPPORT HOPE began on July 22, 1994, and ended on September 27. It was launched in coordination with aid efforts undertaken by the United Nations (UN) High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR). The UNHCR took over humanitarian relief programs after the U.S. mission ended. The Rwandan Genocide, perpetrated by Hutus against the minority Tutsis and their moderate Hutu supporters, resulted in nearly 1 million deaths in a matter of weeks. Once the carnage was over, as many as 2 million (mainly) Hutus fled the country, flooding neighboring Tanzania, Burundi, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC). This mass exodus resulted in a major humanitarian crisis, as refugee camps witnessed starvation and rampant disease and sickness.

President Bill Clinton authorized SUPPORT HOPE on July 22, and within two days U.S. military personnel were being put in place in Goma, DRC, Entebbe, Uganda, and the Rwandan capital of Kigali. At the same time, U.S. Air Force C-5 and C-141 transport aircraft were ferrying into the area massive quantities of food, water, medicine, and other badly needed supplies. In all, the Air Force flew in excess of 1,200 sorties carrying a total of 15,000 tons of humanitarian relief supplies. By the end of July, the death rate in the refugee camps had dropped markedly. The American relief effort was designed chiefly to bring immediate relief to the refugees and to allow time for the UNHCR to ramp up its operations in the region.

On August 14, the UNHCR requested that direct humanitarian shipments be halted so that the relief effort could be managed entirely by the UN agency. Thereafter, American relief flights tapered off, and on September 27 President Clinton announced an end to Operation SUPPORT HOPE. At its peak, the U.S. operation involved 2,350 military personnel.

Operation SUPPORT HOPE was a successful and worthwhile humanitarian mission, but it had done nothing to prevent the Rwandan Genocide, or to stop it once it had begun. The world community, including the UN, proved unwilling and/or incapable of intervening when aid was the most critical—that is, as the killing was underway. President Clinton has since stated that the failure to act prior to SUPPORT HOPE was one the biggest regrets of his entire presidency. SUPPORT HOPE did have at least one negative impact, however. By aiding the Hutu refugees, the relief effort was also aiding many genocide perpetrators, who would go unpunished. Hutu guerillas also launched a number of attacks on Rwanda from refugee camps in Uganda and the DRC.
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Operation Turquoise

Operation TURQUOISE was a French-led military operation designed to establish a safe haven for Tutsis and moderate Hutus in the late stages of the April–July 1994 Rwandan Genocide, which resulted in the deaths of 800,000–1,000,000 people. The operation began on June 22 and ended on August 22; the safe haven was located in the southern quarter of Rwanda. In May 1994, as the genocide reached the zenith of its destruction, the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) enacted Resolution 918, which called for a larger and more potent force to augment the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), which was already on the ground in Rwanda. The French government strongly supported this effort, and offered to deploy its own troops to Rwanda. UNSC Resolution 929 empowered the French to undertake that mission on June 22, and within days French forces had begun deploying to Rwanda.

The French dispatched 2,550 troops, who served with approximately 500 troops from neighboring African countries. This force established a safe zone (known as the “Turquoise Zone”) in the southern part of Rwanda (comprising about one-fifth of the country), where embattled Tutsis and moderate Hutus could seek refuge, ostensibly free from danger. Operation TURQUOISE included a battery of 120 mm mortars, ten armed helicopters, four French Jaguar fighter-bombers, two reconnaissance planes, and about 100 armored personnel vehicles.

Operation TURQUOISE proved highly problematic, however. First, the numerous roadblocks in areas not controlled by the French operation meant that many Tutsis could not make their way to safety; many died en route. Second, in July the operators of Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), a radical Hutu media outlet that was exhorting Hutus to kill Tutsis, relocated their transmitters to the Turquoise Zone. The French made no immediate moves to seize them or silence them. Third, most of the refugees who fled to the French safe zone were in fact Hutus rather than Tutsis; some of them had been involved in perpetrating the genocide, and they continued to kill Tutsis even within the safe zone. The French were unable to prevent many of these killings. Fourth, the French troops did a poor job of disarming those who sought refuge in the Turquoise Zone (especially Hutus), which endangered Tutsis within the zone. Finally, the commander of the UNAMIR opposed the deployment of French troops, arguing that having two UN-mandated operations in the same country but with different missions was a recipe for confusion and ineffectiveness.

Other controversies also bedeviled the French operation. Some Tutsis in Rwanda and others in the international community accused the French of having undertaken the mission to prop up the Hutu regime responsible for starting the genocide. France had previously backed the Hutu government of President Juvénal Habyarimana and provided it with financial and military aid. Others alleged that the French were more interested in protecting Hutus from the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) instead of protecting Tutsis from the Hutus. Still others argued that by permitting so many Hutus into the Turquoise Zone, France permitted many genocide perpetrators to escape justice in Rwanda, or to flee the country entirely. That in turn enabled exiled Hutus to engage in warfare against the postgenocide Rwandan government from places like Congo and Uganda.

The French government has steadfastly denied these claims and allegations, insisting that it deployed troops to Rwanda in June 1994 based solely on humanitarian considerations. The last French troops were withdrawn on August 22, at which time UNAMIR II began its formal operations in Rwanda.
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Prosper, Pierre-Richard

Pierre-Richard Prosper is a U.S. attorney and former ambassador-at-large within the Office of War Crimes Issues. He attracted worldwide attention when he successfully prosecuted the first case at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) to bring in a guilty verdict for the crime of genocide. Born in Denver, Colorado, in 1963, Prosper is the son of two medical doctors who were refugees from Haiti. Raised in New York State, he was educated at Boston College (BA, 1985) and Pepperdine University Law School (JD, 1989).

Upon graduation in 1989, Prosper became a deputy district attorney for Los Angeles County, California, where he remained until 1994. He then entered service with the Federal government as an assistant U.S. attorney for the Central District of California in Los Angeles, where he investigated and prosecuted major international drug cartels while assigned to the Narcotics Section of the Drug Enforcement Task Force.

It was a colleague in the U.S. Attorney’s office, Steve Mansfield, who was to draw Prosper’s attention to Rwanda. Returning from a trip to that country, Mansfield briefed the staff about the 1994 genocide, and motivating Prosper to want to know more—and to want to help. From this moment on, he saw that he could make a difference in the broken society Rwanda had become, though he was aware of the pitfalls involved and the good life as an assistant U.S. attorney he might well have to give up. Throwing off his concerns, he first went to Rwanda in April 1995 as part of a fact-finding mission to examine the national justice system. He was appointed as a special legal consultant of the United States government mission in Kigali, where he assessed the postgenocide Rwandan justice system and assisted in developing an action plan to reinstate some form of judicial operation in a country that had been stripped of its legal infrastructure. To do so he consulted with Rwandan, United Nations, and donor country representatives, coordinating activities in order to maximize international efforts. He remained in this position until May 1995.

Building on this experience, and given that he was then working and living in Rwanda, he was offered a position by the United Nations to be one of two American prosecutors at the ICTR, sitting in Arusha, Tanzania. The more he learned, the more he came to regard the horrors committed in Rwanda as not just a crime against Rwandans but against all humanity. It was while in this position that he successfully prosecuted the ICTR case against the former mayor of the town of Taba, Jean-Paul Akayesu. For Prosper, serving as lead prosecutor became a life-transforming experience. He and the judges on the Tribunal were confronted with the task of having to determine, for the very first time, what constitutes genocide in a legal sense. Reviewing the language of the 1948 Genocide Convention and half a century of legal scholarship, Prosper and his team had to establish how the concept of genocide applies in the contemporary context. They studied legal precedent, investigated the astonishing circumstances not only of the situation in Rwanda, but also with regard to the specific case being tried, met with victims and survivors, and stood before mass graves—all prior to even starting the trial process.

The result saw a powerful prosecution that resulted in the first-ever conviction in any courtroom specifically for the crime of genocide, with Akayesu sentenced to life imprisonment. The trial was also the first-ever case of genocide under the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. An important part of the judgment saw the further development of genocide case-law, as the three trial judges—Laity Kama from Senegal presiding; Navanethem Pillay from South Africa; and Lennart Aspegren from Sweden—ruled that rape could henceforth be considered within a general legal definition of genocide and crimes against humanity. In the 14-month trial, Prosper won additional life-sentence convictions against Akayesu for crimes against humanity. In developing his case, Prosper traveled widely, supervising investigations throughout Africa, Europe, and North America.

Reflecting on his Rwanda experience later, Prosper said it both altered his professional life and challenged his fundamental assumptions about human nature. It changed his views concerning the nature of human evil, and of how important it is that all people contribute to making the world a better place.

Prosper remained a trial attorney with the ICTR until October 1998. In January and February 1999 he became a special assistant to the assistant U.S. attorney general (where he helped with the development of international justice initiatives), prior to a secondment to the State Department as special counsel and policy adviser to the Office of War Crimes Issues within the Office of the Secretary of State. Here, he worked directly with the first U.S. ambassador-at-large for war crimes issues David Scheffer, developing policy and assisting in formulating U.S. responses to serious violations of international humanitarian law around the world. He traveled to affected areas in Europe, Africa, and Asia to promote initiatives and build coalitions, as well as engaging in negotiations in support of U.S. government positions.

On May 16, 2001, Prosper was nominated by President George W. Bush to succeed Scheffer as ambassador-at-large for war crimes issues. After being confirmed by the U.S. Senate, he was sworn in on July 13, 2001, thereby becoming an official who served in high office in the administrations of both a Democrat (Bill Clinton) and a Republican (George W. Bush). He would serve in this capacity until October 2005, and, as such, was responsible to two secretaries of state—Colin Powell and Condoleezza Rice—on all matters relating to violations of international humanitarian law around the world. His role was important in that he advised not only the secretary of state, but also the president of the United States, secretary of defense, attorney general, national security adviser, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, director of the Central Intelligence Agency, White House counsel, and other senior U.S. government officials.

The human rights violations that formed the centerpiece of Prosper’s brief included genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Prosper was often required to speak publicly on behalf of the United States, as the face of U.S. war crimes, genocide, and crimes against humanity policies around the world. As with his earlier appointments, Prosper traveled extensively, conducting diplomatic negotiations and consultations with heads of state, foreign ministers, and senior government officials from over sixty different countries. He regularly visited conflict zones in efforts to secure peace, stability, and the rule of law. After September 11, 2001, Prosper played a key role in helping to develop antiterrorism policies, within a legal human rights framework.

In October 2005 Prosper resigned his position in order to run for the Republican nomination for attorney general of California in the 2006 primaries. He withdrew his candidacy in February 2006, and did not proceed with his campaign.

In November 2006 and April 2007 he headed an International Republican Institute Election Observation Mission to observe and monitor the 2007 Nigerian presidential and National Assembly elections. He led a team of 59 international observers, meeting and consulting with candidates, political leaders, voters, and international observers. In February 2007 he was elected by the United Nations General Assembly to serve as an independent expert to the UN Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, a human rights treaty body located in Geneva, Switzerland. This monitors compliance by state parties to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. Then, in April 2008, he was appointed by President Bush to serve as a member of the United States Holocaust Memorial Council.

As of this writing, Prosper is an attorney in the Los Angeles office of the California law firm Arent Fox LLP, having joined on January 1, 2007, after his time in public service.
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Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines

Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), meaning “One Thousand Hills Free Radio and Television” in French, was an independent Rwandan radio station that operated with the tacit approval and support of the Hutu-dominated Rwandan government prior to and during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. RTLM played a central role in the genocide because it broadcast rabidly anti-Tutsi propaganda that condoned and even encouraged mass violence against Rwanda’s Tutsi minority and Hutus who were sympathetic to the Tutsis.

The radio station began operations on July 8, 1993, in Kigali, the Rwandan capital. It was organized and operated by supporters of President Juvenal Habyarimana, who were trying to sabotage ongoing talks between the Rwandan government and the Tutsi Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). Although the station was supposedly independent, it received clandestine support from Habyarimana’s government and utilized transmitting equipment owned by Radio Rwanda, the official state-operated radio station. RTLM quickly became very popular, particularly among Hutu youths, who were drawn to the station by its popular music selections and other youth-oriented programming. Interspersed with that programming was virulent anti-Tutsi rhetoric and propaganda that demonized the minority group as subhuman and “cock roaches.” The station was said to have had a major impact on members of the Interahamwe, a rabid anti-Tutsi militia group that played a major role in the Rwandan Genocide.

RTLM worked closely with the virulently anti-Tutsi newspaper known as Kangura, and the paper’s head, Hassan Ngeze, was also a major shareholder in RTLM. RTLM had a broad listenership that grew by the month. Although some members of the international community, including the United States, contemplated jamming RTLM’s signals or destroying its transmitting towers, none took any action because it was feared that such action would be construed as abrogating free speech and expression. Meanwhile, anti-Tutsi hate speech and propaganda intensified, and after Habyarimana’s assassination on April 6, 1994, RTLM took a central role in the ensuing genocide of Tutsis and moderate Hutus by actively encouraging Hutus to murder Tutsis. The station also broadcast the location of Tutsis and sympathetic Hutus as the genocide unfolded.

On July 3, 1994, advancing RPF troops raided RTLM’s Kigali studios, but the station continued to broadcast sporadically until the end of the month, using mobile transmitters. In 2000, nearly six years after the genocide ended, RTLM’s major players and supporters, including Ngeze, Jean-Bosco Barayagwize, and Ferdinand Nahimana, were tried for war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide in conjunction with their work with RTLM and their anti-Tutsi propaganda campaigns. In December 2003, all three men were found guilty and eventually given lengthy prison sentences by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR).
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Rape

Rape was used as a weapon of genocide by the Hutu ethnic majority of Rwanda against the Tutsi ethnic minority during the Rwandan Genocide. Common estimates of 250,000 to 500,000 of mostly Tutsi women and girls were raped in a systematic fashion and often in a public or group setting during the genocide, many being raped hundreds of times each. Hutu women who resisted the genocide or were married to Tutsi men were also targeted, as were some men.

The genocide was inspired by and occurred with the organized support of the government of the central African state of Rwanda from April 6, 1994, to mid-July, 1994. Government propaganda and racist newspapers specifically targeted the sexuality of Tutsi women as a means to enflame anti-Tutsi hatred and promoted sexual violence against Tutsi women. Jean Kambanda was the Prime Minister for the interim government of Rwanda that orchestrated the genocide.

From the start of the genocide, Tutsi women were often raped and mutilated or raped and murdered after being forced to watch family members being tortured to death. More frequently, Tutsi women were not murdered but held as sexual slaves and raped many times a day by groups of Hutu or individuals. In addition to participating in the mass murders, Hutu women participated in the mass rapes. Approximately five weeks after the start of the genocide in mid-May 1994, a centralized command went out from the government to begin murdering Tutsi women in addition to the men, increasing the frequency of deaths amongst rape victims. The mostly Tutsi Rwandan Patriotic Army that won the civil war, ending the genocide, also raped and enslaved some Tutsi women who had been taken by the Hutu. Rape victims who remained alive at the end of the civil war suffered economic deprivation, extreme psychological trauma, physical mutilations, and permanent health problems, including an extremely high rate of HIV/AIDS. Rape victims were also often ostracized by their families and communities. Several thousand children were born from the genocidal rape victims.

Rape has long been considered a war crime by the international community, but it is only rarely punished. Rape was already a common war crime in the Rwandan Civil War. Genocidal rape is done with the intent to shame and terrorize a group and destroy the cohesion of the community, thus destroying the community. Rape as a constitutive element of genocide through sexual violence against a targeted group was first legally recognized by the international community on September 2, 1998, when the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) convicted Burgomaster (Mayor) Jean-Paul Akayesu of ordering genocidal rape in the Taba Commune of Rwanda. Taba Commune is a small village located west of Kigali, the capital of Rwanda. The ICTR was created by the United Nations Security Council on November 8, 1994. Akayesu was also found guilty of eight other genocidal crimes and crimes against humanity. The conviction was the first conviction of genocide by an international tribunal trial under the 1948 UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. Local prosecutions for rape during the genocide have been limited.

BRIAN G. SMITH
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Roman Catholic Church

The Roman Catholic Church has for many decades played a sizable role in Rwandan society and politics. Indeed, since the days of European colonization in Africa, the Church was afforded a preferential position within Rwanda; after Rwandan independence, it continued to enjoy this position by supporting the Hutu-dominated government, particularly after 1959. A number of Catholic clergy—both nuns and priests—have more recently been successfully prosecuted for their roles in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. These trials have occurred in Belgian courts as well as the International Criminal Tribunal in Rwanda. The Church recognizes that a genocide took place in Rwanda, but officially it denies any direct responsibility for it, arguing that those clergy who were involved were acting on their own initiative and not on orders from the Vatican. Claiming that it had no advance knowledge of the activities of some of its personnel, the Vatican so far has not issued an apology for the Church’s role in the killings, despite international pressure to do so. On the other hand, some Catholic clergy went out of their way to forestall the genocide and help those who were targets.

For much of the 20th century, Catholic prelates and religious personnel played a pivotal role in Rwandan society. Indeed, by mid-century, the majority of Rwandans—both Hutus and Tutsis—were Roman Catholic. The Church operated numerous schools, where teachers instilled in their students the faulty premise that the Tutsis and Hutus were racially separate, which encouraged racial segregation, mutual misunderstanding and mistrust, and even hatred. Similar messages emanated from many Catholic pulpits throughout Rwanda. In the colonial era, the Church supported the Tutsis, who dominated society even though they were in the minority. When a Hutu-led government emerged after 1959, however, the Church switched allegiances and began to support the Hutus, even though many ruling Hutus hinted darkly that they might rid themselves of the Tutsis when the opportunity arose.

This Church support came from archbishops and bishops within Rwanda, so it is hard to comprehend how leaders in the Vatican did not know about the Church’s activities. Archbishop Vincent Nsengiyumva was a member of the Rwandan government’s central committee for 15 years and publicly championed the iron-fisted rule of President Juvénal Habyarimana. In the 1950s, Archbishop André Perraudin helped establish the concept of “Hutu Power,” a blatantly racist idea that called for the subjugation of the Tutsis. Even well after the genocide, Kigali’s Catholic archbishop claimed that the Church had no power to stop the tragedy; he also denied that any clergy had been willing or active participants in the killings, despite considerable evidence to the contrary.

In the years since the genocide, physical evidence and eyewitness testimony have shown clearly that hundreds—perhaps thousands—of Rwandans died inside Catholic Churches or other alleged Catholic facilities, where some priests and nuns participated in the killings, encouraged them, or refused to intervene to stop them. Catholic churches at Nyange, Nyarubuye, Nyamata, Nyange, Ntarama, Saint Famille, and Cyahinda were all sites of various massacres in 1994. Father Athanese Seromba, the pastor at Nyange, was convicted by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda in 2006 and sentenced to 15 years in prison. In April 1994, Seromba convinced some 2,000 men, women, and children to take refuge in his church. He then ordered local militiamen to set fire to the structure. To make sure that all the refugees were dead, and to hide his involvement, the priest then ordered the building bulldozed to the ground. In late 2006, the same court found a Rwandan nun guilty of aiding genocide and sentenced her to 30 years in prison. She had participated in the mass killing of civilians who had been hiding in a hospital. Two other nuns were convicted for their roles in the genocide by a Belgian court in 2001. There are numerous other Catholic clergy wanted for crimes related to the genocide but who have not yet been apprehended.

Since 1994, there have been numerous reports that clergy involved in the genocide have sought and received refuge in Catholic churches in other parts of the world, including Europe. The Church’s role in the genocide has resulted in a marked drop off in attendance at Catholic churches in Rwanda, and in fact there has been a major upswing in the number of Rwandans who have converted to Islam. During the genocide, many Muslims provided aid and refuge to the victims. Although Protestant churches in Rwanda also share responsibility for the tragedy, the power, size, and centrality of the Catholic Church in Rwanda means that it shares the lion’s share of the blame. Nevertheless, the black marks on the Church must not negate the many good works provided by moral and conscientious Catholic clergy, many of whom risked their own lives to aid the victims. For example, Sister Felicitas Niyitegeka, a nun in Gisenyi, smuggled hundreds of Tutsis to relative safety in Zaire before she was killed by Rwandan government militiamen.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Ruggiu, Georges

Georges Ruggiu was a journalist and radio broadcaster instrumental in presenting anti-Tutsi programs prior to and during the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. He was born to a Belgian mother and an Italian father on October 12, 1957, in Verviers, Belgium. Ruggiu had previously worked as a state civil servant in Belgium’s social security department, but in 1993 he moved to Rwanda, in part because of boredom in Belgium, and in part because of the prospect of work through an acquaintance, Ferdinand Nahimana, a founder of the private anti-Tutsi radio station, Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM). With no previous experience in the media, Ruggiu began work as a journalist with RTLM on January 6, 1994. Between then and the following July, he was based in Kigali, writing, producing, and broadcasting programs that incited Hutus to attack and kill Tutsis and any Hutus who stood against them. His programs consistently incited his listeners to commit murder or serious attacks against the physical or mental well-being of the Tutsis, and constituted acts of persecution against Tutsis, moderate Hutus, and Belgian citizens. Like all the RTLM broadcasters, Ruggiu incited violence against Tutsis over the air. Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines consistently broadcast anti-Tutsi propaganda before the genocide, and called on Hutus to kill their fellow Tutsis during its course. His broadcasts incited the public to kill and cause seriously bodily and mental harm to the Tutsi population, two of the categories of crime constituting genocide according to the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide 1948.

There were anomalies with Ruggiu, however. He was not Rwandan, neither Hutu nor Tutsi, and had no previous experience in journalism. He did not speak Kinyarwanda. Within the Rwandan Hutu Power hierarchy, he held no official position. When charged by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in 1997, he was the only non-Rwandan charged with involvement in the genocide.

After the collapse of the radical Hutu regime in July 1994, and its flight before the forces of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, Ruggiu fled the country—first to refugee camps in Zaire (now the Democratic Republic of Congo), then to Tanzania, and finally to Kenya. Here, he converted to Islam, adopted the name Omar, and joined a Somali Muslim community in Mombasa.

While on the run he was indicted by the ICTR, sitting in Arusha, Tanzania, on two counts of incitement to commit genocide and incitement to commit crimes against humanity. He was arrested in Mombasa on July 23, 1997, and transferred for trial to Arusha shortly thereafter. His indictment stated that Ruggiu played a key part in RTLM’s campaign to spread extremist Hutu ideology. In October 1997 he pleaded not guilty, but changed his plea in May 2000, stating that he both affirmed that what happened in Rwanda was indeed genocide, and that he participated in it. On May 12, 2000, he pleaded guilty to the two charges in the indictment, admitting that he had incited murders of members of the Tutsi population with the intention of destroying, in whole or in part, the Tutsi ethnic group in Rwanda. He demonstrated remorse for his actions, admitting that he had incited mass murder and the other crimes for which he had been charged.

He was found guilty of incitement to commit genocide and to crimes against humanity (persecution), and on June 1, 2000, was sentenced to 12 years’ imprisonment on each of the charges, to be served concurrently. The Tribunal ruled that Ruggiu’s time in custody since his arrest was also to be taken into account, and counted toward his imprisonment. The government of Rwanda protested the sentence as inadequate, as the prosecutor had asked for a sentence of 20 years. Ruggiu did not appeal his sentence. In reaching its verdict, the Tribunal took note of a number of mitigating circumstances, namely, the fact that he pleaded guilty, his cooperation throughout the proceedings, the absence of any criminal record, his malleable character, his regrets and remorse, the fact that he had played a hand in saving a few Tutsi children, the fact that he neither belonged to the Rwandan ruling elite nor to the decision-making body of the RTLM, and finally the fact that he had not participated directly in the massacres. His sentence was also influenced by his having agreed to testify against a number of other members of RTLM then awaiting or undergoing trial. Ruggiu was the third defendant to plead guilty at the ICTR, the first two being former prime minister Jean Kambanda and former militia leader Omar Serushago.

In February 2008 the ICTR decided to transfer Ruggiu to Italy, to serve out the remainder of his sentence. The transfer followed an agreement between the United Nations and the Italian government, after a Rome court had ruled that ICTR sentences could henceforth be enforced in that country. Then, on April 21, 2009, Ruggiu was granted an early release by the Italian authorities, a violation of Article 27 of the ICTR Statute which states that only the president of the ICTR may decide on the early release of those convicted, no matter where the sentence is being served.

Georges Ruggiu remains the only non-Rwandan to be convicted by the ICTR for involvement in the genocide, and was the fourth person convicted by the ICTR to be released after serving out a sentence.
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Rusesabagina, Paul

Paul Rusesabagina is a much-honored former Rwandan, best known as a rescuer of Tutsis during the Rwandan Genocide between April and July 1994. He was born in Murama-Gitarama in the Central-South of Rwanda, about 50 miles from Kigali, on June 15, 1954. Of mixed Hutu-Tutsi background—his father was Hutu and his mother Tutsi—his parents and their nine children pursued the traditional vocation of many rural Hutus as farmers. Rusesabagina was educated at a local Seventh Day Adventist Missionary School in Gitwe, and spent three years as a theology student in Cameroon. He then studied in the Hotel Management Program at Utalii College in Nairobi, Kenya, and continued his studies in Switzerland. After graduating, he was hired as the assistant general manager of the Mille Collines Hotel in Kigali, a luxury property owned by the Belgian airline SABENA. He remained in this position from October 1984 until November 1992, when he was promoted to general manager of the nearby Hotel Diplomates, an equally prestigious property. On April 12, 1994, Rusesabagina returned to the Mille Collines as general manager.

In the 11 weeks that followed—he was managing both hotels, as the Belgian owners of the Mille Collines had appointed him temporary manager after the white managers had been ordered back to Belgium—Rusesabagina managed to shelter no fewer than 1,268 people, mostly Tutsis, from the Hutu militias bent on their destruction.

At first, troops from the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), under the command of General Roméo Dallaire, provided protection for the hotel and those within, but this did not last indefinitely—nor could Dallaire’s hard-pressed and tiny force have offered much resistance if it came to a showdown with the Interahamwe or Impuzamugambi militias or the Rwandan armed forces. About halfway into the genocide the protection detail of UNAMIR was largely withdrawn, and Rusesabagina was forced to rely on other means to protect the hotel and those he was sheltering inside, who included among their number both refugees and orphans.

Not only did the Hutu Power killers continually threaten imminent death; they blockaded the hotel so that foodstuffs, water, electricity, and communication with the outside world were cut off. One phone/fax line, however, was missed and remained operative, and through this the people at the Mille Collines were able to make desperate calls to international agencies to let the world know what was happening and to seek some form of intervention to save their lives. After the water supply was cut off, only the water in the hotel pool was available as a reservoir that could be tapped into for basic needs. Beyond this, all Rusesabagina had available to keep the militias at bay were a combination of diplomacy, flattery, and deception—and the hotel’s well-supplied wine cellar, which was attractive to those besieging the hotel and its occupants.

At first he enjoyed a relatively favorable position, despite his mixed parentage and the fact that he had married a Tutsi woman. His business and personal connections with important Hutus such as Georges Rutaganda and Colonel Augustin Bizimungu led to a measure of protection, the more so after Rusesabagina found ways of paying them off with bribes funded through those the hotel was haboring.

Eventually, at the end of the genocide in July 1994, Rusesabagina and his family managed to escape to Tanzania, but soon afterward he returned to Rwanda and to hotel management. He remained in Kigali running the Mille Collines for another two years, but his position became increasingly untenable owing to continued ethnic tensions and the controversy over his role during the genocide. He even faced death threats. In September 1996 he sought asylum in Belgium, and moved to Brussels. He found work as a taxi driver, but later developed a trucking company which he now operates out of Zambia, shipping goods within Europe and Africa. He did not leave Rwanda behind him, however, and in 2005 he started the Hotel Rwanda Rusesabagina Foundation (HRRF), an organization that works to prevent future genocides and raise awareness of the need for a new truth and reconciliation process in Rwanda and Africa’s Great Lakes region.

For his efforts, Rusesabagina has since been referred to by some as “the Oskar Schindler of Rwanda,” yet this is a title he plays down, preferring to offer the view that saving people from murder is nothing special, just the right thing to do. Others have not been so flattering. Many of those who remember the conditions at the Mille Collines during the genocide have recalled how Rusesabagina would charge for the water drawn from the pool; would only accept people who could pay cash to stay in the hotel; and would evict people who could no longer pay—their fate to be decided by the militias waiting outside. Criticism of Rusesabagina has become something of a cottage industry in Rwanda, with Rwandan president Paul Kagame suggesting that Rusesabagina has built his reputation on a falsehood, and that he is in fact not the hero that has been portrayed. In 2005 François Xavier Ngarambe, the president of the peak association of genocide survivors, Ibuka (“Remember”), dismissed claims to heroism for Rusesabagina, saying that he was more interested in making money out of the chaos in 1994 than in saving lives. The relationship between Rusesabagina and many in Rwanda, particularly the Kagame regime, continues to smolder. On June 23, 2011, Belgian police, on the advice of the Rwandan government, questioned Rusesabagina over his possible involvement with the Forces démocratiques de libération du Rwanda (Democratic Forces for the Liberation of Rwanda, or FLDR), a Hutu rebel group operating out of the Democratic Republic of Congo. It includes several key perpetrators of the 1994 genocide who have so far evaded capture.

Rusesabagina’s story has been told to high acclaim in the West, particularly the United States. In 2000, he was awarded the Immortal Chaplains Foundation (Minnesota) Prize for Humanity. Early in 2005 he received a National Civil Rights Museum Freedom Award, and in October the same year was awarded the prestigious Wallenberg Medal from the University of Michigan in recognition of his rescue work during the genocide. Finally, on November 9, 2005, Rusesabagina received the U.S. Presidential Medal of Freedom from President George W. Bush.

In 2004 Rusesabagina and the story of the Hotel Mille Collines during the genocide was the subject of the first major Hollywood motion picture on the genocide, Hotel Rwanda (director/writer/producer, Terry George, United Artists, 2004), an Academy Award–nominated movie starring Don Cheadle in the starring role. Rusesabagina told his own story in an autobiography, An Ordinary Man, published in April 2006.
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Rutaganda, Georges

Georges Rutaganda was the first defendant to be convicted of war crimes by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). The vice president of the Rwandan Interahamwe Hutu militia, he was born on November 28, 1958, in Ngoma, Kibuye prefecture. A man of some wealth, Rutaganda was an agricultural engineer and businessman, and chairman of his own limited liability company importing food and beverages and other commodities into Rwanda prior to the genocide of 1994.

Rutaganda was a member of the national and regional committees of the Mouvement Républicain National pour le Développement et la Démocratie (MRNDD), the political arm of the authoritarian regime of Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana. An anti-Tutsi militant, he was also a shareholder in the Hutu Power radio propaganda arm, Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines (RTLM), and during the period of the genocide he appeared on RTLM in Kigali. In April 1994 Rutaganda was instrumental in directing, encouraging, and participating in the killing of vast numbers of Tutsis by the Interahamwe, as well as any Hutus who opposed the murders. It was alleged that he also participated in several killings of civilians, and led house-to-house searches during which Tutsis were captured and executed. His alleged crimes also included the distribution of guns and other weapons to the Interahamwe, and ordering and participating in the deaths of 18 Tutsis at a roadblock near his office. Allegations were also made to the effect that he participated in the attack on the École Technique Officielle (Official Technical School) in Kicuckiro commune after the withdrawal of Belgian United Nations forces, where unarmed people had found refuge. Rutaganda reportedly ordered and participated in the slaughter of men, women, and children at the school, and directed the forcible transfer of the survivors. It has been further alleged that Rutaganda captured, raped, and tortured Tutsi women in Interahamwe strongholds in Kigali. Throughout this time, it was said that Rutaganda’s Interahamwe forces were supplied with weapons and other items stolen from the Rwandan military.

For all his activities, Rutaganda was known to be a leading figure involved in the genocide, highly sought-after by the ICTR.

With the defeat of the Hutu Power government by the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front army, Rutaganda fled the country with tens of thousands of others in July 1994. He was tracked down and arrested in Lusaka, Zambia, on October 10, 1995, and indicted by the ICTR on February 13, 1996, charged on eight counts including genocide, crimes against humanity, and violations of the common article 3 of the Geneva Conventions. In his defense, Rutaganda’s attorneys argued that he had in fact attempted to save lives, and that he had no influence over the roadblocks where victims were stopped and singled out for immediate execution. He pleaded not guilty to all charges in the indictment.

He was transferred to the custody of the ICTR in Arusha, Tanzania, on May 26, 1996, and, on December 6 the court found him guilty on three counts in his indictment: count 1 (genocide), count 2 (crimes against humanity: extermination) and count 7 (crimes against humanity: murder). He was sentenced to life imprisonment.

Both Rutaganda and the ICTR prosecutor appealed the decision, respectively on January 5 and 6, 2000. The Appeal Chamber’s decision was handed down on May 26, 2003. The five judges unanimously found Rutaganda guilty on four counts: genocide, crimes against humanity (extermination), and two counts of murder related to war crimes (violations of article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions). The Chamber confirmed the convictions relating to counts 1 and 2, but acquitted Rutaganda of count 7 due to a lack of coherence in statements from various witnesses. It further found Rutaganda guilty on two new counts of wilful killing in violation of the common article 3 of the Geneva Conventions, making this the first time a defendant before the ICTR had been convicted of war crimes. The Appeal Chamber considered that the revised verdict with respect to both the acquittal and the two new counts did not affect the validity of the facts on which the Trial Chamber’s original decision had been based. Rutaganda’s life sentence was thereby confirmed. He was the sixth Rwandan to be convicted of genocide by the ICTR, and the fourth to be sentenced to life in prison. On June 27, 2009, he was transferred to Cotonou, Benin, to serve out the remainder of his life sentence. On October 22, 2010, he died in jail following what was termed a “sudden complication” after a long illness.

In 2004, Rutaganda was controversially portrayed in an Academy Award–winning movie about the Rwandan genocide, Hotel Rwanda, directed by Irish filmmaker Terry George. In the film, the part of Rutaganda was played by Nigerian-born British actor Hakeem Kae-Kazim. Rutaganda was represented in the movie as an unscrupulous anti-Tutsi fanatic and war profiteer, prepared to go to any lengths to kill Tutsis, elevate Hutus (and co-opt them into the genocidal project), and make as much money for himself as he could along the way. In the film he had the most contact with the hero, Paul Rusesabagina, who was in reality an old friend of Rutaganda from the days before the genocide. The reasons behind the controversy came in the film’s aftermath, as many who were witness to Rutaganda’s actions during the genocide claimed that the movie misrepresented his efforts to lessen anti-Tutsi actions at roadblocks and elsewhere, in order to make the film’s main characters—Rusesabagina and the UN commander, Colonel Vincent (a mask for the real-life leader of the UN forces, General Roméo Dallaire)—look more saintly. While the filmmakers took dramatic license for the sake of the plot, however, Rutaganda’s indictment, trial, and verdict all showed that assertions claiming his virtuousness were at least exaggerated, if not altogether false.
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Rutaganda Trial

Between March 1997 and December 1999, Georges Rutaganda, former second vice president of the national committee of the Rwandan (Hutu) Interahamwe militia, was tried by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) on eight counts of genocide and crimes against humanity. The trial was delayed many times, primarily because of the defendant’s health. Throughout the trial, the prosecution and defense presented near polar opposite accounts of Rutaganda’s life, both in the years before the 1994 Rwandan genocide and in the crucial month of April 1994, when most of the killings of Tutsis occurred.

The prosecution argued that, between 1991 and 1994, Rutaganda had risen to be a party leader and that the Interahamwe was a well-organized movement within the party. Rutaganda argued that during this time he was an overworked businessman with little time for, or interest in, party affairs. He also argued that the Interahamwe was never formally organized. The accounts became increasingly divergent in describing the April events. The prosecution argued that the Interahamwe had transformed itself into a militia responsible for thousands of deaths. It claimed that Rutaganda, as a group leader, organized roadblocks separating out Tutsis, distributed weapons, and led several massacres in Kigali and the Masango commune. Rutaganda countered by saying that the Interahamwe had ceased to exist by the time of the April chaos. Furthermore, he portrayed himself as a man protecting his business interests, fearing for his own life, and helping many Tutsis flee. The Tribunal found Rutaganda guilty of genocide and two counts of crimes against humanity. He was found not guilty on two overlapping crimes against humanity counts and three counts of violating the Geneva Convention. Both sides appealed the ruling, but the appeals were even more drawn out than the original trial.

Rutaganda was arrested in Zambia in October 1995. He was indicted by the Tribunal the following spring; many expected his trial would be one of the first completed, because he was in custody at the time of the indictment. The trial was held in Chamber 1, with Laity Kama presiding along with Lennart Aspergen and Navanethem Pillay. James Stewart led the prosecution. Twenty-seven prosecution witnesses were called to support the allegations that Rutaganda was a key leader and was personally responsible for the killings. Tiphaine Dickson led the defense. She was generally considered to have presented a strong defense.

Rutaganda was from a well-known and politically influential family. He worked as a government agricultural engineer, but later went into private business. His main concern was an import company that specialized in beer. He was also a minority owner of the company that owned Radio-Télévision Libre des Mille Collines, which later became known for broadcasting provocative anti-Tutsi propaganda. In 1991, he joined the Movement of the Republic for National Development (MRND) and soon became a leader of its youth group, the Interahamwe. The prosecution argued that these affiliations proved that he was a key party figure. In his defense, Rutaganda testified that he had joined the party only because of a businessman’s need for political connections and that he had never played a major party role.

The specific charges against Rutaganda were based on a series of incidents in April 1994. Around April 10, Rutaganda reportedly organized the Interahamwe to establish roadblocks in Kigali. Those with Tutsi identification cards were separated out, interrogated by Rutaganda and later killed. On April 11, he reportedly led a massacre of hundreds who had taken refuge at the École Technique Officielle (ETO). Those who survived the ETO attack were taken to a gravel pit where the remaining Tutsi victims were killed. Rutaganda was also accused of leading house-to-house searches for Tutsis in Masango and then forcing those captured into a river. Finally, Rutaganda reportedly pursued and killed with a machete a man who was fleeing another roadblock.

The defense called witnesses who asserted that Rutaganda had not been at the locations in question. The defense also questioned the reliability of prosecution witnesses. The key to the defense, however, was Rutaganda’s testimony. He sharply disputed the contention that the Interahamwe had become an organized militia. Instead, he portrayed the killings as a series of isolated events. He also described how he feared that his businesses would be looted or destroyed and that he feared for his own safety and that of his family should the shifting political landscape bring new people to power. Furthermore, he argued that rather than leading attacks on Tutsis, he made several efforts to shelter them or help people through the roadblocks. The prosecution argued that these comments in fact demonstrated that he did have influence over the Interahamwe, but Rutaganda denied this and concluded by arguing that he had been buoyed by the prospect of inquiries into the April events because he believed they would lead to his recognition as a humanitarian.

Almost two years after the trial began; Rutaganda was found guilty on three counts and sentenced to life in prison. He was found not guilty on two counts of crimes against humanity for murder, because the judges ruled that he was guilty of extermination in these cases, but should not be convicted twice for the same event. The court also found him not guilty of violations of the Geneva Convention, because the Interahamwe was not an organized combat force. The prosecution appealed in hopes of convicting him on more crimes against humanities counts. The defense also appealed, claiming the Tribunal had been biased against Rutaganda and that his punishment was influenced by pressure from the Rwandan government after the Tribunal had released another defendant on technical grounds.

Rutaganda died in prison in Benin on October 11, 2010.
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Rwanda

The first known inhabitants of Rwanda were the Twa, or Pygmies, but they were eventually displaced by the Hutu peoples, who migrated from the Congo River basin during the 7th to 10th centuries. The Hutu agriculturists were well established by the time the Tutsi peoples arrived from the north in the 15th century. The Tutsis conquered the Hutus and ruled through an elaborate feudal system. Tutsi kings, or mwamis, governed with the Tutsi elite, who served as chiefs and subchiefs. The Hutu majority became serfs. The caste system was strictly enforced, with little intermarriage or mingling of cultures. The remaining Twa existed on the very bottom of the social hierarchy. By the late 18th century, a single Tutsi-ruled state dominated most of what is now present-day Rwanda. The king had the ultimate power over his regional Tutsi vassals, who in turn ruled over the Hutu. The kingdom enjoyed its peak in the middle to late 19th century under the mwami Kigeri IV Rwabugiri, who had a standing army equipped with guns obtained from traders on the east African coast.

The first Europeans arrived in Rwanda in 1858, and in the 1880s, German explorers arrived. In 1890, the mwami of Rwanda agreed—without a fight—to accept German rule and join German East Africa. However, in practice, the Germans had no real influence over the region and devoted few resources to the development of their new holding. Not until 1907 did Germany have an administrative center in Rwanda. After World War I, Belgian forces occupied the region, along with present-day Burundi, as the Territory of Ruanda-Urundi, as directed by the League of Nations. The Belgians held Rwanda as a United Nations (UN) trust territory after World War II. Under Belgian rule, the traditional governing system remained intact. The Belgians forced the Tutsi aristocracy to phase out the unequal social caste system, but the Tutsis held on to their political power and the economic opportunities that came with it. That power emphasized class divisions and intensified the ethnic tensions that had been in place for centuries.

During the 1950s, the Hutus became increasingly vocal regarding their grievances about the inequalities of Rwanda’s political and social system. They published a manifesto calling for more Hutu influence in the region’s affairs and demanded a change to the Tutsi-dominated feudal structure. When King Muratara III died and Kigeri V succeeded him in 1959, the Hutus rebelled and claimed that the new leader was inappropriately chosen. Fighting erupted, and the Hutus won the battle. Hundreds of thousands of Tutsis fled, including King Kigeri V, and the Hutus took political control. Elections were held in 1960, and Grégoire Kayibanda of the Hutu Emancipation Movement (Parmehutu) became prime minister. A year later, the government proclaimed Ruanda a republic and abolished the Tutsi monarchy. Under pressure from the UN, Belgium granted the country independence on July 1, 1962. The country changed its name to Rwanda, while Parmehutu became the Democratic Republican Movement (MDR). When a Rwandan Constitution was adopted a few months later, Kayibanda became the nation’s first president. He was reelected in 1965 and 1969. For the first time in the region’s history since the Tutsis arrived, the Hutus—who remembered the bitter taste of hundreds of years of serfdom—were in charge.

In 1964, the exiled Tutsis, who had fled when the Hutus revolted in 1959, returned to Rwanda as a rebel army and invaded from Burundi. The invasion was a failure and provoked a formidable retaliation by the Hutu Army, which began a large-scale massacre of Tutsis. Although the two sides reached an agreement in 1965, the peace was uneasy, and sporadic ethnic violence continued. Just before the 1973 elections, Kayibanda was ousted in a bloodless military coup led by General Juvénal Habyarimana. Habyarimana dissolved the National Assembly and suspended the MDR, which by then had become the only legal party. He founded the National Revolutionary Movement for Development (MRND) as the new ruling party. A new constitution in 1978 officially reconfirmed the country as a single-party state, now with the MRND as the sole legal party. Habyarimana became president, and in 1983 and 1988, he was reelected unopposed. During the 1980s, an intense drought devastated agriculture, and an influx of thousands of Burundi refugees added pressure to the already-declining economy. International aid donors, weary of pouring money into a mismanaged economy, pressured the government to make political and economic reforms. In 1990, opposition parties were legalized, but the move did not bring political peace.

The Rwandan Patriotic Front (FPR), made up of Tutsis and Hutu moderates and led by Paul Kagame, rose up against the government in 1990. Belgium and southwestern African countries sent forces to help the government put down the rebellion. After sustaining a strong blow to its forces, the FPR changed its tactics to guerrilla warfare and conducted intense, violent attacks from Ugandan bases. The Hutus used that to justify large-scale exterminations of Tutsis. However, the uprising did accelerate political reform. In 1991, a new constitution provided for multipartyism and other democratic reforms, and a prime minister was appointed to head a transitional MDR-led coalition government until 1995 elections. The UN sponsored a peace accord between the Rwandan government and the FPR in 1993 and dispatched peacekeeping forces to the country.

In early April 1994, Habyarimana was killed in a suspicious plane crash. Hutu forces, who credited Tutsi rebels with shooting down the president’s aircraft, then began a series of large-scale massacres of Tutsis and Hutu moderates. (Many analysts believe the plane was actually shot down by Hutu hard-liners opposed to Habyarimana’s steps toward implementing power-sharing arrangements with the Tutsis.) Without a mandate to stop the ethnic violence, the UN troops did nothing while the Hutu government sponsored the systematic massacre of at least 500,000 people. That massacre fueled an all-out civil war as the FPR began a concentrated offensive and moved toward Kigali. The FPR captured the capital in May 1994, and the government fled. By July, FPR forces had established control over most of the country. More than 1 million people—most of them Hutus fearful of Tutsi revenge for the massacres—fled from the victorious FPR troops. One-quarter of the prewar population was either killed or fled the country during the conflict.

The FPR installed a new government led by Pasteur Bizimungu, a moderate Hutu. The MRNDD (the MRND became the National Republican Movement for Democracy and Development in 1991) was forbidden to participate in the new administration. Meanwhile, hundreds of thousands of Hutu refugees in neighboring countries refused to go home because they feared Tutsi retaliation should they return. Toward the end of 1996, however, a rebellion launched by Tutsi rebels in Zaire and backed by Rwanda’s Tutsi-dominated government led to the displacement of more than a million Rwandan Hutu refugees who had fled to Zaire in 1994. Hundreds of thousands of them returned home, although some fled west into Zaire’s dense jungle areas. Many of the latter refugees died of disease and starvation during their trek across the country as the rebels swept to victory. The Zairian rebel forces, allegedly aided by Rwandan soldiers, were also accused of slaughtering tens of thousands of the Hutu refugees. (Rebel leader Laurent Kabila, who became president of Zaire in May 1997 and renamed it the Democratic Republic of Congo, denied the allegations.)

The UN had completed the withdrawal of its troops in Rwanda in early 1996 at the request of the Rwandan government, which blamed the UN for failing to stop the 1994 massacres. An international war crimes tribunal for Rwanda was installed at The Hague in June 1995 and began hearing its first case in 1996, but more than 50,000 people were still being held in seriously overcrowded jails in 2003, prompting the government to release 40,000 people in January of that year. Most played minor roles in the genocide and had already served more time than they would have received if convicted, and the government pledged that all would eventually be tried. The slow pace of prosecution by the war crimes tribunal has led the government to shift many cases to local gacaca courts, where suspects will be tried directly in front of their communities.

Before the Zairian rebellion that led to the return of hundreds of thousands of refugees, remnants of the former Hutu government army and the Hutu militias that carried out most of the 1994 killings had already begun making incursions into Rwandan territory from their bases at the refugee camps in neighboring nations. The violence within Rwanda grew worse after the return of the refugees, which included in their number Hutu militants. Human rights groups have also accused Rwandan Army soldiers of carrying out indiscriminate killings of civilians as part of their conflict with the Hutu militants.

Those attacks and violent clashes between ethnic groups continued through the late 1990s, but beginning in 1999, a series of government reform measures stabilized the country somewhat. In March 1999, local elections were held for the first time since the genocide, partly reestablishing precolonial systems of smaller, autonomous local governments. The government signed peace agreements with neighboring Uganda and the Democratic Republic of Congo in 2001 and 2002, respectively, extracting its troops from spillover wars with those countries. In a decisive step toward overcoming ethnic rivalries, 93 percent of Rwandan voters approved a new constitution in May 2003. The constitution outlaws dominance by one party in the government and incitement of ethnic hatred; it also paved the way for national elections in August 2003, in which Kagame won a landslide victory, getting 95 percent of the vote. Although he was accused by both opposition leaders and an international human rights group of suppressing opposition campaigning, including arresting at least 10 opposition leaders in the lead-up to the elections, international observers said they saw relatively few problems during polling. In 2004, the government allowed private radio stations to operate for the first time since the genocide. (Some broadcasters have been found guilty of inciting ethnic hatred during the genocide.)

There is both an international court and a series of local gacaca courts trying those accused of participating in the 1994 ethnic killings. However, the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda had been criticized for working too slowly, and several genocide witnesses were killed before they could testify in the gacaca courts, leading to suspicions of a backlash by those who carried out the genocide. In 2003, the government began to release large numbers of prisoners in an attempt to ease overcrowding in the prisons. In 2005, during the third phase of the process, 36,000 prisoners were released, most of whom had confessed to involvement in the 1994 genocide.
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Rwanda Civil War

The Rwanda Civil War took place in Rwanda between October 1, 1990, and August 4, 1993. The conflict pitted the Rwandan government of Juvénal Habyarimana, which was dominated by the Hutus, against rebel forces (the Rwandan Patriotic Army), the armed component of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), which was a Tutsi organization. The Rwandan Civil War played a significant role in precipitating the Rwandan Genocide of 1994, which began only months after the civil war ended in a tenuous and shaky settlement.

The civil war in Rwanda had multiple causes besides the decades-old tension and hostility between the majority Tutsis and minority Hutus. The economy of Rwanda began to slip badly during 1989–1990, while inclement weather had produced low crop yields and food shortages. Meanwhile, a prodemocracy movement had been building in parts of Rwanda, which had received support from the French. This led to increased political agitation toward the Hutu-led government. At the same time, thousands of Tutsis who had earlier fled Rwanda, many of them residing in appalling conditions in Uganda, had begun to coalesce around the RPF. That group was advocating a mass return to Rwanda, where it hoped to reclaim former Tutsi lands and sought political and social recognition. A number of Tutsis were also now serving in the Ugandan military. The Ugandan government, in the meantime, had begun to forbid non-Ugandans from owning land, which discriminated against Tutsi refugees living in Uganda. This made the refugees even more anxious to return to Rwanda.

The Rwandan Patriotic Army, some 4,000–6,000-men strong, launched an invasion of northern Rwanda from Uganda on October 1, 1990, setting off the three-year conflict. Many were dressed in Ugandan military uniforms and carried Ugandan weapons. The RPF rebels struck while both the Ugandan and Rwandan presidents were out of their countries attending a United Nations summit in New York. The RPF demanded an immediate end to ethnic segregation and discrimination in Rwanda and a host of other prodemocracy changes to the Rwandan government. Within days, both Zaire and France intervened in the hostilities, both supporting the Rwandan government forces.

On the evening of October 4, Rwandan government forces launched an offensive in the capital of Kigali, chiefly to intimidate the city’s residents and convince them to support the government. At least 10,000 Rwandans were also arrested for allegedly supporting the RPF rebels. By early 1991, the RPF decided to down-play the conventional aspects of their insurgency and instead focus on a guerilla-style war, principally in northern Rwanda. The guerilla war was a classic hit-and-run affair, which Rwandan troops found very difficult to defend against. Villages were often targeted, with many civilians killed or wounded.

Meanwhile, there were numerous attempts to broker a cease-fire, some by the international community. On June 12, 1992, truce talks finally commenced at Arusha, Tanzania, but those negotiations would drag on until August 4, 1993, when the Arusha Accords created a new power-sharing arrangement in Rwanda. A tenuous cease-fire had begun on July 31, 1992, although there was continued lower-level fighting for months thereafter. Within Rwanda, the civil war greatly increased already-high ethnic tensions between the Hutus and Tutsis. Many Hutus were now bent on destroying the Tutsis, whom they feared would re-create the Rwanda of old, which was ruled with an iron hand by the Tutsi minority. The results of the civil war clearly helped create the conditions within which the Rwandan Genocide would occur. That bloody conflagration began in April 1994, just eight months after the conclusion of the Arusha Accords.
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Rwanda: Death, Despair and Defiance

Rwanda: Death, Despair and Defiance is a written report on the Rwandan Genocide first issued by the London-based human rights group African Rights in 1994. In 1995, a second edition was published and made available to the public for purchase. Rwanda: Death, Despair and Defiance was the first detailed account of the 1994 genocide in Rwanda. The report begins with a brief history of Rwanda and an analysis of how that history contributed to the mass bloodletting. Much of the work is based upon actual accounts of the events by survivors. The stories are unembellished and translated into English virtually verbatim. The report also examines the various institutions in Rwandan society and the role they played in the genocide. Thus, the genocide is examined at varying levels—from the personal, to the local, to the regional, to the national. The report also analyzes the ideology that underwrote Hutu extremism.

The survivors’ accounts document the graphic and psychological horrors of the killing, and they also describe the betrayal of friends, neighbors, and even family during the ordeal. As well, the survivors describe flashes of brightness amid the dark terror, including the compassion and kindness of those who tried to help or shield them, as well as the resilience of the human spirit.

The report also details the Rwandan government’s attempts to stifle and then liquidate Hutus who opposed the regime, as well as the propensity of genocide perpetrators to engage in violence against women and children. While the authors of the work reveal that a number of well-educated Hutus became willing participants in the genocide, they are not wholly successful in explaining why. Finally, the report examines world reaction to the events in Rwanda and how the international community failed to stop the carnage. Some critics of the report have asserted that the authors failed to assign adequate blame to the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), arguing that its questionable activities went largely unexamined. Although the report has since been eclipsed by more recent literature, it remains a useful guide to understanding the Rwandan Genocide.
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Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide

Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide is a comprehensive report on the 1994 Rwandan Genocide sponsored by the Organization of African Unity and released in July 2000. An international panel of experts studied the issue and compiled the report. That panel included individuals from Africa, India, Canada, and Sweden. Rwanda: The Preventable Genocide consists of an introduction in addition to 24 chapters, the last of which includes recommendations on how to avert future genocides. The report gives a summary of the causes, course, and results of the Rwandan Genocide, but its main focus is clearly one of assigning blame to various players and bystanders who either helped precipitate the genocide or who did nothing to stop the killing once it began.

The report is highly critical of the United Nations (UN), particularly then-Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali and the UN Security Council, for their failure to take sufficient action to prevent or limit the scope of the killings. The Security Council, the authors make clear, was slow to respond, and once it finally settled on the deployment of a peacekeeping mission, it hamstrung its efforts by forbidding UN forces from directly intervening in the genocide and by limiting the number of troops sent to Rwanda. The United States also shares responsibility in the disaster, so the report argues, because it did not exercise its clout within the UN and actually hindered the deployment of an adequate and effective peacekeeping force.

The French government is also taken to task for its policies in the region before and during the carnage in Rwanda, and the work also made clear France’s alleged role in permitting thousands of genocide perpetrators to flee Rwanda for nearby Zaire. The Catholic Church is also faulted for its inaction during the genocide. The report concludes that the genocide was entirely preventable, and further that it was possible only because of the international community’s failure to intervene. The Rwanda Genocide was not, the report’s authors argue, precipitated by poverty; rather, it was caused by long-standing racial hatred that had been stoked and even encouraged by colonial policies and the foreign policies of certain Western nations, including the United States, France, and Belgium. Finally, the report recommends the payment of reparations to the genocide survivors by those nations and institutions who stood by and did nothing to stop the bloodletting. That recommendation has, to date, not been realized.
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Rwandan Genocide, French Response to the

France’s longstanding involvement in Rwanda’s affairs prior to, during, and after the Rwandan Genocide has led many to believe that the country was complicit in that catastrophe. As early as the early 1960s—when Rwanda was granted independence from Belgium—French leaders and policymakers sought to provide aid and support to the Rwandan government’s Hutu leaders. This support increased substantially after François Mitterrand became the French president in 1981. He hoped to maintain the French language in Rwanda (French was the official language there until 2007) and expand French influence in Africa. He also cultivated an especially close relationship with Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana.

After the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) commenced open warfare with Habyarimana’s regime, which in turn precipitated the 1990–1993 Rwandan Civil War, France stepped up its aid to Rwanda significantly. This aid, known as Opération NOIROT, came in the form of military equipment and ammunition of all types as well as advice from French military advisers and other experts who were dispatched to Rwanda. These advisers helped Habyarimana to expand his army from some 9,000 soldiers in late 1990 to more than 30,000 by 1991. French military personnel also helped train Rwandan army units, including Habyarimana’s presidential guard. However, some of the French aid ended up going to anti-Tutsi militias, including the infamous Interahamwe, which played a key role in the Rwandan Genocide.

The genocide began after Habyarimana’s presidential aircraft (which the French had loaned to him for his personal use) was shot down over Kigali on April 6, 1994. Habyarimana died in the attack. The Rwandan government blamed Tutsis and the RPF for the assassination, and almost immediately began to carry out its plans to exterminate Rwanda’s minority Tutsi population, along with Hutus who tried to protect them. To this day, however, there is no conclusive evidence to indicate who was behind Habyarimana’s death.

On April 8, 1994, as evidence of a mounting genocide was becoming clear, the French government implemented Opération AMARYLLIS, which evacuated some 1,500 individuals, most of them Europeans, from Rwanda. The operation also helped evacuate officials within the Habyramana government from the country. The mission ended on April 14. Later, the French were criticized for evacuating Europeans and government officials from Rwanda while they did nothing to evacuate Rwandans threatened by genocide. Indeed, the operation did not even extend to Rwandans who had been working for French military advisers and technical experts. Meanwhile, a commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), which had been in Rwanda since the summer of 1993, reported that one of the French aircraft involved in the operation had unloaded some 5 tons of ammunition. The French vehemently denied this claim.

Despite its checkered involvement in the genocide, during May and June 1994, while the international community fretted over—but did nothing—to stop the genocide, French officials at the UN supported a strengthened UNAMIR. It also suggested another aid operation to Rwanda, Operation TURQUOISE. Under French leadership, the operation established a “safe haven” in southeastern Rwanda, where embattled Tutsis and moderate Hutus could seek refuge. The UN approved the operation, which began on June 22 and lasted until August 22. Unfortunately, by then, the genocide had subsided and the operation occurred too late to save many lives. To make matters worse, many Hutu perpetrators sought refuge in the safe haven, which rendered them virtually immune to prosecution.

Since 1994, Franco-Rwandan relations have been on the skids, especially after Tutsi president Paul Kagame took power in 2000. His government has been highly critical of France’s role in the genocide and believes that it must share the blame for it. The French government has engaged in several inquiries and commissions designed to gauge French complicity in the genocide, but none found any overt wrongdoing on the part of the French government.

In April 2004, Kagame publicly chastised the French for their failure to apologize for their complicity in the Rwandan Genocide. The French, in turn, accused Kagame of having orchestrated Habyarimana’s death and therefore setting off the mass killings. Kagame categorically denies any such involvement. In August 2008, an independent Rwandan commission concluded that France had helped train and equip Hutu militias. The commission’s report went on to name 33 senior French government and military leaders who were responsible—directly or indirectly—for the genocide, including Mitterrand as well as France’s prime minister and foreign minister. The French government continues its official denials, although there are many Frenchmen, both civilians and government officials, who are suspect of the French government’s position. In 2007, the Kagame regime made English the official language of his country and sought membership in the British Commonwealth, a sure sign that it is trying to purge Rwanda of its ties to France. Not surprisingly, Franco-Rwandan relations’ remain very poor.
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Rwandan Genocide, Role of Propaganda in the

Propaganda played a critical role in the implementation and execution of the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. Hutu extremists used propaganda to breed ethnic tension within Rwanda and to mobilize Hutus to participate in the killing. In the weeks preceding the genocide and continuing throughout the massacre, anti-Tutsi propaganda dominated Rwandan radio, television, newspaper, and all other forms of media. Galvanized by the messaging of the propaganda, almost 85 percent of the Hutu population, including government officials, soldiers and police, political leaders, religious figures, and various militia members, acted to exterminate more than 800,000 of their Tutsi family members, friends and neighbors, as well as moderate Hutus, primarily using machetes, in just 100 days.
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Propaganda was directed toward several successive purposes: first, to cast Tutsis as the enemy; second, to dehumanize the enemy; and third, to convince the Hutu population that killing the enemy was the only option for survival. To achieve the first purpose, propaganda portrayed Tutsis as scapegoats for historical inequities between Hutus and Tutsis, drawing heavily on stereotypes that had survived since the Hutu and Tutsi identities were first constructed by Belgian colonizers. Messaging was strategically intended to make Hutus fearful for their lives and livelihoods, warning that the Tutsi Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) and Tutsi civilians were working to assure “RPF victory and death to Hutu.” Toward the second purpose, propaganda used imagery aimed at dehumanizing Tutsis, depicting them as cockroaches or “inyenzi” that must be killed. Anti-Tutsi propaganda even specified the machete as the weapon of choice for killing. To achieve the third purpose, propaganda delineated two groups of the population: the killers and the victims, with no middle ground. “Kill or die,” the Hutu saying went. When the official call to action sounded, and as a directly result of the sustained and pervasive propaganda campaign, many Hutus believed that they had no other option; survival dictated they participate in the genocide.

The use of propaganda to carry out acts of genocide and to incite its commission in Rwanda was confirmed in a 2003 judgment by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) in the so-called Media Case. The ICTR was established in 1994 by the United Nations Security Council for the prosecution of persons responsible for genocide and other serious violations of international humanitarian law in Rwanda between January 1, 1994, and December 31, 1994. The three defendants in the Media Case all held influential roles within the Rwandan media: one was the founder and editor-in-chief of the Kangura newspaper, another, a founding member of the Radio Television Libre des Mille Collines, and the third the Director of the Rwandan Office of Information. Based on their involvement in the anti-Tutsi propaganda campaign, all three defendants were found guilty of conspiracy to commit genocide, genocide, and direct and public incitement to commit genocide. The judgment was one of the first of its kind to find that the use of propaganda to incite and commit genocide entailed criminal responsibility, highlighting the significant role that propaganda played in the Rwandan Genocide.
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Rwandan Genocide, U.S. Response to the

Mirroring sentiments within the larger international community, the U.S. government chose not to intervene in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide, which resulted in the deaths of as many as 1 million Tutsis and moderate Hutus. After the carnage began on April 6, 1994, many of the world’s leading powers refused to become involved in the genocide, terming it an internal Rwandan problem. France, China, and Russia all opposed intervention, and the United Nations (UN) was powerless to act, even though it had peacekeeping troops on the ground in Rwanda as part of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR). That mission had been dispatched in October 1993 to implement a peace arrangement between the Hutu-led Rwandan government and the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). Without a broad-based mandate to stop the killing, it was highly unlikely that the Bill Clinton administration would have intervened unilaterally.

The Clinton administration was also reluctant to act because of the disastrous 1992–1993 Somalia intervention, an operation that Clinton had inherited from his predecessor, George H. W. Bush. After the humanitarian mission morphed into a program designed to disarm rival warlords in 1993, U.S. troops suffered a humiliating defeat in the October 3–4 Battle of Mogadishu. That engagement resulted in the deaths of 18 American soldiers and the wounding of 73 others. As cameras rolled, one soldier’s body was dragged through the streets by an angry mob. The incident was a deep embarrassment for the young, new president and drew much criticism from Republicans and Democrats alike. Clinton soon withdrew all troops from Somalia, convinced that unilateral military interventions were not worth the inherent risks involved with them.

As news of the Rwandan tragedy unfolded, Clinton came under increasing pressure to do something to stop the killing. But fearing another Somalia debacle, and unwilling to act without UN authority or intervene unilaterally, the U.S. government chose inaction. Furthermore, Clinton’s main advisers and military commanders cautioned against an intervention in an unstable place, where the United States had few strategic interests. Hoping to tamp down any public criticism, Clinton ordered administration officials not to term the events in Rwanda as a genocide, although documents released more recently indicate that in private administration officials were referring to the killings as a genocide only two weeks after the cataclysm began. U.S. ambassador to the UN, Madeleine Albright also refused to term the conflict as a genocide.

In addition, the United States refused to denounce the Rwandan government, did nothing to jam anti-Tutsi radio and television stations, and hesitated to send military supplies to the UNAMIR II mission, which was being mobilized before the genocide had even ended. Despite this great prevarication, documents show that the U.S. government was cognizant of the extent of the carnage in Rwanda only a week into the conflict, and that Clinton and his cabinet almost certainly knew that the Hutu Rwandan government was bent on exterminating the Tutsis within Rwanda.

Clinton’s failure to respond to the Rwandan Genocide deeply troubled him. He later expressed much regret over his government’s inaction and has stated that it was one of low points of his eight-year presidency. He has visited Rwanda several times, and in 1998, while still president, he apologized for his “personal failure” to prevent the genocide. To help make amends, his Clinton Foundation has been heavily involved in reconstruction and humanitarian efforts in Rwanda. While the U.S. refusal to intervene in the Rwandan crisis was certainly a great humanitarian failure, it is important to remember that this failure is shared by the entire world.
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Rwandan Patriotic Army

The Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) was the armed wing of the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), a Tutsi rebel group established in 1987 by Tutsi refugees living in Uganda. For the most part, at least until 1994, when the RPA was absorbed into Rwanda’s national defense establishment (now known as the Rwandan Defense Forces [RDF]) the RPA’s history mirrored that of the RPF. By the late 1980s, the RPF was determined to destabilize the Hutu-dominated government of Juvénal Habyarimana in order to oust it from power or force it into a power-sharing arrangement with the RPF. Either way, the ultimate goal was to permit the 200,000-plus Hutu refugees living in Uganda to return to Rwanda. These refugees had been living in squalid conditions since the early 1960s and were routinely oppressed and harassed by the Ugandan government.

In 1989–1990, the RPA numbered only about 5,000 troops, and many had formerly served in the Ugandan military. Some of them were not well-trained, and most did not have access to the latest weaponry. In 1990, the RPF, using the RPA, decided to commence a military campaign against the Rwandan government. This entailed engaging Rwandan government troops (Forces Armées Rwandaises, FAR) as well as launching raids against civilian Hutus. The RPA’s operations resulted in mounting deaths within Rwanda, which compelled the Rwandan government to seek military and financial help from the French. They supplied the FAR with arms and ammunition, helped train its soldiers, and significantly enlarged the size of the army, which numbered 40,000–50,000 men by 1994. The RPA’s campaign resulted in the deaths of three of its original commanders—Fred Rwigyema, Peter Bayinga, and Chris Bunyenyezi—between 1990 and 1994.

By 1994, the command of the RPA had passed to Paul Kagame, who worked mightily to secure more and better weapons and to recruit more soldiers. In the spring of 1994, when the Rwandan Genocide began, the RPA numbered 25,000 men. This, however, meant that the army was only half the size of the FAR. The chaos that resulted in the April 6, 1994, assassination of Habyarimana and the genocide that followed permitted the RPA to overpower the FAR, and by August 1994, the RPA had secured most of the country and had stopped the killing. At that point, the RPF assumed control of the Rwandan government. Soon there-after, the RPA was integrated into a new national military establishment, the RDF.

The RPA committed its own atrocities during and immediately after the 1994 genocide. RPA soldiers killed thousands of Hutus as they tried to flee Rwanda, and they killed many thousands more in refugee camps within Rwanda and in neighboring countries. It is estimated that as many as 200,000 Hutus died at the hands of the RPA. For this reason, the RPF, which now governed Rwanda, dissolved its army, and the RDF was constituted using soldiers from the RPA as well as some soldiers who had served in the extinct FAR. This arrangement was also part of the 1993 Arusha Accords. Today, the RDF is composed of the High Command Council, the General Staff, and the Rwandan Land Force. There are now four divisions divided by region; each division contains three brigades.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Arusha Accords; Forces Armées Rwandaises; Habyarimana, Juvénal; Hutus; Kagame, Paul; Rwandan Patriotic Front; Tutsis


Further Reading

Ali, Taisier M., and Robert O. Matthews. Civil Wars in Africa: Roots and Resolution. Toronto: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1999.

Dallaire, Roméo. Shake Hands with the Devil: The Failure of Humanity in Rwanda. Toronto: Random House, 2004.



Rwandan Patriotic Front

The Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) was a Tutsi rebel refugee group established in Uganda in 1987, and which since 1994 has been the predominant political party in Rwanda. The Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) was created by exiled Tutsis who had begun to flee Rwanda in 1959, when the Hutus overthrew the Tutsi monarchy and systematically installed a Hutu-dominated regime there. Over time, the number of refugees ballooned, reaching some 200,000 in Uganda alone by 1990. Unfortunately, the Tutsi refugees in Uganda were treated abhorrently, especially after Uganda president Milton Obote’s dictatorial government began enacting harsh and repressive antirefugee legislation in the 1960s. Obote was ousted in 1985, with the help of disgruntled Tutsi refugees.

Ugandan politics remained quite unstable during the 1980s, and the Tutsis living there continued to be treated as third-class citizens. Some Tutis who had joined the Ugandan military opted out by the mid-1980s, now determined to regain their access to Rwanda, using military means if necessary. This proved to be the genesis of the RPF, which in most of its pregoverning years was more of a militia rather than a political party.

The RPF had gained considerable traction by 1990, when it numbered roughly 5,000 armed militiamen, but it grew exponentially under the leadership of Paul Kagame. By 1994, the RPF numbered some 25,000 troops, which was known as the Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA). At the same time, the RPF stepped up its destabilization efforts aimed at Rwanda’s Hutu government. Kagame’s goal was to threaten Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana’s regime to such an extent that he would be forced to enter into a power-sharing arrangement with the RPF. Increasingly deadly raids carried out by the RPF accomplished that goal in June 1993, when the RPF and other rebel Tutsi groups compelled Habyarimana to reach a comprehensive peace settlement. That permitted many Tutsi refugees to return to Rwanda and allowed for the RPF to begin sharing power in Rwandan governance.
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This shaky peace was shattered on April 6, 1994, when Habyarimana’s plane was shot down over Kigali, resulting in the president’s death. The Hutu government blamed the Tutsis for the assassination, while the Tutsis accused radical Hutus of having orchestrated the killing as a pretext for genocide against the Tutsis. This event triggered the Rwanda Genocide, in which as many as 800,000– 1,000,000 Tutsis and moderate Hutus were slaughtered. The RPF used the tragedy to oust the Hutus from power and end the genocide, and by August 1994 the RPF had taken form control of the country. Sadly, however, the RPF was accused of having unleashed its own genocide against Rwandan Hutus fleeing the country during and after the genocide. Perhaps as many as 200,000 Hutu refugees died.

In March 2000, RPF leader and current Rwandan president Paul Kagame took office in Rwanda. Under his guidance, the RPF became a mainstream political organization and divested itself of the RPA, which was absorbed by the Rwandan Defense Forces (RDF). The RDF continues today as Rwanda’s formal military establishment. Although Kagame and the RPF now rule in a coalition with other smaller parties, the RPF had held a majority of seats in the Rwandan parliament for well over a decade. The Kagame government has attempted to move beyond the Rwandan Genocide by virtually outlawing the classification of Rwandans by race; all Rwandans are now simply Rwandans rather than Hutus, Tutsis, or Twas. The RPF’s governing philosophy may best be classified as leftist nationalism.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Tutsis

The Tutsis are the minority class of citizens that occupy the region of Rwanda-Burundi. Centuries of Tutsi rule in Rwanda ended in 1961. The Tutsis were the victims of genocide at the hands of the Hutu majority in 1994.

The Hutu and Tutsi are descended from ancestors sharing a common language, Kinyerwanda, who settled the Rwanda-Burundi area of east central Africa more than a thousand years ago. Two forms of subsistence developed among these people. One group relied strictly on cultivation and farming. The other relied on cattle raising. Over time, the farmers came to be known as Hutus and the pastoralists as Tutsis. In this culture, cattle were a marker of wealth. With time, Hutu and Tutsi became class markers with the pastoral Tutsi as the wealthier members of the society.

By the time of the German conquest in the 1880s, Rwandan society had begun to polarize, with the majority Hutu occupying the peasant, or subject, position to the Tutsi minority holding the tribal leadership positions. The German colonizers did little to interfere with the social makeup of the indigenous people. When Belgium assumed control over Rwanda at the close of World War I, the situation changed. The Belgians relied heavily on indigenous Tutsi leaders to govern the colony. This served to reinforce Tutsi control and provided apparatus to repress the masses of the people. Backed by the Belgian leadership, the Tutsi drove the Hutus from public life.

During the 1950s, Tutsi control over Rwanda began to erode as the United Nations supervised decolonization. Hutus were successful in exploiting the decolonization process to gain power throughout Rwanda. When Rwanda revolted against Belgium and secured its independence in 1961, the class roles were reversed, and the Hutus held the positions of power.

Tutsi rebels challenged Hutu rule immediately. In response to cross-border rebel incursions, the Hutu government massacred some 20,000 Rwandan Tutsis and forced 300,000 to flee. In the aftermath, a military dictatorship solidified its power in Rwanda. Over the next two decades, the standard of living in Rwanda declined steadily. With the long-term economic decline, the power base of the military leadership eroded. Rebel groups, most notably the Rwandan Patriotic Front, began to challenge the government from camps in neighboring states. Tutsi participation with the rebels gave justification for further repression of the Tutsi. The government began planning the genocide of the Tutsi as a way of repolarizing the population.

The assassination of President Juvenal Habyarimana on April 6, 1994, initiated the action against the Tutsis. During the next 13 weeks, military forces compelled the Hutu population of Rwanda to massacre the Tutsis. More than 800,000 Tutsis were exterminated. In 1998, the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda determined that the massacre was a genocide and was the first tribunal to convict on those grounds. Today, most Tutsis live as refugees in nations bordering Rwanda.

ROB COYLE
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Twas

The Twas, or BaTwas, are pygmy peoples who live in the forests and savannah plains stretching from Uganda in the north down along the Lakes Region of Central Africa to Rwanda, Burundi, and the Democratic Republic of Congo. In addition, there are Twa populations scattered in Botswana, Angola, Zambia, and Namibia, where they have adopted to living conditions in deserts and swamps as well as their more familiar forests. In 2000, Twa numbered around 80,000 in total and in some of these countries they represent significant minorities.

Like other pygmy peoples, the Twa have been dominated by their Bantu and Cushitic neighbors and speak their languages. Most Twas speak Kirundi and Kinyarwanda, the languages of the Hutus and Tutsis. In Rwanda and Burundi, the Twa make up 1 percent of the population in each country and, due to the heavy demands for farming and grazing lands, much of the natural forest habitat has been lost over the last several centuries. Like other pygmies, little of their own culture still exists.

The Twas are thought to be among the oldest living groups connected to the Tschitolian culture dating back some 25,000 years. They seem to have lived in a widespread area before the Bantu expansions starting in the second millennium BCE and lasting, with different waves and patterns, into the first century CE. The Twas, as hunters and gatherers, helped provide meat and honey to the Bantus in trade for iron goods and agricultural products. In some situations, the two were able to develop a symbiotic relationship and the Kubas of Angola and southern Democratic Republic of Congo have brought Twas into their mask societies. That is, among the masks made and worn at special occasions are those that represent Twas with a noticeably large head, large, bulging forehead, and wide nose. Called a bwoon mask, they are worn at funerals of important men who belonged to the initiation societies.

In the colonial period, Twa society began to unravel in a number of places. Their hunting and gathering skills were less and less needed and their natural habitat was quickly cut down. Twas began to gather on the outskirts of Bantu towns and villages and became a source of menial labor, in often very abusive terms. They were generally ignored in the postcolonial developments, and their communities still today suffer from the lack of schools, electricity, water, and medical treatment. Missions did not seek them out and today it is estimated that only some 7 percent of Twas are Christians. The largest number of them adheres to syncretic Apostolic forms that combine Christian belief with indigenous systems of belief or still follow indigenous (mainly Bantu) forms of belief. Twas have been able to preserve some of their specific cultural practices such as dances and songs during social gatherings. Hunting was banned in the 1970s, and though Twa men still know how to make bows and arrows, they have been persecuted and jailed for continued hunting.

In the fighting between the Hutus and Tutsis in Rwanda in 1994, the Twas suffered greatly and some 30 percent of the Twas in Rwanda died at the hands of the Hutu Interahamwe militias. According to the Unrepresented Nations and Peoples Organization (UNPO), some 10,000 Twas were killed in the Rwandan Genocide and another 8,000 to 10,000 fled to nearby countries.

Twa communities suffer from problems of alcoholism and are treated with contempt by their countrymen. In 2007, it was reported that with no source of income, over 40 percent of the Twas in Rwanda earned a living through begging. The majority are illiterate and many Twa children drop out of school due to harassment by other students. UNPO states that 91 percent of Twas have no formal education. Twa women are subject to harassment, including sexual harassment from Bantu men. A source of income and of cultural identity is pottery making; however, the swamp lands where the Twas have enjoyed joint land rights for centuries with Hutu farmers came into danger starting in 2005 with plans to develop rice plantations. In both Rwanda and Burundi, the Twas are not legally recognized, have no representation in government, and have no land rights. In 2009, Burundi began the process of bringing the Twas into the government in an attempt to finally deal with the situation. In addition, a number of different organizations have taken up the cause of not only the Twas, but other pygmy peoples in Africa.

JOHN A. SHOUP
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United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda

The United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR) was chiefly a humanitarian mission sent to Rwanda to help implement the August 1993 Arusha Accords, which ended the Rwandan Civil War. The UNAMIR was officially established by UN Security Council Resolution 872 on October 5, 1993. It took almost five months for the mission to achieve its authorized strength of 2,500 personnel, however. Designed to encourage the peace process between the Rwandan government dominated by the Hutus and the Tutsi-dominated Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF), the UN mission was also tasked with expanding the demilitarized zone, monitoring Rwanda’s internal security situation, and providing humanitarian and relief aid to refugees and others affected by the civil war. Unfortunately, the UNAMIR was entirely unprepared for the outbreak of the Rwandan Genocide, which began in April 1994 and claimed the lives of 800,000–1,000,000 people.

The institution of a new, transitional government, as called for in the Arusha Accords, was significantly delayed, and when it was finally brought to fruition in January 1994, violence and political assassinations wracked Kigali. On April 5, 1994, ironically one day before Rwandan president Juvénal Habyarimana’s assassination, which triggered the genocide, the UN extended the UNAMIR’s mandate to July 29, 1994. The UN accompanied its extension with a statement expressing its “deep concern” with the worsening security situation in Rwanda.

When the mass killing began on April 6, the UNAMIR was in no position to intervene. The mission was understaffed with poorly trained and equipped troops, was in a strictly defensive position, and was not authorized to employ arms to stop the genocide. Although it was able to save the lives of several thousand Tutsis and moderate Hutus who fled to its base near Kigali, the UNAMIR was largely a passive bystander to the genocide. The UNAMIR commander, Canadian general Roméo Dallaire, almost immediately asked for an additional 5,000 troops, but the UN turned him down. Instead, on April 21 the UN Security Council passed Resolution 912, which dramatically reduced the size of the UNAMIR, citing its concern for the mission’s personnel. It also instructed Dallaire to help negotiate an immediate ceasefire. Dallaire was flabbergasted by this, and repeatedly asked for more troops, which the UN consistently denied.

Finally, on May 17, the UN passed Security Council Resolution 918, which would enlarge the UNAMIR presence to 5,500 troops and provide other badly needed military equipment. This, however, took almost six months to implement. Meanwhile, the genocide continued into the summer of 1994, as UNAMIR personnel watched in hopeless horror as hundreds of thousands of Rwandans died. Almost no additional UNAMIR troops entered Rwanda until after the Tutsi-led Rwandan Patriotic Army (RPA) had secured most of the country, overthrown the Hutu government, and stopped the slaughter. With the gradual insertion of these additional troops, UNAMIR became known as UNAMIR II, which helped administer post-genocide Rwanda. UN peacekeeping troops were also unable to prevent the murders of some 200,000 Hutus at the hands of the RPA.
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Dallaire, citing extreme frustration and exhaustion, left his post as UNAMIR commander in August 1994, after the killing had stopped. Before departing, he lambasted the UN for not doing more to stop the carnage and for taking far too long to approve a troop surge which he had requested within days of Habyarimana’s assassination. UNAMIR II was tasked with stabilizing the Rwandan government, policing the fragile armistice, promoting long-term peace, and, most critically, tending to the monumental humanitarian crisis that followed by the genocide. Indeed, by the fall of 1994, at least 4 million Rwandans were in refugee camps in Rwanda, Zaire, Tanzania, Uganda, and Burundi.

The UNAMIR II remained in Rwanda until March 8, 1996, when the mission was withdrawn upon the request of the Rwandan government, which had by then begun to criticize the mission for its failure to prevent or stop the genocide. Between 1993 and 1996, 40 UN member states provided troops or civilian support personnel to the UNAMIR. During that time, 22 soldiers, three military observers, one security officer, and one civilian staffer died while on duty.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Uwilingiyimana, Agathe

Agathe Uwilingiyimana was Rwanda’s first female prime minister, and one of the earliest victims of the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. A Hutu, she was born on May 23, 1953, in the village of Nyaruhengeri, some 140 kilometers southeast of the Rwandan capital, Kigali. She was educated at Notre Dame des Citeaux High School, and at the age of 20 qualified as a teacher of humanities. In 1976 her qualifications were extended and she became a teacher of mathematics and chemistry. Also in 1976 she married Ignace Barahira, a fellow student from her village, and they settled down to a family life that would eventually produce five children.

In 1983 Uwilingiyimana became a teacher of chemistry at the National University of Rwanda, Butare. She received a bachelor’s degree in science in 1985, and taught chemistry for four more years in the Butare area. During this time she began her public life, first through helping to establish a Savings and Credit Cooperative Society for the faculty at Butare, then, having attracted the notice of the central government, through her appointment in 1989 as a senior official in the Ministry of Commerce. In 1992 she joined the Mouvément Démocratique et Republicain (Republican and Democratic Movement, or MDR), and before the year was out she had been elevated to the position of minister of education in the government of Dr. Dismas Nsengiyaremye. The MDR was an opposition party, and Nsengiyaremye became the first opposition prime minister under a power-sharing scheme negotiated between President Juvénal Habyarimana and a grouping of opposition parties.

In her capacity as minister of education, Uwilingiyimana abolished the system of ethnic quotas established by the Habyarimana regime as a means to positively discriminate in favor of Hutus against Tutsis. Accordingly, public school places and scholarships would henceforth be awarded in accordance with a merit principle and competitive examinations throughout the country. Politically, this was an unwise move on Uwilingiyimana’s part; while it was admirable on moral grounds, it alienated her from the government and Hutu nationalists, who saw her as a Hutu willing to compromise on issues of ethnic supremacy—and thus an adversary to be watched.

Nsengiyaremye’s tenure as prime minister lasted from April 2, 1992, to July 17, 1993. On the day of his political downfall, Uwilingiyimana became prime minister after a meeting between Habyarimana and leaders of the other major political parties in the new pluralistic system. She was viewed as a “lame-duck” prime minister by all concerned, able to be controlled at a whim by both the president and the other political parties. Now out of office, Nsengiyareme even suspended Uwilingiyimana’s MDR membership upon her accession to the premiership. Habyarimana himself doubted his choice once he saw the discord the promotion had generated, and dismissed her as prime minister less than three weeks after her appointment. Despite this, he allowed her to remain in office in a caretaker capacity, which she did until both his and her deaths resolved the issue in April 1994.

She became prime minister at a critical juncture in Rwanda’s history, when a rapprochement was being attempted by the Hutu-dominated government of Habyarimana and the Tutsi-dominated rebel force, the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF). This was a period when it was hoped by many (though certainly not all) that as a result of the Arusha Accords signed on August 4, 1993, between the government, its supporting parties and the RPF, a multiparty democracy and a pluralistic political culture would be established. Peace and stability would finally come to Rwanda—an arrangement in which both Hutus and Tutsis were welcome and treated fairly. Faustin Twagiramungu would now lead the MDR in the new arrangement, as the party had already suspended Uwilingiyimana. A new interim government was to have been set in place on March 25, 1994, at which time Uwilingiyimana would officially step down in favor of Twagiramungu. This was postponed, however, owing to the failure of the RPF to turn up to the swearing-in ceremony, and Uwilingiyimana remained in office in a temporary capacity until the handover ceremony could take place.

Following the shooting down of Habyarimana’s plane on April 6, 1994, the genocide began. At this time, Uwilingiyimana became Rwanda’s temporary head of state, and the commander of the United Nations forces in the country overseeing the Arusha agreement, General Roméo Dallaire, immediately dispatched Belgian and Ghanaian troops to her home in order to secure her safety and escort her to Radio Rwanda in order to enable her to make a broadcast to the Rwandan people and thus avoid a national crisis. Early the following morning, however, units of Rwanda’s presidential guard—a corps that had been radicalized by Habyarimana’s Hutu nationalists—forced the Belgian soldiers to stand aside and lay down their weapons. Led by Major Bernard Ntuyahaga, the presidential guard troops then slaughtered the Belgians and mutilated their bodies. These troops became the first UN casualties, ultimately leading the government of Belgium to abandon the Rwandan mission altogether.

In desperation, Uwilingiyimana and her family, still in their pajamas, fled their house, and sought refuge in the compound of the UN Development Programme. Presidential guards reached the compound before reinforcements, who were held up by Hutu militia roadblocks, could arrive from Dallaire’s headquarters. Uwilingiyimana and her husband, fearing for the lives of their five children, surrendered to the presidential guard, and were shot immediately at point-blank range. When Uwilingiyimana’s body was found it had been horribly mutilated, left half-naked, and with a beer bottle shoved in her vagina. (The children remained in hiding, were smuggled by a Senegalese UN soldier, Captain Mbaye Diagne into the Hôtel des Mille Collines, and eventually took refuge in Switzerland. Captain Diagne was to lose his own life to RPF shelling several weeks later.)

Agathe Uwilingiyimana was succeeded as prime minister of the interim government by an extremist Hutu hardliner, Jean Kambanda. During her prime ministership she showed that a vision for Rwanda that was not steeped in ethnic exclusion and hatred did exist and was something worth working toward. She set a standard to which other women in Africa could aspire, as one of only a very few women in the world to that stage (and the only one in Africa) to have attained the highest reaches of government office. Her life, as much as her death, marks her as a major figure in a troubled time.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Wallace, Gretchen Steidle

Gretchen Steidle Wallace is an American humanitarian campaigner dedicated to advancing women’s rights and well-being in Rwanda and other countries affected by genocide. Born in 1974 as the daughter of a U.S. Navy admiral, she grew up in a variety of settings around the world. Living in the Philippines for a time as a child, she saw the effect that desperate poverty can have on a community, and she has since worked hard to address the injustices and disparities that poverty can bring. She attended the University of Virginia (from which she graduated with a BA in foreign affairs in 1996) and Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth College, where she obtained an MBA in 2001. Between 1996 and 1999, she worked in international project finance for PMD International, Inc., a boutique investment banking firm specializing in infrastructure development in poor countries.

In 2004, Wallace went to South Africa to help with the HIV/AIDS epidemic. Studying the AIDS initiatives of major multinational corporations, she learned of the financial consequences of AIDS with regard to health care costs and lost production. She also began to study the extent to which various companies developed and applied efficient solutions to these problems. She learned that many solutions were in fact flawed, due largely to a poor understanding of health care and the stigma attached to HIV/AIDS. It became apparent that many employees were reluctant to undergo AIDS testing or to seek assistance if they knew they were infected. Culturally, women faced the problem of not being empowered to insist on their partners using condoms. Wallace came to the realization that some form of social initiative was needed to promote the rights of women regarding sexual freedom and HIV/AIDS prevention. She knew that some women in South Africa were already employing enterprising techniques at the grassroots level and realized that they were determined to address critical issues facing women and girls, although struggling without the training and resources necessary to ensure their success. Wallace decided to dedicate her work to supporting these emerging agents of change and their ideas.

As a result, later the same year Wallace established Global Grassroots, a nonprofit organization supporting conscious social change for women in postconflict and developing countries, particularly in Africa. Through personal transformation work and social entrepreneurship training, Global Grassroots helps marginalized women and genocide survivors reclaim their lives and discover their value to society through the development of their own ideas for social change. Global Grassroots offers seed funding grants and 12 months of advisory support to launch those projects that advance the well-being and rights of women. Global Grassroots also engages in creative campaigns to raise awareness of critical women’s issues globally.

With Global Grassroots established, Wallace saw an enormous amount of work awaiting her. Her first initiative, in 2005, connected her interests with those of her brother, Brian Steidle, who had already been doing significant work in raising awareness around the world about the ongoing genocide in Darfur, Sudan. Steidle and Wallace took their respective campaigns to the refugee camps of eastern Chad, where they worked on issues overlooked by aid organizations, such as establishing a human rights library and providing education about refugee rights, domestic and sexual violence, and female genital mutilation. Wallace also provided on-site training to try to ensure her projects would be sustained in the long-term.

Returning to the United States, Wallace began to develop her new social entrepreneurship program but saw a great need to return to Africa in order to work with genocide survivors in Rwanda, where mass rape during the 1994 genocide had led to a huge spread of victims of HIV/AIDS. In 2006, she trained 180 Rwandan women, many of them widows raising several children, and many of them rape victims, in the development of social projects in Kigali.

Dealing with the aftermath of rape is one of the issues for which Global Grassroots soon became best known. In Africa, as elsewhere, mass rape is a common problem, especially in situations of war and civil strife. The promotion of dialogue about rape is an important, although difficult, first step in raising awareness and addressing the issue. Again, knowledge of mass rape was brought home to Wallace through the observations of her brother Brian in Darfur, where the Janjaweed militias engaged in the practice of raping female genocide survivors, often en masse.

Since 2006, Global Grassroots has trained 250 “change leaders,” managing to fund several important locally designed projects serving thousands of vulnerable women and girls. These initiatives deal with issues relating to domestic violence, water access, child rape, prostitution, property rights, HIV/AIDS, discrimination, and illiteracy. Most of these are in postgenocide Rwanda, which has become the main field of operations for Global Grassroots, but projects among Darfur refugees in eastern Chad are also now underway. Global Grassroots is one of the major providers of assistance to female genocide survivors and focuses almost exclusively on the promotion of what Wallace calls “conscious social change” driven by and on behalf of marginalized women in postconflict Africa.

In early 2007, Global Grassroots and Wallace were also heavily involved in producing an Emmy-nominated documentary film about the Darfur genocide, The Devil Came on Horseback (directed by Ricki Stern and Anne Sundberg). Based on Brian Steidle’s memoir of the same title (which Wallace co-authored), The Devil Came on Horseback tells the story of Steidle’s direct encounter with genocide in Darfur.

As a social entrepreneur, Wallace has always believed in inner-driven change, holding that decisions made with the greatest level of awareness will ensure the wisest response and most potent, effective results. This was one of the key motivators behind the establishment of Global Grassroots in 2004. Wallace’s interests lay in looking for gaps in existing systems and fostering ideas of what to do about them, but the greatest measure of success at Global Grassroots is the impact that locally chosen projects can have in transforming communities for the better. There is a focus on training and project design, and each project has built into it social impact goals and evaluation metrics. Monitoring of a project’s progress, and the provision of high-engagement advisory support, takes place for a minimum of 12 months after it begins. Global Grassroots assists local project teams in developing their baseline study and working with their target population to assess the issue and their progress over time, the real measure of success at the end of the day being that of how many lives are touched.

In recognition of her contribution to the betterment of the human condition through management and entrepreneurship strategies, in 2007 Wallace was honored by World Business magazine and Shell as one of the top International 35 Women under 35. By the end of the 21st century’s first decade, the antigenocide enterprise created by one woman’s vision had become an inspiration to communities throughout many parts of Africa, and a model for others to follow.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families

We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families: Stories from Rwanda was a book written by Philip Gourevitch and published by Farrar, Straus, and Giroux in 1998 that details the Rwandan Genocide of 1994. Gourevitch is a respected journalist and writer who has long been affiliated with The New Yorker magazine and who once edited the Paris Review. We Wish to Inform You That Tomorrow We Will Be Killed with Our Families is based upon the author’s extensive travels in Rwanda after the genocide, during which he interviewed scores of witnesses and survivors, talked to government officials, and gathered documentary materials for his book.

The book’s title was taken from a letter, written in April 1994, by several Seventh-day Adventist ministers (Tutsis), to Adventist pastor Elizaphan Ntakirutimana. The ministers had taken refuge in an Adventist-run hospital in the Kibuye Prefecture, along with other besieged Tutsis, and were writing to tell the pastor of their plight. The very next day, hundreds of refugees at the hospital were slain by Hutu rebels. Gourevitch asserted that it was Ntakirutimana who had given away the refugees’ position and had given support to the force that committed the massacre. Ntakirutimana was later convicted of war crimes by the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda, largely on the evidence produced in Gourevitch’s book.

Gourevitch’s work focuses largely on stories of the genocide and the aftereffects it has had on the survivors and Rwanda as a whole. While it offers a brief history of events prior to 1994, it is not enough to explain fully how and why the genocide occurred. Readers will have to look elsewhere for that. Nevertheless, the book was awarded several prestigious awards in 1998.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Wilkens, Carl

Carl Wilkens is the former head of the Adventist Development and Relief Agency (ADRA) International in Rwanda, and, during the genocide in 1994 was the only American to remain in the country. Born in 1957, in 1978 he first went to Africa as part of a college volunteer program in Transkei, South Africa. He returned to the United States to complete his university undergraduate degree in industrial education, and then returned to Africa with his wife Theresa in 1981. At first they settled in Zimbabwe, before moving to Zambia. Returning once more to the United States in 1987, Wilkens undertook an MBA course at the University of Baltimore. In 1990 he and Theresa and their three children moved to Rwanda, where Wilkens became country director of ADRA assisting in building schools and operating health centers around the country.

In the summer of 1993 the Wilkens family were on home leave in the United States, and they returned to Rwanda with high hopes for the country’s future. The optimism continued through December 1993 and into January 1994, but things began to sour from then on. By February, there was fighting in Kigali, and Wilkens could feel the growing tension. All of a sudden, Adventist missionaries were being evacuated, and the question of whether to stay or leave began to be asked throughout the community.

At the U.S. embassy, there had previously been meetings with the expatriate community about evacuation in the event of a crisis, and how it would take place. Always in the back of Wilkens’s mind, however, was the prospect that there would still remain a core group who would keep the embassy open should there be strife. Immediately after the genocide began on April 6, 1994, Wilkens called the embassy, and found that already there was talk about establishing evacuation assembly points. The embassy’s Laura Lane was at this time Wilkens’s main contact person. When the embassy had the evacuation plans in place, Wilkens was told that the first group was going to be taken over the next few days, driving by road to Burundi. The Adventist American missionaries said they would wait until the Sunday of that first week before they left. Wilkens was in the thick of organizing the details of their evacuation, but he and his wife Theresa had already decided that he would himself stay. Conveying this information to Laura Lane, he invoked the right of a private citizen to choose his own path without the interference of the U.S. government. All Lane could do in the circumstances was to insist that Wilkens sign a statement to the effect that he had refused the help of the U.S. government to evacuate. Theresa and the children were eventually relocated to Nairobi, Kenya, where they managed to stay in touch with Wilkens by radio.

Wilkens chose to stay so as to be able to deliver aid to children in need despite the ongoing violence. His choice to remain would result in preventing the massacre of hundreds of children over the course of the genocide. One example related to the Gisimba Orphanage, which was secretly providing a safe haven for 400 people threatened by the genocide. When Wilkens arrived at Gisimba he saw up to 50 armed militiamen looking for an opportunity to close in and kill the orphans, but they appeared hesitant owing to Wilkens’s presence as a witness. As a deterrent, Wilkens decided to sleep that night at the orphanage. He stayed there until there was some hope for a more prolonged protection for the orphans, and then drove out to try to find the local provincial governor and plead for their salvation. Amazingly, Wilkens made contact with the prime minister of Rwanda’s interim Hutu extremist government, Jean Kambanda, and in a brazen act of nerve he simply asked him for his help in saving the orphans. Equally amazingly, Kambanda agreed to give assurances that the militias would be called off and those at the orphanage would be saved. Wilkens decided to move the orphans to a safer location, the Saint Michel Cathedral. Within a few days he had organized two buses and a military escort to help them through the roadblocks, ensuring their security in this most insecure of situations. He was able to replicate this success in a number of other cases, and save hundreds of people as a result.

The complexity of living through the genocide and trying to be an effective agent of rescue found Wilkens often working at the fringes of compromise. Frequently, he found himself in situations that could have been interpreted as collaboration with the killers—just to save lives. Yet any ally in the process of human salvation was welcome, and sometimes Wilkens even found help among members of the Interahamwe. Personal contacts with the killers enabled him to obtain a freer passage through the roadblocks, for example, providing him with the means to travel to places where he knew vulnerable people were hiding—people he managed in one way or another to smuggle to safety.

Not all of his contacts were with the killers. Before the onset of the genocide, Wilkens had known the Frenchman Philippe Gaillard of the International Committee of the Red Cross, and during the crisis the two met at every opportunity. For Wilkens, this connection served as an important emotional support, as here he found someone equally committed to staying in Rwanda and helping as many people as he could. Another avenue of support came from ADRA director David Syme, who actually went into Rwanda as the genocide was in progress, and spent several days with Wilkens in his home. Syme provided valuable items that enabled Wilkens to continue his work: hand-held radios, license plates bearing the ADRA mark that could be affixed to Wikens’s vehicles, a UN flak jacket, and other supplies.

After the victory of the Rwandan Patriotic Front in July 1994, Wilkens remained in Rwanda to assist with the distribution of water, food, and equipment for the hard-pressed inhabitants of Kigali. Reunited with his family, they returned to the United States for a period but in 1995 they were back in Rwanda where they stayed for another 18 months, working for the Adventist Church in reconstruction activities.

Since 1996, the Wilkens family has been living in the U.S. Carl Wilkens became an Adventist pastor in Oregon, and began speaking about his Rwanda experiences. As an initiative to confront the forces that can bring about a genocidal situation, and foster an appropriate response to genocide today, Wilkens has created World outside My Shoes, a nonprofit educational and professional development organization committed to inspiring and equipping people to enter the world of “The Other.” He invites people to “Take a moment to try and put yourself in the shoes of the family members and friends who had loved ones taken from them,” and to learn from Rwanda in order to equip and inspire oneself to enter the world of the “Other.” The “Other,” he shows, “may be under our own roof or on the other side of the globe.” Through World outside My Shoes, Wilkens seeks to inspire and equip people to stand up against genocide, racism, and intolerance, through the promotion of values such as integrity, dignity, community, simplicity, and what he calls “respond-ability.” The motto of World outside My Shoes is as straightforward as it is challenging: “One person really can ignite change when they discover the power of choice!”

Carl Wilkens’s story, which he published as a short memoir (I’m Not Leaving) in 2011, is a constant reminder of the profound connection between history and the moral choices everyone faces each day. Staying in Rwanda even as others fled, Wilkens decided to remain at his post and help wherever he could. Today, he tours the United States to speak to students, teachers, parents, policymakers, and communities about his experience in Rwanda. Through telling the story of how the genocide unfolded, mostly his preference is to focus on the courage and resilience he witnessed as people faced impossible choices relating to life and death, and what this can mean for everyone as they confront the challenges of the 21st century.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Historical Dilemmas

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Could the United Nations Have Done More to Stop the Genocide in Rwanda?

Introduction

In 1994, over the course of 100 days, an estimated 800,000 Rwandans were killed in a genocide that pitted the majority Hutus against the minority Tutsi population. The genocide came at the end of a short civil war between a small band of Tutsi refugees, the Rwanda Patriotic Front (RPF), and the Rwandan government’s Hutu military. The conflict drew the attention of the international community, and both the Organization of African Unity, in 1992, and the United Nations (UN), in 1993, sent observation and peacekeeping missions to the region to help implement a cease-fire and power-sharing agreement signed in Arusha, Tanzania. Despite these efforts, tension within the small nation remained high, with Hutu militias determined to maintain power and spreading a violent anti-Tutsi message throughout the country.

On April 6, 1994, a missile shot down a plane carrying Juvénal Habyarimana, the Rwandan Hutu president, as it approached the Rwandan capital. Who was responsible for the plane crash is still debated, but the event triggered an immediate outbreak in violence that became the Rwanda genocide. Over the 100 days that followed, Hutus throughout the country, civilian and military, murdered Tutsis because of their ethnicity. Moderate Hutus were also targeted, and the RPF continued to wage its war in hopes of capturing the capital. An estimated 800,000 people—and according to some claims as many as 1.1 million people—were brutally killed in just over three months. When the genocide began, the UN already had a small peacekeeping force in place in Rwanda, but these troops were not given the support, funding, or mandate to effectively stop the violence. More than 16 years later, the UN and the international community are still trying to learn from this mistake in order to find a way to truly prevent genocide and other crimes against humanity. Could the UN have done more to stop the genocide in Rwanda?

In early 1994, a small group of United Nations (UN) peacekeeping forces tasked with monitoring the implementation of the Arusha Accords between Rawanda’s Hutu government and a Tutsi rebel group stood by helplessly as evidence of an impending humanitarian disaster mounted in front of them—which they communicated to the UN. Ever since the genocide ended in the summer of 1994, the failure of the UN to take stronger action to prevent or stop the massacre has been the subject of analysis and debate.

This debate continues in the following essays. In the first essay, international studies scholar Isabelle Lagarde argues that the UN was hampered by a lack of will among the international community to act more forcefully. The United States in particular was instrumental in preventing UN involvement, she argues, and U.S. leaders and citizens were not enthusiastic about spending money or putting lives in danger to intervene in little-known countries. Alanna Pardee, also an international studies expert, argues in the second essay that UN authorities could and should have responded much more quickly and forcefully to the situation by strengthening the terms of the mandate and more effectively communicating with commanders on the ground in Rwanda. She argues that those failures played a major role in eroding international support for forceful intervention.

Pro/Con 1: The UN Could Not Have Stopped the Genocide

In 1994, the international community stood back and watched as the Rwandan genocide claimed almost 1 million lives. Despite specific information and intelligence from sources on the ground, both leading up to and during the genocide, the United Nations failed to send a substantial peacekeeping force that could have worked to stop the mass violence. Indeed, when the killings were under way, the United Nations (UN) Security Council voted to abandon their mission rather than reinforce it. The UN was created to maintain peace and to prevent exactly this kind of horrendous event, but it failed to stop the genocide in Rwanda. The UN could not have stopped the genocide because it lacked support from the international community.

The United Nations was established after World War II as an international organization designed to preserve peace and security, promote social development, and foster friendly relations among states. Currently there are 192 member states, each weighted equally in the General Assembly. However, the victors of the war reserved a special leadership role for themselves in the form of the five permanent seats (P5) on the Security Council. The Security Council is one of the six main branches of the UN and is charged with maintaining peace and security around the world. The P5 countries are the United States, United Kingdom, China, Russia, and France, and these countries alone have the power to veto any resolution that comes through the Security Council. They also boast a great deal of influence due to their status and their large financial contributions to the organization.

The United States, in its position as a world superpower, holds a great deal of sway over decisions by the Security Council, and was instrumental in preventing the UN from getting involved in the Rwanda conflict. U.S. involvement in the UN is highly influenced by domestic politics, and foreign aid and intervention is often a low priority for Americans, so involvement in unknown countries with no direct ties to U.S. interests can be unpopular among the American population.

In 1992, the Security Council sent a peacekeeping mission to the East African nation of Somalia, with the support of the United States, in order to oversee a ceasefire and help deliver humanitarian aid. In 1993, during the Battle of Mogadishu, Somali militia killed 18 U.S. soldiers, and a 19th was killed shortly after. These events shocked the American population and severely diminished support for international humanitarian involvement. One year later the Security Council began to discuss a peacekeeping mission to Rwanda, and accordingly U.S. support for and commitment to such a mission was negligible. President Bill Clinton, not wishing to become involved in another ethnic conflict, presented the violence as an internal civil war and refused to let Americans, or the UN, become involved in any significant way.

Before the genocide began, several countries did provide troops to the original UN Assistance Mission to Rwanda (UNAMIR) in 1993, among them Rwanda’s former colonial power, Belgium. These troops were on the ground at the start of the genocide, but were quickly targeted by the Hutu militias. During the first few days of the genocide, 10 Belgian peacekeepers were tortured and murdered, putting the UN on high alert and prompting the Security Council to reconvene. With international support dwindling, and many seeing a repeat of the debacle on Somalia, the UN Security Council unanimously voted to reduce the UN peacekeeping mission to a skeleton force of barely 200 soldiers. Cables from the U.S. State Department to the U.S. mission to the UN show how American policy was set against intervention, and pushed the UN to withdraw troops and prevent a stronger mandate. It is also important to note that at this time Rwanda held one of the 10 rotating seats on the Security Council, and the Hutu government’s representative did his part to discourage action and diminish fears of a genocide.

In international law, language is extremely important, and the international community’s failure to apply the term “genocide” to Rwanda shows a clear decision to ignore the events happening on the ground and remain uninvolved. The term genocide was defined in 1948 in the UN’s Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. This document also recognized genocide as a crime under international law and obligated its signatories to prevent and punish genocide anywhere in the world. Today there are 140 states that have ratified or acceded to the convention, including each of the P5, which are therefore legally required to act when a genocide is determined to be taking place. In August 1993, the UN human rights investigator in Rwanda first raised the possibility of a genocide, and in January 1994, Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire, head of UNAMIR, sent a letter warning of the risk of genocide. Once the violence erupted, Clinton and the members of the Security Council had access to irrefutable evidence of genocide through embassy staff, nongovernmental organization staff, Dallaire, and journalists on the ground. Despite these warnings and information, the UN Security Council failed to use the term genocide to describe the conflict until late June, a few weeks shy of the end of the conflict, thereby shielding themselves from any obligation to intervene.

The UN is only as strong as its members make it, especially the P5 members. International law lacks real enforcement measures, and one powerful member state can decide how or if the UN becomes involved in an international incident. The UN and the international community have since recognized their negligence and abandonment of Rwanda in 1994, and after a damning report, the UN even admitted to failing to prevent the genocide. The combination of the peacekeeping failure in Somalia and a lack of strategic or political interests in Rwanda made members of the international community, especially the United States, unwilling to become involved. This atmosphere of fear and denial led to a failure to acknowledge the atrocities being committed as genocide. In the end, the collective lack of will, and the pressure from the United States, prevented the UN from intervening in Rwanda until it was already too late.

ISABELLE LAGARDE

Pro/Con 2: The UN Could Have Stopped the Genocide with a Stronger Mandate

The United Nations (UN) was created in 1945 to promote the universal values of international peace, security, and human rights—concepts that are believed to be supranational ideals. Although these are admirable goals, many argue that the UN lacks the power to resolve pressing international conflicts because it lacks sufficient support from its member states. However, in the case of the Rwandan genocide, the UN, although admittedly poorly supported, could have done more to stop the genocide. In not issuing a stronger peacekeeping mandate, the UN allowed the mass killings to continue for 100 days, and nearly 1 million Rwandans perished.

The first mistake in Rwanda was that the UN did not give a strong enough mandate to the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), which was deployed to Rwanda to aid in carrying out the Arusha Accords, a peace agreement signed by the Rwandan government and the Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) in Arusha, Tanzania, in August 1993. Under the UN Security Council Resolution 872, UNAMIR was initially given 2,548 troops and a Chapter VI Mandate, which extended into April 1994 when the atrocities began. Under the UN Charter, a Chapter VI mandate does not allow UN peacekeepers to use force or implement the will of the UN; they can facilitate and oversee but not engage.

The Chapter VI Mandate advised UNAMIR that their mission was strictly to monitor the Arusha Accords and ease the transition to a new power-sharing government that incorporated the RPF. The UN personnel were present to ensure security in Kigali, the capital, and monitor the armistice: this was a mission with limited troops, and almost no legal power to protect the Rwandan people. As the violence began to unfold, UNAMIR continued to follow and was legally bound to their Chapter VI mandate. UNAMIR was so restricted by the mandate that the troops literally had to stand and watch as the massacre of Tutsis continued.

The lowest point for UNAMIR came early in April 1994 when the Rwandan army killed 10 Belgian commandos. Under the Chapter VI monitoring mandate, the UN troops were unsure of whether or not they could use force to defend themselves or Rwandan civilians. After handing over their weapons to government soldiers, as advised by their commander, they were killed with their own weapons. Belgium, knowing that the mission would now be unpopular with its citizens at home, immediately withdrew its other troops in reaction to the deaths. Three weeks into the genocide other countries also horrified by the attacks began to withdraw their troops, and UNAMIR’s peacekeepers dwindled to only 270 military personnel. If the United Nations had clearly outlined the details of the mandate and communicated better with their troops and commanders, the course of the genocide in Rwanda could have been drastically different.

UNAMIR’s weak and unclear Chapter VI Mandate led to the failure of the UN in Rwanda and lost important international support for the mission. Furthermore, it allowed the genocide to proceed at a rapidly destructive pace. As the violence escalated and it became clear that the Arusha peace agreement was no longer a viable mission in Rwanda, the UN should have acted quickly to change UNAMIR’s mandate to a Chapter VII mandate, which allows for the possibility of enforcement. A Chapter VII mandate would have allowed the UN Security Council to establish the threat to peace and security and take military or nonmilitary action to deter any potential threats. Although this eventually did happen, it took months for it to be approved and even longer for countries to commit troops to the mission. This was not consistent with UNAMIR commander Roméo Dallaire’s request for 5,000 troops to arrive immediately. The mission was still unclear on whether or not they could use force to stop the mass killings, even with the Chapter VII mandate. By the time increased troops arrived, the genocide was basically over. Had UNAMIR been more strongly supported by the UN, and General Dallaire’s request for more troops been filled, UNAMIR would not have been considered a failure.

The UN could have done more in Rwanda if it had acted swiftly and had established mechanisms in place to deal with international conflicts. The UN, like many other international organizations, is only as strong as its member countries allow it to be. The UN depends on the financial and political support of its members. For these reasons, UN actions are rarely consistent and are subject to the fluctuations of member-state politics, which are often in disagreement. For example, in 1994, the idea of resolving conflicts in faraway places, and risking troops in the process, was not popular in the United States. The country had just been involved in a failed mission in Somalia, which both humiliated and infuriated the American populace. For this reason, the United States was hesitant to give full support to the mission in Rwanda. As a result, other countries were hesitant to commit troops and necessary military equipment to the mission. The UN needs to be especially aware of how the results of other political and humanitarian missions affect each other, to ensure that a proper mandate is given. The UN should be faulted for not realizing how the mission in Somalia would affect UNAMIR and for not changing strategies when they realized the failures of the Somalian peacekeeping force.

Even though its members limit its power, there are certain aspects of the UN within the organization’s control that must be properly established in order to both increase the efficacy of UN peacekeeping missions and ensure international security. Troops must be properly informed of their mission and their right to take military and/or nonmilitary action. Missions, especially failed ones like in Somalia, should be thoroughly reviewed and used to inform future missions. The bureaucracy and lack of speed with which the UN responded to the Rwandan genocide was unacceptable. The UN’s identity crisis, whether it is solely a peacekeeping or intervening organization, also prolonged the genocide in Rwanda.

ALANNA PARDEE


Documents

1. President Bill Clinton's Remarks to the People of Rwanda, March 25, 1998

Spoken upon his arrival at Kigali Airport, Rwanda, President Clinton came “to pay the respects of my Nation to all who suffered and all who perished in the Rwandan genocide,” and acknowledging that “the international community, together with the nations of Africa, must bear its share of responsibility for this tragedy, as well.” After detailing somewhat the 90 days of the genocide, he also challenged the world community both to prevent and to stop genocide and called upon the United States and others to develop a genocide early warning system (which remains unfunded by his successors). He also called upon the nations of Africa to work with the United States to establish a coalition to prevent regional genocide, and committing the United States to $2,000,000 in relief efforts for 1998, and further committing itself to support the work of the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. While applauding its overall positivity, critics of this speech were quick to point out that President Clinton never used the word “I’m sorry” or “We’re sorry” anywhere in his comments.

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, Mr. President. First, let me thank you, Mr. President, and Vice President Kasame, and your wives for making Hillary and me and our delegation feel so welcome. I’d also like to thank the young students who met us and the musicians, the dancers who were outside. I thank especially the survivors of the genocide and those who are working to rebuild your country for spending a little time with us before we came in here.

I have a great delegation of Americans with me, leaders of our government, leaders of our Congress, distinguished American citizens. We’re all very grateful to be here. We thank the Diplomatic Corps for being here, and the members of the Rwandan government, and especially the citizens.

I have come today to pay the respects of my nation to all who suffered and all who perished in the Rwandan genocide. It is my hope that through this trip, in every corner of the world today and tomorrow, their story will be told; that four years ago in this beautiful, green, lovely land, a clear and conscious decision was made by those then in power that the peoples of this country would not live side by side in peace.

During the 90 days that began on April 6 in 1994, Rwanda experienced the most extensive slaughter in this blood-filled century we are about to leave. Families murdered in their homes, people hunted down as they fled by soldiers and militia, through farmland and woods as if they were animals.

From Kibuye in the west to Kibungo in the east, people gathered seeking refuge in churches by the thousands, in hospitals, in schools. And when they were found, the old and the sick, the women and children alike, they were killed—killed because their identity card said they were Tutsi or because they had a Tutsi parent, or because someone thought they looked like a Tutsi, or slain like thousands of Hutus because they protected Tutsis or would not countenance a policy that sought to wipe out people who just the day before, and for years before, had been their friends and neighbors.

The government-led effort to exterminate Rwanda’s Tutsi and moderate Hutus, as you know better than me, took at least a million lives. Scholars of these sorts of events say that the killers, armed mostly with machetes and clubs, nonetheless did their work five times as fast as the mechanized gas chambers used by the Nazis.

It is important that the world know that these killings were not spontaneous or accidental. It is important that the world hear what your President just said—they were most certainly no the result of ancient tribal struggles. Indeed, these people had lived together for centuries before the events the President described began to unfold.

These events grew from a policy aimed at the systematic destruction of a people. The ground for violence was carefully prepared, the airwaves poisoned with hate, casting the Tutsis as scapegoats for the problems of Rwanda, denying their humanity. All of this was done, clearly, to make it easy for otherwise reluctant people to participate in wholesale slaughter.

Lists of victims, name by name, were actually drawn up in advance. Today the images of all that haunt us all: the dead choking the Kigara River, floating to Lake Victoria. In their fate, we are reminded of the capacity for people everywhere—not just in Rwanda, and certainly not just in Africa—but the capacity for people everywhere to slip into pure evil. We cannot abolish that capacity, but we must never accept it. And we know it can be overcome.

The international community, together with nations in Africa, must bear its share of responsibility for this tragedy, as well. We did not act quickly enough after the killing began. We should not have allowed the refugee camps to become safe haven for the killers. We did not immediately call these crimes by their rightful name: genocide. We cannot change the past. But we can and must do everything in our power to help you build a future without fear, and full of hope.

We owe to those who died and to those who survived who loved them, our every effort to increase our vigilance and strengthen our stand against those who would commit such atrocities in the future—here or elsewhere. Indeed, we owe to all the peoples of the world who are at risk—because each bloodletting hastens the next as the value of human life is degraded and violence becomes tolerated, the unimaginable becomes more conceivable—we owe to all the people in the world our best efforts to organize ourselves so that we can maximize the chances of preventing these events. And where they cannot be prevented, we can move more quickly to minimize the horror.

So let us challenge ourselves to build a world in which no branch of humanity, because of national, racial, ethnic, or religious origin, is again threatened with destruction because of those characteristics, of which people should rightly be proud. Let us work together as a community of civilized nations to strengthen our ability to prevent and, if necessary, to stop genocide.

To that end, I am directing my administration to improve, with the international community, our system for identifying and spotlighting nations in danger of genocidal violence, so that we can assure worldwide awareness of impending threats. It may seem strange to you here, especially the many of you who lost members of your family, but all over the world there were people like me sitting in offices, day after day after day, who did not fully appreciate the depth and the speed with which you were being engulfed by this unimaginable terror.

We have seen, too—and I want to say again—that genocide can occur anywhere. It is not an African phenomenon and must never be viewed as such. We have seen it in industrialized Europe; we have seen it in Asia. We must have global vigilance. And never again must we be shy in the face of the evidence.

Secondly, we must as an international community have the ability to act when genocide threatens. We are working to create that capacity herein the Great Lakes region, where the memory is still fresh. This afternoon in Entebbe leaders from central and eastern Africa will meet with me to launch an effort to build a coalition to prevent genocide in this region. I thank the leaders who have stepped forward to make this commitment. We hope the effort can be a model for all the world, because our sacred task is to work to banish this greatest crime against humanity.

Events here show how urgent the work is. In the northwest part of your country, attacks by those responsible for the slaughter in 1994continue today. We must work as partners with Rwanda to end this violence and allow your people to go on rebuilding your lives and your nation.

Third, we must work now to remedy the consequences of genocide. The United States has provided assistance to Rwanda to settle the uprooted and restart its economy, but we must do more. I am pleased that America will become the first nation to contribute to the new Genocide Survivors Fund. We will contribute this year $2 million, continue our support in the years to come, and urge other nations to do the same, so that survivors and their communities can find the care they need and the help they must have.

Mr. President, to you, and to you, Mr. Vice President, you have shown great vision in your efforts to create a single nation in which all citizens can live freely and securely. As you pointed out, Rwanda was a single nation before the European powers met in Berlin to carve up Africa. America stands with you, and will continue helping the people of Rwanda to rebuild their lives and society.

You spoke passionately this morning in our private meeting about the need for grass-roots efforts, for the development projects which are bridging divisions and clearing a path to a better future. We will join with you to strengthen democratic institutions, to broaden participation, to give all Rwandans a greater voice in their own governance. The challenges you face are great, but your commitment to lasting reconciliation and inclusion is firm.

Fourth, to help ensure that those who survived in the generations to come never again suffer genocidal violence, nothing is more vital than establishing the rule of law. There can be no place in Rwanda that lasts without a justice system that is recognized as such.

We applaud the efforts of the Rwandan government to strengthen civilian and military justice systems. I am pleased that our Great Lakes Justice Initiative will invest $30 million to help create throughout the region judicial systems that are impartial, credible, and effective. In Rwanda these funds will help to support courts, prosecutors, and police, military justice and cooperation at the local level.

We will also continue to pursue justice through our strong backing for the International Criminal tribunal for Rwanda. The United States is the largest contributor to this tribunal. We are frustrated, as you are, by the delays in the tribunal’s work. As we know, we must do better. Now that administrative improvements have begun, however, the tribunal should expedite cases through group trials, and fulfill its historic mission.

We are prepared to help, among other things, with witness relocation, so that those who still fear can speak the truth in safety. And we will support the War Crimes tribunal for as long as it is needed to do its work, until the truth is clear and justice is rendered.

Fifth, we must make it clear to all those who would commit such acts in the future that they too must answer for their acts, and they will. In Rwanda, we must hold accountable all those who may abuse human rights, whether insurgents or soldiers. Internationally, as we meet here, talks are underway at the United Nations to establish a permanent international criminal court. Rwanda and the difficulties we have had with this special tribunal underscores the need for such a court. And the United States will work to see that it is created.

I know that in the face of all you have endured, optimism cannot come easily to any of you. Yet I have just spoken, as I said, with several Rwandans who survived the atrocities, and just listening to them gave me reason for hope. You see countless stories of courage around you every day as you go about your business here—men and women who survived and go on, children who recover the light in their eyes remind us that at the dawn of a new millennium there is only one crucial division among the peoples of the Earth. And believe me, after over five years of dealing with these problems I know it is not the divisions between Hutu and Tutsi, or Serb or Croat and Muslim and Bosnian, or Arab and Jew, or Catholic and Protestant in Ireland, or black and white. It is really the line between those who embrace the common humanity we all share and those who reject it.

It is the line between those who find meaning in life through respect and cooperation and who, therefore, embrace peace, and those who can only find meaning in life if they have someone to look down on, someone to trample, someone to punish and, therefore, embrace war. It is the line between those who look to the future and those who cling to the past. It is the line between those who give up their resentment and those who believe they will absolutely die if they have to release one bit grievance. It is the line between those who confront every day with a clenched fist and those who confront every day with an open hand. That is the only line that really counts when all is said and done.

To those who believe that God made each of us in His own image, how could we choose the darker road? When you look at those children who greeted us as we got off that plane today, how could anyone say they did not want those children to have a chance to have their own children? To experience the joy of another morning sunrise? To learn the normal lessons of life? To give something back to their people?

When you strip it all away, whether we’re talking about Rwanda or some other distant troubled spot, the world is divided according to how people believe they draw meaning from life.

And so I say to you, though the road is hard and uncertain, and there are many difficulties ahead, and like every other person who wishes to help, I doubtless will not be able to do everything I would like to do, there are things we can do. And if we set about the business of doing them together, you can overcome the awful burden that you have endured. You can put a smile on the face of every child in this country, and you can make people once again believe that they should live as people were living who were singing to us and dancing for us today.

That’s what we have to believe. That is what I came here to say. And that is what I wish for you.

Thank you and God bless you.

 Source: Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: William J. Clinton, 1998, Book I, pp. 431–434.

2. The Akayesu Verdict and Sentence, September 2, 1998 and October 2, 1998

The trial of Jean-Paul Akayesu at the International Criminal Court for Rwanda was the first genocide trial in history. On September 2, 1998, he was found guilty on 9 of the 15 counts (including crimes against humanity and genocide) with which he was charged. It was a landmark decision in that it constituted the first international conviction of genocide, and it also embedded into the definition of genocide crimes against humanity based on rape. Following his conviction, Akayesu was sentenced to life in imprisonment.

VERDICT: having considered all of the evidence and the arguments, the Chamber unanimously finds as follows:

Count 1: Guilty of Genocide

Count 2: Not guilty of Complicity in Genocide

Count 3: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Extermination)

Count 4: Guilty of Direct and Public Incitement to Commit Genocide

Count 5: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Murder)

Count 6: Not guilty of Violation of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions (Murder)

Count 7: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Murder)

Count 8: Not guilty of Violation of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions (Murder)

Count 9: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Murder)

Count 10: Not guilty of Violation of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions (Murder)

Count 11: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Torture)

Count 12: Not guilty of Violation of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions (Cruel Treatment)

Count 13: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Rape)

Count 14: Guilty of Crime against Humanity (Other Inhumane Acts)

Count 15: Not guilty of Violation of Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions and of Article 4(2)(e) of Additional Protocol II (Outrage upon personal dignity, in particular Rape, Degrading and Humiliating Treatment and Indecent Assault)

Signed in Arusha, 2 September 1998,

Laïty Kama (Presiding Judge), Lennart Aspegren (Judge), Navanethem Pillay (Judge)

SENTENCE, OCTOBER 2, 1998

Trial Chamber I, . . . noting that Akayesu was convicted on Counts 1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13 and 14 of the indictment in the judgement delivered by this Chamber on 2nd September 1998, noting the brief submitted by the prosecutor, having heard the prosecutor and Akayesu in punishment of the above mentioned crimes, sentences Jean Paul Akayesu . . .

For Count 1, life imprisonment for the crime of genocide.

Count 3 of the indictment, life in imprisonment for the crime—for crimes against humanity, extermination.

Count 4, life imprisonment for direct and public incitement to commit genocide.

Count 5, 15 years of imprisonment for crimes against humanity, murder.

For Count 7, 15 years of imprisonment for crimes against humanity, murder.

For Count 9, 15 years of imprisonment for crimes against humanity, murder.

For Count 11, 10 years of imprisonment for crimes against humanity, torture.

Count 13, 15 years imprisonment for crimes against humanity, rape.

Count 14, 10 years of imprisonment for crimes against humanity, other inhumane acts.

The Chamber decides that the above sentences shall be served concurrently and therefore sentences Akayesu to a single sentence of life imprisonment.

 Source: Prosecutor V. Akayesu, Case No. ICTR-96–4, Verdict (Sept 2, 1998) and Sentence (Oct 2, 1998). Used by permission of the United Nations. Available online: Verdict: http://www.unictr.org/Portals/0/Case/English/Akayesu/judgement/akay001.pdf; Sentence: http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/ICTR/AKAYESU_ICTR-96–4/Sentence_ICTR-96–4-T.html

3. The Courtroom Testimony of "Witness JJ" before the ICTR

In 1997 the trial of Jean-Paul Akayesu (b. 1953) commenced at the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR). At one point in the trial of this former mayor of the village of Taba, a so-called secret witness, known only by the initials JJ, appeared. Her testimony was one of the accounts that led to his being sentenced to life imprisonment for genocide. A Tutsi from Taba, JJ lived with her husband, sister, and four children before the genocide. After April 1994, the farm on which she lived was attacked and three of her children fled. Her sister was severely wounded by machete cuts and became lost: in the confusion, JJ managed to escape with her baby son. She fled to the bureau communale, where she sought protection from Akayesu, but this had been taken over by the Interahamwe. Over the following days she and other Tutsi women were subjected to repeated beatings and systematic rapes. Part of her shocking testimony before the ICTR is produced here.

418. Following the amendment of the Indictment, Witness JJ, a Tutsi woman, testified about the events which took place in Taba after the plane crash. She [testified] that she was driven away from her home, which was destroyed by her Hutu neighbours who attacked her and her family after a man came to the hill near where she lived and said that the bourgmestre had sent him so that no Tutsi would remain on the hill that night. Witness JJ saw her Tutsi neighbours killed and she fled, seeking refuge in a nearby forest with her baby on her back and her younger sister, who had been wounded in the attack by a blow with an axe and two machete cuts. As she was being chased everywhere she went, Witness JJ said she went to the bureau communal. There she found more than sixty refugees down the road and on the field nearby. She testified that most of the refugees were women and children.

419. Witness JJ testified that the refugees at the bureau communal had been beaten by the Interahamwe and were lying on the ground when she arrived. Witness JJ encountered four Interahamwe outside the bureau communal, armed with knives, clubs, small axes and small hoes. That afternoon, she said, approximately forty more Interahamwe came and beat the refugees, including Witness JJ. At this time she said she saw the Accused, standing in the courtyard of the communal office, with two communal police officers who were armed with guns, one of whom was called Mushumba. Witness JJ said she was beaten on the head, the ribs and the right leg, which left her disabled. That evening, she said, the Accused came with a policeman to look for refugees and ordered the Interahamwe to beat them up, calling them “wicked, wicked people” and saying they “no longer had a right to shelter.” The refugees were then beaten and chased away. Witness JJ said she was beaten by the policeman Mushumna, who hit her with the butt of his gun just behind her ear.

420. Witness JJ testified that she spent the night in the rain in a field. The next day she said she returned to the bureau communal and went to the Accused, in a group of ten people representing the refugees, who asked that they be killed as the others had been because they were so tired of it all. She said the Accused told them that there were no more bullets and that he had gone to look for more in Gitarama but they had not yet been made available. He asked his police officers to chase them away and said that even if there were bullets they would not waste them on the refugees. As the refugees saw that death would be waiting for them anywhere else, Witness JJ testified they stayed at the bureau communal.

421. Witness JJ testified that often the Interahamwe came to beat the refugees during the day, and that the policemen came to beat them at night. She also testified that the Interahamwe took young girls and women from their site of refuge near the bureau communal into a forest in the area and raped them. Witness JJ testified that this happened to her—that she was stripped of her clothing and raped in front of other people. At the request of the Prosecutor and with great embarrassment, she explicitly specified that the rapist, a young man armed with an axe and a long knife, penetrated her vagina with his penis. She stated that on this occasion she was raped twice. Subsequently, she told the Chamber, on a day when it was raining, she was taken by force from near the bureau communal into the cultural center within the compound of the bureau communal, in a group of approximately fifteen girls and women. In the cultural center, according to Witness JJ, they were raped. She was raped twice by one man. Then another man came to where she was lying and he also raped her. A third man then raped her, she said, at which point she described herself as feeling near dead. Witness JJ testified that she was at a later time dragged back to the cultural center in a group of approximately ten girls and women and they were raped. She was raped again, two times. Witness JJ testified that she could not count the total number of times she was raped. She said, “each time you encountered attackers they would rape you,”—in the forest, in the sorghum fields. Witness JJ related to the Chamber the experience of finding her sister before she died, having been raped and cut with a machete.

422. Witness JJ testified that when they arrived at the bureau communal the women were hoping the authorities would defend them but she was surprised to the contrary. In her testimony she recalled lying in the cultural center, having been raped repeatedly by Interahamwe, and hearing the cries of young girls around her, girls as young as twelve or thirteen years old. On the way to the cultural center the first time she was raped there, Witness JJ said that she and the others were taken past the Accused and that he was looking at them. The second time she was taken to the cultural center to be raped, Witness JJ recalled seeing the Accused standing at the entrance of the cultural center and hearing him say loudly to the Interahamwe, “Never ask me again what a Tutsi woman tastes like,” and “Tomorrow they will be killed” (Ntihazagire umbaza uko umututsikazi yari ameze, ngo kandi mumenye ko ejo ngo nibabica nta kintu muzambaza. Ngo ejo bazabica). According to Witness JJ, most of the girls and women were subsequently killed, either brought to the river and killed there, after having returned to their houses, or killed at the bureau communal. Witness JJ testified that she never saw the Accused rape anyone, but she, like Witness H, believed that he had the means to prevent the rapes from taking place and never even tried to do so. In describing the Accused and the statement he made regarding the taste of Tutsi women, she said he was “talking as if someone were encouraging a player” (Yavugaga nk’ubwiriza umukinnyi) and suggested that he was the one “supervising” the acts of rape. Witness JJ said she did not witness any killings at the bureau communal, although she saw dead bodies there.

423. When Witness JJ fled from the bureau communal, she left her one year-old child with a Hutu man and woman, who said they had milk for the child and subsequently killed him. Witness JJ spoke of the heavy sorrow the war had caused her. She testified to the humiliation she felt as a mother, by the public nudity and being raped in the presence of children by young men. She said that just thinking about it made the war come alive inside of her. Witness JJ told the Chamber that she had remarried but that her life had never been the same because of the beatings and rapes she suffered. She said the pain in her ribs prevents her from farming because she can no longer use a hoe, and she used to live on the food that she could grow.

 Source: International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. Decision of 2 September 1998. Available at http://www.unictr.org/Portals/0/Case/English/Akayesu/judgement/akay001.pdf. Used by permission of the United Nations.

4. Fergal Keane at Nyarubuye

Fergal Keane (b. 1961) is an Irish writer and broadcaster, highly decorated within his profession. In 1990 he was appointed as the BBC’s correspondent in Southern Africa, leading him to cover the collapse of Apartheid in South Africa as well as the Rwandan Genocide on 1994. In Season of Blood, his observations of the post-genocide situation in Rwanda after the journalists were permitted to return, he relates how he and his colleagues reported on a society that had been completely shredded by genocide. This document is a riveting account from his journal, in which he describes his emotions on being confronted with the carnage at the church of Nyarubuye, where an estimated 20,000 people were murdered on April 15–17, 1994.

This was always going to be the hardest part, this remembrance of what lay ahead in the dusk on that night in early June. My dreams are the fruit of this journey down the dirt road to Nyarubuye. How do I write this, how do I do justice to what awaits at the end of this road? As simply as possible. This is not a subject for fine words. We bounce and jolt along the rutted track on an evening of soft, golden light. The air is sweet with the smell of warm savannah grass. Clouds of midges hover around the cars, dancing through the windows. Although I can sense the nervousness of everybody in the car, we are exhausted and hungry from the long day’s travelling, and we are too tired to bother fighting off the insects. Moses shifts down into first gear as we face into a long climb. The wheels begin to lose their grip and they spin in the loose sand of the incline. “Oh, shit,” mutters Moses. We climb out and begin to shove and push, but the car rolls back down the hill and we have to jump out of the way. The countryside is vastly different to the deep green hills around Byumba. From the top of the hill we can see a great expanse of yellow savannah grass, dotted here and there with thornbush and acacia. Glenn says it reminds him of home. He is right. This could be the bushveld around Louis Trichardt in the far Northern Transvaal. After about fifteen minutes of manoeuvring Moses eventually gets the car going again and we move off. Frank has become very quiet and he is fingering the stock of his assault rifle. After about another fifteen minutes we come to a straight stretch of track, wider than before and with a line of tall trees on either side. Up ahead is the façade of a church built from red sandstone. “This is Nyarubuye,” says Frank. Moses begins to slow the car down and Glenn is preparing his camera to film. As we drive closer the front porch of the church comes into view. There is a white marble statue of Christ above the door with hands outstretched. Below it is a banner proclaiming the celebration of Easter, and below that there is the body of a man lying across the steps, his knees buckled underneath his body and his arms cast behind his head. Moses stops the car but he stays hunched over the wheel and I notice that he is looking down at his feet.

I get out and start to follow Frank across the open ground in front of the church. Weeds and summer grasses have begun to cover the gravel. Immediately in front of us is a set of classrooms and next to that a gateway leading into the garden of the church complex. As I walk towards the gate, I must make a detour to avoid the bodies of several people. There is a child who has been decapitated and there are three other corpses splayed on the ground. Closer to the gate Frank lifts a handkerchief to his nose because there is smell unlike anything I have ever experienced. I stop for a moment and pull out my own piece of cloth, pressing it to my face. Inside the gate the trail continues. The dead lie on either side of the pathway. A woman on her side, an expression of surprise on her face, her mouth open and a deep gash in her head. She is wearing a red cardigan and a blue dress but the clothes have begun to rot away, revealing the decaying body underneath. I must walk on, stepping over the corpse of a tall man who lies directly across the path, and, feeling the grass brush against my legs, I look down to my left and see a child who has been hacked almost into two pieces. The body is in a state of advanced decay and I cannot tell if it is a girl or a boy. I begin to pray to myself. “Our Father who art in heaven . . . ”These are prayers I have not said since my childhood but I need them now. We come to an area of wildly overgrown vegetation where there are many flies in the air. The smell is unbearable here. I feel my stomach heave and my throat is completely dry. And then in front of me I see a group of corpses. They are young and old, men and women, and they are gathered in front of the door of the church offices. How many are there? I think perhaps a hundred, but it is hard to tell. The bodies seem to be melting away. Such terrible faces. Horror, fear, pain, abandonment. I cannot think of prayers now. Here the dead have no dignity. They are twisted and turned into grotesque shapes, and the rains have left pools of stagnant, stinking water all around them. They must have fled here in a group, crowded in next to the doorway, an easy target for the machetes and the grenades. I look around at my colleagues and there are tears in Tony’s eyes. Glenn is filming, but he stops every few seconds to cough. Frank and Valence have wandered away from us into a clump of trees and the older man is explaining something to the boy. I do not know what he is saying, but Valence is looking at him intensely. I stay close to David because at this moment I need his age and strength and wisdom. He is very calm, whispering into Glenn’s ear from time to time with suggestions, and moving quietly. The dead are everywhere. We pass a classroom and inside a mother is lying in the corner surrounded by four children. The chalk marks from the last lesson in mathematics are still on the board. But the desks have been upturned by the killers. It looks as if the woman and her children had tried to hide underneath the desks. We pass around the corner and I step over the remains of a small boy. Again he has been decapitated. To my immediate left is a large room filled with bodies. There is blood, rust coloured now with the passing weeks, smeared on the walls. I do not know what else to say about the bodies because I have already seen too much. As we pass back across the open ground in front of the church I notice Moses and Edward standing by the cars and I motion to them to switch on the headlights because it is growing dark. The sound of insects grows louder now filling in the churchyard silence. David and the crew have gone into the church and I follow them inside, passing a pile of bones and rags. There are other bodies between the pews and another pile of bones at the foot of the statue of the Virgin Mary. In a cloister, next to the holy water fountain, a man lies with his arms over his head. He must have died shielding himself from the machete blows. “This is fucking unbelievable,” whispers Tony into my ear. We are all whispering, as if somehow we might wake the dead with our voices. “It is just fucking unbelievable. Can you imagine what these poor bastards went through?” he continues. And I answer that no, I cannot imagine it because my powers of visualization cannot possibly imagine the magnitude of the terror. David and Glenn say nothing at all and Frank has also lapsed into silence. Valence has gone to join the drivers. I do not know the things Valence has seen before this and he will not talk about them. I imagine that the sight of these bodies is bringing back unwelcome memories. Outside the church the night has come down thick and heavy. Tony shines a camera light to guide our way. Even with this and the car lights I nearly trip on the corpse of a woman that is lying in the grass. Moths are dancing around the lights as I reach the sanctuary of the car. While we are waiting for Glenn and Tony to pack the equipment away, we hear a noise coming from one of the rooms of the dead. I turn to Moses and Edward. “What is that? Did you hear that?” I ask. Edward notices the edge of fear in my voice and strains his ear to listen. But there is no more sound. “It is only rats, only rats,” says Moses. As we turn to go I look back and in the darkness see the form of the marble Christ gazing down on the dead. The rats scuttle in the classrooms again.

 Source: Fergal Keane, Season of Blood: A Rwandan Journey, London: Penguin Viking, 1995, pp. 76–81. Used by permission.

5. Arusha Accords, August 1993

The signing of these Accords brought to an end the genocidal conflict between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandan Patriotic Front. In reality, the Accords consisted of several documents: (1) the Peace Agreement; (2) the N’sele Cease-Fire Agreement; (3) Protocol of Agreement on the Rule of Law; (4) Protocol of Agreement on Power-Sharing; (5) Protocol of Agreement on Power-Sharing within the Framework of the Transitional Government; (6) Protocol of Agreement on the Repatriation of Refugees and Resettlement of Displaced Persons; (7) Protocol of Agreement on the Integration of the Armed Forces; (8) Protocol of Agreement on Miscellaneous Issues and Final Provisions.

Peace Agreement between the Government of the Republic Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front

The Government of the Republic of Rwanda on the one hand, and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the other;

Firmly resolved to find a political negotiated solution to the war situation confronting the Rwandese people since 1st October, 1990;

Considering and appreciating the efforts deployed by the countries of the Sub-region with a view to helping the Rwandese people to recover peace;

Referring to the numerous high-level meetings held respectively at Mwanza, United Republic of Tanzania, on 17th October, 1990, in Gbadolite, Republic of Zaire, on 26th October, 1990, in Goma, Republic of Zaire, on 20th November, 1990 in Zanzibar, United Republic of Tanzania, on 17th February, 1991, in Dar-es-Salaam, United Republic of Tanzania, on 19th February, 1991 and from 5th to 7th March, 1993;

Considering that all these meetings aimed first and foremost at establishing a ceasefire so as to enable the two parties to look for a solution to the war throughdirect negotiations;

Noting the N’SELE Ceasefire Agreement, of 29th March, 1991 as amended in GBADOLITE on 16th September, 1991 and at ARUSHA on 12th July, 1992;

Reaffirming their unwavering determination to respect principles underlying the Rule of Law which include democracy, national unity, pluralism, the respect of fundamental freedoms and rights of the individual;

Considering that these principles constitute the basis and consistency of a lasting peace awaited by the Rwandese people for the benefit of the present and future generations;

Noting the Protocol of Agreement on the Rule of Law signed at Arusha on 18th August, 1992;

Considering that the two parties accepted the principle of power-sharing within the framework of a Broad-Based Transitional Government;

Noting the Protocols of Agreement on Power-Sharing signed at ARUSHA respectively on 30th October, 1992, and on 9th January, 1993;

Considering that the conflictual situation between the two parties can only be brought to an end through the formation of one and single National Army and a new National Gendarmerie from forces of the two warring parties;

Noting of the Protocol of Agreement on the integration of Armed Forces of both Parties, signed at Arusha on 3rd August, 1993;

Recognizing that the unity of the Rwandese people cannot be achieved until a definitive solution to the problem of Rwandese refugees is found and that the return of Rwandese refugees to their country is an inalienable right and constitutes a factor for peace and national unity and reconciliation;

Noting the Protocol of Agreement on the repatriation of Rwandese refugees and the Resettlement of Displaced Persons, signed at ARUSHA on 9th June, 1993;

Resolved to eradicate and put a definite end to all the root causes which gave rise to the war;

Have, at the conclusion of the Peace Talks held in Arusha, United Republic of Tanzania, between 10th July, 1992 and 24th June, 1993 as well as Kinihira, Republic of Rwanda from 19th to 25th July, 1993 under the aegis of the Facilitator, His Excellency Ali Hassan MWINY1, President of the United Republic of Tanzania, in the presence of the Representative of the Mediator, His Excellency, MOBUTU SESE SEKO, President of the Republic of Zaire as well as Representatives of the Current Chairmen of the OAU, His Excellency Abdou DIOUF, President of the Republic of Senegal, and Hosni MUBARAK, President of the Arab Republic of Egypt, the Secretary General of the OAU, Dr. Salim Ahmed SALIM, the Secretary General of the United Nations, Dr. Boutros Boutros GHAU and Observers representing the Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, Burundi, the United States of America, France, Nigeria, Uganda and Zimbabwe;

Calling the International Community to witness;

Hereby agree on the following provisions.

Article 1: The war between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front is hereby brought to an end.

Article 2: The following documents are an integral part of the present Peace Agreement concluded between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front:

	The N’SELE Ceasefire Agreement of 29th March, 1991 between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front, as amended in GBADOUTE on 16th September, 1991 and at ARUSHA on 12th July, 1992;
 	The Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the Rule of Law, signed at ARUSHA on 18th September, 1992;
 	The Protocols of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on Power-Sharing within the Framework of a Broad-Based Transitional Government, signed at ARUSHA respectively on 30th October, 1992 and on 9 th January, 1993;
 	The Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the Repatriation of Refugees and the Resettlement of Displaced Persons, signed at Arusha on 9th June, 1993;
 	The Protocol Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the integration of Armed Forces of the two parties, signed at ARUSHA on, 3rd August 1993;
 	The Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on Miscellaneous Issues and Final Provisions signed at Arusha on 3rd August, 1993.


These entire documents are attached as Annex.

Article 3: The two parties also agree that the Constitution of 10th June, 1991 and the Arusha Peace Agreement shall constitute indissolubly the Fundamental Law that shall govern the Country during the Transition period, taking into account the following provisions:

	The following articles of the Constitution shall be replaced by the provisions of the Peace Agreement relating to the same matters. The Articles in question are: 34, 35, 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 63, 65, 66, 67, 68, 70, 71, 73, 74, 75 paragraph 2, 77 paragraphs 3 and 4, 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 88 paragraph 1, 90, 96, 99, 101.
 	In case of conflict between the other provisions of the Constitution and those of the Peace Agreement, the provisions of the Peace Agreement shall prevail.
 	The Constitutional Court shall verify the conformity of Laws and Orders in Council with the Fundamental Law thus defined. Pending the enactment of the law on the Supreme Court, the existing Constitutional Court shall remain composed of both the Court of Cassation and the State of Council. The Presiding Judge of the Constitutional Court shall assume the presidency.


Article 4: In case of conflict between the provisions of the Fundamental Law and those of other Laws and Regulations, the provisions of the Fundamental Law shall prevail.

Article 5: The Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front undertake to make every possible effort to ensure that the present Peace Agreement is respected and implemented.

They further undertake to spare no effort to promote National Unity and Reconciliation.

Article 6: The two parties agree on the appointment of Mr. TWAGIRAMUNGU Faustin as Prime Minister of the Broad-Based Transitional Government, in accordance with Articles 6 and 51 of the Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on Power-Sharing within the framework of a Broad-Based Transitional Government.

Article 7: The Transitional Institutions shall be set up within thirty seven (37) days following the signing of the Peace Agreement.

Article 8: The current Government shall remain in Office until the Broad-Based Transitional Government is established. The maintenance of that Government does not mean that it can encroach on the mandate of the Broad-Based Transitional Government being established.

The current Government shall, in no case, take decisions which may be detrimental to the implementation of the Broad-Based Transitional programme.

Article 9: The “Conseil National de Developpment” (CND) shall remain in Office until the Transitional National Assembly is established. However, as from the date of signing the Peace Agreement, it shall not enact laws.

Article 10: The present Peace Agreement is signed by the President of the Republic Rwanda and the Chairman of the Rwandese Patriotic Front, in the presence of:

	The Facilitator, His Excellency, Ali Hassan MWINYI, President of the United Republic of Tanzania,
 	His Excellency, Yoweri Kaguta MUSEVENI, President of the Republic of Uganda; Observer country;
 	His Excellency Melchior NDADAYE, President of the Republic of Burundi, Observer country;
 	The Representative of the Mediator, His Excellency Faustin BIRINDWA, Prime Minister of Zaire;
 	Dr. Salim Ahmed SALIM, Secretary General of the OAU;
 	The Representative of the Secretary General of the United Nations;
 	The Representative of the Current Chairman of the OAU;
 	The Representatives of other Observer countries: Germany, Belgium, United States of America, France, Nigeria and Zimbabwe;
 	The delegations of the two parties.


Article 11: The present Peace Agreement shall come into force upon its signing by the parties.

Done at Arusha, on the 4th day of the month of August, 1993 both in French and English languages, the original text being in French.

Protocol of Agreement Between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the Rule of Law

PREAMBLE:

The Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front.

Reaffirming that the Rule of Law, the principle of the establishment of which was agreed upon by the signatories of the present Protocol of Agreement, in accordance with Article V of the N’sele Agreement, as amended in Gbadolite, on the 16th of September, 1991 and in Arusha on the 12th of July, 1992, shall characterize the political life in our country.

Considering that the Rule of Law implies that nobody, including the authorities, is above the law and that the laws must respect the fundamental rights of the citizens;

Reaffirming that the Rule of Law does not mean merely a formal legality which assures regularity and consistency in the achievement and enforcement of democratic order, and which is first and foremost and fundamentally characterised by Justice based on the recognition and full acceptance of the supreme value of the human personality and guaranteed by institutions providing a framework for its fullest expression;

Convinced that the Rule of Law:

	is the best guarantee of national unity, the respect of the fundamental freedoms and rights of the individual;
 	is a concrete manifestation of democracy;
 	hinges on National Unity. Democracy, Pluralism and Respect for human rights:


Have agreed as follows:

Chapter I. National unity

Article 1: National unity must be based on equality of all citizens before the law, equal opportunities in all fields including the economic field and respect for fundamental rights as stipulated, notably, in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in the African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.

Article 2: National unity implies that the Rwandese people, as constituent elements of the Rwandese nation, are one and indivisible. It also implies the necessity to fight all obstacles to national unity, notably, ethnicism, regionalism, integrism and intolerance which subordinate the national interest to ethnic, regional, religious and personal interest.

Article 3: National unity entails the rejection of all exclusions and any form of discrimination based notably, on ethnicity, region, sex and religion. It also entails that all citizens have equal opportunity of access to all the political, economic and other advantages, which access must be guaranteed by the State.

Article 4: The two parties acknowledge that the national unity of the people of Rwanda cannot be achieved without a definitive solution to the problem of Rwandese refugees. They recognize that the return of the Rwandese refugees to their country is an inalienable right and represents a factor of peace, unity and national reconciliation. They undertake not to hinder the free exercise of this right by the refugees.

Chapter II: Democracy

Article 5: Democracy is founded on the idea that sovereignty belongs to the people. It is expressed, notably, through regular, free, transparent and fair elections. Popular representation must be the authentic expression of the will of citizens.

Article 6: The two parties accept the universality as well as the implications of the following fundamental principles of democracy:

	sovereignty of the people;
 	government based on the consent of the people expressed through regular, free, transparent and fair elections;
 	separation of the legislative, the executive and the Judiciary powers;
 	independence of the Judiciary:
 	guarantee for the fundamental rights of the individual as provided for in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights as well as in the African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights, among others, freedom of speech, enterprise and of political, social and economic association;
 	laws and regulations based on the respect of fundamental human rights;
 	equality before the law;
 	respect of laws and regulations by all;
 	Constitution which respects the principles enunciated above, organises the State powers and defines the powers and limitations of the institutions of the Republic;
 	multipartism, social and economic pluralism.


Article 7: The two parties recognize that multipartism entails the legitimate existence of a democratic opposition and consider, as legitimate, the aspiration of any Rwandese citizen to accede to power through democratic process.

Article 8: The two parties resolutely reject and undertake to fight:

	political ideologies based on ethnicity, region, religion and intolerance which subordinate national Interest to the ethnic, regional, religious or personal interest:
 	any form of coup d’etat as being contrary to the democratic system as described above.


Article 9: In order to promote and consolidate the democratic system as described above, the two parties undertake to work for social, economic and cultural development of the country and to fight hunger, ignorance, poverty and disease.

Article 10: Elections shall be organised in such a way that transparency is guaranteed and fraud eliminated through the establishment of efficient supervision mechanisms including, if the need arises, enlisting the assistance of International Observers.

The prior and full explanation of the citizens’ rights and civic duties including the issues at stake in the elections is their inalienable right as a way of avoiding any form of political manipulation.

Article 11: The two parties accept to promote, in national political life, a democratic culture based on the principles enunciated above.

Article 12: The broad-based transitional government provided for in Article V of the N’sele Agreement, as amended in Gbadolite, on 16th September, 1991 and in Arusha on 12th July, 1992, shall lead the country to a democratic system as defined above.

To this end, the two parties note that a political process has been initiated by the Rwandese people to ensure the progress of democracy and reaffirm the need to build together a society founded on the Rule of Law as stipulated in the present Protocol.

Chapter III: Pluralism

Article 13: The two parties recognise that a democratic society is also founded on pluralism which is the expression of individual freedoms and must respect national unity and the fundamental rights of the citizen.

Chapter IV: Human Rights

Article 14: The two parties recognise the universal nature of human rights and should express concern when these rights are violated anywhere and by anybody.

They also recognise that the International Community would be justified in expressing concern in the event that these rights are violated by anybody on Rwandese territory. These rights should be guaranteed by the Constitution and the laws of the Republic of Rwanda.

Article 15: The two parties agree that a National Commission on Human Rights shall be established. This institution shall be independent and shall investigate human right violations committed by anybody on Rwandese territory. in particular, by organs of the State and individuals in their capacity as agents of the State or of various organisations.

The Investigation work of the Commission shall not be limited in time.

The Commission shall be provided with the necessary means, especially legal means, to efficiently accomplish its mission. It shall utilise its findings to:

	a) sensitize and educate the population about human rights;
 	b) institute legal proceedings, where necessary.


Article 16: The two parties also agree to establish an International Commission of Enquiry to investigate human rights violations committed during the war.

Conclusion

Article 17: The two parties concur that national unity, democracy and peace are invaluable and solemnly undertake to do everything possible so as to preserve these values In the interest of the present and future Rwandese generations.

Done at Arusha, the 18th day of August, 1992 in French and English, the French version being the original.

Protocol of Agreement on Power-Sharing Within the Framework of a Broad-Based Transitional Government Between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front

The Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese Patriotic Front;

Agree on the following provisions which are an integral part of the Protocol of Agreement on Power-sharing:

Chapter I: General Principles

ARTICLE 1:

The two parties reaffirm the acceptance of the principle of powersharing within the framework of a Broad-Based Transitional Government, in conformity with Article V.3. of the N’sele Ceasefire Agreement, as amended at GBADOLITE on 16th September. 1991 and at ARUSHA on 12th July, 1992. The modalities of implementation of this principle are the object of the present Protocol of Agreement on Power-sharing.

ARTICLE 2:

The two parties agree that those modalities shall consist of:

	(a) the maintenance of the current structure of the Coalition Government with appropriate adjustments to be mutually agreed upon In this Protocol, with a view to making room for the participation of the RPF and other political forces in the country,
 	(b) appropriate adjustments to be mutually agreed upon in this Protocol, to be made at the level of the State powers with a view to enabling the RPF and other political forces in the country to participate in and make for the efficient management of the transition, in compliance with the principle of separation of powers.


Chapter II: Transitional Institutions

ARTICLE 3: During the Transitional Period, the State institutions shall be:

	(I) The Presidency of the Republic;
 	(ii) The Broad-Based Transitional Government:
 	(iii) The Transitional National Assembly;
 	(iv) The Institutions of the Judiciary.


 Source: Available online at http://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/RW_930804_PeaceAgreementRwanda-RwandesePatrioticFront.pdf; http://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/RW_920818_ProtocolOnRuleOfLLaw.pdf; and http://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/files/RW_930109_ProtocolOnPowerSharing.pdf.

6. The "Genocide Fax," January 1994

On January 10, 1994, Lieutenant-General Roméo Dallaire (b. 1946), the Canadian Force Commander of UNAMIR (the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda), received intelligence that a radical Hutu, codenamed “Jean-Pierre,” was prepared to disclose information regarding a planned genocide of Tutsis. “Jean-Pierre” had been an officer in Rwanda’s Presidential Guard, but had left in order to become one of the key men in the Interahamwe militia. Upon closer inquiries, he described in detail how the Interahamwe were trained, by whom, and where; he added that the militia was in a state of permanent readiness sufficient to kill one thousand Tutsis in the capital, Kigali, within 20 minutes of receiving an order to commence the genocide. As a sign of his goodwill and reliability, “Jean-Pierre” offered to reveal the location of a large stockpile of weapons somewhere in central Kigali. Dallaire, realizing that these arms had to be confiscated, decided to order an arms raid, and faxed the UN Department of Peacekeeping Operations in New York, headed at that time by Kofi Annan (b. 1938), for authorization. This cable outlined in detail “Jean-Pierre’s” revelations. Dallaire’s fax was responded to negatively, however. Under no circumstances was he authorized to conduct arms raids; he was taken to task for suggesting that he exceed his Chapter VI peacekeeping mandate; and he was ordered to turn over “Jean-Pierre’s” revelations to the president of Rwanda, Juvénal Habyarimana (1937–1994)—the very man whose anti-Tutsi cause the Interahamwe was enforcing. The UN’s Department of Peacekeeping Operations, together with the Office of the then secretary general, Boutros Boutros-Ghali (b. 1922), decided that legality and process was more important, on this occasion, than action; not only this, but they were concerned for the image of the UN in light of an earlier failed arms raid that took place with heavy loss of life in Mogadishu, Somalia, in October, 1993. Dallaire protested the decision insistently, but New York would not budge, with catastrophic consequences. The “genocide fax” of January 10, 1994, represents a missed opportunity on the UN’s part to nip the nascent génocidaires in the bud; it was a mistake whose price was the Rwanda genocide three months later.

	1. Force commander put in contact with informant by very very important government politician. Informant is a top level trainer in the cadre of interhamwe-armed militia of MRND.
 	2. He informed us he was in charge of last Saturdays demonstrations which aims were to target deputies of opposition parties coming to ceremonies and Belgian soldiers. They hoped to provoke the RPF BN to engage (being fired upon) the demonstrators and provoke a civil war. Deputies were to be assassinated upon entry or exit from Parliament. Belgian troops were to be provoked and if Belgians soldiers restored to force a number of them were to be killed and thus guarantee Belgian withdrawal from Rwanda.
 	3. Informant confirmed 48 RGF PARA CDO and a few members of the gendarmerie participated in demonstrations in plain clothes. Also at least one Minister of the MRND and the sous-prefect of Kigali were in the demonstration. RGF and Interhamwe provided radio communications.
 	4. Informant is a former security member of the president. He also stated he is paid RF150,000 per month by the MRND party to train Interhamwe. Direct link is to chief of staff RGF and president of the MRND for financial and material support.
 	5. Interhamwe has trained 1700 men in RGF military camps outside the capital. The 1700 are scattered in groups of 40 throughout Kigali. Since UNAMIR deployed he has trained 300 personnel in three week training sessions at RGF camps. Training focus was discipline, weapons, explosives, close combat and tactics.
 	6. Principal aim of Interhamwe in the past was to protect Kigali from RPF. Since UNAMIR mandate he has been ordered to register all Tutsi in Kigali. He suspects it is for their extermination. Example he gave was that in 20 minutes his personnel could kill up to 1000 Tutsis.
 	7. Informant states he disagrees with anti-Tutsi extermination. He supports opposition to RPF but cannot support killing of innocent persons. He also stated that he believes the president does not have full control over all elements of his old party/faction.
 	8. Informant is prepared to provide location of major weapons cache with at least 135 weapons. He already has distributed 110 weapons including 35 with ammunition and can give us details of their location. Type of weapons are G3 and AK47 provided by RGF. He was ready to go to the arms cache tonight-if we gave him the following guarantee. He requests that he and his family (his wife and four children) be placed under our protection.
 	9. It is our intention to take action within the next 36 hours with a possible H HR of Wednesday at dawn (local). Informant states that hostilities may commence again if political deadlock ends. Violence could take place day of the ceremonies or the day after. Therefore Wednesday will give greatest chance of success and also be most timely to provide significant input to on-going political negotiations.
 	10. It is recommended that informant be granted protection and evacuated out of Rwanda. This HQ does not have previous UN experience in such matters and urgently requests guidance. No contact has as yet been made to any embassy in order to inquire if they are prepared to protect him for a period of time by granting diplomatic immunity in their embassy in Kigali before moving him and his family out of the country.
 	11. Force commander will be meeting with the very very important political person tomorrow morning in order to ensure that this individual is conscious of all parameters of his involvement. Force commander does have certain reservations on the suddenness of the change of heart of the informant to come clean with this information. Recce of armed cache and detailed planning of raid to go on late tomorrow. Possibility of a trap not fully excluded, as this may be a set-up against this very very important political person. Force commander to inform SRSG first thing in morning to ensure his support.
 	13. P eux Ce Que Veux. Allons-y.


 Source: National Security Archive.

7. "The Hutu Ten Commandments"

 The so-called Hutu Ten Commandments was a catalogue of 10 admonitory instructions that were to be followed by Hutus in order to destroy Tutsi influence over Rwandan society, and guarantee Hutu hegemony. Published in issue number 6 of the anti-Tutsi newspaper Kangura, in December, 1990, the “Ten Commandments of the Hutu” were written by the magazine’s editor, Hassan Ngeze (b. 1961)—though in his trial testimony before the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), Ngeze claimed that the list had been circulating for years before, and was not in fact composed by him alone. The “Ten Commandments” could in many respects have been adapted directly out of the Nazi Nuremberg Laws.

	Every Hutu male should know that Tutsi women, wherever they may be, work for the interest of their Tutsi ethnic group. As a result, a Hutu who marries a Tutsi woman, befriends a Tutsi woman, or employs a Tutsi woman as a secretary or concubine, shall be considered a traitor;
 	Every Hutu should know that our daughters are more suitable and conscientious in their role as woman, wife and mother. Are they not beautiful, good secretaries, and more honest?
 	Hutu women, be vigilant, and try to bring your husbands, brothers and sons back to reason;
 	Every Hutu should know that all Tutsis are dishonest in their business dealings. They are only seeking the supremacy of their own ethnic group. Any Hutu who engages in business dealings or partnerships with the Tutsis is a traitor;
 	All strategic positions—political, administrative, economic, military, and security—should be entrusted to the Hutus;
 	The education sector should be majority Hutu;
 	The Rwandan armed forces must be exclusively Hutu;
 	The Hutus should stop having mercy on the Tutsis;
 	Hutus, wherever they may be, must have unity and solidarity, and be concerned about the fate of their Hutu brothers;
 	The 1959 revolution, the 1961 revolution, and the Hutu ideology must be taught to Hutus at all levels. Every Hutu must spread this ideology widely. Any Hutu who persecutes his brother Hutu for having read, spread and taught this ideology, is a traitor.


 Source: Kangura, No. 6 (December 1990). Available online at http://www.trumanwebdesign.com/~catalina/commandments.htm.
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Appendices



Appendix I: Atrocities, War Crimes, and Crimes against Humanity

Since the 19th century, there have been many major incidences of mass murder that do not fit neatly into the 1948 Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) definition of what constitutes the crime of genocide. However, while some of these episodes continue to be debated among scholars as to whether they do constitute genocide, they do fit the broader categories of atrocities, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. This section includes concepts, individuals, places, events, and organizations that showcase incidents of mass murder in modern history. These incidents, while not considered genocide according to the UNCG, are still important to consider in terms of their historical impact as major atrocities, war crimes, and crimes against humanity.
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Afghanistan

Afghanistan has been the site of ongoing and brutal conflict since 1978. During this time there have been numerous accusations of war crimes against all participants, including allegations of massacres, summary executions, torture, rape, indiscriminate bombing, targeting of civilians, and other atrocities. To date, however, there have been no large-scale prosecutions of the perpetrators of these crimes, although human rights groups continue to collect evidence and identify suspects.

Accusations of war crimes began after the April 1978 coup in which the People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), a Marxist group, overthrew the existing Afghan government and tried to transform Afghanistan forcibly into a socialist state through purges, mass arrests, secret detentions, and executions of its opponents. Resistance to this regime spurred the Soviet Union to invade Afghanistan in 1979; during and after the invasion, the Soviets were accused of engaging in widespread war crimes, especially indiscriminate bombing and reprisals against civilians that caused some 5 million Afghans to flee the country. The Soviets also helped create a repressive secret police force that routinely tortured prisoners to obtain information. The mujahideen (resistance) fighters also committed criminal acts, including the torture and summary execution of their captives.

In 1984, the United Nations Commission on Human Rights appointed a special rapporteur to monitor and report on human rights violations in Afghanistan. In a series of reports, the special rapporteur described reports of mass arrests, disappearances, summary executions, and indiscriminate bombing of civilian targets.

When the Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan in 1992, the conflict continued as the government of Mohammed Najibullah tried to maintain power through the use of militias. These government-backed militias were accused of engaging in widespread looting and indiscriminate attacks on civilians. Their mujahideen opponents continued to engage in systematic torture and the summary execution of detainees; one of the more notorious of these groups, Hizb-i Islami, was headed by Gulbuddin Hekmatyar, who would later serve briefly as Afghan prime minister. Hizb-i Islami reportedly maintained a prison near Peshawar in which Afghan refugees reported being tortured with the complicity of Pakistani intelligence services.

In April 1992, the Najibullah government collapsed and the country descended into civil war, largely along ethnic lines. Both sides employed rape as a weapon and committed other serious human rights abuses. For three years, fighting raged through Kabul, the capital of Afghanistan, with all sides engaging in indiscriminate bombing and rocket attacks on civilians. The city was virtually leveled and thousands of civilians were killed.

With the backing of Pakistan, the Taliban, a militant fundamentalist Islamic group, eventually emerged as the dominant force, taking control of Kabul in 1996. The Taliban drew their support primarily from the Pashtun ethnic group. As the Taliban moved into non-Pashtun areas, they burned villages and massacred civilians, sometimes in revenge for massacres that they had suffered earlier, including a 1997 massacre at Mazar-i Sharif that is thought to be the largest prisoner massacre of the entire conflict. The Taliban also engaged in the destruction of sacred objects of other faiths. In one especially notorious incident in early 2001, the Taliban dynamited the famed Buddhas of Bamyan, huge statues that had been carved into nearby cliffs some 1500 years earlier, and had been designated a “world heritage site” by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization (UNESCO). The Taliban also severely restricted the education and employment of women and girls; beat and executed those civilians who resisted its authority; and frequently carried out collective punishment, including the destruction of crops, food supplies, and houses.

In response to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the United States and some of its NATO partners committed combat forces to Afghanistan to overthrow the Taliban and capture Al Qaeda fighters. Major combat ended in late 2001, but remnants of the Taliban fled into the rugged countryside and to Pakistani border areas, where they eventually regrouped. During the intense fighting preceding the fall of the Taliban, there were numerous allegations that U.S. allies had committed war crimes, particularly against captured Taliban forces. In one of the most notorious incidents, hundreds of Taliban fighters held in a prison in Mazar-i-Sharif were reportedly slaughtered by U.S.-backed members of the Northern Alliance. In another incident, Afghan forces commanded by U.S. ally Rashid Dostum held surrendered Taliban prisoners in sealed cargo containers in the vicinity of Konduz, where hundreds allegedly died of asphyxiation and dehydration. Later, the U.S. was accused of committing war crimes itself, as revelations concerning the torture of prisoners held in Afghanistan came to light.

Following the fall of the Taliban and the installation of a new Afghan government, human rights groups continue to complain that the United States and its allies have turned a blind eye to the presence of known war criminals in positions of power. In 2007, the upper and lower houses of the Afghanistan parliament approved a war crimes amnesty that would have exempted certain Afghan warlords from war crimes prosecutions arising from incidents during the Soviet resistance era and the civil war. These warlords had now become powerful members of the new government of Afghanistan, and it was thought to be impossible as a practical matter to prosecute them. Afghan President Hamid Karzai refused to sign the bill, however, and it has not yet become law. The Supreme Soviet of the former Soviet Union had previously granted amnesty to Soviet soldiers accused of committing war crimes in Afghanistan during the Soviet invasion era.

Afghans continue to debate whether past war criminals should be brought to justice as part of a transitional justice agenda, or whether the focus should be on fact-finding, compensation of victims, and the rehabilitation and integration into society of those accused of past war crimes.
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Amin, Idi

Military president of Uganda from 1971 to 1979, Idi Amin commanded a brutal and lawless regime, the violent effects of which destabilized the East African republic for years.

Born in 1924 or 1925 in Koboko, British Uganda, an area remarkable for its fiercely combative culture and high homicide rate, Idi Amin Dada had a rugged upbringing among the Kakwa tribe with no formal education. This background made him an ideal recruit for the King’s African Rifles, the British colonial army. He joined in 1946, and his physical prowess made him popular with the troops and his superiors (he was the heavyweight boxing champion of Uganda for nine years). More importantly, Amin saw action in Burma fighting for the Allies during World War II and helped the British put down the Mau Mau insurgency in Kenya between 1952 and 1956. By 1960, he had been promoted to effendi, a newly created rank that signified the highest position an African soldier could attain in British East Africa.

Two years after Uganda achieved independence in 1962, Amin became a colonel and deputy commander of the army and air force; as such, he developed close ties to Dr. Milton Obote, then prime minister of the new nation. In 1966, Obote and Amin overthrew the president and King Edward Mutesa II, the figurehead of the royalist Baganda tribe. From that year until 1970, Amin was head of the armed forces. He later exploited the resentment between the Baganda and the Langi tribes to prepare the way for the coup he staged in 1971. Not content simply to oust Obote, Amin was responsible for the slaughter of soldiers from Langi (Obote’s homeland). These events demonstrated Amin’s talent for exacerbating tribal conflict.

Amin’s eight-year reign was marked by ethnic bloodshed, administrative breakdown, economic collapse, and the large-scale migration of Ugandan professionals. Amin was a difficult master to serve because his moods altered quickly from playful to savage. Fierce nationalism characterized his thought, and in 1972 he deported most of the Asian community of middle-class professionals who had managed the country’s bureaucracy, causing irreparable damage to the economy. During his reign, roughly a quarter of a million people were killed, including intellectuals, Christians, and those loyal to the former government. A Muslim, Amin courted the revolutionary Arabs of Libya and Palestine, involving himself personally with the Palestinian hijacking of a French airliner to Entebbe in 1976. By 1977, when Amin severed ties with Great Britain and Israel in favor of Arab support, his army was composed mostly of foreign recruits with no ethnic or religious relation to the indigenous population. In 1979, with revolts against his rule on the rise, Amin escaped to Saudi Arabia, as Tanzanian troops and Ugandan exile forces invaded from neighboring Tanzania and secured control of the country with little resistance.

In 1989, Amin was caught trying to reenter Africa using a fake passport, perhaps with the idea of attempting a military-backed return to power. In March 1998, Saudi authorities were reported to have confined the former dictator to Mecca after Amin tried to ship weapons to rebels in northern Uganda. In July 2003, after Amin slipped into a coma, his family asked the Ugandan government to allow him to die in his homeland and be buried there. The issue caused much controversy, and Ugandan President Yoweri Museveni at first stated that Amin would be arrested for crimes against human rights if he returned. However, Museveni relented after even the party that Amin had overthrown called on the government to grant the request of Amin’s family.

Amin never returned to Uganda, however, as his health continued to decline, primarily because of kidney failure. On August 16, 2003, Amin died in a Saudi Arabian hospital. Following his death, a number of the Ugandan Asians whom he had persecuted and expelled, as well as at least one human rights group, said they were saddened that Amin had escaped justice for the massive human rights violations he committed during his rule.
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Argentine Dirty War

Campaign launched by the Argentine military against its political opponents during 1974–1983. The roots of the Dirty War (Guerra Sucia) stretch back to the early 1930s, when the military became active in Argentine politics. Ultraconservative elements within the Argentine Army argued that the political process was beyond redemption and that elections and political pluralism threatened to move Argentina in the wrong direction. General José Félix Uriburu’s dictatorship (1930–1932), which openly embraced such antidemocratic viewpoints, appears to have foreshadowed the Dirty War.

The Perónist movement, led by President Juan Perón, emerged out of a military dictatorship beginning in 1946 and helped polarize Argentine politics and society. After a military coup forced Perón from power in 1955, his supporters fought successfully to limit the ability of any party, group, or force to rule effectively in Argentina. Anti-Perónist factions within the military became increasingly frustrated with decades of struggle against the Perónist forces, which dominated labor unions.

As the military became more involved in Argentine politics, the political scene became increasingly violent and unstable. Student groups, Catholic reform groups connected to working-class and rural communities, and factions within the Perónist movement became radicalized. Influenced by successful guerrilla strategies in other settings—most notably the 1959 Cuban Revolution as assessed by Ernesto “Che” Guevara—opponents of the Argentine military armed themselves and trained for battle in the 1960s.

With the political process wholly discredited, groups on the Right and Left clashed violently beginning in 1969. On the Left a number of groups, led by the Montoneros and the Ejercito Revolucionario del Pueblo (ERP, Revolutionary Army of the People), kidnapped business leaders and government officials, robbed banks and businesses, attacked government sites, and challenged the authority of the military and its civilian allies. On the Right, groups such as the Argentine Anti-Communist Alliance, with ties to the military, police force, and conservative factions within the Perónist movement, also emerged.

The political chaos and violence had reached a crucial point by 1972. Pressure from all sides forced government authorities to allow Perón’s return from exile, as activists across the political spectrum had fought to bring the ex-president back to power. The polarization of the political process had frustrated anti-Perónist elements in the military. Having failed at their attempts to rule without the Perónists, they accepted his return and inevitable election in 1973.

Perón’s return brought no solution. Political and economic mayhem continued as rival factions fought for positions within the Perónist movement after 1973. Perón’s 1974 death only added to the volatile environment. Behind the scenes, the military once again moved to take control of the country.

The Dirty War began in earnest with military-sponsored campaigns against guerrilla operations in northwestern Argentina in 1974. Combining political and security operations, military commanders seized authority across provinces and systematically detained, interrogated, and killed thousands of “subversives” whom its officers had identified as “enemies of order.”

By 1975, using clandestine operations against real and suspected terrorist cells, the military had neutralized guerrilla forces throughout the country. At this juncture a second phase of the Dirty War began. Commanders of the armed forces deposed María Estela Martínez de Perón’s government in 1976. The army, navy, air force, and police throughout the country then deployed antisubversive units that targeted enemies of the state for detention. The ensuing kidnappings, tortures, and murders launched a wave of state-sponsored terrorism that aimed at “disciplining” the population.

It is estimated that as many as 40,000 Argentineans may have been murdered in the Dirty War during 1974–1983. Working with military officials in Brazil, Chile, Uruguay, and Paraguay, the Argentine military dictatorship shared intelligence and coordinated actions against targeted enemies who had fled across borders to avoid capture. The military junta speciously justified its abhorrent actions as a broad and just campaign against international communism and in support of Christian civilization.

Understandably, the Dirty War generated significant domestic and international opposition. Although many of the dictatorship’s officers had received training at the U.S.-backed School of the Americas, U.S. president Jimmy Carter cited human rights violations as justification for limiting aid to Argentina. The Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo, an organization of mothers of victims of the regime’s policies that held silent marches near the presidential palace, led a growing domestic opposition that pressured the dictatorship.

Ultimately, economic mismanagement and military blunders forced the dictatorship from power and ended its campaign of political violence in 1982. Already by 1980, its misguided fiscal policies created inflation and capital flight that had destroyed Argentina’s economy. In the hopes of distracting popular attention, the armed forces launched an expedition that captured the Falkland and South Georgian Islands in 1982. Believing that the United Kingdom lacked both the will and the interest to contest this move, Argentine military commanders hoped to build national support for their evolving political ambitions.

Before the dictators could capitalize on their “liberation” of these islands, however, the British government mounted a methodical campaign to take back the Falklands. The decision by U.S. president Ronald Reagan to assist the British with logistical support for their transatlantic campaign surprised the Argentine dictatorship and demoralized the operation’s commanders. The success of the British invasion both discredited the regime and forced the military to accept a return to civilian rule.

Efforts to bring those involved in the Dirty War to justice continue. In turn, the term “Dirty War” has developed a broader connotation as revelations of government actions against political opponents in other Latin American countries during the 1960s–1980s have come to light.
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Assad, Bashar al-

Son of long-time Syrian President Hafez al-Assad, Bashar al-Assad was nominated at age 34 to become the country’s president following the death of his father in June 2000. He was inaugurated on July 17. A member of the Alawite sect, as was his father, Assad took over minority leadership of a country that is dominated by Sunni Muslims.

Born on September 11, 1965, in Damascus, Bashar al-Assad is the third of five children of Hafez al-Assad, a career air force officer who served as defense minister before seizing power as Syria’s president in 1970. Raised in Damascus, he attended the elite Al Hurriyeh high school, where he was educated in both French and Arabic. Upon graduation in 1982, he enrolled at Damascus University, where he completed his studies in general medicine six years later. Specializing in ophthalmology, Assad received advanced training at a military hospital in Damascus and later in Britain.

Known as “Doctor Bashar” among many Syrians, Assad was considered the shy young counterpart to his gregarious and outgoing older brother Basil, who was long groomed as his father’s heir apparent. With the death of Basil in a 1994 car crash, however, Bashar was summoned home from Britain to acquire the necessary credentials to become the country’s next ruler-in-waiting.

Over the next few years, Assad was slowly introduced to the world of international politics and diplomacy, dispatched to represent his country to the governments of Jordan, Oman, Saudi Arabia, and France, where he caused a stir by traveling through Paris without bodyguards. He also acted as Syria’s liaison to Lebanon, a country over which Syria exercises broad political and military control.

Despite his limited military background, Assad was immediately promoted from colonel to lieutenant general and commander in chief of the armed forces upon the death of his father. The People’s Assembly voted within hours of Hafez al-Assad’s death to amend the Syrian Constitution, lowering the age requirement for the presidency from 40 to 34. Within days, Assad was named secretary-general of the ruling Baath Party and, while he has never held a government post, he was also nominated as the sole candidate to assume the presidency.

Although his father’s government had moved swiftly to assure his smooth ascension to power, Assad faced his first challenge in a claim issued by his exiled uncle, Rifaat al-Assad, who asserted just days after the president’s death that he himself was the rightful heir to the presidency. The younger brother of Hafez al-Assad, Rifaat al-Assad, once a member of his brother’s government, had been stripped of his military and political credentials and had lived primarily in exile after attempting to unseat his brother while the president was hospitalized following a heart attack. Although the recent challenge to Bashar al-Assad was quickly dismissed by the government and the Syrian public, analysts speculated that if young Assad’s leadership proves to be weak or unpopular in the future, Syrians might look to the more experienced Rifaat al-Assad to take the reins.

While Assad himself has admitted that his presidential apprenticeship was not yet complete at the time of his father’s death, he has offered Syrians the prospect of economic and political reform and technological progress, while retaining the confidence of hard-liners in his father’s government. Upon solidifying his hold on power in Syria, Assad joined a new generation of Arab leaders, including King Abdullah II of Jordan, King Mohammed VI of Morocco, and Sheik Hamad ibn Isa al-Khalifa of Bahrain, who all came of age after the Arab-Israeli wars and who have assumed power from their fathers despite their lack of political or military credentials.

Though many felt that Assad was likely to liberalize Syria to some extent, his rule has in many ways mirrored that of his father. The country has remained under the state of emergency declared in 1963, despite increasing calls to lift the declaration. Assad’s government has suppressed prodemocracy movements as well as Islamist organizations that pose some degree of political risk to the regime. The sort of generalized paranoia common to many authoritarian governments has continued in Syria under Assad, despite periodic easing of certain restrictions. Internet access in widely used Internet cafes is subject to government monitoring, and Web site deemed subversive are routinely blocked, especially during times of increased political unrest. Dissidents and political opponents have allegedly been arrested, tortured, prevented from leaving the country, and even killed. Limited economic liberalization has taken place, but the state still closely controls most industries.

In foreign policy, Assad has allied himself closely with Iran and has continued Syrian political involvement in Lebanon. During the Iraq War, Syria was frequently at odds with the United States and was perennially accused of providing support or passage to Iraqi insurgents fighting against the American occupation forces. In 2005, the assassination of Lebanese prime minister Rafik Hariri and the subsequent demonstrations that became known as the Cedar Revolution put intense pressure on Syria to pull its military forces out of Lebanon (where they had been since the 1976 outbreak of the Lebanese Civil War). In April of that year, Assad called all Syrian forces back to Syria, ending the long occupation of Lebanon. Assad has remained generally antagonistic toward Israel, though he is said to have discussed the possibility of a peace treaty with Israeli prime minister Ehud Olmert in 2008 via Turkish diplomats. (Turkey, unlike Syria, maintains diplomatic relations with Israel.)

In early 2011, the political unrest that had been brewing for some time in Syria began to boil over as popular uprisings in other Arab countries—most notably Tunisia and Egypt—successfully challenged long-standing dictatorial regimes. Relatively small protests began in January and seemed to diminish in February. But in mid-March, large protests erupted in cities around the country, triggering a mass movement against the Assad regime. Some believed that the Syrian government would fall, as the Egyptian and Tunisian ones did. However, unlike in Egypt and Tunisia, the loyalty of the military to the regime has been carefully cultivated and maintained by the Assads over the past four decades. The army did not side with the protesters, and when Assad charged the military with breaking the demonstrations, it complied. In late March the government began to crack down with great violence against the protesters, even as Assad offered concessions, including a proposal to lift the state of emergency. The protests and violence intensified during April and May, and the military besieged and occupied cities where protests were particularly large, arresting hundreds of dissidents and killing or injuring many others.

By the fall, armed opposition groups began to fight back, inching Syria closer to civil war and increasing the threat to Assad and his regime. Syrian opposition fighters vowed to topple Assad in the same way that Libyan rebels had ended the Muammar Qaddafi dictatorship, as Assad’s violent crackdown sparked criticism from the world community.
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Australia

When Dutch explorers first discovered Australia in 1606, there were an estimated 500,000–1,000,000 Aboriginals (indigenous peoples) living on the huge, continent-sized island. The British claimed the eastern portion of Australia in 1770; the first permanent British settlement was founded at New South Wales in 1788. The English population grew steadily thereafter, and in 1828 the British took formal control of the western half of Australia. Early British colonists were drawn to Australia chiefly because of its ranching and agricultural potential. In 1803, the British claimed the neighboring island of Tasmania, which also had a sizable Aboriginal population. British colonization proved calamitous for Australia’s Aboriginals; by 1933, the Aboriginal population stood at just 74,000; meanwhile, the Aboriginals on Tasmania were virtually wiped out. The influx of Europeans to Australia and Tasmania set the stage for continual conflict with the Aboriginals over land ownership, not unlike the conflicts between American colonists and Native Americans that began in the 1600s.

Although land encroachment, cultural insensitivity, and ill-conceived “assimilation” policies on the part of the government resulted in the deaths of thousands of Aboriginals, most Aboriginal peoples died from communicable diseases brought by the Europeans to which they had no natural immunity. The biggest killers were measles, influenza, and smallpox.

There were countless examples of atrocities and massacres perpetrated upon the Aboriginals between the 1780s and 1920s. Many were small-scale affairs that went unrecorded (and until the early 20th century, Australian courts did not often recognize violence against Aboriginals as a punishable crime). And many white colonists saw nothing wrong with killing or harassing Aboriginals if they perceived them as a threat to their person or land. Indeed, some Europeans did not even consider them as fully human. Like Native Americans, the Aboriginals were compelled to give up their ancestral lands to European colonists, with virtually no compensation. They were herded onto reservations, where the land and climate was often less than ideal for agriculture. This resulted in widespread hunger and even famine. Those who resisted were often killed.

The Aboriginal Protection Act of 1869, which was intended to “assimilate” the Aboriginals and force them into adopting European ways, proved to be nothing less than tragic for Aboriginals. A central part of this program involved the involuntary removal of Aboriginal children from their families. The children were then placed in white households and were raised as Europeans. This policy only accelerated the population loss among Aboriginals.

In May 1804, white settlers murdered 60 Aboriginals at Risdon Cove (Tasmania) because they had simply approached the colony. The so-called Black War in Tasmania (1828–1832) resulted in the practical eradication of Tasmanian aboriginals. By 1835, only about 150 such individuals were left, and by the 1850s, they had disappeared completely. In recent years, this sad affair has been labeled a genocide.

In the 1824 Bathurst Massacre in New South Wales, 16 Aboriginals were killed after seven Europeans had been killed by Aboriginals following a land dispute. The 1833–1834 Convincing Ground Massacre near Portland, Victoria, witnessed the killing of as many as 200 Aboriginals; that incident was the result of a dispute over fishing rights. In the 1838 Myall Creek Massacre, 28 Aboriginal men, women, and children were murdered for no justifiable reason. Notably, however, several perpetrators were tried and executed for the crime, the first time that a white person had ever been tried for a crime against Aboriginal peoples.

During October and November 1861, white settlers and local constables killed at least 170 Aboriginals in the central highlands of Queensland; land disputes were involved here too. In the 1884 Battle Mountain Massacre near Mount Isa, Queensland, 200 Aboriginals were killed after a local shepherd was found dead. The last significant atrocity against the Aboriginals occurred in 1928 in Coniston (Northern Territory) after two whites were attacked by Aboriginals. In retaliation, a local white resident raided an Aboriginal outpost, shooting and killing 28 people, many of them women and children. The official report of the incident ruled that the murders “were justified.”

Clearly, the fate of Australia’s Aboriginals was a sad one; most of the deaths that occurred over a period of some 150 years were not intentional, but were rather the result of European-spread diseases. However, purposeful actions by individuals, small groups, and the government did result in many deaths. Not until the second half of the 20th century did the Australian government come to terms with the injustices visited upon the Aboriginals. More enlightened government policies have attempted—at least in a small way—to right some of past wrongs and to restore to the Aboriginals some of their own cultural heritage. A recent census indicated that there were some 500,000 people of Aboriginal descent living in Australia, a sharp increase from the 74,000 in the 1930s.
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Australian Aborigines

The Aboriginal peoples of Australia and the nearby island of Tasmania suffered catastrophic losses once Europeans began to colonize those regions in the early 1800s. In the case of Tasmania, the Aborigines were virtually exterminated, partly because of diseases carried by the Europeans to which they had no resistance, but also because of purposeful policies of forced resettlement and extermination. In Australia, the decimation of Aborigines was caused not only by communicable diseases, but also by land encroachment, forced resettlement, forced labor, murder, rape, torture, and cultural insensitivity and forced assimilation policies on the part of the government. The Aboriginal population of Australia was estimated to be between 500,000 and 1,000,000 prior to European settlement in the late 1770s. By 1933, that number had plummeted to just 74,000. In Tasmania, the death rate was even more dramatic. The Pallawah (Tasmanian Aborigines), who numbered about 4,000 in 1803, suffered at least a 50 percent reduction in their population between 1803 and 1820 alone. The so-called Black War against the Pallawah, waged between 1828 and 1832, left a Pallawah population of only 250; the rest had been killed or were resettled elsewhere.

Australia’s Aborigines have a rich and varied history. In 1788, when the British established the first permanent European settlement at New South Wales, it is estimated that there some 400 distinct Aboriginal groups throughout the continent-sized island of Australia. Each group had its own customs, culture, and language or dialect, and their socio-economic circumstances varied based largely upon where they were located. The Aborigines were mainly hunter-gatherers, and their sedentary agricultural ways were largely determined by the area and climate in which they lived. The three main cultural zones of the Aborigines were in the north, south, and central part of Australia. Aborigines in the north and south, owing to the climate and soil/topography were more numerous than those in the central region, where the climate and topography made daily life more challenging. Those in the central region also did not have access to maritime endeavors. Beyond these larger cultural divisions were smaller tribal groupings.

By 1828, the British had secured most of Australia, and British settlers were soon drawn to it because of its rich agricultural and ranching potential. Meanwhile, in 1803, the British established a small penal colony near modern-day Hobart, Tasmania (then known as Van Diemen’s Land). Soon thereafter, throngs of British settlers began to arrive in Tasmania, hoping to become successful farmers and sheepherders.

The first major challenge for the Aborigines in Australia and Tasmania was the onslaught of diseases carried there by European settlers. Thousands of them died within just a few years’ time from illnesses like measles, influenza, smallpox, and chickenpox because they lacked natural resistance to them. In Australia, the decimation of the Aboriginal population was somewhat inadvertent and more gradual. Many of the atrocities committed against them were small-scale affairs (largely unrecorded). And until the early 20th century, white violence against Aborigines was not a punishable offense. Many Aborigines were driven from their ancestral lands and concentrated in missions or reservations, where the land and climate were often unsuited for agriculture. The result was widespread hunger and even famine. Those who resisted these forced relocations were often murdered.

In 1869, the Australian government enacted the Aboriginal Protection Act in an effort to staunch the precipitous drop in the Aboriginal population and “assimilate” them to European ways. This legislation proved disastrous, however. A central part of the program involved the involuntary removal of Aboriginal children from their families (50,000 by some estimates). The children were placed in white homes and were raised as Europeans. This policy only accelerated the population loss among Aboriginals and virtually destroyed their culture and language. Some Aboriginals were forced into indentured servitude to whites, used as sex slaves on cattle ranches, or were forcibly sterilized. Europeans justified their actions by claiming that the Aborigines were subhuman, wild beasts whose culture, language, and customs had to be subjugated by European culture. When Aborigines resisted or fought back, they were met with blunt force that rarely resulted in an Aboriginal victory. In 1896, a Royal Commission charged with preventing the complete extinction of the Aborigines resulted in Australian legislation in 1897 that was the first official statute enacted in history designed to protect a specific group of humans.

Because most atrocities against Aborigines were on a small scale and largely unreported, it is difficult to say how many died because of deliberate violence perpetrated by whites. Some of the worst atrocities on record in Australia include the 1883–1884 Convincing Ground Massacre in which more than 200 Aborigines died. Some 200 Aborigines were killed in the 1884 Battle Mountain Massacre, and 20 were killed in 1928 in Coniston (Northern Territory). The vast proportion of Aboriginal deaths occurred because of disease, famine, and ill-conceived government policies that often created more problems than they ever solved.

In Tasmania, the decimation of the Pallawah Aborigines tended to be more deliberate and dramatic. Between 1803 and 1806, white settlers engaged in wholesale murder, abduction, force labor, and mass rape. This, along with communicable diseases, caused the Aboriginal population to plummet. By the late 1820s, as colonists encroached on Aboriginal lands with near impunity, some Pallawah fought back, commencing a guerilla-style war against whites. The white government on Tasmania demanded that all Pallawah submit to colonial policies; those who refused were to be summarily shot. As the 1828–1832 Black War ensued, the government began offering bounties for Aborigines taken alive, as if they were a sport animal. By 1832, only 250 Pallawah were left on Tasmania. The remainder had been killed or resettled on small, off-shore islands.

Clearly, the fate of Australia’s Aborigines was a tragic one; most of the deaths that occurred over a period of some 150 years were not intentional, but were rather the result of European-spread diseases. However, purposeful actions by individuals, small groups, and the government did result in many deaths. Not until the second half of the 20th century did the Australian governments begin to come to terms with the injustices visited upon the Aborigines. More enlightened government policies have attempted—at least in a small way—to right some of past wrongs and to restore to the Aborigines some of their own cultural heritage. A recent census indicated that there were some 500,000 people of Aboriginal descent living in Australia, a sharp increased from the 74,000 in the 1930s. By the same token, however, the Australian government has declined to offer an official apology to the Aborigines, asserting that past policies had good intentions and that past behavior cannot be judged by modern-day standards.
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Baga Massacre

The Baga Massacre occurred on April 16–17, 2013, in the village of Baga, Nigeria. The event unfolded when fighting broke out between the Nigerian military and members of the Boko Haram, a rebel group that the Nigerian government has been fighting since early 2009. The most recent reports of the massacre claim that at least 200 civilians were killed, many of them children and the elderly, with several hundred more wounded. Baga is a small fishing town on the shore of Lake Chad, not far from the Niger and Chad borders. At the time of the killings, Boko Haram fighters had controlled parts of Baga and some of the surrounding countryside.

On the night of April 16, several Boko Haram insurgents fired on a small detachment of Nigerian soldiers at a military outpost on the outskirts of Baga; one of the soldiers was killed and another one was wounded. Outraged by the attack, Nigerian military officials called in heavily armed reinforcements, with some soldiers arriving in armored vehicles. The military contingent swept quickly into Baga that same night, firing indiscriminately and setting many houses and businesses on fire. The rationale for the assault was to “flush out” the rebels; however, the result instead was mass civilian casualties and much destruction of property. When the dust and smoke cleared the next day, as many as 2,000 houses and businesses had been destroyed. Villagers who attempted to escape the blazes were often shot and killed; others sought refuge in Lake Chad, but they too were gunned down. Others escaped into the adjacent bush; a number of survivors managed to make their way to safety, but they were completely homeless.

The Nigerian military has blamed the Boko Haram rebels for the atrocity in Baga, but that is in sharp contrast to what eyewitness villagers say happened on the night of April 16–17. Indeed, this incident was not an isolated event; since the government went to war with the Boko Haram insurgents, the military has pursued a scorched-earth policy, and civilians have been routinely killed. This was, however, the worst loss of civilian life since the campaign began some four years previously. The military has attempted to keep journalists out of Baga since the massacre, and has claimed that only six civilians died in the fighting. Meanwhile, military officials claim that 30 rebels were killed, which has not yet been substantiated.

The violence in Baga has provoked outrage within Nigeria as well as in the international community. The Nigerian National Assembly plans to conduct an investigation, and the military is conducting its own inquiry, although that will undoubtedly be subject to much scrutiny. Nigerian allies have threatened to reduce or withdraw support for Nigeria’s campaign against the Boko Haram, including the United States. Much more remains to be done before a completely accurate account of the events in Baga comes to light, but it seems all but certain that the Nigerian military was complicit in the massacre.
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Bangladesh

Located in southern Asia, Bangladesh gained its independence from Pakistan in 1971. Until then, it was part of Pakistan. It is largely a Muslim nation (about 88 percent of the population); Hindus make up most of the remaining population (10–11 percent). During the nine-month war for liberation (March 25–December 16, 1971) fought between the Pakistan Army and its local militia supporters on the one hand and Bengali separatists and their supporters on the other, a full-blown genocide unfolded, resulting in the deaths of hundreds of thousands of people, the majority of whom were Hindu. After independence, Bangladesh remained desperately poor, and famine, floods, and other natural disasters only added to this misery. Political instability resulted in sporadic violence and a number of coup d’états. When democracy finally took root beginning in 1991, Bangladesh’s economy and political landscape brightened, but the main political groups remain polarized, and sporadic violence against the Hindu minority continues.

As Bengali independence fighters sought to secede from Pakistan, the Pakistani government began a major offensive on March 25, 1971. The operation was initially aimed at Hindus (the perennial enemy of Pakistan) as well as political dissidents and Bengali intelligentsia; later, the scope of the offensive would be widened to include many innocent civilians in urban as well as rural areas. The Pakistani army first instructed allied militia forces to attack Dhaka University, Bangladesh’s largest and most prestigious university. On the evening of March 25, and continuing over the next several days, the militias began killing or capturing hundreds of unarmed students (most of them Hindu and other minorities), faculty, and staff members. More than 100 died, while 563 young Bengali women were seized and imprisoned in various places throughout Dhaka. They were repeatedly raped by militia men and Pakistani soldiers. On March 26, meanwhile, Bengali nationalists declared their independence from Pakistan.

What followed was a major outbreak of violence. It is estimated that during the short, nine-month conflict Pakistani and allied forces murdered 990 teachers, 49 physicians, 42 attorneys, 16 writers and artists, and 13 journalists. Some estimates suggest that as many as 200,000 women were raped. Hindus were targeted the most. On April 23 at Jathibhanga, anywhere from 3,000–5,000 Hindus were murdered in their village or while attempting to escape, but the worst atrocity of the entire war occurred on May 20, during the Chuknagar Massacre, in which some 8,000–10,000 Hindus were murdered en masse. The dead included men, women, children, and the elderly. Although it is impossible to pinpoint how many Hindus died during the entirety of the war, their fatality rate was certainly much higher than any other group.

After India entered the war in early December 1971, the conflict drew to a rapid conclusion. On December 16, Pakistani military forces surrendered, making Bangladesh’s independence drive a fait accompli. Just three days later, however, another massacre occurred—this time in front of foreign journalists—when a group of prisoners of war were shot to death by Bengali-allied guerillas at a repatriation ceremony. The total number of those killed during the war varies by source. The Bangladeshi government has claimed as many as 3 million dead. Other sources, however, claim 300,000–500,000 dead. Another 8 to 10 million (mostly Hindus) were forced to flee to India as refugees. Much of the international community has since labeled the conflict as a genocide.

In 2010, the Bangladeshi government finally decided to bring the perpetrators of the 1971 genocide to justice by convening the Bangladesh War Crimes Tribunal, with help from the United Nations. By the end of 2012, nine Muslim suspects and two suspects from the Bangladesh National Party had been formally indicted. The first conviction came in January 2013, when Abul Kalam Azad was sentenced to death (in absentia). The court has come under international criticism, however, from some international groups, including Human Rights Watch, which claims that the trial of Delwar Hossain Sayedee was badly compromised.

Although Bangladesh has generally moved beyond the mass killings of the 1970s, it is far from immune to sectarian violence. In early May 2012, Islamic extremists damaged or destroyed at least 1,500 Hindu homes, shops, and temples throughout Bangladesh. On May 9, 27 people died in nationwide clashes between the Islamist group Hefajet-e-Islam and Bangladeshi security forces.
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Bangladesh Massacres (1971)

Bangladesh’s emergence as a nation in 1971 came at the cost of 3 million people dead and a quarter of a million women and girls raped. Ten million other people fled to India, and 30 million people were forced to flee their homes. East Pakistan, from which Bangladesh was created, was made up of a province on the west side of India (former Punjab et al.) and on the east side of India (former East Bengal). The army was manned and commanded by people from West Pakistan. Elections for a Constitutional Assembly were held in Pakistan in December 1970. The East Pakistan-based Awami League won an outright majority of seats in this Assembly and planned to write a constitution that would give the majority population of East Pakistan political control of the country. To prevent this, on the evening of March 25, 1971, the military and political elite of West Pakistan turned the army of West Pakistan on the Bengali population of East Pakistan. They hoped to emasculate the Awami League, to rid East Pakistan of its Hindu population of 10 million, and to terrorize the civilian population into complete and permanent submission. This plan of intimidation, brutalization, and extermination continued until the West Pakistan military capitulated on December 16, 1971.

Particularly at risk were Awami League politicians and their supporters, most of whom had gone into hiding in the countryside or escaped to India. The armed security and police forces manned by Bengalis were an early target, but many of them also escaped with their weapons to return as guerrillas. Bengali students, professors, and intellectuals were summarily executed. The West Pakistan Army was particularly intent on killing every single Hindu it could find. Slum and squatter areas of the major cities and towns were also obliterated, along with their occupants.

All able-bodied young Bengali men were considered freedom fighters. Early on, they were routinely rounded up, tortured, and killed. Very quickly, however, they fled the cities and towns for the guerrilla camps in the countryside and in India. The Army of West Pakistan now turned its fury on the women and girls left behind. Girls and women were publicly raped in front of their family members. They were also routinely abducted to special camps near army barracks to be gang-raped, brutalized, and killed, or to live with the eternal shame of their violation. Many committed suicide.

As the Bengali guerrilla campaign became more effective against the West Pakistan Army, the army undertook daily retaliatory missions to destroy as many villages as possible. In December 1971, when the Army of West Pakistan was finally forced to retreat back to its cantonments, it systematically set about killing all the influential intellectuals and professionals in each city and town that they had besieged. The genocidal campaign of the West Pakistani military elite against the Bengali population of East Pakistan stopped only when the Indian Army disarmed the Army of Pakistan to prevent the guerrilla movement from spreading to separatist elements in the Indian State of West Bengal.

Genocide as government policy failed to prevent the birth of Bangladesh. The West Pakistani military elite never recognized that Sheikh Mujibur Rahman and the Awami League had crafted a compelling vision of an independent Bangladesh arising from the blood of millions of martyrs who supported the vast guerrilla movement. West Pakistan’s military authorities recruited Muslim collaborators who had emigrated to East Pakistan from other parts of India after partition in 1947, and had attracted East Pakistani political parties opposed to the Awami League, but those efforts were not enough to prevent the independence of Bangladesh. Retribution against the poorer of these collaborators was swift and brutal immediately after the surrender of the West Pakistani Army. Armed violence became and remains an accepted part of ordinary Bangladeshi life. Better situated collaborators survived, however, and by 1975 they were participating in Bangladeshi public life. To this day, however, an elemental enmity between freedom fighters and collaborators continues to cause political and social turmoil.
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Bangladesh War Crimes Tribunal

The Bangladeshi government established the Bangladesh War Crimes Tribunal in March 2010 to bring to justice those individuals suspected of having committed war crimes and crimes against humanity during Bangladesh’s war of liberation in 1971. From the outset, the tribunal has been beset with criticism. Many view it as being politically motivated, while other assert that it is little more than a venue for show trials that are inherently unfair to the defendants. From the start, the Bangladeshi government excluded from prosecution of Pakistanis, meaning that commanders of Pakistani forces would not be brought to justice for crimes committed under their watch. Instead, the focus of the tribunal has been the two chief political opposition parties, which has raised concerns in Bangladesh and elsewhere that the Bangleshi government is using the tribunal as a political weapon.

Within months of the tribunal’s creation, a number of leading oppositional leaders were arrested and detained. They included Delwar Hossain Sayedee, Golam Azam, Motiur Rahman Nizami, Ali Ashan Mujahid, Nayeb-e-Ameer, Qader Mollah, Abdul Aleem, and Salahuddin Quader Chowdhury. The men were charged with various war crimes, but the evidence connecting some of them to such alleged wrongdoings was sparse and controversial. The first to face trial was Sayedee. His trial, which is ongoing, proved highly controversial, especially in November 2012, when a key defense witness was abducted just prior to his call to testify on Sayedee’s behalf. The Bangladeshi government vehemently denied that the witness had been abducted, alleging instead that the defense had staged the event.

Less than a month later, in December 2012, Bangladeshi officials accused British publication The Economist of having hacked emails, phone calls, and voice mails of the tribunal’s leaders after it ran an article outlining alleged misconduct and improprieties on the part of the court’s judges. As a result of the negative publicity, Mohammed Nizamul Huq, the chairman of the court, resigned on December 11. Only days later, Human Rights Watch called for a new trial for Sayedee, arguing that his current trial had been badly compromised. The Bangladeshi government, meanwhile, ignored the international condemnation and vowed to press forward with more trials.

Even before this controversy, there were serious allegations against the tribunal. Amnesty International and the European Parliament asserted that the court does not meet the minimum standards of the international legal community. Human Rights Watch has argued that basic defendants’ rights have not been upheld. Numerous international legal scholars and lawyers have also stated their objections to the tribunal, warning that serious miscarriages of justice might result from tainted procedures and trials. Nevertheless, the Bangladeshi government continues to move forward with the proceedings.
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Bataan Death March

The Bataan Death March was a forced march of 12,000 U.S. soldiers and 64,000 Filipino troops after the Japanese captured the Bataan Peninsula in the Philippines in April 1942. On April 3, 1942, Japanese Gen. Masaharu Homma launched a new offensive against the Bataan defenders. The U.S. Far Eastern commander, Gen. Douglas MacArthur, had ordered the troops to continue to fight, but six days later, with his men worn down by the strain of constant combat, disease, and starvation, Maj. Gen. Edward P. King, commander of the forces on Bataan, ordered them to surrender. The troops had been on half rations since January.

Homma had decided that he would hold the prisoners at Camp O’Donnell, 100 miles away. The Japanese forced the prisoners to march 52 miles from Mariveles to San Fernando, Pampanga, in order to be transported by rail to Capas, Tarlac. They would then walk another 8 miles to Camp O’Donnell. King expressed concern about his men being able to make this trip and asked that trucks transport them to their final location. Homma rejected the request.

The trek began on April 10, 1942, and lasted for over a week. The march is remembered for its sheer brutality, but before it even began, each prisoner was searched, and anyone found to possess a Japanese souvenir was executed on the spot.

Allied soldiers were, for the most part, denied food and water by their guards until the completion of their journey. The only food that some received was a bit of rancid rice. The prisoners of war were given only a few hours of rest each night in crowded conditions. One of the worst forms of punishment inflicted on the captives was known as the sun treatment, in which the prisoner, denied any water, was forced to sit in the scalding Philippine sun without the protection of a helmet. Prisoners were beaten, kicked, and killed for falling behind or violating the smallest rule.

Between 7,000 and 10,000 of the prisoners died before reaching Camp O’Donnell. The Japanese had failed to take into consideration both the poor health of their captives and their numbers. Although a few of the prisoners escaped into the jungle, most were physically unable even to make the attempt. A number were murdered at random by their guards.

Many who survived the march died in the overcrowded, suffocating boxcars on the rail trip to Capas. In the two months after reaching the camp, 1,600 Americans and 16,000 Filipinos died of starvation, disease, and maltreatment. The cruelty of the march became well known, and U.S. commanders used the story of the Bataan Death March to motivate their troops in subsequent fighting against the Japanese.
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Beria, Lavrenty

Lavrenty Pavlovich Beria was born on March 29, 1899, in Merkheuli, Russia. He eventually took a post with state security and steadily advanced up the ranks of the Communist Party, serving as first secretary of the Georgian Communist Party (1934–1938). From November 1938 until January 1946, he headed the People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs (NKVD), supervising the vast system of forced labor camps in the Soviet Union. The NKVD served as the Soviet Union’s internal police force for political security. Among its other duties, it operated the gulag system (Main Administration of Camps) with its expansive network of corrective labor camps, corrective labor colonies, and special settlements. It also administered a parallel structure of internment camps for prisoners of war and foreign civilian internees that was known as the Main Administration for the Affairs of Prisoners of War and Internees (GUPVI). These two camp systems employed millions of forced laborers during Beria’s tenure as head of the NKVD.

In particular, Beria oversaw the expansion and transformation of the special settlement regime into a system that would not only socially isolate certain ethnic groups but would also economically integrate them into regions far removed from their homelands. Beria organized the deportation of over 3 million people to remote locations in the Soviet Union during the 1940s. More than 2 million of these people came from eight nationalities that were deported in their entirety. These included Russian Germans, Karachais, Kalmyks, Chechens, Ingush, Balkars, Crimean Tatars, and Meskhetian Turks. Confined to internal exile in Siberia, Kazakhstan, Central Asia, and the Urals, these deportees received the legal status of “special settlers.” As such, they could not leave their assigned settlements without written permission from special NKVD commandants. They also lacked the freedom to choose their employment. The Soviet regime used them as a captive labor force to develop agriculture, fisheries, industry, mining, and forestry in sparsely inhabited regions of the Soviet Union.

During World War II, the Soviets mobilized nearly 400,000 of these individuals and earlier deportees belonging to suspect nationalities and placed them into forced labor battalions. This system of forced labor garnered the name “labor army” (trudarmiia) from the Soviet citizens conscripted into it. Beria’s NKVD sent 220,000 of these men and women to work in gulag camps under conditions similar to those of convicts. The remaining 180,000 worked for civilian commissariats under NKVD supervision and lived in NKVD-guarded barracks. The ethnic composition of these forced laborers consisted of more than 315,000 Russian Germans, 14,000 Russian Koreans, 15,000 Kalmyks, and 5,000 Crimean Tatars, as well as Russian Finns, Russian Greeks, and others. They built factories, erected dams, laid railways, felled timber, mined coal, extracted oil, and manufactured munitions in Siberia, Kazakhstan, and the Urals during the 1940s. The mass induction of Russian Germans and other stigmatized nationalities into forced labor brigades mitigated the loss of labor from the reduction of gulag prisoners during the World War II, many of whom were inducted into the army. Labor army conscripts suffered a high rate of mortality because of malnutrition, disease, exposure, and other causes. More than 100,000 Russian Germans may have perished as a result of their service in the labor army.

After stepping down from the NKVD, Beria retained considerable power by virtue of his post as deputy prime minister and head of state security. In June 1953, amidst the confusion and political intrigue surrounding Soviet leader Joseph Stalin’s death, Beria was arrested and charged with treason and other offenses. Even before Stalin had died the previous March, Beria had been plotting to neutralize his opponents and consolidate power for himself. Overwhelmed by his adversaries, he was tried, convicted, and executed on December 23, 1953, in Moscow.
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Biafra

Biafra was a region in eastern Nigeria that briefly became a sovereign republic (1967–1970). The Republic of Biafra came into existence on May 30, 1967, by the proclamation of Gen. Chukwuemeka Ojukwu, then military governor of Nigeria’s South Eastern Region, following an edict of the Eastern Region Constituent Assembly. The new independent country was comprised of the Igbo, Efik, Ibibio, Ijaw, Kalabari, Ogoja, and Ogoni ethnic groups. The name was adopted from the ancient West African kingdom of Biafra, on the inlet of the Atlantic coastline that early Portuguese explorers called the Bight of Biafra.

Two immediate causes led to the establishment of a sovereign republic. First was the northern Nigerian military officers’ countercoup of July 29, 1966, in which some 200 Igbo officers and men of the Nigerian army were killed, including the country’s first military head of state, Gen. J. T. U. Aguiyi-Ironsi. Second was the May, July, and September 1966 Nigerian genocide against Igbo settlers in other parts of Nigeria, but mainly in the north. These events created a pervasive sense of insecurity among the Igbo and other eastern ethnicities in the old Nigerian nation. The growing animosity between Nigeria’s political leaders only heightened the cultural and religious tensions between the south and the north.

Nigeria’s first military coup d’état, on January 15, 1966, upset the delicate political balance among the country’s three dominant ethnic groups: the Igbo, Yoruba, and Hausa-Fulani. Northern leaders interpreted the coup as a ploy by the Christian Igbo to usurp political power from the Arab and Muslim Hausa-Fulani. The consequences were the coup of July 29, the bloodiest in modern Africa and the first black-on-black genocide in modern history, in which an estimated 50,000 Igbo settlers in northern Nigeria were butchered in a state-sponsored wave of ethnic cleansing; meanwhile, hundreds of thousands died of starvation and other causes. Over 1 million survivors of the ensuing nationwide pogrom fled back to the Igbo traditional homeland in the east to help found Biafra as a protection against the brutality of the Nigeria government.

Yakubu Gowon, a northerner who became Nigeria’s second military head of state, refused to recognize the sovereignty of Biafra. He declared a state of emergency, subdivided the existing four regions of Nigeria into twelve states, and ordered a military invasion of the Eastern Region. The 30-month civil war that broke out in July 1967 displayed Biafra’s ingenuity through the technological inventiveness of its research and production unit (RAP), the efficiency of its military forces, and the perseverance of its people. As a test of its successful diplomacy, Biafra gained varying recognition from France, Gabon, Haiti, Ivory Coast, Israel, Portugal, South Africa, and Tanzania.

The Nigerian government, however, influenced by the Biafran oil and armament proliferation interests of its British and Soviet Union sponsors, unleashed further acts of genocide against Biafran civilians. Nigeria’s Egyptian pilots bombed the Igbo Awgu market, and the Nigerian army wiped out an entire population of old men and male children in the Igbo town of Asaba. In spite of the protestations of the Vatican, the World Council of Churches, the International Red Cross, the United States, and others, Nigeria imposed an economic blockade against Biafra. Under the program of “starvation as a legitimate weapon of war,” the Nigerian government ordered the afternoon downing of a Swedish Red Cross plane on June 5, 1969, an incident that clearly defied international law.

About 1 million Biafran children died of starvation and kwashiorkor, a debilitating disease brought on by malnutrition. Over 2 million Biafrans had died by the time of its surrender on January 12, 1970. The Nigerian-Biafran War officially ended on January 15, 1970, but the continuing agitation of the Movement for the Actualization of the Sovereign State of Biafra (MASSOB) attests to the rampant marginalization of the former Eastern Region and the failure of the Nigerian postwar governments to bring about reconstruction, rehabilitation, and reconciliation.
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Black War

Conflict waged between British colonists and Tasmanian Aborigines (the Pallawahs) from 1828 until 1832. The Black War resulted in the near extinction of the Pallawahs on Tasmania (then still known as Van Diemen’s Land) and the assertion of British control over the entirety of the mainland.

In 1642, the Dutch were thought to have been the first Europeans to visit Tasmania; thereafter, other Europeans also had contact with the Pallawahs. It was not until 1803, however, that a European nation attempted to establish a colony there. In that year, the British founded a penal colony near the modern-day city of Hobart, Tasmania. Thereafter, swarms of British began arriving, hoping to become successful farmers and sheepherders.

The arrival of so many Europeans proved catastrophic to the Aborigines. Lacking any defenses against communicable diseases carried by the Europeans, many died. Indeed, by the late 1820s, perhaps as much as 50 percent of the Pallawah population had succumbed to diseases and other problems associated with the British onslaught. As the colonists encroached on Aboriginal lands with virtual impunity, some of the Pallawahs commenced a guerilla-style war against the British. This compelled British administrators to establish policies that scholars and historians would later call a genocide.

As Pallawah raids increased, in November 1828 British governor George Arthur issued a martial law declaration covering much of the colony. The order called for the capture of all Aborigines within areas settled or controlled by the British; those who failed to cooperate would be summarily shot. At the same time, however, Arthur cautioned that the use of armed force should be employed only sparingly. Many colonists, however, did not pay heed to that caveat.

As Pallawah-colonist violence continued, Arthur offered bounties for Aborigines taken alive. The bounties, however, were only in force when an Aborigine was taken from a British-controlled area; once again, the governor warned against the use of indiscriminate violence against the Pallawah. Nevertheless, wholesale killing of the Pallawahs continued. Later that year, Arthur was determined to end the conflict, so he ordered all male colonists to form a human chain (called the “Black Line”) that was to fan out into the countryside and capture the remaining Aborigines. They would then be deported to an off-shore island for resettlement. The Black Line consisted of some 1,500 civilians and British troops.

By 1832, there were only about 250 Pallawahs left in Tasmania; the rest had been exterminated or resettled. The following year, the remaining Aborigines struck a deal with the British, thereby agreeing to stop their raids and be settled on off-shore islands. By 1835, there were just 150 “peaceful” Aborigines in Tasmania. In a mere 30 years, the British had reduced the native population from some 4,000 to 150. Some modern historians, however, have questioned these statistics.
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Bokassa, Jean-Bédel

Jean-Bédel Bokassa was the leader of the Central African Republic from 1966 to 1979. His bizarre behavior and violent policies made him a symbol of the corrupt leadership that afflicted many postindependence African nations.

Bokassa was born in Bobangui, in the French colony of Ubangi Chari, on February 22, 1921. He was one of 12 children of a Mbaka chief in the Lobaye province. When he was six, his father was killed in a French prefecture’s office. His mother committed suicide very soon thereafter. The orphaned Bokassa was educated in Roman Catholic mission schools in Bangui and Brazzaville. He considered joining the priesthood but instead opted for a career in the military.

In 1939, Bokassa enlisted in the French colonial army in the opening days of World War II. After the fall of France in 1940, he joined the Free French Forces organized by Gen. Charles de Gaulle and was decorated for combat in France and the Congo. After the war, he served the French Army in Indochina between 1946 and 1954, becoming an officer in 1949. By the time he left the French Army in 1961, he had attained the rank of captain.

The Oubangui-Chari colony achieved its independence in 1960 and became the Central African Republic. Bokassa’s family played an instrumental role in the campaign to end French rule. Bokassa’s uncle, Barthelemy Boganda, led the independence movement until his death in 1959. Bokassa’s cousin, David Dacko, became the nation’s first president. Dacko appointed Bokassa as the commander in chief of the nation’s armed forces in 1963.

The new nation faced serious economic problems, which President Dacko tried to solve through a series of austerity measures. When he proposed cuts in the budget of the armed forces, however, Bokassa overthrew him on December 31, 1965, and declared himself president. Bokassa declared his intentions to return the nation to civilian rule when the economic crisis subsided. After removing all potential threats to his authority, however, he failed to relinquish his position as the nation’s dictator.

Shortly after his accession to power, Bokassa began to exhibit erratic behavior. In 1970, he outlawed all strikes and demonstrations within the country. In 1971, to commemorate Mother’s Day, he released all women imprisoned in the nation’s jails and executed all men accused of serious crimes against women. The following year, he had himself declared president for life. In 1976, he renamed his nation the Central African Empire and crowned himself Emperor Bokassa I. His coronation was celebrated with an elaborate ceremony that cost the impoverished country $30 million.

Bokassa cultivated relations with Western nations willing to supply economic assistance to his regime. France retained close relations with Bokassa despite his odd behavior because it was reliant on the Central African Republic as a supplier of uranium. Bokassa also sought aid from Libya and briefly converted to Islam to curry favor with Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi. He returned to Christianity, however, when the aid was not forthcoming. Eventually, Bokassa’s bizarre behavior embarrassed Western donors, who began withdrawing their assistance in the late 1970s.

In early 1979, Bokassa announced that all schoolchildren in the nation were required to wear expensive uniforms produced by a factory owned by one of his wives. The order inspired widespread protests. The army arrested many of the child protesters and placed them in prison, at which point they were massacred by Bokassa’s own personal guard. Fed up with the emperor’s bizarre and bloody rule, the French supported a coup against Bokassa in September 1979. Bokassa was sent into exile in Côte d’Ivoire and replaced by Dacko, the man he had ousted 14 years earlier.

Dacko’s hold on power proved tenuous, and the military removed him from power six months after he took office. Bokassa returned to the Central African Republic in 1986 and stood trial for the murder of several political opponents as well as for cannibalism and grand theft. He was convicted and sentenced to death, but his sentence was commuted to life in prison. He was granted amnesty in 1993 and died on November 3, 1996.
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Cannibalism in the Holodomor

During the mass starvation (Holodomor) in Ukraine between 1932 and 1933, a relatively small number of individuals turned to cannibalism in order to survive. The famine in Ukraine began in earnest in 1932, although its antecedents came be traced back to the late 1920s. In 1928, the Soviet regime under Joseph Stalin initiated an ambitious scheme to industrialize the USSR in a short period of time. The First Five Year Plan established specific targets for nearly all industrial production, to include the mining of raw materials, the production of oil, and the generation of electricity. In 1929, the Plan was amended to include the complete collectivization of Soviet agriculture. Part of the collectivization effort meant the eradication of the kulaks (landed peasantry) throughout the Soviet Union, including Ukraine, which had a large number of kulaks.

The effort to kill, deport, or imprison the kulaks of Ukraine wrought complete chaos in Ukraine’s agricultural sector, which until then had been among the most productive in all of the USSR. By 1931, there were certainly ominous signs of a potential famine in Ukraine, as agricultural production went down and the Soviet government’s grain requisition quotas went up. Poor crop yields in 1932 compounded these problems, and the Soviet government turned a blind eye to the growing crisis. In fact, it stepped up its efforts to enforce collectivization by aggressively punishing individuals who were caught hoarding or stealing food. At the same time, most Ukrainians were forbidden from traveling to other regions of Ukraine or the Soviet Union where food supplies were more plentiful.

By mid-1932, the Holodomor was reaching its apex. The winter of 1932–1933 was perhaps the worst part of the catastrophe, as the winter weather made foraging off the land that much more difficult. By then, perhaps as many as 25,000 Ukrainians were dying every day (almost 25 percent of all Ukrainians living in the countryside perished between 1932 and 1933).

Amid these desperate circumstances, some people turned to cannibalism, after having consumed almost every conceivable animal, including moles, badgers, and rats. The extent of the cannibalism in the Ukraine is hard to determine, because for decades the Soviets attempted to hide or erase any evidence of the Holodomor. But the Soviet government clearly knew about it, because some Holodomor survivors recalled having seen posters that read: “Eating Your Own Children is Barbarism.” One source claims that the Soviets convicted some 2,500 Ukrainians for cannibalism.

One survivor remembered that some families ate family members who had died, and even consumed corpses that had been brought to the cemetery. The death rate was so high that cemeteries could not accommodate the dead. One report documents that some corpses had large cuts in their abdomen, indicating that the livers had been removed for human consumption. Another survivor told how his neighbor killed his own elderly wife to make soup out of her bones. Others have indicated that sometimes children would simply disappear, and they had assumed that they had been killed and eaten.

While any discussion of cannibalism is extremely discomforting, and while the act of cannibalism itself is almost impossible to conceive, the sheer extent of the starvation in Ukraine during the early 1930s certainly goes a long way in explaining how people could have engaged in such activity. While estimates on the number of people who died in the Holodomor vary considerably, it is believed that at least 3.2 million perished, while some estimates claim as many as 5 million or more died. This occurred over a very short span of time. It is not, therefore, beyond comprehension that some individuals turned to truly desperate acts to survive.
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Chemical Weapons and Warfare

Poison gas had been utilized with considerable effect by the major belligerents in World War I. In the course of the conflict, the combatants had deployed about 113,000 tons of chemicals, and some estimates indicate over 1 million soldiers were injured by poison gas during the war, 10 percent of them fatally.

In the interwar period, the major powers discussed outlawing the use of poison gas, but they also continued to produce it. Prior to World War II, more than 40 nations signed the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning the offensive use of chemical weapons in warfare. All of the main combatants in World War II save the United States and Japan ratified the protocol, which went into force in August 1928. Although the United States had first proposed the treaty, isolationist sentiment blocked its ratification in the Senate. Japan feared giving away any advantage in case of a conflict with the far more populous China. The signatory powers, however, reserved the right to utilize chemical weapons in a retaliatory attack and to employ them against a country that had not signed the protocol.

Chemical weapons are categorized by their effects on human beings, animals, and plants. Lung irritants, such as phosgene, make victims choke or suffocate, with symptoms usually delayed for several hours after contact. Vesicants, such as mustard gas, cause the skin to blister and the eyes to swell, sometimes with loss of sight. The symptoms of vesicants can be delayed up to 48 hours. Lacrimators are tear gases, such as chloracetophenone and brombenzylcyanide, which irritate the eyes and cause difficulty with breathing.

The warring powers also produced irritant smoke (such as sneezing gases or adamsite), screening smokes, and incendiaries. A new and very deadly chemical agent, nerve gas, was developed during the war. Nerve gases take effect quickly, producing symptoms in 10 to 30 minutes, depending on whether they are inhaled or absorbed through the skin.

Chemical weapons can be launched in a variety of forms: through shells and bombs that explode and disperse the chemicals into the air in drops or small particles, from containers with vaporized solids that infiltrate the air as a smoke, and through liquids released from airplanes as drops or mist. Chemical weapons can be more useful than conventional weapons, since their effects are longer lasting, sometimes persisting for days or weeks. The most desirable chemical agents have many of the same characteristics in common. They are effective in small concentrations, difficult to protect against, quickly and cheaply manufactured, made from easily obtainable raw materials, heavier than air, easily and safely transportable, effective against multiple parts of the body, and not easily detectable.

Three of the most common means used to deploy chemical agents by the end of World War I were the portable gas cylinder, the Livens Projector, and the chemical mortar. But these delivery systems were obsolete by the time of World War II, given the greater mobility of infantry troops. Accordingly, the size of chemical mortars was increased as was their range (to 1,400 yards), and the Livens Projector was replaced by 100 mm caliber, mobile rocket launchers. During the interwar years, governments also experimented with using airplanes to deliver chemical weapons, through cluster bombs and spraying. By the time World War II began, aerial bombardment with chemical weapons was the most common deployment mechanism. It is also possible to deploy chemical weapons, particularly mustard gas, in land mines and grenades. German leaders debated the feasibility of combining missiles and chemical weapons, but production of such mechanisms did not occur.

In stark contrast to the situation in World War I, chemical weapons were used only sparingly in World War II. The major powers were reluctant to employ them. This was, in part, because they were convinced that their opponents had extensive stockpiles of poison gases and because their own populations were not adequately prepared to withstand a retaliatory attack. They also did not wish to be the first to violate the Geneva Protocol. Several key leaders were hesitant to authorize the use of chemical weapons. German leader Adolf Hitler, who had been gassed at Ypres in 1918, had a strong aversion to the use of gas as an offensive weapon, and President Franklin D. Roosevelt also opposed the use of chemical weapons. For the European powers in particular, the threat of retribution against cities and large-scale civilian suffering was a major deterrent. The shipping of chemical weapons and equipping friendly troops for chemical attacks also presented logistical difficulties. Lastly, fighting in World War II, marked as it was by rapid movement, was dramatically different from the trench warfare of the previous conflict. Early in the war, the Axis powers scored a succession of quick victories and did not need to resort to poison gas.

The fate of the SS John Harvey illustrated the difficulty of shipping poison gas. The ship sailed from the United States to Italy in 1943, carrying 2,000 bombs loaded with mustard gas. Each bomb held 60 to 70 pounds of the gas. The ship docked at Bari on November 28, 1943. Four days later, German aircraft attacked the port. Their 20-minute assault sank 17 ships and badly damaged 8 others. Racked by explosions, the John Harvey sank, and some of the mustard gas in the bombs in its hold was released. It mixed with the oil and smoke and rolled across the water. More than 1,000 Allied soldiers and Italian civilians died as a result, and hundreds were blinded, some permanently. The death rate was particularly high because no one knew of the cargo until several weeks had passed.

Yet such difficulties did not preclude the use of poison gas. The Italians, for example, utilized mustard gas and tear gas grenades in their 1935–1936 conquest of Ethiopia. They employed it to protect their flanks by saturating the ground on either side of the advancing columns. They also targeted Ethiopian communications centers and employed mustard gas against Ethiopian military personnel. In fact, the Italians deployed more than 700 tons of gas against the local population, either as bombs (each container contained about 44 pounds) or sprayed from aircraft. Their use of chemical weapons was indiscriminate, targeting both military and civilian areas. One-third of all Ethiopian military casualties in this conflict resulted from exposure to chemical agents.

The Italian decision to employ chemical weapons on a large scale in Ethiopia prompted other nations to renew their production of such weapons and to plan for protecting their armed forces and civilian populations. France began production at a phosgene facility at Clamency in 1936. The U.S. government reopened mustard gas and phosgene plants in New Jersey the following year. The Soviet Union opened three new chemical weapons production plants. And in November 1938, after the Munich Conference, the British government issued tens of thousands of gas masks to civilians and mandated a minimum level of production of 300 tons of mustard gas per week, with 2,000 tons held in reserve.

At the beginning of World War II, Germany held a commanding lead in the stockpiling of chemical weapons, but its government officials did not know this. German stockpiles in 1939 are estimated at 10,000 tons, as compared with 500 tons in Great Britain, 1,000 tons in the United States, and 2,000 tons in Japan.

During World War II in the European Theater, chemical weapons were never deliberately employed on a large scale. In June 1940, British Prime Minister Winston Churchill discussed with his cabinet the idea of using poison gas to repel a German invasion of either Great Britain or Ireland. Although many of the senior military staff opposed this notion, the cabinet approved it. The British government also considered the use of poison gas to combat the German V-1 and V-2 rockets later in the war. By 1944, Germany’s production capacity was 10,000 tons of poison gas per month; in addition, myriad delivery systems were available, including grenades filled with hydrogen cyanide and machine guns capable of firing bullets faced with tabun or sarin. The Luftwaffe had more than 480,000 gas bombs, ranging in size from 33 to 1,650 pounds.

In the Pacific Theater, the Japanese were also involved in massive production of poison gas and had been since the later portion of World War I. By 1937, Japan was daily producing up to 2 tons of lewisite, a virulent form of mustard gas. In their invasion and occupation of China from 1937 to 1945, the Japanese employed a wide variety of poison gases, including phosgene, hydrogen cyanide, mustard gas, and Lewisite. Because the Chinese population, both military and civilian, was completely unprotected against chemical warfare, the effects were devastating.

The Japanese deployed the chemicals weapons by aerial bombardment and artillery shells. They also designed rockets capable of holding 10.5 quarts of a chemical agent and traveling up to 2 miles; flamethrowers that propelled hydrogen cyanide; and a handheld antitank weapon that employed hydrogen cyanide. The Japanese also utilized gas grenades during the Imphal Campaign in 1944. The United States considered using poison gas during the invasion of Iwo Jima and the proposed invasion of the Japanese home islands, but the former was never ordered and the latter proved unnecessary.

The deadliest form of chemical warfare at that time, nerve gas, was never used in battle. A German scientist, Gerhard Schrader, employed by I. G. Farben in 1936, discovered tabun while he was trying to create a more powerful insecticide. Tabun can be absorbed directly into the body and is colorless and odorless. It stops the nervous system from producing a key enzyme, acetylcholinesterase, that allows contracting muscles to relax. If this enzyme is not active, important muscles, such as the heart, contract and begin to spasm. As all the body’s muscles contract, the person suffocates. Tabun is 100 to 1,000 times more deadly than chlorine gas and 10 to 100 times more deadly than mustard or phosgene gas. Later, Schrader discovered a second and even more toxic nerve gas, which he named sarin. It is almost 10 times more lethal than tabun. In 1944, a still more deadly nerve gas, soman, was discovered, but it was never mass-produced during the war. Great Britain also manufactured sarin and soman.

Germany’s leaders chose not to deploy tabun, as they lacked the ability to protect their own population against this nerve gas and no known antidote existed. The Germans did test their nerve gases on unwilling inmates of concentration and prisoner-of-war camps. At the Natzweiler concentration camp, tests with both mustard and phosgene gases were also conducted on unwilling prisoners. Germany moved its storage of nerve gas in 1944 in anticipation of Allied advances in the west, but their production facility in Silesia fell into Soviet hands.

The German government also used a poison gas, namely, Zyklon B, against prisoners in concentration camps and in its killing centers in Poland. Zyklon B was developed in the 1930s by Deesch, a subsidiary of I.G. Farben that was experimenting with more powerful insecticides. Zyklon B, also known as Prussic acid, is a powerful, toxic, volatile, and colorless liquid. In order to transport the gas, it was absorbed by wood circles or small cubes because of its great volatility.

Zyklon B was dropped into gas chambers and caused suffocation, as well as feelings of fear and dizziness and vomiting. The Germans constructed gas chambers to use Zyklon B in many of their concentration camps, including Auschwitz, Buchenwald, Sachsenhausen, Neuengamme, Majdanek, Mauthausen, Stutthof, Gross-Rosen, and Treblinka. In Auschwitz alone, more than 2.5 million people were murdered through the use of Zyklon B between May 1940 and December 1943. At other concentration camps and killing centers, prisoners were killed by carbon monoxide poisoning.

By 1945, the major combatants as a group had stockpiled more than 500,000 tons of chemical weapons, led by the United States with 110,000 tons. This amount was five times the total amount of gas employed in World War I. Although poison gases were never used in large-scale attacks during World War II, the threat was present throughout the conflict. Given their deadly nature, the updated deployment systems, and the large stockpiles, chemical weapons could have played an enormous role in World War II.
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Chile

Recent discussions about war crimes in Chile have focused almost exclusively on the South American country’s experiences with internal armed conflicts while under military rule between 1973 and 1990. Like many other Latin American nations, Chile has a long-standing military tradition but did not participate in any large-scale external war during the 20th century. It did not have a military role in the world’s major world wars, and relations with other Latin American nations have been relatively stable despite a turbulent history of border disputes with its neighbors, Peru, Bolivia, and Argentina. Since 1973, however, Chileans have seen a democratically elected government overthrown in a military coup, the establishment of an authoritarian dictatorship that lasted 17 years, and a slow and difficult transition to democracy. After 1990, as the Chilean state has returned to civilian control, questions have arisen over whether international agreements, such as the Geneva Conventions, can be applied to internal combat operations and to what extent military and intelligence officials who allegedly committed war crimes against the citizens of Chile and several other countries should be punished.

On September 11, 1973, General Augusto Pinochet led a violent military coup that overthrew Salvador Allende, a Socialist Party leader, who had won the 1970 presidential election. Pinochet immediately seized control of the media, eliminated the independence of the judiciary, exiled dissidents, banned all political opposition, and dismantled any social organization that he deemed threatening. He also sanctioned the creation of a national intelligence service, the National Intelligence Directorate (DINA), in 1974 and the National Information Center (CNI) in 1977. These intelligence organizations cultivated neighborhood informant networks, abducted and killed suspected political opponents, constructed secret camps where prisoners were tortured for information, and carried out assassination plots within Chile and in other nations.

Pinochet’s government sanctioned some of the worst practices of state terrorism in the region. Chilean military and intelligence organizations led the so-called Caravan of Death, a national operation targeting political enemies throughout the country. Military commanders and landowners executed labor organizers at the local level. In 1976, Chilean intelligence agents assassinated Orlando Letelier, Allende’s defense minister, in Washington D.C. The U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) also funneled millions of dollars to right-wing paramilitary groups, political organizations, and corporations. As a result, more than 3,000 people were killed or forcibly “disappeared.”

International pressure to cede power to civilian leaders concerned military officials, who believed that they would later be vulnerable to charges of war crimes. Indeed, in 1978, the United Nations issued a resolution strongly condemning Pinochet’s government for human rights violations. In the same year, Pinochet’s regime enacted Decree 2191, which gave a broad amnesty to officers, soldiers, and intelligence officials during and after the military coup. Human rights organizations objected that this controversial law was a direct violation of international treaties that Chilean governments had signed and ratified, including the Geneva Conventions.

Pinochet eventually stepped down in 1990 after losing a plebiscite. Still, he maintained control over the military until 1998, occupied a senate seat for life, and had many supporters in key positions within the government. The first elected government since Allende established a Truth and Reconciliation Commission, known as the Rettig Commission, in 1990. A year later, it issued its first report documenting the deaths of those Chileans and foreigners who had been killed at the hands of the military government during the 1970s and 1980s.

Because of the lack of a national framework for establishing war crimes tribunals, however, these cases have been pursued through the Chilean court system. At first, this produced mixed results. Some judges, such as Juan Guzmán Tapia, were eager to initiate cases against military and intelligence officials, but Pinochet’s supporters, especially within the Chilean Supreme Court, had successfully blocked these actions. In 1990, in a case implicating Manuel Contreras, the former DINA director, and others in the disappearances of 70 people between 1973 and 1977, the Supreme Court ruled that the 1978 amnesty law outweighed the Geneva Conventions and all other international agreements. However, lawyers for the victims appealed to the Inter-American Human Rights Commission and won, arguing that Chile’s ratification of the American Convention on Human Rights in 1990 overturned the 1978 decree. Later, in 1995, the Chilean Supreme Court found Contreras guilty of Orlando Letelier’s 1976 assassination.

Indeed, efforts to prosecute other officials gained momentum when, in 1997, Eduardo Frei Ruíz-Tagle, as president, pushed through reforms that returned more control of the country’s judicial system to the hands of elected leaders. Still, members of the military and Pinochet supporters and family members have openly protested investigations of officers. In the late 1990s, civilian-led prosecutions were more successful in filing charges of financial corruption against military leaders or forcing Pinochet-era officers into retirement.

The prospect of trying Pinochet himself seemed remote until 1998 when he traveled to London for medical treatment. While there, Baltazar Garzón, a Spanish judge, filed charges against the former dictator for the deaths of 34 Spanish citizens since 1988 and requested that the British government extradite Pinochet to Spain. These actions triggered other extradition requests on behalf of exiled Chileans in French, Belgian, and Swiss courts. Pinochet’s lawyers argued that the charges and extradition requests brought against him were a violation of the Geneva Conventions and that a former head of state was immune from prosecution. These arguments failed to persuade a British court when, in late 1999, it ruled that Pinochet could be extradited to Spain. British doctors in early 2000, however, concluded that Pinochet was medically unfit to stand trial. The British government decided to send Pinochet back to Chile to face charges there. Still, Garzón’s extradition request set the precedent that a former head of state accused of war crimes could be brought to trial in any country. Pinochet returned to Chile to find that the courts had successfully stripped him of immunity protections.

Pinochet’s death in late 2006 may have halted national and international war crimes proceedings, but Pinochet’s subordinates, followers, and family members are still under investigation. In August 2007, the former head of the CNI, Hugo Salas Wenzel, became the first senior military officer during the Pinochet years to be sentenced to a life term in prison for human rights violations.
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China 

China, the world’s most population nation, has witnessed a long series of human rights abuses and atrocities, dating back to the beginning of the Chinese Civil War, which began in 1927. Over the course of the Chinese Civil War (1927–1937, 1945–1949), the Sino-Japanese War (1937–1945), and the Communist era that commenced in October 1949, tens of millions of Chinese have perished, many of them civilians. These deaths were the result of armed conflict, mass relocations, forced annexations, and government policies design to industrialize China and collectivize its agriculture during the late 1950s and early 1960s. Government efforts to “purge” Chinese society of dissidents, “capitalists,” and other alleged nonconformers also resulted in many deaths, disappearances, and imprisonments during the late 1960s through the mid-1970s. Citing exact details for many of these tragedies is almost impossible because of China’s insularity before the Communist takeover in 1949, and because of government propaganda and media blackouts since then.

The Chinese Civil War had its roots in the collapse of the Qing Dynasty in 1911; thereafter, China’s government became hopelessly fragmented, dominated by a number of rival but powerful warlords. Sun Yixian (Sun Yat-sen), who sought to consolidate power in China, diminish the warlords, and rid his country of undue foreign influence, founded and led the Guomindang (GMD). During roughly the same period, leftist Chinese nationalists formed the Chinese Communist Party (CCP). They too sought an independent China, but one that embraced communism. A split within the GMD, meanwhile, which saw the left faction of the party defect to the CCP, caused a major uproar within the GMD. On April 12, 1927, Sun’s successor, Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek), ordered the brutal “suppression” of CPC members as well as GMD “leftists” in Shanghai. The resulting April 12 Incident, or Shanghai Massacre, resulted in the deaths of 300–500 individuals; another 4,000–5,000 simply disappeared and were likely murdered. This proved to be the opening salvo in the long-running civil war.

In the late 1920s, CCP and GMD forces fought each other, with both sides involving civilians. Thousands were reportedly killed throughout China. Jiang instituted more purges of suspected communists and leftists while CCP Mao Zedong consolidated his power in the countryside, in the process assembling an impressive force of some 200,000 soldiers by 1933. At the same time, Japan was attempting to make inroads in China in a bid to take control of the strategic region of Manchuria. By 1932, the Japanese had assumed control of Manchuria (now known as Manchukuo). In December 1936, the GMD and CCP reluctantly joined forces to fight the Japanese, who began to wage a full-scale war with the Chinese in 1937.

The fighting between the Chinese and Japanese intensified, in the process killing thousands of innocent civilians. In the infamous Nanjing massacre (Rape of Nanjing, December 13, 1937–January 22, 1938), the Japanese, frustrated that they could not defeat the Chinese insurgency or force their surrender at Nanjing, instituted a policy of destruction in the city that resulted in the deaths of as many as 300,000 soldiers and civilians. At least 20,000 women were raped and then murdered. Some Chinese soldiers were buried alive while others died as a result of poison gas that the Japanese deployed. Countless homes, buildings, and shops were wrecked. This mass destruction occurred in just six weeks’ time. The Chinese fought back, which only increased brutal reprisal attacks by the Japanese. The Japanese also forced at least 100,000 Chinese women into prostitution during the occupation of China. Euphemistically known as “comfort women,” they were forced to serve the Japanese army as concubines and sex slaves. It is estimated that some 3.9 million Chinese died during the Sino-Japanese War, most at the hands of the Japanese.

With the defeat of Japan in August 1945, the shaky pseudo-alliance between the GMD and CCP broke down, and before long, the civil war began anew. By then the communists controlled a large swath of the country; they also boasted 900,000 soldiers and a party membership of 1.2 million. Full-scale combat resumed in June 1946, but by then the GMD was losing ground as well as support. In October 1949, the CCP under Mao had militarily defeated the GMD and declared the existence of the People’s Republic of China (PRC). Jiang and the remnants of the GMD, meanwhile, established a rival regime on Taiwan.

Human rights abuses seemed only to intensify in Mao’s PRC. The 1950–1953 Korean War saw hundreds of thousands of Chinese troops intervene in that conflict; to support the troops and help pay for the war, Mao instituted iron-fisted policies that resulted in major dislocations to the vast Chinese peasantry. Many died of starvation or were killed as soldiers in the war. At the same time, the CCP carried out a program to eradicate “counterrevolutionaries” and corrupt party officials. As a result, thousands were imprisoned or simply disappeared.

The worst single atrocity in modern China occurred during the disastrous Great Leap Forward program, instituted in 1958 and designed to collectivize agriculture and turn China into a modern, industrial powerhouse. More than 20,000 farm communes were created between 1958 and the early 1960s, but the Great Leap Forward turned into a massive stumble backward. A great famine swept China, killing millions and forcing some Chinese peasants to resort to cannibalism to survive. The death toll during this period is estimated at 18–35 million people. Mao quietly abandoned his failed campaign by early 1962.

Throughout the history of the PRC, the government has often resorted to political suppression by declaring dissidents to be mentally ill; this was especially the case under Mao. Perhaps several million Chinese were incarcerated in bogus “mental facilities” because they were viewed as dissidents or troublemakers. During the Cultural Revolution of 1967–1976, countless CCP members, intellectuals, teachers, and those suspected of “antirevolutionary” sentiments were arrested, imprisoned, or killed. Some estimates suggest that as many as 1 million people died during the Cultural Revolution, while at least 750,000 became the victims of political persecution. Mao’s death in 1976 helped put an end to the ruinous revolution he had launched some nine years earlier.

The post-Mao era has seen far fewer policies that have resulted in wholesale catastrophe for the Chinese people. But human rights abuses and atrocities nevertheless persist. Religious and ethnic minorities have routinely been subjected to government-sponsored violence. After the takeover of Tibet, 6,000 monasteries were destroyed; since then, the Chinese government has brutally suppressed periodic attempts to assert Tibetan nationalism. In Inner Mongolia, anywhere from 23,000–50,000 people have died at the hands of the Chinese government. In July 1975, in what is now called the Shadian Incident, government troops massacred 1,000–1,600 Hui people, another ethnic minority within the PRC. At the same time, more than 4,400 homes were destroyed.

In more recent times, the student-led, prodemocracy movement that occurred in the late 1980s led to a heavy-handed crackdown in the Chinese capital of Beijing in June 1989. The suppression of the movement in Tiananmen Square on June 4, which was captured by international journalists as it unfolded, shocked the world community and caused Chinese relations with many of its international partners to plummet. The photograph of a lone protester standing in front of an army tank became one of the most iconic images of the late 20th century. During the Tiananmen massacre, anywhere from 250 to as many as 10,000 people died or were injured; the estimates vary wildly because the Chinese government has steadfastly refused to release any specific information about the incident. Hundreds of others were arrested and indefinitely detained. Post-Tiananmen, the Chinese government has attempted to avoid large-scale shows of force, but human-rights abuses continue in China. The country has one of the highest incarceration rates in the world, and the Chinese government executed more of its citizens during the 1990s than any other nation. Torture was not officially outlawed until 1996.
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Class enemies

Class enemies is a somewhat generic term used to describe groups of people who were seen as antithetical to the Russian Revolution that began in 1917. The term was applied to a wide variety of individuals, and over time its definitions and inclusions shifted, mainly in response to the political motivations of Soviet officials. A number of Ukrainians— especially kulaks—were classified as enemies of the state. Most Soviet authorities believed that such groups had to be eliminated, either by murder, deportation, or imprisonment. This concept helped precipitate the great famine in Ukraine during 1932–1932, which Ukrainians refer to as the Holodomor.

Class enemies are in fact closely related to enemies of the state, a concept first employed in ancient Rome. During the French Revolution, which began in 1789, Committee of Public Safety deputy Maximilien Robespierre referred to “enemies of the people,” meaning those who did not support the revolution. Russian revolutionaries began employing the term “class enemies” quite extensively. Vladimir Lenin spoke of “enemies of the people” only days after the Bolshevik Revolution commenced. After that, the concept was variously applied to the czar, his family, and supporters of the czar, as well as the bourgeoisie, anarchists, kulaks, Mensheviks, Trotskyites, and immigrants, among others.

Class enemies were to be eliminated or neutralized. Those who owned land, like the kulaks in Ukraine, were subjected to land confiscation by the Soviet government. Most class enemies, including the kulaks, were subjected to such categorization and treatment not necessarily for their attitudes or actions against the government, but rather because of their socioeconomic status, profession, or social position prior to the 1917 Revolution.

After 1929, when Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin decided to implement the complete collectivization of Soviet agriculture, the kulaks in Ukraine, as class enemies, were subjected to land confiscation and forced into communal farming. Those who resisted—and there were many who did—were sent to gulags (hard-labor prisons), deported to distant and remote parts of the Soviet Union, or resettled on communal farms within Ukraine. This “dekulakization” greatly impeded agricultural production during the early 1930s, which was still reeling from forced collectivization. In the Ukraine, the loss of hundreds of thousands of agricultural workers and resistance on the part of many kulaks resulted in a widespread famine, the Holodomor. In the late 1930s, remaining kulaks were imprisoned or murdered during the Great Purges, which were set in motion by Stalin.
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Colombia

Atrocities and massacres have been and continue to be frequent occurrences in Colombia’s on-going internal armed conflict. The armed conflict in Colombia originated during 1964–1966, when the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) and the National Liberation Army (ELN) were founded and began their guerilla insurgency campaigns against successive government administrations of the Liberal and Conservative political parties. Successive government administrations, known as the National Front, agreed to govern Colombia jointly, alternating liberal and conservative presidents every four years for 16 years. The National Front ended “la violencia” (1948–1958), a period of political violence and civil conflict in various areas of the Colombian countryside between supporters of the Colombian Liberal Party and the Colombian Conservative Party.

While the political violence between the formal political parties subsided, guerrilla groups were founded in response to the many social and political injustices that continued under the National Front. The guerilla groups were heavily influenced by Cold War doctrines and events such as the 1959 Cuban Revolution. During the late 1970s and early 1980s, powerful and violent drug cartels emerged, which exerted strong political, economic and social influence throughout the country. The drug cartels financed and influenced illegally armed groups on the right and the left. The armed conflict in Colombia consists of fighting among guerrilla groups, paramilitary groups, the Colombian army, and the National Police and Private Security Services.

The most important parties in the Colombian armed conflict, besides the army and the National Police, are: Special Vigilance and Private Security Services (Servicios de Vigilancia y Seguridad Privada, CONVIVIRs); paramilitary groups allied as the United Self-Defense Group of Colombia (Autodefensas Unidas de Colombia, AUC); and Colombia’s three largest guerrilla groups, the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias de Colombia, FARC), the National Liberation Army (Unión Camilista-Ejército de Liberación Nacional, UC-ELN), and the Popular Liberation Army (Ejército Popular de Liberación, EPL).

According to Human Rights Watch, all parties are guilty of war crimes in Colombia’s armed conflict. The laws of war applicable to the armed conflict in Colombia are: Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions of 1949, which addresses armed confrontations between organized armed forces or armed groups occurring exclusively within the territory of a particular state; Protocol II Additional to the Geneva Conventions, which applies to noninternational armed conflict in which insurgent forces are highly organized and is meant to protect civilians and prisoners of war; and, customary international law.

While the Colombian army teaches its officers the basics of international humanitarian law and makes instructional material available to all its members, the army continues to engage in violations of the laws of war. The basis of the violations is the army’s consistent failure or refusal to properly distinguish civilians from combatants. In eastern Colombia, where paramilitary groups are weak, the army has been implicated in the killing of noncombatants and fighters who have surrendered or been taken prisoner. Where paramilitaries are present and strong, the army fails to act against them and often tolerates their activities.

The National Police has also been educated in the laws of war and human rights. In general, they are more responsive than the military to reports of violations by their members and act relatively quickly to investigate abuses; however, the National Police continue to be implicated in many war crimes. Many police officers have been found guilty of capturing suspects and executing them, and in areas where paramilitaries are present, some police officers have been directly implicated in joint army-paramilitary activity.

CONVIVIRs are groups licensed by the government and led by civilians who are supposed to engage in self-defense as a quick responder to guerrilla attacks. Many CONVIVIRs, however, have taken a direct role in hostilities by attacking guerrillas and closely coordinating operations with the army and police. In many cases, CONVIVIRs have used government-supplied weapons to commit human rights violations. There are at least seven paramilitary groups allied under the name AUC (the United Self-Defense Group of Colombia). Human rights organizations have found that AUC depends on the explicit, deliberate, and systematic violation of international humanitarian law to wage war. Many Colombian officials, of the state, church, and humanitarian aid groups, claim that AUC only pays lip service to the protections contained in Common Article 3 and Protocol II. AUC has been found guilty of committing massacres, killing civilians, engaging in torture, the mutilation of corpses, death threats, forced displacement, hostage-taking, arbitrary detention, and looting among other violations.

FARC, Colombia’s largest guerrilla group, is also guilty of not conforming to international humanitarian standards and continues to commit war crimes. In addition, FARC takes in $200 million to $400 million annually from the illegal drug trade. FARC, however, often receives more international media attention than any other group, and thus often showcases an observance of international humanitarian law for public and political advantage. Documented violations committed by FARC include massacres and targeted killings of civilians, the killings of people who have surrendered, torture, hostage-taking, looting, and attacks on nonmilitary targets like ambulances.

The UC-ELN was among the first insurgent groups in Colombia to begin an internal discussion regarding international humanitarian law. When the Colombian government initially refused to adopt Protocol II, the UC-ELN called for negotiations aimed at humanizing the armed conflict. Their openness to negotiation, however, is not reflected in their behavior in the conflict. The UC-ELN is guilty of the same violations as FARC in addition to using land mines and violating the ban on attacking nonmilitary targets by bombing Colombia’s oil pipelines in order to extort money from oil companies and to bring international attention to their cause. The EPL has told human rights organizations in Colombia that it respects international humanitarian law; however, it too is guilty of committing political killings. In addition, the EPL has documented violations such as the killing of family members of guerrilla deserters, hostage-taking, and attacks on nonmilitary targets, like public buses.

In addition to the violations listed above, all parties involved in Colombia’s armed conflict are guilty of recruiting children under the age of 15 to fight and forced displacement of civilians, both war crimes that are prohibited under the international laws of war.
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Columbian Exchange and Disease 

The incidence of epidemics in world history leading to the deaths of millions of people is not unique to the early modern period. The Justinian Plague (named after the Byzantine emperor) of late antiquity and the Black Death (in its various manifestations of bubonic plague, pneumonic plague, and septicemic plague) of the late medieval period led to the destruction of large swaths of the population of the Afro-Eurasian ecumene, with recurrences of the plague lasting well until the 18th century. However, increasing contact between the Old World and the New following Christopher Columbus’s “discovery” of 1492 led to the greatest incidence in demographic change in the Americas, not only due to the migration of peoples but also the related migration of pathogens. The Columbian Exchange of disease, mostly in the form of smallpox, measles, malaria, the plague, among other pathogens, and along with other contributing factors, led to the death of an estimated 100 million people in the Americas. These catastrophic losses of the indigenous population of the Americas, over approximately 400 years, had political, economic, and social consequences for this period.

While contact with Old World diseases is a factor for the demographic depletion after 1492 in the Americas, other factors also contributed to the mass death of millions of indigenous Americans. Incidences of warfare, dispossession of property, interbreeding, and mass killings on perpetrated by Europeans against indigenous Americans also contributed to the massive demographic loss in the Americas. The introduction of pathogens into societies with no immunity in tandem with European incursions (and Africans brought as slaves) and conquest contributed to the death of millions. Outbreaks continued as diseases new to the Americas were introduced and subsequently spread through trade routes with other indigenous groups. Some scholars suggest that some indigenous American societies never actually came into contact with Europeans or Africans and yet suffered tremendous losses after the introduction of diseases into their communities.

Historians speculate that the lack of immunity to these diseases given the lack of contact that existed led to the introduction of such pathogens into long-established societies with little to no understanding of the occurrence of such diseases. Known as “virgin soil epidemics,” meaning that the populations exposed to them had no immunity to them, these diseases did have historical precedents in terms of their impact on existing societies. Much like in Europe and Asia during outbreaks of the Black Death, entire communities suffered outbreaks en masse, with large swaths of the population dying. Severely weakened by disease and with segments of the productive (such as those who procure food and forage) dead or weakened, the pandemics along with other factors, illustrate how these American societies were depleted over time. Moreover, having no prior experience with such epidemics and their societal impact, their societies were severely weakened and depleted. This contributed to the collapse of the local and regional economies, political structures, and societies as a whole.

Scientists and historians have meticulously compiled lists of diseases and epidemics that were introduced in the Americas by Europeans and Africans after 1492. While some of these are based on speculation and hypotheses, others are based on empirical archeological and historical research and data. The major diseases that afflicted the New World that originated from the Old World are the following: smallpox, diphtheria, measles, whooping cough, bubonic plague, malaria, trachoma, cholera, typhoid fever, scarlet fever, yellow fever, dengue fever, influenza, and dysentery. The overwhelming amount of diseases which arrived in waves and the lack of immunity on the part of indigenous Americans illustrate the level of the impact that Columbian exchanges of pathogens had on American populations over the next 400 years. Pockets of isolated communities, once in contact with Europeans, Africans, or other Americans, were also prone to outbreaks as recently as the mid-20th century.

The relationship between the depletion of indigenous Americans and the onset of the transatlantic slave trade is also illustrative of the impact of Old World diseases on the Americas. The inability to procure sufficient amounts of labor from the Americas by Europeans, as these societies collapsed as a result of conquest and disease, was offset by the influx of millions of black African slaves forcibly brought to the Americas. Black Africans further introduced more diseases, which exacerbated the already catastrophic situation of the indigenous Americans. As African slaves were seen as amenable and resistant to tropical conditions and diseases by their European oppressors, they were coerced to work for the cultivation and production of cash crops.

While historians do not disagree that the introduction of diseases contributed to the extermination of millions of indigenous Americans and the collapse of their civilizations, there are disagreements as to the level of complicity of other factors. It is argued that by placing the onus of the collapse and conquest of the Americas on the spread of diseases, it minimizes the level of agency on the part of European conquest and warfare. This narrative, purported by many environmental historians, proposes that it was biological immunity that doomed indigenous populations to their collapse. However, other historians, such as Alfred W. Crosby, suggest that while “virgin soil epidemics” caused the destruction of millions of Americans after 1492, other factors also contributed to the collapse of these societies. As such, all these factors have to be taken into account when discussing the history of the mass death of indigenous Americans after contact with Europeans and Africans, lest it not offer a fuller perspective of the multicausal confluence of historical processes.
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Comfort Women

In the last decade of the 20th century, the world began to learn the tragic stories of some of the forgotten victims of World War II—the “comfort women.” Those were women who were forced into sexual servitude by the Japanese Imperial Army during the war. Although Japanese, Chinese, Taiwanese, Filipino, Indonesian, and Dutch women worked as comfort women, the majority, at least 80 percent, were Korean.

"Voluntary Corps"

During World War II, over 200,000 girls and women, ages 14 to 30, were conscripted from Japan’s prewar colonies and occupied territories. They were sent to the front for the duration of the war, housed in brothels, and forced by the Japanese military into institutionalized sexual slavery on a massive scale. The women were originally called “voluntary corps.” Later, the Japanese government coined the term “military comfort women.” Historical documents found both in Washington, D.C. and Japan indicate that the procurement of comfort women was institutionalized to prevent soldiers from raping local women, which would have encouraged local opposition; to protect soldiers from the spread of venereal disease; and to safeguard military secrets.

At the beginning of World War II, the Japanese Army brought Japanese prostitutes to the front for the soldiers. (The institution of prostitution was not prohibited legally by Japan until 1957.) However, many of the women were already infected with venereal diseases and infected the soldiers, which rendered them unfit for combat. Therefore, Japanese brokers recruited Korean village girls by offering money to their impoverished families.

Toward the end of the war, the supply of women was enlarged by more indiscriminate kidnapping of women, including married women. The Military Compulsory Draft Act (1943) allowed the Japanese Imperial Army to take more women, and as many as 70,000 to 80,000 were sent as comfort women to work in “comfort stations” on the front lines in Asia. When the war was over, many of the comfort women were deserted by the Japanese Army, while others were massacred. Some women committed suicide because they were unable to overcome the shame, and others lived in silence.

A Demand for Justice

On December 6, 1991, three Korean comfort women filed suit demanding justice for the crimes against humanity committed against them. They demanded an official apology, compensatory payment, a thorough investigation of their cases, the revision of Japanese school textbooks identifying that issue as part of the colonial oppression of the Korean people, and the building of a memorial museum.

Eighteen former comfort women from the Philippines filed a class action suit in April 1992. Subsequently, four more groups did the same. In December 1992, a public hearing was held in Tokyo at which former comfort women from six countries testified. One of the plaintiffs explained that her decision to finally disclose what had happened to her was prompted by the fact that since all her close family members had died, there was no one left who would be shamed because of her past.

On April 26, 2000, the Yamaguchi district court in southwestern Japan ruled that “the Japanese government which inherited Imperial Japan has the duty to make restitution for damage done in the war, in particular for the pain and suffering of the comfort women. Its failure to do this has resulted in increased pain suffered by victims. The comfort women system was sexual and racial discrimination, violating fundamental rights of women.” The court ordered the Japanese government to pay 360,000 yen ($3,540) to each of the South Korean comfort women but said they could not direct government policy regarding the apology.

As Yet, no Official Apology

For 47 years, the Japanese government denied any role in the comfort women scheme. However, in January 1992, documents from Japan’s defense agency’s archives surfaced that directly linked the Japanese military with the brothels. In August 1993, the Japanese government admitted that Japanese military authorities were in constant control of women who were forced to provide sex for soldiers before and during World War II.

Since then, Japanese prime ministers have made personal apologies to the women, but they have not issued an official apology or set up an official compensation plan. They maintain that the violations against the rights of the comfort women were not in violation of the Japanese legal system existing at the time they were committed and that all claims for compensation for citizens of various countries have already been settled by virtue of the various treaties of peace with Japan negotiated after the war.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Congo, Democratic Republic of

Nation located in central Africa. The Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), formerly known as Zaire, and before that called The Belgian Congo, has been almost continuously engulfed by war since winning its independence in 1960. The fact that scores of people who died there were victims of war crimes is why Thomas Lubanga Dyilo was convicted of war crimes by the International Criminal Court (ICC) in March 2012. Lubanga was a Congolese nationalist and military leader. The ICC is an independent judicial body loosely affiliated with the United Nations and the International Court of Justice in The Hague. It was created in 2002 and, despite the fact the United States initially opposed it out of fear that it would be used to scrutinize American military activity, it is today supported by the United States and more than 100 other nations. The tribunal is authorized to investigate and prosecute war crimes and crimes against humanity throughout the world. Lubanga was the ICC’s first defendant.

Lubanga’s story is just a small part of the history of violence that has plagued the Democratic Republic of Congo since 1960. Less than a year after independence, the country was shaken by the murder of its prime minister, Patrice Lumumba, by forces loyal to army chief Joseph Mobutu. After four years of wielding influence behind the scenes, Mobutu formally seized power in 1965. Renaming himself Mobuto Sese Seko, he also renamed the country Zaire. A staunch Cold War ally of the United States, Mobutu allowed Zaire to become a staging ground for military operations against Soviet-backed Angola. In return, the Americans helped stabilize Mobutu’s regime, which included the suppression of antigovernment movements. After the Cold War ended in the early 1990s, Zaire and Mobutu were no longer of interest to the United States. When Rwanda invaded Zaire in 1997 in pursuit of Hutu guerillas, anti-Mobutu forces used the opportunity to rebel, capturing the capital of Kinshasa and forcing Mobuto to flee. They then installed Laurent Kabila as president. One of Kabila’s first official acts was to rename Zaire the Democratic Republic of Congo.

The nation had barely a year of respite from conflict, between 1997 and 1998. In 1998, a falling out between Kabila and his former allies ignited a civil war that would claim his life in 2001. The fighting in the DRC between 1998 and 2003, although nominally referred to as a civil war, looked more like a world war. Nearly 4 million people died and another 2 million became refugees as the country was flooded with troops from Angola, Namibia, Rwanda, Uganda, and Zimbabwe. The war also brought Thomas Lubanga to the attention of the ICC. The Lubangaled Union of Congolese Patriots (UPC), staffed in part by child soldiers, occupied the city of Bania in 2002 and killed large numbers of civilians in the process. It was his involvement in the murders of nine United Nations peacekeepers in 2005 that prompted the Congolese government, now under the leadership of Laurent Kabila’s son, Joseph, to order his arrest.

The indictments against Lubanga alleged that between 1998 and 2003 he formed and led the UPC, an armed militia operating in Ituri in the northeast of the DRC. He also received assistance from Uganda. It was while head of the UPC that Lubanga was accused of ordering murders, torture, the rape of civilians, and the forced conscription of child soldiers. At one point, the indictments alleged, Lubanga had as many as 30,000 children serving in the UPC filling roles as soldiers, cooks, carriers, and, in some cases, sexual slaves. Some were as young as 10. Allegedly, many of the children were pressed into service by their parents upon demands by Lubanga that they provide either money, livestock, or children to help the UPC.

Lubanga was held by authorities in Kinshasa while representatives from the ICC conducted an investigation. In 2006, the ICC issued a warrant for Lubanga’s arrest for war crimes, and he was transferred to a Dutch prison unit in The Hague. In January 2007, a judge for the ICC announced that prosecutors had supplied sufficient evidence that Lubanga was responsible for war crimes consisting of enlisting and conscripting children under the age of 15. His trial, for the war crime of “conscripting and enlisting children under the age of fifteen years and using them to participate actively in hostilities” opened on January 26, 2009. Lubanga was found guilty on March 14, 2012. On July 10, 2012, he was sentenced to a 14-year prison term, which was reduced to 8 years to compensate for the 6 years he had spent in detention between 2006 and 2012.
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Congo Free State

The Congo Free State, situated in south-central Africa’s Congo River Basin, existed from 1885 until 1908. During those years, the region was personally controlled by Belgian King Leopold II, who exercised complete and final authority over the area and its people. After the horrific abuses that occurred in the Congo Free State were publicized in the early years of the 20th century, Leopold’s personal and solitary control of the Congo basin ended, and the area became known as the Belgian Congo on November 15, 1908. The Belgian Congo remained a Belgian colony, under the supervision of the Parliament and king, until it achieved independence in 1960. Leopold’s reign of terror was driven primarily by greed, and it exacted a terrible toll on the Congolese people; estimates vary, but it is generally assumed that as many as 10 million Congolese died in the Congo Free State roughly between 1885 and 1908. Precise data concerning deaths and specific atrocities are not well documented or known because Leopold ordered the systematic destruction of most documents relating to the Congo Free State in order to cover his tracks.

What made Leopold’s strangle hold on the Congo even more unsettling was the duplicitous way in which he insinuated himself into the region. By the mid-1870s, the king was well aware of the riches of raw materials that lay untapped in the Congo Basin. The area was awash in ivory and rubber, which commanded high prices in the developed world. The Congo was also rich in other commodities and minerals, such as copper. Couching his interest in strictly humanitarian terms, Leopold sponsored conferences in Brussels to attract explorers, geographers, and philanthropists, whom he hoped to attract to the Congo Basin in order to improve the lives of its people, although his real mission was to exploit the land and its people. Before long, he had gained the financial and intellectual support of a number of governments and individuals, both in Europe and America. All along, Leopold planned on eventually seizing the region for himself.

In the early 1880s, Leopold founded the International Association of the Congo, a political front organization that would legitimize his activities and act as conduit by which he could exercise control over the Congo. During the 1884–1885 Berlin Conference, in which leading imperial nations tried to codify and rationalize African colonialism, Leopold’s Association of the Congo officially became the Congo Free State on May 29, 1885, under the personal suzerainty of King Leopold.

Leopold, his bogus humanitarian goals not withstanding, soon established a sweeping colonial bureaucracy and internal defense force (Force Publique, FP) in the Congo that had but one goal: attaining maximum profits with minimal expenses. To accomplish this, he decreed that all land not currently inhabited or cultivated be turned over to his control (this was in fact the majority of the region’s land). His agents, in turn, would be free to exploit the land for natural resources. By the early 1890s, the king had issued another sweeping decree, which forbade Congo’s indigenous peoples from selling products they personally harvested (chiefly rubber and ivory) to any other party except his Congo Free State. Because Leopold’s administration exercised complete control over the prices of such commodities, he could dictate how much money—if any—the Congolese people would get for these products. All income flowed into Leopold’s coffers, and private extraction and trading companies were thus driven out of the region. In 1892, Leopold did grant partial concessions to two privately held companies, but he was able to control the land they worked, the indigenous labor force they exploited, and the amount of income they received from the harvesting or extraction of various commodities.

Because Leopold had gained complete control of the Congo Free State’s economy and labor force, he, along with his colonial cronies, bureaucrats, and the two concession companies, essentially dictated the lives of the vast majority of Congolese. The system imposed on them was ghastly and inhumane. They were forced to labor at backbreaking work with miniscule pay, little to eat, and few if any medical facilities. The colonial bureaucracy, which was corrupt to the core, instilled in the population a sense of abject fear and hopelessness. Bribery was rife, and colonial officials often played favorites and encouraged the Congolese people to spy on one another to ensure that everyone was working at peak efficiency. The FP was tasked with maintaining order and, more critically, with enforcing rubber and ivory quotas, which it did quite brutally.

The FP employed white, European officers and black indigenous soldiers. Armed with firearms and the chicotte— the ubiquitous bull whip—the FP burned villages, raped women, tortured and whipped recalcitrant workers, and killed perhaps hundreds of thousands. The FP’s soldiers were required to cut off the hands of their victims (sometimes while they were still alive) to prove that they had done their job and had not wasted ammunition on hunting or other activities. Rubber quotas were often measured in the number of severed hands an FP company could produce. The taking of human hands became so pervasive that some villages raided other villages just to harvest the appendages to meet the quota. Many Congolese also turned on each other in the quest to gather the most severed hands.

A junior white officer in the FP wrote about a raid on a Congolese village that had balked at the unrealistic rubber quotas. He reported that the FP entered the village, beheaded its male inhabitants, and hung their heads from a nearby palisade. The women and children, after being shot, were hung from the same palisade, in the form of a crude cross. The harvesting of rubber in the Congo was particularly harsh because it was taken from vines instead of trees. Workers would often cut the vines and coat their bodies with the liquefied rubber. When it hardened, they scraped it off their skin, resulting in skin abrasions and worse.

After considerable international scrutiny and outrage, Leopold’s cruel reign ended in 1908. This by no means freed the Congolese people from colonial abuses, but the worst of the atrocities subsided. The death toll of 10 million includes those Congolese killed directly by colonial authorities, malnutrition, disease and infection, intervillage conflict, and labor. It is estimated that 20 percent of the entire Congolese population died as a result of the exploitative, forced-labor system alone. The exploitation and inhumanity of the Leopold era left an indelible imprint of the Congolese, and their nation remains a deeply troubled society today.
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Congo Mass Rapes

The Democratic Republic of the Congo, located in central Africa, has gained the unfortunate reputation of being the rape capital of the world. Rape has been used as a weapon of war in Congo since 1996, when Rwandan troops entered the eastern part of the region to stop attacks upon their country. Uganda and Burundi subsequently entered the fray in support of Rwanda. The forces opposed to the Rwandans include the Mai-Mai, armed groups of Rwanda Hutus, and Burundian rebels of the Forces for the Defense of Democracy (FDD) and the Front for National Liberation (FNL). By 2011, the conflict, arguably the world’s largest civil war, had claimed more than 5 million lives.

All of the groups fighting in Congo have frequently and sometimes systematically raped women and girls. Men have also been the target of sexual assaults since at least 2010, but these attacks are not mass rapes. In many cases, combatants raped women and girls as part of a widespread attack against villages in which they killed and injured civilians and destroyed property. Such attacks aimed to terrorize communities into ceding control to the attackers. The assaults were also designed to punish villages for real or alleged aid to opposing forces, particularly if the attacking force had recently come under fire. The International Rescue Committee, a group formed in 1933 to assist refugees, estimates that tens of thousands of women and girls have suffered rapes, which leave them physically wounded and emotionally traumatized. The social effects of such attacks include rejection and stigmatization by families and communities. One Rwanda woman reported that she could not comfortably walk through her villages because her neighbors would taunt her with the name, “Maman Kubakwa” (raped woman).

The United Nations and various other nongovernmental agencies have been active in Congo to reduce tensions and speed healing and reconciliation, but they have had limited effect. North and South Kivu remain hot spots of violence. Despite peace agreements in 2003 and 2008, mass rapes continue to occur. A 2010 study of rape survivors by the Harvard Humanitarian Initiative and Oxfam revealed that almost 60 percent had been gang raped. The ages of victims ranged from 3 to 80 and spanned all ethnicities.
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Cultural Revolution 

The Cultural Revolution was a violent political movement launched in the People’s Republic of China (PRC) by Chinese leader Mao Zedong during 1966–1969, although its influence was felt into the mid-1970s. The Cultural Revolution led to 2 million deaths, mostly the professional and educated class of Chinese people.

Mao termed the Cultural Revolution (CR) his “lifetime achievement” apart from leading the successful 1949 revolution. Some have compared its significance to the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, but it has also been seen as a clash of personalities, ideologies, and policies between Mao and President Liu Shaoqi, the second most powerful figure in the PRC. Mao sought to use the CR to enhance his authority. High-ranking CR proponents included Mao, Premier Zhou Enlai, Foreign Minister Chen Yi, and Defense Minister Lin Biao. On the other hand, the so-called capitalists who opposed the CR dominated the Chinese Communist Party’s (CCP) Politburo, Central Committee, regional bureaus, and provincial party committees, including the crucial Beijing unit. They included Liu, General Secretary of the CCP Deng Xiaoping, Beijing mayor Peng Zhen, chief of the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) general staff Luo Ruiqing, and Marshal He Long.

These groups differed over the handling of contradictions inside and outside the CCP in regard to society, culture, and the economy. Among the contentious issues was whether the CCP should be revived with new socialist ideals or maintained predominantly as a bureaucratic entity. The two sides also clashed on the collectivization of agriculture, moral/material incentives, and self-reliance versus free markets. The rift also pitted the Maoist mass line model advocating a continuing class struggle against those capitalists who advocated economic development and modernization as a means to achieve superpower status.

External factors also drove the CR, including the Sino-Soviet split, the Soviet Union’s revisionist peaceful coexistence with the West, and antipathy toward supporting developing nations. Liu was labeled a “Chinese Khrushchev” during the CR, in reference to Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s reforms of the 1950s.

The 16-point guidelines issued on August 8, 1966, initiated the CR, although the more immediate catalyst was Beijing vice-mayor Wu Han’s play Hai Rui’s Dismissal from Office, an allegory about a Ming Dynasty official’s vindication after being forced from his post. The play indirectly referred to former defense minister Peng Dehuai’s 1959 removal from office following the Lushan Conference, when Peng criticized Mao for the disastrous Great Leap Forward. Radicals within the Politburo, including the Gang of Four clique comprising Mao’s wife Jiang Qing and Shanghai-based Communist Party members Wang Hongwen, Zhang Chunqiao, and Yao Wenyuan, responded in late 1965 with countercritiques, one by Yao to the Shanghai newspapers and a literary critique from Jiang, that rallied the opponents of Peng.

Once Mao in August and September 1966 accorded legitimacy to the CR through the medium of the big-character poster, the movement spread across the PRC. Soon, a three-in-one system was formed, comprised of the military, revolutionary cadres, and representatives of the masses. In March 1967, they were tasked with carrying forward the revolution. The CCP’s Central Committee thereby lost its influence to the Central Cultural Revolution Small Group, made up of radicals loyal to Mao. The so-called Red Guards, tasked with replacing “old world with new world,” were one of the main proselytizers of the CR movement.

Beginning in August 1966, the Red Guards carried out actions against the Four Olds: old ideas, old culture, old customs, and old habits. In the process, they condemned, humiliated, and often brutalized or killed Communist Party cadres and corrupt revisionist authorities accused of taking the capitalist road and criticized petit bourgeois teachers. PRC military and security forces were ordered to support the revolutionary masses of the Left and, in the latter phases of the CR, to restore order in the chaotic society and economy. In January 1967, Mao pressed the PLA to restore order in the country, and by April 1969 the CCP’s Ninth Congress declared the CR at an end.

The effects of the CR were numerous. Liu, in ailing health, was imprisoned and denied medical treatment. He died in prison of diabetes in 1969. Peng, Luo, and others were purged. Many students were sent to rural outposts to learn from peasants in 1968. Thousands of households considered bourgeois were ransacked and their occupants killed. Priceless cultural artifacts, regarded as feudal or capitalist anachronisms, were smashed or otherwise destroyed. Over the long term, the CR also led to the erosion of the CCP’s political authority. The CCP’s June 27, 1981, Resolutions on Questions of Party History stated that the CR had imposed a “severe setback and the heaviest losses suffered by the party, state, and the people” since 1949.
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D'Aubuisson, Roberto

Roberto D’Aubuisson was a right-wing political and military figure in El Salvador who was linked to El Salvador’s notorious right-wing death squads, who served as president of the country’s Constituent Assembly from 1982 to 1983.

Roberto D’Aubuisson Arrieta was born on April 23, 1943, in Santa Tecla and entered a military academy at age 15. After graduation he joined the National Guard, specializing in intelligence and national security. He also studied abroad at private police academies in the United States, including the International Police Academy, which was subsequently closed by the U.S. Congress for teaching techniques of torture.

In the late 1970s, d’Aubuisson formed links with right-wing paramilitary organizations in El Salvador and allegedly formed the Union de Guerreros Blancos (Union of White Warriors), a death squad that openly declared responsibility for many killings. As a result of a coup in 1979, D’Aubuisson went into exile as the moderate Christian Democrats assumed power. He subsequently formed a series of political parties, most notably the Nationalist Republican Alliance in 1981, to fight the land reforms and bank nationalizations of the Christian Democrats. There is evidence that he masterminded the murder of Attorney General Mario Zamara Rivas, a Christian Democrat he labeled a communist, and Archbishop Oscar Arnulfo Romero, a champion of the poor. He also led a failed coup attempt in 1980. Two months after Romero’s March 1980 assassination, D’Aubuisson and his supporters were arrested on a farm, where recovered evidence implicated D’Aubuisson in organizing and financing death squads and planning a coup d’état to depose the Revolutionary Government Junta (JRG) governing El Salvador. Denouncing the JRG, D’Aubuisson openly spoke in a 1981 interview to the Washington Post, “of the need to kill 200,000 to 300,000 people to restore peace to El Salvador.”

Backed by the wealthy “Fourteen Families” of El Salvador and private U.S. interests, D’Aubuisson and his right-wing coalition assumed control of a newly elected Constituent Assembly in April 1982, and D’Aubuisson became its president. The Ronald Reagan administration at first supported this coalition in hopes of more moderate policies, but d’Aubuisson soon intensified his right-wing tactics and suspended his modest land reform proposals. Other government members, fearing loss of peasant support and U.S. aid, withdrew their support and pushed him out of the 1984 election, which was won by moderate Jose Napoleon Duarte.

In 1987, Duarte’s government began the process of bringing D’Aubuisson to trial for his involvement in the 1980 killing of Romero, but in 1989 the case collapsed when evidence was ruled inadmissible. That same year, a right-wing government returned to power in El Salvador, and D’Aubuisson began to rebuild his influence. He died of cancer on February 20, 1992.
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Death Squads

Terror groups employed by modern states. Death squads are one of the primary instruments of state terrorism and repression. These squads, with their ability to circumvent a nation’s bureaucracy and laws in order to eliminate potential internal threats, are an extension of state security by other means. Death squads can serve political purposes as well as operate on a cultural level or as a means of social control. The death squad phenomenon can arise during times of state formation, transition, or crisis to ensure political and social control under authoritarian or democratic governments.

The death squad phenomenon has arisen with the advent of the modern state. The vertical division of responsibilities within the modern state among national, regional, and local levels, and horizontally between various agencies and departments has facilitated the rise of death squads as well as their deniability by the state as various bureaucracies at all levels operate with greater autonomy. Division of state responsibilities in Weimar Germany fostered an environment in which death squads could operate. A number of government and military officials, particularly at the regional and local level, favored the existence of death squads as a supplement to Germany’s weakened security forces. The Weimar paramilitary death squads acted covertly so as not to stir up public opinion; the state, meanwhile, an infant democracy, was able to plausibly deny their existence. Meanwhile, the justice system turned a blind eye to the squads’ violence by not prosecuting their crimes or, when prosecuted, by handing down lenient sentences, especially when said crimes had been committed against members of the political left by those of the right.

Death squads tend to be clandestine organizations. The covert, paramilitary nature of death squads provides states with a measure of deniability and unaccountability. The squads conduct extrajudicial acts of violence to eliminate potential enemies of the government. These enemies can range from armed insurgents, who fight against the state, political opponents and members of opposition parties, and individuals suspected of subversive activity. While death squad activities often begin with relatively specific targets, the violence may spiral out of control as the definition of subversive activity expands and death squads are used to preemptively suppress all resistance. The Ministry for State Security (Stasi) in the former German Democratic Republic (GDR, East Germany), although acting covertly, effectively created an environment of fear and uncertainty in which everyone was suspect and watched. Up to 50 percent of the GDR’s citizens served in the Stasi or were informants at one time or another. The Stasi would covertly make people disappear for interrogation, arrest, imprisonment, or to be turned as informants. Some victims, however, never returned home after being held in Stasi prisons. While the Stasi tended to act clandestinely, they effectively created an environment of fear, which was intended to preemptively deter any subversive activity, whether in rhetoric or action, against the communist regime.

The means utilized by death squads included murder, rape, kidnapping, and torture. The members of the squad that conduct such acts of violence were often immune to state judicial systems. In Uganda, the government of Idi Amin sought to create a superficial appearance of legality and structure that provided its death squads with an environment in which they could operate unchecked. Military tribunals were set up that acted alongside the regular court system. While the tribunals tried both civilians and soldiers, they were not subject to civilian or constitutional oversight. Death squads were thus able to operate in a vacuum with no fear of punishment from the state.

While death squads may carry out extrajudicial violence, many of their members are closely associated with the state. Death squad members often belong to legitimate security organizations within the state, such as police forces, the military, or intelligence agencies. Although closely tied to the state, death squads make no pretense about carrying out legitimate violence. They wear no uniforms and make no indication of their leaders. The secretive, extrajudicial nature of the squads provides the state with the ability to plausibly deny the squads existence or connection to the state. In Guatemala, in order to avoid state accountability for death squad activities, victims simply disappeared.

Death squads, while instruments of domestic state terrorism, also have an international dimension. In many cases where death squad violence occurs in poor countries, a powerful country will act as a sponsor. The arms industry, the largest industry in the world, provides the arena for states and corporations such as the United States, Russia, and other Western governments to influence and support state terror throughout the world. Weapons sold to dictators or foreign security bodies provide the means for state-sponsored repression through death squads. In Northern Ireland, Britain covertly aided and colluded with Loyalist paramilitary groups and death squads in their struggle against the Irish Republican Army (IRA). British intelligence agencies supplied the Loyalists with arms and intelligence about Catholics. While Britain may no longer have been the great colonial power that it once was, collusion with the Loyalists was an extension of British colonial policy in Ireland.

In addition to being instruments of policy, whether domestic or foreign, death squads can also serve as a means of social control. During the “dirty war” in El Salvador, military officers, many of whom were also involved in death squads, thought of guerillas as a virus that was corrupting society and thus needed to be eradicated. The health of the state, as an organic body, was the first priority of the security organizations and led to the killings of not only guerillas, but also their families. Death squads may also be used to maintain the social status quo. White violence in the American South, particularly by the Ku Klux Klan, against black men and their families occurred periodically during times of social tension, such as during Reconstruction, the post-World War II period, and the Civil Rights Movement. This violence included lynching, public dismemberments, or beatings to terrorize the black community into submission so that it would not challenge the power of white elites and the social status quo.

Death squads often utilize fear as a weapon in order to maintain social control. Although death squads as organizations tend to be covert, their actions can be quite public. Headlines and publicity spread fear throughout the population. Deliberately fostering an environment of fear is a means of social control used by death squads to terrorize potential resistance into submission. In El Salvador, civil conflict throughout the 1980s led to the emergence of publicity seeking death squads. Mutilated corpses were a common sight during this time of strife. In some cases, EM, short for Escaudrón de la Muerte (or death squad), was carved into the bodies as a warning of what would happen to those who defied the government. This was not the only incidence of the overt existence of death squads in El Salvador. Roberto D’Aubuisson’s Nationalist Republican Alliance (ARENA), a legitimate political party, possessed its own security force in the form of the Secret Anticommunist Army (ESA), which became the public face of the party’s death squad.

The consideration of cultural norms influences the development of death squads’ tactics and makes them all the more effective in spreading fear and preventing resistance. In Argentina, disappearances occurred frequently during the civil strife between 1976 and 1982. Like in Guatemala, forced disappearances left the families and communities of the victims in a chronic state of fear and uncertainty, yet more importantly, the disappearances in Argentina also provided evidence as to how death squads operated on a cultural level. In Argentina, the corpse plays a significant role in burial rituals because of the perceived connection between ideas, spirit, and body. The void left by disappearances, rather than overt executions, left the families and communities completely terror-stricken and in a state of limbo, with no body, thus preventing them from seeking revenge.

Terrorizing people on a cultural level is not unique to Argentina’s death squads. The insurgency in Kashmir, India also provides a good example of how death squads used cultural values to repress opposition. The Indian troops preyed on Muslim cultural values regarding sexuality in an attempt to so thoroughly terrorize and humiliate the Kashmiri Muslims that they would be incapable of resistance. Indian troops attacked Kashmiri men by raping their women. Serbian paramilitary units also employed this tactic during the ethnic conflicts in the former Yugoslavia as they raped Bosnian Muslim women in an effort to humiliate the men into submission.

The death squad has arisen within the modern state as a means of extrajudicial security. It is a global phenomenon funded, supplied, and tacitly supported by the modern state system. Cultural and societal norms shape death squad tactics, but the ultimate goal remains the same: using violence to retain power and maintain the social and political status quo.
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Dekulakization

Dekulakization was a Soviet government policy aimed at eliminating the kulaks throughout the Soviet Union and its constituent republics, roughly between 1929 and 1933. Ukraine boasted a large number of kulaks, and they suffered grievously during the forced collectivization of agriculture and the mass starvation of 1931–1933 (the Holomodor). Kulak was a term used to describe and classify relatively affluent farmers in the late Russian Empire and the early years of the Soviet Union. After the Soviets came to power in Russia in the early 1920s, they classified peasants into three large categories: bednyaks (poor farmers); serednyaks (middle-income farmers); and kulaks (high-income farmers). The early Soviets believed that only the bednyaks were capable of joining the proletariat (industrial working class) in a Leninist-inspired revolution; the kulaks, on the other hand, were viewed as “class enemies” because they owned their own land and had relatively high incomes. During the first phase of the Russian Revolution, that began in November 1917, peasants who had refused to provide the Red Army with grain and other supplies were labeled “kulaks,” and were often subjected to violence and intimidation. That general view of this group carried over into the early Soviet period.

In 1929, Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin ordered the complete collectivization of Soviet agriculture, which was part of the larger First Five Year Plan. That scheme was designed to modernize and industrialize the Soviet Union in a relatively short period of time. Collectivization meant that farmers would no longer own their own land or livestock and that agricultural policy would be established by the central government and be carried out on collective farms. By early 1930, Soviet policy embraced the concept that kulaks, were to be eliminated as a group, a concept dubbed dekulakization. Some would be sent to gulags (prisons) or executed; others would be deported to distant and isolated parts of the country (like Siberia), while the remainder would be deported within their home provinces where they would be forced to live and toil on collective farms. Soon, even farmers who owned a few livestock (but no land) were classified as kulaks. Stalin’s ultimate goal was more than collectivization—he sought to assert Soviet control over the entirety of the countryside and eliminate any vestiges of capitalism and nationalism.

Ukraine had a large number of kulaks, and so the policies put in place in the early 1930s had a profound effect on all Ukrainians, whether they were farmers or not. Many Ukrainian kulaks resisted collectivization, choosing to plow under crops and slaughter their livestock rather than turn them over to the state. By 1934, the Soviet government estimated that 26.6 million head of cattle had been killed along with 63.4 million sheep. This widespread slaughter, combined with failed and plowed-under crops precipitated a major famine during 1932–1933, which hit the Ukrainians very hard.

Many kulaks were either murdered on their own land, or died after being deported or imprisoned. Between 1930 and 1937, some estimates claim that as many as 4–5 million peasants in Ukraine, many of them kulaks, perished. The enormity of these developments did not come to full light until the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.
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Democide

In its most inclusive form, democide refers to the murder of an individual or individuals by a government entity. Democide can encompass genocide, although not all genocides are democides, the main difference being that genocide typically involves the mass killing of people because of their specific group characteristics, such as race, ethnicity, nationality, or religion. Democide does not always or even necessarily involve the eradication of a specific group, and it may involve both intentional deaths and unintentional deaths. Thus, the government killing of political opponents can be considered democide, but so too can government indifference toward pollution, for instance, especially when a government knows about the pollution and its consequences but does nothing to stop it from killing people.

The political scientist Rudolph J. Rummel is credited with having popularized the term democide, which he defines as “the murder of any person or people by a government, including genocide, politicide, and mass murder.” Rummel has argued that deaths from democide, particularly in the 20th century, have far surpassed deaths through war. He also asserts that the aggregation of concentrated political power has resulted in ever-increasing bouts of democide and the attendant increase in deaths from it. Oftentimes, democide has been used in a legal context to describe governmental killing of political opponents, or government-sponsored mass killings that may or may not rise to the level of genocide. Rummel is careful to exclude from his definition battle deaths, capital punishment, and collateral civilian deaths during wartime, namely in cases in which the principal target was not civilians but rather military installations.

Some examples of democide include North Korean government policies since the 1980s that resulted in the mass starvation of large portions of its population, Chinese leader Mao Zedong’s Great Leap Forward effort of the late 1950s and early 1960s, and Soviet leader Josef Stalin’s politically motivated and murderous purges of the 1930s.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.

See also: Class enemies; Ethnic Cleansing; Total War

Further Reading

Rummel, R. J. Death by Government. Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1997.

Rummel, R. J. Democide: Nazi Genocide and Mass Murder. Piscataway, NJ: Transaction Publishers, 1991.

Dresden Bombing

Allied strategic bombing raid against the German city of Dresden. This operation, conducted from February 13 to 15, 1945, has become the most commonly evoked image to illustrate the excesses and horror of conventional bombing of cities. The firestorm caused by Royal Air Force (RAF) Bomber Command on the night of February 13 rivaled that of the raid on Hamburg of July 27, 1943. The immediate controversy about the raid contributed to the end of Allied strategic bombing. Cold War rhetoric and sensationalist presentations in history books and movies have clouded the facts ever since.

At the Yalta Conference on February 4, 1945, the Soviets asked for Allied air attacks on communication centers to prevent the shifting of German troops to the Eastern Front. They specifically mentioned Berlin and Leipzig, but Allied planners also identified Dresden and Chemnitz as appropriate objectives to meet Soviet needs. On February 8, Supreme Headquarters, Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF) instructed RAF Bomber Command and the U.S. Strategic Air Forces to prepare an attack on Dresden because of its importance in relation to movements of military forces to the Eastern Front. Contrary to later reports, Dresden did contain many important industrial and transportation targets, and it was defended, although many of its guns had been sent east to fight the Soviets. The allocation of effort was also shaped by the prodding of British Prime Minister Winston L. S. Churchill, although he later tried to distance himself from the operation and the atmosphere engendered by the pursuit of Operation THUNDERCLAP. The latter was a British plan to break German morale with a massive Allied assault on the German capital, Berlin, and refugee centers. The attack on Berlin was conducted on February 3 over the protests of U.S. Eighth Air Force Commander James Doolittle. Other Americans in the U.S. Strategic Air Forces headquarters and in Washington were also uneasy over concentrating on cities such as Dresden, but that did not stop the operation.

The operation opened on the night of February 13 with two separate British raids. The first blow was delivered by 244 Lancasters dropping more than 800 tons of bombs. This attack was moderately successful. The inhabitants of the city were surprised with a second attack three hours later, this time by 529 Lancasters delivering a further 1,800 tons of bombs. The concentrated accuracy of the bombing against so many wooden structures and during ideal weather conditions produced a terrible conflagration. The smoke and flames made aiming very difficult the next day for the more than 300 American B-17s attempting to drop another 700 tons of bombs on the city’s marshaling yards. Obscuration of the target area was even worse for a similar attack on February 15.

When news of the destruction of Dresden reached Britain, there was considerable public outcry over the destruction of such a beautiful city when the war seemed to be virtually won. American air leaders were worried by similar reactions in the United States, especially after careless remarks by a SHAEF briefing officer inspired such nationwide newspaper headlines as “Terror Bombing Gets Allied Approval as Step to Speed Victory.” Secretary of War Henry Stimson ordered an investigation of the “unnecessary” destruction, but was satisfied by the resulting report explaining the background of the operation. Public reaction in the United States was muted. The controversy contributed to the Allied decision to suspend strategic bombing in April.

The casualty figures reported by German fire and police services ranged between 25,000 and 35,000 dead. However, thousands more were missing, and there were many unidentified refugees in the city. It is probable that the death total approached the 45,000 killed in the bombing of Hamburg in July-August 1943. Some careless historians, encouraged by Soviet and East German propaganda, promulgated figures as high as 250,000. Although David Irving later recanted his claim of 135,000 dead, one can still find that number cited in many history books.

Public impressions of the excesses of Dresden were reinforced by Kurt Vonnegut’s novel Slaughterhouse Five and the movie it inspired. More than 50 years later, when critics of U.S. air operations against Iraq or Yugoslavia needed a metaphor to condemn conventional bombing attacks on cities, almost invariably they cited Dresden in 1945.
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Duranty, Walter 

Walter Duranty was a controversial English-born American journalist who for years was known for his pro-Soviet sympathies and who gained widespread notoriety for his denial of the 1932–1933 Holodomor (mass Ukrainian starvation) in the Soviet Union.

Duranty was born in Liverpool, England on May 25, 1884, and attended college in England before moving to Paris to become a journalist. He reported on World War I, and first gained attention with an article he wrote on the 1919 Paris Peace Conference. In 1921, he went to the Soviet Union, beginning a long journalistic career covering events in that nation. The next year, he secured a position with the New York Times as that publication’s bureau chief in Moscow, a post he retained for more than 13 years. His reporting from the Soviet Union was largely uncritical. Duranty arranged an exclusive interview with Soviet leader Joseph Stalin in 1929, the coverage of which brought him much attention in the United States and Europe. His reporting on the Soviet Union during the early 1930s garnered him a Pulitzer Prize in 1932 and nearly universal name recognition.

Duranty’s reporting, however, left many experts perplexed concerning his interpretation of the Soviet Union and its leaders, and it continues to be controversial. He asserted that Russians were communally oriented and thus could only function under a regimented, autocratic regime. Attempts to westernize Russia, he continued, were relics of European colonialism that were doomed ultimately to fail. Vladimir Lenin, he argued, failed in his attempts to remake Russian society because his ideas contained too many Western prescriptions. Stalin, however, Duranty opined, did not regard himself as a dictator; rather, he was the guardian of Stalinism, a new way of governing the Russians that would bring them peace and prosperity. Stalin’s infamous Five-Year Plans, the journalist asserted, were necessary to bring about the modernization of the Soviet Union and prosperity for its people. In June 1931, Duranty reported on the collectivization of Soviet agriculture, arguing that it was necessary for the reformation of Soviet society.

By 1933, however, Duranty had inserted himself into the growing controversy regarding mass starvation in Ukraine (the Holodomor). In an August 1933 article in the New York Times, he argued that “any report of a famine in Russia today is an exaggeration or malignant propaganda.” After British journalist Gareth Jones reported on the famine in Ukraine, Duranty penned a sharp rebuke of Duranty’s findings, terming them gross distortions fueled by the ongoing diplomatic rift between London and Moscow. Malcolm Muggeridge, of the Manchester (England) Guardian, termed Duranty “a liar.” Despite this controversy, Duranty retained his position in Moscow and was held in high esteem by many mainstream journalists. Duranty returned to the United States in 1934 and remained a special correspondent for the New York Times until 1940. He also wrote a number of books, most of them detailing his reporting on and travels to the Soviet Union; all were largely uncritical of the Soviet regime.

With the advent of the Cold War in the years immediately following World War II, Duranty became marginalized and was unable to secure jobs in journalism because of what many perceived to be his pro-Soviet reporting. By then, pro-Soviet journalists and writers were being labeled as communists amid the Second Red Scare. He earned money chiefly from book royalties and from lectures he frequently gave. By the early 1950s, and with the advent of McCarthyism in the United States, Duranty had jettisoned his former pro-Russian views and embraced anticommunism. After retiring to Florida, Duranty died in relative obscurity in Orlando on October 3, 1957.

Many years after his death, historians took Duranty to task for ignoring the Holodomor until it was nearly over. Duranty never fully acknowledged the tragedy, nor did he seem to grasp its enormity or legacy. In 2003, the Ukrainian Canadian Civil Liberties Association formally appealed to the Pulitzer Board, requesting that it posthumously revoke Duranty’s 1932 Pulitzer Prize. The Board refused to do so, however, noting that the prize was awarded not for Duranty’s coverage of the Holodomor, but rather for his coverage of Soviet society in general.
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Egypt 

Since Egypt cast off the last vestiges of foreign domination when King Farouk was overthrown in 1953, this ancient Middle Eastern nation has seen more than its fair share of human rights abuses and atrocities. Indeed, Farouk’s ouster was preceded by massive rioting in Cairo in January 1952 that resulted in 26 deaths; another 552 were wounded. In April 1954, Gamal Abdel Nasser assumed full control over Egypt’s government, becoming its first president. Nasser’s regime immediately banned the Islamist Muslim Brotherhood, arresting many of its members and driving others out of the country. To modernize his country and to improve its economy, Nasser embraced state-imposed socialism. Nasser’s rule was often heavy-handed, and it tolerated little in the way of opposition or criticism. The large and intrusive internal security force routinely arrested and detained citizens for long periods of time and without formal charges. Perhaps the most egregious atrocity during the Nasser era occurred on April 8, 1970, during the War of Attrition with Israel. Israeli aircraft mistook an elementary school in Bahr-el-Baqar for a military facility and bombed it. The attack killed 46 children under the age of 11.

In the wake of Nasser’s death in 1970, Anwar Sadat assumed the Egyptian presidency. He moved to undue Nasser’s statist economic policies, eventually embracing Intifah (Economic Opening) by the mid-1970s. For a time, he also relaxed the political climate, freeing Muslim Brotherhood prisoners and encouraging Muslim student groups to organize as counterpoints to the leftists who opposed his policies. In January 1977, however, Sadat’s decision to lift subsidies on food products provoked huge riots in a number of Egyptian cities including Cairo. At least 75 people died in the so-called Bread Riots; another 500–1,000 were arrested by security forces.

After Sadat sought peace with Israel in the late 1970s, his regime came under much criticism at home. This forced him to crack down on political dissidents on both the left and right and to move against Islamist groups, who abhorred any accommodation with the Israelis. In September 1981, Sadat ordered the arrest of nearly 2,000 suspected opponents, including Jihadists, the Coptic Christian pope and many of his clergy, as well as a number of activists and intellectuals. This move proved highly unpopular, and Sadat was assassinated on October 6, 1981, by a right-wing Jihadist group that had eluded arrest.

Sadat was succeeded by Hosni Mubarak, who would lead Egypt until the Egyptian Revolution of 2011. Mubarak took a much harder line than Sadat. He reversed Sadat’s earlier moves toward political liberalization and ensured that the executive branch of government would govern absolutely. He invoked emergency laws and left them in place for years, and waged a virtual war against fundamentalist and radical groups that engaged in periodic terrorism in Egypt until the late 1990s. He reacted swiftly and purged the army of “negligent” officers after an Egyptian soldier killed seven Israelis vacationing at Ras Burqa and another Egyptian soldier on October 5, 1985. In February 1986, there was a massive mutiny among the Central Security Forces. Seeking higher pay, the mutineers looted and burned sections of Cairo. Mubarak had to mobilize the army to suppress the unrest; no accurate casualty estimates are available, but it is believed dozens of people were killed or wounded in the violence.

Islamic extremism proved to be one of Mubarak’s biggest headaches. In 1992, Egyptian police and army troops stormed a poor Cairo suburb to root out followers of the radical Sheik Omar Abdel-Rahman. In the process, scores were wounded and several civilians died. At least 5,000 residents were forcibly relocated. In 1993, 1,106 Egyptian civilians were killed or wounded because of Islamist terror operations; 120 police officers also died. Egyptian Islamic extremists massacred 64 tourists at Luxor, Egypt, on November 17, 1997. On July 23, 2005, an Islamic group attacked and killed some 80 tourists—mostly foreign—and wounded another 150 at a Sharm el-Sheikh resort on the Red Sea. The ongoing Israeli-Palestinian conflict has also resulted in sporadic violence within Egypt. On October 7, 2004, Palestinian terrorists killed 34 and wounded 171 in a terrorist attack on the Sinai Peninsula.

Violence against the Coptic Church has also resulted in atrocities. On January 2, 2000, a Muslim mob attacked Coptic Christians at Kosheh, killing 21 and wounding 40. On January 7, 2010, Muslim extremists gunned down and killed 11 Coptic Christians as they left a church in Nag Hammadi. Another 11 were wounded. In Alexandria on January 1, 2011, a bomb attack against the Coptics killed 23 and wounded 97. On October 9–10, 2011, in Cairo, 28 Coptics were killed and another 212 wounded when Egyptian police and army personnel attacked a congregation of Coptics who were peacefully demonstrating against the demolition of a church.

In late January 2011, protesters of all stripes gathered in Tahrir Square in downtown Cairo to demand Mubarak’s resignation. Over a period of 18 days, the crowds grew larger and larger, and their protests became louder. During what has now come to be called the Egyptian Revolution of 2011, security forces and the Egyptian military tried to stem the unrest; as a result, hundreds died and many thousands more were wounded. Finally, on February 11, Mubarak resigned and power passed to the Egyptian Army, with elections to be held at an unspecified date in the near future. The death toll during the revolution stood at 846; 12,000 were arrested, and another 6,467 were injured. In April, Mubarak was detained while authorities investigated his role in the use of force against the protesters. The former president was then ordered to stand trial on charges of official negligence because he had not ordered the police and military to cease the use of force against the rebellious Egyptians. That trial is ongoing.

In 2012, Mohamed Morsi was elected president of Egypt. He took office on June 30 of that year. By November of 2012, Morsi had already begun to consolidate his power, not unlike Mubarak had done before him. Citing national security, he gave himself virtually unlimited executive powers to “protect” Egypt, and rescinded judicial review of presidential decisions. This caused major street demonstrations, and by the end of 2012, Morsi nullified his former decrees, although for all intents and purpose he continues to govern as a quasidictator. There remain serious concerns about the status of human rights in Egypt under Morsi, despite the fact that the 2011 revolution had been launched, in large measure, to stop human rights abuses under the Mubarak regime.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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El Salvador

The small Central American nation of El Salvador has historically been dominated since independence by the Fourteen Families, a small wealthy elite group of large landowners of Spanish descent controlling the lives of a largely Indian and mestizo population living in poverty. In the late 1970s, the guerilla movement Farabundo Martí Libertad Nacional (FMLN) made up of peasants, workers, and students, along with a small number of Marxists, challenged the elites and won the support of much of the population and nearly overthrew the military junta running the government.

Salvadorian elites reacted with brutal repression. They directed the national army and right-wing paramilitary death squads to target anyone with even mildly reformist goals. Entire villages were wiped out on even the slightest suspicion of residents sympathizing with the guerillas. Dissidents were routinely kidnapped, tortured, raped, or murdered. Students, peasants, and Catholic priests and nuns were the main targets. The guerillas were not innocents, but they were nowhere near as indiscriminate in their violence; the FMLN routinely assassinated police or army officers, generally in retaliation for involvement in torture or murders. Mayors were also murdered for supporting the government.

The army and paramilitary death squads committed more than ninety percent of the murders. The most notorious case of government directed violence involved the assassination of Archbishop Óscar Romero in March 1980 as he was celebrating mass. That same year, 600 peasants were massacred at Sumpul River. The case to gain the most notoriety internationally involved four American nuns who were gang-raped, tortured, and then murdered, their mutilated bodies left by the roadside. The atrocity almost led to the cutoff of American support for the dictatorship by the U.S. Congress. However, the Ronald Reagan administration remained strong in its conviction that support for El Salvador’s elites was vital to the struggle against Communism and often suppressed evidence of atrocities by the Salvadorian government. That support finally came close to being undercut by the murder of six Jesuit priests in 1989 at the University of Central America. Still, the succeeding administration of George H. W. Bush continued its support. In 1990, Costa Rican President Óscar Arias negotiated a ceasefire, ending the civil war. In 1992, leaders of the Salvadoran government and the FMLN signed a United Nations-brokered permanent peace agreement. The FMLN was finally permitted to become a legitimate political party.

The civil war death toll officially stood at some 100,000. Salvadorian government repression and the death squads claimed at least 65,000 of those lives. In addition, one in four Salvadorians became refugees. Some 1.25 million others fled to the United States, while nearly a quarter million more fled to Mexico or other Central American countries.

The agreement ending the conflict established two commissions: a truth commission to investigate the violence, and an ad hoc commission to review the human rights records of El Salvador’s military. The Ad Hoc Commission issued its report in secret, but forced the removal of more than 100 top military officers. The Commission on the Truth for El Salvador issued another report, “From Madness to Hope,” which named some 40 other high-ranking military leaders. The report also recommended reforming the courts, expelling still more military officers, and creating a civilian police force to replace the paramilitary. The truth commission found Roberto D’Aubuisson, founder of the National Republican Alliance (ARENA), guilty of giving the order to assassinate Archbishop Romero and reported that he had given instructions to his security service to act as a death squad; later, declassified U.S. documents confirmed this.

Five days after the truth commission’s report, the Salvadoran legislature enacted a blanket amnesty for war crimes. El Salvador has continued to be dominated by ARENA, whose founder, Roberto D’Aubuisson, also founded and directed the right-wing death squads. ARENA often won elections by violent intimidation of voters, as in 1982, or by fraud as in 1989. Voters’ desire for stability and U.S. support for ARENA also played important roles.

Still, the commissions did make an impact in the reconciliatory process after a bloody civil war. Salvador’s elites, and their U.S. government sponsors, had often done their best to hide evidence of the campaign of atrocities. The commissions put an end to all denials, and El Salvador became far less dominated by the military. Later observers have pointed to the commissions as a somewhat successful model of how to move a state beyond civil war.

Salvadorians and human rights activists continued to seek justice for victims despite the blanket amnesty. The Center for Justice and Accountability brought several successful lawsuits against war criminals. In 2002, the center won a $54 million civil suit for torture and killings ordered by two ex-Salvadoran generals who had moved to Miami. In 2004, it won a judgment of $10 million against Alvaro Saravia for his role in the assassination of Archbishop Romero. In 2004, the administration of George W. Bush challenged the constitutionality of these rulings and lost. In 2005, the Organization of American States’ human rights court re-opened its investigation into the 1981 massacre of peasant farmers in El Mozote, one of the most infamous atrocities of the civil war.

One of the enduring legacies of the civil war has also been a huge surge in Central American gangs like MS-13, both in their home countries and in the United States. Some of the older gang leaders and members were once members of death squads or served in the army. In recent years there have been reports of newer death squads making a comeback in order to target alleged gang members. In a bit of irony, in 2007 three ARENA party leaders were murdered, likely by gang members and, perhaps, former death squad members or soldiers.

ALTON CARROLL
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Ethiopia

After seizing political control over Ethiopia, located in east Africa, on September 12, 1974, the Provisional Military Administrative Council (PMAC) instituted a policy of threats, arrests, torture, and extrajudicial killing to repress any opposition to it. Such repression only provoked greater resistance by a variety of ethnic and political factions. For example, in 1975, the Tigray People’s Liberation Front began armed opposition to the military government. The new regime also faced threats from the Western Somalia Liberation Front and from the Eritrean People’s Liberation Front, both of which supported the right of ethnic groups to secede from Ethiopia.

Beginning in 1975, the Ethiopian People’s Revolutionary Party (EPRP) sought to integrate the diverse ethnic-based opposition in demands for a more radical socialist transformation of Ethiopia under civilian control. By February 1977, armed conflict between and among the various groups vying for control of Ethiopia escalated to the point of mutual annihilation. The EPRP began assassinating leaders of the PMAC in what came to be known as the “white terror.” Government forces responded with the so-called “red terror,” and by the end of 1977 they had killed, tortured, or jailed so many members and supporters of the EPRP that it was practically eliminated as a political force.

Between 1984 and 1986, the government of Ethiopia conducted a program designed to forcibly resettle hundreds of thousands of peasants from arid environments to more fertile areas. Although resettlement had been employed in Ethiopia since 1950, the revolutionary government in power during the 1980s lacked the necessary resources, including malaria prevention measures. Moreover, the government used resettlement as a political tool, placing its supporters in key areas and moving political opponents to distant or less-desirable provinces. Those who refused to move were forced to do so. Government soldiers seized people including the sick and elderly from the streets, markets, and farms and forcibly resettled them. By the end of 1986, about 700,000 people had been resettled. Conflicts between the resettled people and those indigenous to the areas, as well as government attacks against resettlement camps, added to the death toll created by diseases and hunger.
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Ethnic Cleansing

Ethnic cleansing is a broad concept that encompasses actions ranging from nonviolent pressure on a specific ethnic group or groups to the deliberate extermination of a people to effect their removal from a particular place; it is distinguished from genocide in that the ultimate goal is not the destruction of its victims, but rather their complete removal from a specific area. Ethnic cleansing can be accomplished through genocide, but not all cleansings are genocides.

Like the term “genocide,” the term “ethnic cleansing” is ambiguous and has a number of different meanings ascribed to it; in fact, the term is often misused as a synonym for genocide. Although the term was popularized in the 1990s, during the conflicts in the former Yugoslavia, antecedents exist in the Nazi use of the phrase “racial cleansing.” Ethnic cleansing lacks a standard legal definition as a war crime. As an activity, it is encompassed within the definition of genocide in the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide.

There is debate over whether or not ethnic cleansing is a strictly modern phenomenon. A number of premodern examples have been suggested: the events of the Exodus in the Old Testament, Roman and Greek enslavement of enemy peoples, the devastation of Native Americans, the expulsion of Jews and Moors from Spain, and the English conquest of Ireland. Because the formulation of the term is ethnic cleansing, however, the phenomenon is usually regarded as a result of the spread of the concept of the nation-state in the 19th century. The ethnic character of a state defined it and was synonymous with “nation.” Ethnic minorities were thus seen as potentially disloyal and in need of assimilation. Some states turned to expulsion, such as the expulsion of Muslims from the newly independent Balkan states in 1831 and 1877–1878. European colonial powers also engaged in cleansing in their colonial possessions.

Technological changes allowed for greater organization and execution of ethnic cleansing in the 20th century, which facilitated greater lethality. Events in Anatolia overshadowed incidents of cleansing during the Balkan Wars of 1912–1913. The Ottoman Empire/Republic of Turkey feared that resident Armenians and Greeks were potentially disloyal, and that Greece and Russia would use their presence to advance claims on Turkish territory. The Turks thus expelled approximately 1.5 million Armenians in 1915, half of whom died during the expulsion, and 1.5 million Greeks during and after the Greco-Turkish War of 1921–1922. Quixotically, the response of the League of Nations was less to regard ethnic cleansing itself as a crime than to attempt to regulate it as a necessary evil. While creating a system for minority protection, the League of Nations oversaw compulsory population transfers in the 1920s among countries such as Turkey, Greece, and Bulgaria.

Nazi German policies of redrawing both the political and ethnic maps of Europe utilized ethnic cleansing in the 1930s and 1940s. The Nazis, for example, pressured the Jews to leave Germany after 1933; after 1939, there was discussion of deporting all Jews from Europe. Beginning in 1941, Jews were slated for extermination, and some 6 million would be killed in the Holocaust. The Nazis targeted other ethnic groups, slating Roma for extermination as well as Poles, Ukrainians, and Russians for removal from conquered territories; however, the “cleansing” of Jews was unique in its importance to Nazi ideology. Similarly, the German-allied Independent State of Croatia sought to cleanse itself of Serbs, helping to drive the 1941–1945 civil war in Yugoslavia. Other German client states engaged in cleansing on a more limited scale.

The Soviet Union engaged in ethnic cleansing before and during World War II, shifting nearly a dozen groups of potentially disloyal non-Russian nationalities away from its borders. Imperial Russia had deported Jews and Germans away from the front during World War I, but Soviet operations were more brutal. The forced resettlement of the Chechens-Ingush in 1944 killed 100,000 out of the 494,000 involved, and half the 189,000 Crimean Tatars resettled in 1944 also died.

The postwar expulsion of the Volkdeutsch, ethnic Germans living outside of Germany, proved to be the largest cleansing in history. Over 10 million were forced to relocate from Eastern Europe in 1944–1947, with perhaps a million killed in the process. The Soviets’ redrawing of borders led to forced resettlements of Poles from Ukraine and Ukrainians from Poland during 1946–1947. Allied leaders regarded such cleansing as necessary to remove future German territorial claims.

Cleansing also accompanied the end of the European colonial empires. Colonial borders had not been drawn along ethnic divisions, and conflict often emerged along ethnic lines in the new states. The worst case was the transfer of Muslim and Hindu populations between India and Pakistan in 1946–1947, with millions forced to relocate. Numerous lesser incidents occurred in both postcolonial civil wars and international conflicts. Claims of ethnic cleansing accompanied the 1948 and 1967 Arab-Israeli Wars, as well as the Turkish intervention in Cyprus in 1974. Iraq relocated or destroyed Kurdish populations in sensitive border areas during the 1980–1988 Iran-Iraq War.

Ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia between 1991 and 1996 attracted wide-spread international attention. The wars in Croatia and Bosnia resulted in the deaths of some 250,000 people and a million forced relocations. All sides used cleansing as a deliberate weapon to reinforce claims to specific territories by driving out rival ethnicities. Although attention focused on the Serbian use of cleansing, hundreds of thousands of Serbs also became victims. These actions were repeated in the 1999 Kosovo conflict, during which Serbian security forces cleansed Albanians during the bombing campaign; Kosovo Liberation Army (KLA) guerillas cleansed Serbs afterward.

Events in Rwanda in April 1994, which followed similar events in Burundi in 1972, are more complicated, because the Hutu and Tutsi are not “ethnicities” in the strict European sense of the term. In its effects, however, the intentions were the same: the Hutus intended to drive Tutsis out of the country. At least 500,000 Tutsis died in the massacres, and the resulting war led to hundreds of thousands of Hutus fleeing to the Congo.

Ethnic cleansing in both Yugoslavia and Rwanda was frequently portrayed as the result of “ancient hatreds.” In each historical case, while ethnic tension did exist, the cleansing operations themselves were the result of deliberate manipulation and organization by political leaders. Ethnic cleansing possesses a political utility that has made it attractive in the past. It remains to be seen if international regulation will change this.
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First Five Year Plan

The First Five Year Plan was an ambitious economic policy instituted by the Soviet leadership in 1928 that sought to rapidly industrialize the USSR and collectivize its agriculture. While the First Five Year Plan (hereafter First Plan), which lasted until 1932, made significant strives in the industrial sector, it wrought havoc in the agricultural sector and helped precipitate famine in many areas of the country, including Ukraine. Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin and other Soviet leaders believed that the First Plan would make the USSR more self sufficient by increasing its industrial, financial, and military capacity. Indeed, Stalin saw it as a way to wage economic warfare against the capitalist world, which in the long run would strengthen his regime and cement Stalinism as the credo of the Soviet Union.

The goals prescribed in the First Plan were unrealistically high, but significant progress was made within the industrial sector. The agricultural sector, however, took a giant step backward between 1929 and 1932, chiefly because of the ruinous and hastily instituted collectivization policies, continued food exports to foreign nations, and unreasonable grain requisition policies implemented by the Soviet regime.

Stalin and his bureaucrats revised the First Five Year Plan in 1929, which now included a crash program of farm collectivization. Included in this revision was the elimination of the kulaks (landed peasantry) throughout the Soviet Union (a process later dubbed dekulakization). All privately owned farms were to be turned over to the state, and peasants were expected to work on communal farms (kolkhozy) or state-owned farms (sovkhzy). Small, privately owned and operated farms would be abolished, and Soviet agriculture would be composed of huge communal agricultural compounds, completely controlled by the government.

Besides the central ideological reason for embracing collectivization (i.e., Soviet communism forbade the ownership of private property), Soviet leaders hoped that collectivization would result in larger crop yields and surplus crops, which could be used to feed the swelling ranks of industrial workers in the cities, and which could be sold to foreign countries so that more foreign machinery could be purchased. Kremlin officials also sought to modernize and mechanize Soviet agriculture.

Collectivization, however, was a short-term disaster. It created confusion and chaos among farmers, resulted in the deaths and deportation of hundreds of thousands of kulaks, and actually significantly impeded agricultural output. Indeed, Soviet agriculture did not fully recover from these dislocations until the late 1940s.

Nowhere was the agricultural problem more dire than in Ukraine. Dekulakization resulted in a shortage of experienced farmers, and many kulaks, out of protest and desperation, destroyed crops and slaughtered millions of livestock. These developments created food shortages that were only worsened by unrealistic grain requisition policies put in place by the Soviet government. Crop failures in Ukraine in 1932 added immeasurably to the growing crisis (total Soviet grain production in that year was 32 percent below average), and the government did virtually nothing to alleviate growing hunger among most of the remaining peasants. In the end, the mass starvation in the Ukraine during 1932–1933 (called the Holodomor) wrought horrific misery among Ukrainians and scarred them for at least a generation. The First Plan and Soviet collectivization played a central role in bringing about this catastrophe.

Nevertheless, the Soviet regime was so pleased with the strides made in the industrial sector that it ended the First Plan a year early, in 1932, and instituted the Second Five Year Plan. That scheme had similar goals and lasted until 1937. The agricultural sector, however, remained hobbled and weak.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Great Leap Forward

During the first few years of communist rule, China experienced marked economic development. Not only had the government succeeded in halting the runaway inflation of the 1940s, but China witnessed a tremendous increase in industrial output, despite hardships brought on by the demands of the Korean War. For these reasons, many Chinese were optimistic regarding China’s economic future, none more so than party leader Mao Zedong. In early 1958, the Chinese government announced a plan for an economic “Great Leap Forward.” By encouraging everyone—peasants, bureaucrats, and even government officials—to participate in industrial production, Mao believed China could rapidly catch up with and even surpass the industrial giants of the West.

The Great Leap Forward set production targets for coal, electricity, and, most especially, steel. Steel, many believed, was the symbol of industrialization, and therefore steel production was the ultimate measuring stick for the Great Leap Forward. At this time, however, China was still a poor nation and lacked the capital to construct the new steel mills necessary to reach its production goals. Instead, government leaders called on the people to build backyard steel furnaces out of mud and brick. At one point, an estimated 600,000 such furnaces were functioning in China. Similar methods were implemented in other industries as well.

In order to acquire capital and free up the labor necessary for this Great Leap Forward, Mao believed China had to have a simultaneous increase in agricultural productivity. To accomplish this, he called for the creation of agricultural communes. These communes were to represent the apex of socialist living, with free hospitals, schools, nursing centers, and dining halls. Each member of the commune would be required to work on the commune farm and all private property would be eliminated. Mao believed these communes would put China at the forefront of the worldwide socialist revolution. Equally important, these communes would be much more agriculturally productive than any other system, allowing for huge increases in output. The government would then use the excess grains and vegetables to feed industrial workers or to exchange for Soviet machinery. By 1958, nearly all of China’s agricultural workers were living on one of 26,000 communes.

In both the agricultural and the industrial sectors, Mao stressed voluntarism over structuralism. In other words, he believed that structural limitations (the lack of steel mills, for instance) could be overcome by sheer willpower, or voluntarism. He refused to listen to economists or scientists who claimed the Great Leap Forward was structurally impossible, labeling them capitalists or reactionaries. Instead, Mao surrounded himself with individuals who were more ideologically correct and unwilling to challenge his assumptions. During this competition between the ideologues and the scientific experts, the ideologues gained the upper hand. As a result, optimistic government planners encouraged the increased use of irrational farming and industrial techniques.

During the early months of the Great Leap Forward, the economic figures appeared impressive. These results seemed to validate Mao’s voluntarism and led to even greater optimism regarding the future. Unfortunately, these early results also led to greater reliance on irrational techniques. For example, many individuals believed that in order to double wheat production, a farmer needed only to plant twice as many seeds per acre. While such methods did lead to more wheat shoots, the amount of wheat produced on these shoots did not increase twofold. Instead of interpreting this as a sign of failure, however, the proponents of the Great Leap Forward suggested that the proper course of action was to plant triple or even quadruple the number of seeds per acre.

Within a few months, the early gains of the Great Leap Forward disappeared. Owing in large part to these unscientific techniques, agricultural and industrial productivity plummeted. Dense planting led to crop failures. At best, backyard mud furnaces produced unusable pig iron. At worst, they washed away in rainstorms. By 1959, it was becoming increasingly difficult to ignore the failings of the Great Leap Forward.

Despite these failures, many government officials refused to accept the reality of the situation. Local officials oftentimes inflated production numbers, fearful to admit the truth to their superiors. Seeing these inflated numbers, central government officials increased their grain requisition quotas. When peasants refused to fill these requisitions, government agents accused them of hoarding and confiscated what little crops they were in fact producing. Such deception became endemic, with optimistic officials placing ever-increasing quotas on the backs of the farmers and industrial workers.

Many inside China were unaware of the extent of the failure. The international community was even more unaware. Historians have suggested that during the economic crisis of the late 1950s, the Chinese Communist Party was more vulnerable than at any time in its history. Fearing international criticism (or perhaps worse), Beijing refused to ask for humanitarian aid. Consequently, the outside world remained largely ignorant of the failures of the Great Leap Forward.

The results of the Great Leap Forward were devastating for China. Estimates hold that 20 million people starved to death between 1959 and 1962, the largest manmade famine in history. China’s economy was devastated as the gains of the early 1950s disappeared almost overnight. The Great Leap Forward also led to a radical restructuring of the Communist Party leadership. By the early 1960s, party moderates had stripped Mao of nearly all formal government positions. They also began reversing many of his policies. It would take the so-called Cultural Revolution for Mao to reassert his leadership role in the late 1960s. By that time, the average person had irretrievably lost the optimism and ideological faith that characterized the Great Leap Forward.

DAVID L. KENLEY
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Great Purges

Ostensibly an internal “cleansing” of the Soviet hierarchy in the middle to late 1930s, the Great Purges were in fact repressive measures taken to remove any and all potential threats to the continuance of the Communist Party and to control by Joseph Stalin.

Periodic purges were not unheard of in Soviet Russia after the Bolshevik seizure of power in November 1917. Most were directed at subordinate officials and low-ranking party members, who bore the brunt of policy failures. The Great Purges (Yezovshchina in Russian) were characterized by their focus on party and state elites, mass terror, and dramatic public “show trials” and “confessions” by the accused.

The Great Purges began in earnest with the assassination on December 1, 1934, of Sergei M. Kirov, Stalin’s chief lieutenant in Leningrad. Kirov, it is alleged, received more votes than Stalin in the Central Committee elections during the Seventeenth Party Congress of 1934, and many party members desired Stalin’s removal from his post as general secretary. Kirov’s assassin, Leonid V. Nikolaev, and 13 so-called accomplices were arrested, given a sham trial, and executed on December 30. Eventually, 49 people were directly implicated in the plot and were shot. Supposedly these individuals implicated others, who implicated still others. Although never proven, it has been suggested that Stalin arranged Kirov’s murder and then had those who carried out the deed executed to cover his tracks. In any case, Kirov’s assassination now became the justification for the Great Purges.

Beginning in 1936, in a series of show trials held in Moscow, numerous leading Communists and old Bolsheviks, chiefly members of the former left and right oppositions, were tried, convicted, and sentenced either to execution or to hard labor in the gulags. The spillover effect on the general population was horrendous. The purge soon extended to the Red Army.

In June 1937, the secret summary arrest and trial of several Red Army leaders took place. Charged with Trotskyism and with conspiring with Germany and Japan, three of the five marshals of the Soviet Union— Michael N. Tukhachevsky, chief of the Soviet General Staff; Alexander I. Yegorov; and Vasily K. Bluecher—were summarily tried and executed. Immediately thereafter, the purges descended to the lower echelons of the Soviet armed forces. Before ending, they claimed, in addition to the marshals, 14 of 16 army commanders, all 8 admirals, 60 of 67 corps commanders, 136 of 199 division commanders, and 221 of 397 brigade commanders. All 11 vice-commissars of defense and 75 of 80 members of the Supreme Military Council, all military district commanders, and all air force commanders also were murdered.

This devastating decapitation of the Soviet armed forces eliminated more than 50 percent of the senior officer corps. Those lost included the most aggressive, outspoken, and capable. Some observers consider the purge of the officer corps the chief cause of the near-disastrous performance of the Red Army early in the 1941 German invasion of the Soviet Union. Not all were executed or died in the gulags, however. Many survived to be rehabilitated in the wartime emergency. Some, such as Konstantin Rokossovsky, later a marshal of the Soviet Union, became national heroes. For others, the path to prominence previously closed was opened. A little-known regional commander, Georgii K. Zhukov, rose to become chief of the Soviet General Staff in three years; during the same period, Nicholas G. Kuznetsov rose from cruiser commander to chief of the Soviet navy.

At the same time that the great show trials were going forward, millions of ordinary Soviet citizens simply disappeared without benefit of trial in what became known as the “Deep Comb-Out.” Approximately 8 million people were arrested; 1 million were executed, and the rest were sent to the gulags.
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Gulags 

Gulag is a Russian acronym for Glavnoye Upravleniye Lagerey (State Director of Camps), an agency of the Soviet secret police, which administered the Soviet system of forced labor camps where political dissenters, dissidents, and other “enemies of the state” were sent.

The first gulags were established in Czarist Russia and the early Soviet era under Vladimir Lenin. The gulags reached their zenith in the period of Joseph Stalin’s rule. Unlike other labor camps before and after, people were imprisoned not just for what they had done, but also for who they were in terms of class, religion, nationality, and race. The gulag was one of the means by which to implement Stalin’s political purges, which “cleansed” the Soviet Union of real and imagined enemies.

The first gulag victims were hundreds of thousands of people caught in the collectivization campaigns in the early 1930s. After the Red Army’s invasion of the Baltic States and Poland in June 1941, the secret police incarcerated potential resisters. When Adolf Hitler sent German armies into the Soviet Union in June 1941, people of German ancestry in eastern Europe were incarcerated as well. Following the German defeat at Stalingrad, the Red Army advanced west, capturing and imprisoning enemy soldiers. Stalin also incarcerated partisan groups from all over eastern Europe.

Following World War II, the Allies agreed that all Russian citizens should be returned to the Soviet Union. This naturally included Soviet POWs held by the Germans. The Western allies also forced anti-Soviet émigrés, many of whom had fought with Hitler, to return to the Soviet Union. The vast majority of these were either shot or simply disappeared into a gulag. In March 1946, the Soviet secret police began incarcerating ethnic minorities, Soviet Jews, and youth groups for allegedly “anti-Stalinist” conspiracies, as well as people who were viewed as a hindrance to Sovietization campaigns in eastern Europe.

The “juridical” process for sentencing people to a gulag comprised a three-person panel, which could both try and sentence the accused, or simply rely on Article 58 of the Soviet Criminal Code. Article 58 deprived Soviet citizens suspected of “illegal” activity of any rights and permitted the authorities to send anyone to the camps for any reason, justified or not. The gulag served as an institution to punish people, but also was meant to fulfill an economic function, for Stalin sought to deploy workers in remote parts of Russia in brutal climates but with rich natural resources.

In the early 1950s, gulag authorities issued reports revealing that the camp system was unprofitable. Stalin, however, commanded further construction projects such as railways, canals, power stations, and tunnels. Thus thousands of prisoners died and maintenance costs skyrocketed. To an extent, the situation changed in the gulags after the war because the inmates had changed. These “new politicals” were well-organized and experienced fighters who often banded together and dominated the camps. Slowly, authorities lost control.

Immediately following Stalin’s death in March 1953, Lavrenty Beria briefly took charge, reorganized the gulags, and abandoned most of Stalin’s construction projects. He granted amnesty to all prisoners sentenced to five years or less, pregnant women, and women with children under 18. He also secretly abolished the use of physical force against detainees. In June 1953, he announced his decision to liquidate the gulags altogether. However, Beria was subsequently arrested and executed. The new Soviet leadership under Nikita Khrushchev reversed most of Beria’s reforms, although it did not revoke the amnesties.

Because neither Beria nor Khrushchev rehabilitated the political prisoners, they began to fight back with their new and well-organized groups. They killed informers, staged strikes, and fomented rebellions. The biggest of these occurred in Steplag, Kazakhstan, and lasted from spring until late summer 1954. Inmates seized control, but Soviet authorities brutally quashed the revolt.

In the aftermath of the Steplag rebellion, the secret police relaxed gulag regulations, implemented an eight-hour day, and gradually began to re-examine individual cases. This process was accelerated by Krushchev’s condemnation of Stalin’s rule in February 1956. In the so-called Thaw Era, the gulags were officially dissolved, and the two biggest camp complexes in Norilsk and Dalstroi were dismantled. Despite “the Thaw,” certain “politicals” were still incarcerated.

Under Leonid Brezhnev, “politicals” were renamed “dissidents.” In the wake of the Hungarian Revolution in October 1956, the KGB used two camps in Moldovia and Perm to incarcerate dissidents. In contrast to former prisoners, these detainees consciously criticized the government and purposely invited incarceration to gain the attention of Western media. By 1966, Brezhnev, and later Yuri Andropov, then chairman of the KGB, declared these dissidents “insane” and imprisoned them in psychiatric hospitals. When Mikhail Gorbachev took power in 1985 and embarked on reform, perestroika brought a final end to the gulags in 1987, and glasnost allowed limited access to information about their history.

It is impossible to determine just how many people were imprisoned and how many died in the gulags. Conservative estimates hold that 28.7 million forced laborers passed through the gulag system. There were never more than 2 million people at a time in the system, although perhaps as many as 3 million people died during the Stalin era in the camps.
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Haiti 

Haiti is located on the western third of the Caribbean island Hispaniola, adjacent to the Dominican Republic. Haiti’s history has been often punctuated by violence, tyranny, political coups, and myriad massacres and human rights abuses. Over the last 100 years or so, Haiti has also been mired in abject poverty, making it the poorest nation in the Western Hemisphere. The 20th century in Haiti began amid great political upheaval and violence. Between 1911 and 1915 alone, six different presidents ruled the country, all of whom were either forced into exile or assassinated. During the early years of the new century, peasant-based militias roamed the countryside, intimidating civilians and murdering or kidnapping those who refused to cooperate with them. In early 1915, Vibrun Guillaume established yet another dictatorship over Haiti. In July 1915, under threat of another rebellion, Guillaume ordered 167 political prisoners and opponents murdered, many of them from well-to-do Haitian families. This precipitated a massive backlash, and an angry mob lynched Guillaume in the Haitian capital.

This tumult prompted the United States to intervene in Haiti, and U.S. Marines occupied the country from 1915 until 1934. The American occupation did not end violence or political corruption, however. A revolt that began in 1919 and spearheaded by the peasant militias known as Cacos attacked the capital of Port-au-Prince in October. U.S. and Haitian forces hit back hard in an attempt to crush the rebellion, which was ended in 1920. In the process, as many as 3,250 Haitians died in the fighting (some sources claim the death toll was closer to 10,000–15,000). Meanwhile, poverty remained high in Haiti and corruption prospered, sometimes with the tacit support of American forces. The Marines also helped establish the National Guards, a paramilitary organization that was used to impose terror on Haitians for decades after.

Before American troops withdrew from Haiti in 1934, they had established a firm border with the Dominican Republic, but they had often incorporated disputed border areas, making them part of Haiti. This rankled the Dominicans, and in 1937, Rafael Trujillo, then the head of the Dominican government, unleashed on Haiti the single worst atrocity in that country’s long and troubled history. Between October 2 and 8, Dominican troops massacred between 10,000 and 20,000 Haitians in an attempt to recover the disputed land areas. The mass killings were genocidal in scope and came to be known as the Parsley Massacre.

Periodic violence and political instability continued in Haiti, with coups taking place in 1946 and 1950; in 1957, six different men occupied the presidency. That same year, François “Papa Doc” Duvalier began a 29-year reign of terror over Haiti. Declaring himself “president for life” in 1964, he had political rivals or critics murdered and empowered the terroristic paramilitary organization known as the Tontons Macoutes to impose his rule—by force and violence—on the civilian population. Employing threats of “voodoo curses” against peasants and creating a cult of personality, Duvalier was probably responsible for the deaths of at least 30,000 Haitians during his rule.

When Papa Doc died in 1971, his son, Jean-Claude “Baby Doc” Duvalier assumed the presidency. He continued his father’s despotic and violence ways; during his presidency thousands of Haitians were tortured, kidnapped, murdered, or simply disappeared. Political opponents and uncooperative journalists were especially targeted. Duvalier was notorious for his extravagant lifestyle, which was fueled largely by corruption, cronyism, and the international drug trade. In late 1985, however, growing protests against Duvalier’s rule snowballed into a major rebellion. Duvalier fled to France in February 1986, and a new constitution was drafted the following month.

In November 1986, nation-wide elections sparked more violence, as the Tontons Macoutes and government soldiers killed dozens of peaceful protesters in Port-au-Prince and many more civilians in rural areas. On July 23, 1987, Tontons Macoutes and their allies massacred 139 civilians in Jean-Rabel (some sources claim the death toll was closer to 1,000) on the orders of a local land owner who was resistant to land reform. On September 11, 1988, 13–50 churchgoers at Saint Jean-Bosco Church in Port-au-Prince were shot and killed by masked gunmen (probably Tontons Macoutes members). The church was home to Roman Catholic priest (and future Haitian president) Jean-Bertrand Aristide, who had been sharply critical of the Haitian government. This massacre precipitated yet another coup in September 1988.

New elections in December 1990 brought Aristide to the presidency. He promised badly needed land reform and an ambitious program to invigorate Haiti’s poor economy. Less than seven months after taking office, however, on September 30, 1991, a bloody coup overthrew Aristide. This ushered in yet another violence-plagued military regime, which endured until 1994. As many as 5,000 Haitians died during the three-year-long military dictatorship, and thousands of Haitians tried to flee their country. During 1991–1992 alone, the U.S. Coast Guard rescued or interdicted more than 41,000 Haitians trying to reach American shores in ramshackle boats. Hundreds of others died during the perilous journey.

With U.S. support and threats of military intervention, Aristide was returned to power in September 1994. An international peacekeeping force, led by the Americans, helped ensure short-term stability. The Aristide government soon descended into political corruption and political intimidation, however. He left office in 1995, but he and his supporters tried repeatedly to destabilize the new government under President René Preval. Aristide was reelected in December 2000 amid accusations of rigged election results. Some three years into his second term, street revolts broke out on rumors that Aristide’s government had become hopelessly corrupt. The embattled president was forced to resign in February 2004, under pressure from both Haitians and the international community.

Aristide’s terms certainly did not see the level of violence and repression that earlier presidencies witnessed, but Aristide’s promises of reform went largely unfulfilled. Haiti has struggled since he left office, and a devastating earthquake in January 2010 killed as many as 250,000 people and made at least 3 million people homeless. Some 250,000 homes and 30,000 commercial buildings were either flattened or badly damaged. International relief poured into the small country, but the catastrophe only further delayed Haiti’s economic and political rehabilitation.
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Hama Massacre

The Hama Massacre was the mass killing of Syrian citizens by Syrian armed forces under the control of President Hafez Assad from February 2 to February 28, 1982, at Hama.

After the end of World War II, Syria witnessed increasing tensions between conservative religious and secular nationalist ideologies. The Baath Party of Syria, which came to power in the 1960s and embraced Arab nationalism and socialism, had frequently clashed with the Muslim Brotherhood, which espoused conservative Islamism. The tensions between the two groups, however, transcended ideological fault lines. The secular and nationalist Baath Party was dominated by the minority Alawites, whom the conservative Sunni Muslims, the bulwark of the Muslim Brotherhood, considered apostates.

The Alawites consolidated their power following the rise of Assad in the early 1970s. He ruled Syria mainly through the power of the army, which was dominated by the Alawites. Although his government did contribute to economic growth in Syria, it did so while maintaining tight control over the population and using brutal force to suppress any dissent.

Beginning in the late 1970s, Sunni Islamic groups, including the Muslim Brotherhood, sought to challenge Assad’s regime through a variety of methods, including hit-and-run and bomb attacks against government officials. In June 1980, President Assad himself barely survived an abortive assassination attempt on his life; he responded by unleashing a wave of violence against his opponents. He also sanctioned the massacre of several hundred political prisoners held in the infamous Tadmor Prison while government forces rampaged through the city of Aleppo, where more than 2,000 residents were killed for their opposition to Assad’s regime.

The most infamous crackdown, however, occurred in February 1982, when Assad ordered a brutal crackdown in the defiant city of Hama, where the Sunni Muslim community continued to defy the regime. In the predawn hours of February 2–3, a group of insurgents attacked government forces in Hama, and the relatively small engagement soon escalated into an open rebellion against the government. The attack against Hama was carried out by some 12,000 armed men under General Rifaat al-Assad, the president’s younger brother, and resulted in widespread carnage. The Syrian military’s initial assault faced stiff resistance, prompting Assad to surround Hama with artillery and bombard it for some three weeks, leveling much of the city and killing thousands of civilians. The Syrian military then entered the rubble, hunting for any surviving insurgents.

Contemporary reports suggested that the military action resulted in about 1,000 killed, but as more details emerged on what transpired in Hama, subsequent estimates reported between 20,000 and 40,000 civilians (and 1,000 government troops) killed, and large parts of the old city destroyed. The brutal crackdown effectively destroyed the Islamist insurrection in Syria, and Assad’s regime endured largely unchallenged until the rise of the Arab Spring in 2011–2012.
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Hamburg Raids 

The air battle of Hamburg consisted of a series of six raids in July and August 1943 that destroyed a large portion of the city and killed more than 45,000 people. Most of them died in the horrendous firestorm of the night of July 27, the first such conflagration induced by bombing. More than half of the residential units in the city were destroyed, and 900,000 people lost their homes. The Americans and British bombed the city many times later in the war, but none of those raids approached the results or notoriety of the July attack.

Four of the attacks were mounted at night by the British Royal Air Force (RAF), and two in daylight by the U.S. Army Air Forces (USAAF) Eighth Air Force. The initial British operation, which began the night of July 24, featured the first use of chaff, code-named window, in combat. The cloud of metallic strips blotted out large segments of enemy radar screens and provided cover for aircraft that stayed within the pattern, cloaking the bomber stream. This helped keep losses relatively low during RAF operations; only 87 British bombers were lost out of more than 3,000 sorties. The USAAF sent 252 B-17 Flying Fortresses over Hamburg on July 25 and 26 but lost 17 aircraft. In addition, the American bombing accuracy was poor, because primary targets were often obscured by smoke from the earlier RAF raid. The Americans dropped only about 300 tons of bombs on the city, whereas RAF bombers had delivered more than 8,000 tons.

The second British attack combined concentrated bombing with ideal weather conditions of high temperature and low humidity to produce an unexpected firestorm, which was further helped along because most of Hamburg’s firefighters were in distant sectors of the city dealing with the results of the earlier attacks. Most of the dead had heeded the advice of local authorities to stay in basement shelters, where they were asphyxiated by carbon monoxide or crushed by collapsing buildings. However, taking to the streets was no guarantee of safety. Those who fled the shelters sometimes met even more horrible deaths, sucked into fires by high winds or caught in molten asphalt.

German armaments minister Albert Speer feared that if the Allies could quickly follow up with six similar devastating firestorms, the German economy might collapse. However, although RAF Bomber Command tried, it could not achieve the same result until its February 1945 assault on Dresden. Hamburg itself recovered surprisingly quickly, and the Luftwaffe changed its defensive tactics to counter the RAF night-bombing campaign. Scholarship conducted 50 years after the bombing of Dresden has considerably lowered the casualty figures from that bombing; it appears that the July 27 attack on Hamburg, not the Dresden bombing, was the deadliest air raid in the European Theater. The raids on Hamburg set a standard that RAF Bomber Command found difficult to duplicate and still provide a vivid symbol of the horrors of the bombing of cities and of total war.
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Haruki Isayama Trial 

In July 1946, Lieutenant General Haruki Isayama was tried for war crimes along with seven other Japanese officers before the U.S. Military Commission in Shanghai, China. Isayama was the head of staff for the Japanese 15th Army in Burma from 1942 to 1943, and then served as chief of staff during the Japanese occupation of Formosa (Taiwan) until the end of the war. His co-accused were junior officers under Isayama’s command in Taiwan. They included Colonel Seiichi Furukawa, Lieutenant Colonel Naritaka Sugiura, Captain Yoshio Nakano, Captain Tadao Ito, Captain Masaharu Matsui, First Lieutenant Jitsuo Date, and First Lieutenant Ken Fujikawa.

The specific charges against Isayama stemmed from the trial and execution of American prisoners of war that took place at Taihoku, Taiwan, between April 14 and June 19,1945. The general was accused of authorizing “an illegal, unfair, unwarranted and false trial” of Americans before a Japanese military tribunal, and of forcing the tribunal to sentence the prisoners to death. The others accused along with Isayama were charged with presenting false evidence, presiding over an illegal tribunal, and carrying out the executions.

The American prisoners were airmen who had been shot down and captured by the Japanese Formosan Army between October 1944 and February 1945. Most were photographers and radiomen who had been on surveillance missions in the area. The senior commanders were sent to Tokyo for interrogation, leaving 14 of the airmen in Taiwan. They were tried under Japanese occupation law, which outlawed bombing and strafing of civilians and their property. The law also placed the accused under the jurisdiction of the 10th Area Army, commanded by Isayama. More importantly, Isayama had been given authority over any punishment, which was prescribed as death, with an allowance for life imprisonment for not less than ten years. The Japanese military tribunal presiding was made up of 10th Area Army officers, also appointed by Isayama.

The chief prosecutor was Colonel Furukawa, who, according to the evidence presented in Shanghai, flew to Tokyo for directions on how to proceed with the American airmen. Having been ordered by the Japanese government to treat them harshly, the colonel ordered his subordinates to falsify records pertaining to the airmen’s interrogations. The U.S. Military Commission also heard evidence from the Japanese interpreter present for the interrogations in Taiwan, who testified that the Americans never confessed to bombing or strafing civilians as Furukawa contended. Moreover, evidence presented at Shanghai showed that Isayama was made aware of the deception, and in fact authorized the trial against the Americans based on their false confessions.

The 14 Americans were tried in six cases, all brought before the Japanese military court on May 21, 1945. None of the defendants was allowed legal counsel, or access to evidence and eyewitnesses. The proceedings of the trial were not even fully interpreted for the accused. In just one day, all 14 men were found guilty and sentenced to death. After waiting for the government in Tokyo to confirm the sentence, on June 19 the American airmen were shot and buried together in a ditch outside Taihoku.

The primary defense for the Japanese officers accused in Shanghai was that they were simply following orders given by the government in Tokyo, and in particular General Rikichi Ando, who served simultaneously as commander of the Japanese Formosan Army and as governor-general of Taiwan. Ando committed suicide before the Shanghai trial began, leaving Isayama as the most senior officer in the direct chain of command.

The prosecution against Isayama argued that he was in a position on all matters to advise General Ando, that he knew of the orders given to execute the Americans, and that he was well aware of Furakawa’s actions in falsifying their confessions. Isayama’s defense team, appointed by the U.S. Military Commission, argued that the airmen were denied access to the scene of their alleged bombing because of a lack of facilities and Japanese personnel. His lawyers also contended that despite their lack of representation, the airmen were allowed to make statements before the Japanese court. Lastly, in an attempt to discredit evidence against their client, Isayama’s counsel pointed out that the Japanese records of the trials turned over to American officials in September 1945 were written by Furukawa, also accused of war crimes, and that they were not completed until after Japan’s surrender.

On July 25, 1946, all seven defendants were found guilty. Captain Ito was sentenced to 20 years in prison. Lieutenants Date and Fujikawa were given 30 years each, while Captain Matsui received 40 years. Colonel Furukawa and Lieutenant Colonel Suguira were both sentenced to death. The Commission’s Review Authority later overturned the findings against Date and Fujikawa, and commuted the death sentences against Furukawa and Suguira to life in prison. As for Isayama, he and Captain Nakano were given life imprisonment for their roles in the events at Taihoku.
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Hernández Martínez, Maximiliano

Maximiliano Hernández Martínez, ruler of El Salvador from 1931 to 1944, was best known for masterminding the massacre of tens of thousands of Indians after crushing an uprising in 1932.

Maximiliano Hernández Martínez was born in San Salvador on October 29, 1882, the son of lower middle class parents of predominantly Indian heritage. He acquired most of his formal education at the Military Polytechnical School of Guatemala. He joined the Salvadoran Army in 1899, seeing it as an opportunity for social advancement. He rose rapidly through the ranks of the military during a war with Guatemala in 1907. In 1930, Hernández Martínez entered the Salvadoran presidential race. He was running third in public opinion, so he offered to join the ticket of Arturo Araujo, one of the two front-runners, as vice president. Araujo lacked the military support that the other candidate (who had been a minister of war) received and needed the support that Hernández Martínez would bring. Although Hernández Martínez was not the top army officer in El Salvador, he was widely respected in military ranks.

In 1931, new President Araujo announced that the Communist Party would be allowed to participate in the upcoming elections. This announcement did not go over well in military circles, and on December 2, a group of young officers overthrew the government. Hernández Martínez was supposedly captured during the action, but a few days later, he emerged from seclusion as the officers’ spokesperson. It is not clear whether he was involved in the plot or if he convinced the rebels that he was the ideal person to legitimize the coup. Araujo always believed that Hernández Martínez masterminded the operation.

In 1932, the effects of the Great Depression had caused great hardship throughout El Salvador, and working people were attracted to the Communist Party led by Farabundo Martí. Hernández Martínez confronted the possibility of a revolutionary uprising among urban workers and the indigenous population by capturing the leaders of the Communist Party and executing them. Despite efforts by the remaining Communists to call off the uprising, the indigenous peasant communities went ahead anyway, capturing much of western El Salvador.

The military responded quickly and drove back the Indians, who were mostly armed with machetes, slaughtering them along the way. The rebellious Indians engaged in some atrocities and may have been responsible for 100 deaths. In reprisal, the forces of Hernández Martínez killed not only insurgents, but any person dressed in the customary clothing of the Salvadoran peasant. Estimates range from 10,000 to 50,000 Indians killed in 1932. Just having a machete was considered proof of an Indian’s guilt, despite the fact that the machete was a common farming implement, and nearly every Indian family owned at least one.

Off to a dramatic start, Hernández Martínez ruthlessly suppressed the press and eventually ensured his own reelection against constitutional principles. He fought for recognition from the United States and other Central American countries, vying with Gen. Jorge Ubico of Guatemala for power within the region. After this consolidation of power, which was to survive nonrecognition from the United States until 1934, Hernández Martínez set about ruling the country. He was known for his impeccable personal honesty, which carried through to his government. His administration stabilized the Salvadoran currency, paid off its foreign debts, and started improvements on the infrastructure of El Salvador. Extensive roads and numerous government buildings were constructed during his administration.

In 1938, Hernández Martínez lost many of his better administrators because they believed he should not run for a third term in office. As he began ignoring the advice of others and taking personal responsibility for actions he had previously delegated, his support further diminished. As the Allies began to gain the upper hand during World War II, the rhetoric of democracy and freedom flooded the world, further undermining the Hernández Martínez regime. Nevertheless, in 1944, Hernández Martínez began his fourth term in office. Housing shortages were causing unrest, labor organizations were forming, child welfare was on the agenda, and the press was protesting censorship. Hernández Martínez tried to respond with reforms of his own, but they were sorely inadequate.

The first week of May 1944, the workers in San Salvador carried out a general strike. With a huge base of support, the city shut down. Professional workers, businesspeople, and the lowest-paid manual laborers all refused to work in protest of the Hernández Martínez presidency. On May 9, Hernández Martínez stepped down and retired to exile in Honduras. Although this nonviolent revolution was short-lived, and the military soon regained control of the country, Hernández Martínez remained in exile.

Hernández Martínez was commonly nicknamed El Brujo (the witch doctor) because of his occult practices. He sold poultices for everything from toothaches to earthquakes, and seances were common in his household. He clearly held some rather unusual beliefs. He reportedly stated in a radio address to the Salvadoran people, “It is a greater crime to kill an ant than a man, because a man who dies is reincarnated while an ant dies forever.”

Having never returned to El Salvador from his exile in Honduras, Hernández Martínez died on April 11, 1966.
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Hiroshima, Bombing of

The U.S. bombing of the Japanese city of Hiroshima was the first use of the atomic bomb in combat. On July 25, 1945, commander of U.S. Strategic Air Forces General Carl Spaatz received orders to use the 509th Composite Group, Twentieth Air Force, to deliver a “special bomb” attack on selected target cities in Japan, specifically Hiroshima, Kokura, Niigata, or Nagasaki. Following rejection of conditions promulgated by the Potsdam Proclamation on July 26, a declaration threatening Japan with total destruction if unconditional surrender was not accepted, President Harry S. Truman authorized use of the special bomb.

Assembled in secrecy and loaded on the Boeing B-29 Superfortress Enola Gay, the bomb consisted of a core of uranium isotope 235 shielded by several hundred pounds of lead, encased in explosives designed to condense the uranium and initiate a fission reaction. Nicknamed “Little Boy,” the bomb possessed a force equivalent to 12,500 tons of TNT (12.5 kilotons).

The Enola Gay, commanded by Colonel Paul Tibbets, departed Tinian at 2:45 A.M. on August 6. Two B-29s assigned as scientific and photographic observers followed, and the three aircraft rendezvoused over Iwo Jima for the run over Japan. Captain William Parsons of the U.S. Navy completed the bomb’s arming in the air shortly after 6:30 a.m. The flight to Japan was uneventful, and Tibbets was informed at 7:47 A.M. by weather planes over the targets that Hiroshima was clear for bombing. Japan’s eighth largest city (it had about 245,000 residents in August 1945), Hiroshima was an important port on southern Honshu and headquarters of the Japanese Second Army.

The Enola Gay arrived over the city at an altitude of 31,600 feet and dropped the bomb at 8:15:17 A.M. local time. After a descent of some nearly 6 miles, the bomb detonated 43 seconds later some 1,890 feet over a clinic and about 800 feet from the aiming point, Aioi Bridge. The initial fireball expanded to 110 yards in diameter, generating heat in excess of 300,000 degrees Centigrade, with core temperatures over 50 million degrees Centigrade. At the clinic directly beneath the explosion, the temperature was several thousand degrees. The immediate concussion destroyed almost everything within 2 miles of ground zero. The resultant mushroom cloud rose to 50,000 feet and was observed by B-29s more than 360 miles away. After 15 minutes, the atmosphere dropped radioactive “black rain,” adding to the death and destruction.

Four square miles of Hiroshima’s heart disappeared in seconds, including 62,000 buildings. More than 71,000 Japanese died, another 20,000 were wounded, and 171,000 were left homeless. Some estimates place the number of killed at more than 200,000. About one-third of those killed instantly were soldiers. Most elements of the Japanese Second General Army were at physical training on the grounds of Hiroshima Castle when the bomb exploded. Barely 900 yards from the explosion’s epicenter, the castle and its residents were vaporized. Also killed was one American prisoner of war in the exercise area. All died in less than a second. Radiation sickness began the next day and added to the death toll over several years.

Following three observation circuits over Hiroshima, the Enola Gay and its escorts turned for Tinian, touching down at 2:58 P.M. The bombing mission, 12 hours and 13 minutes long covering 2,960 miles, changed the nature of warfare but did not end the war. Truman released a statement on August 7 describing the weapon and calling on Japan to surrender, but his message was ignored by most Japanese leaders as propaganda. The United States dropped another atomic bomb on August 9, this time on Nagasaki. Although the bomb missed its intended aiming point by 8,500 ft, it leveled one-third of the city. Called the “Red Circle of Death,” the fire and blast area within the Urakami Valley section of Nagasaki destroyed more than 18,000 homes and killed 74,000 people. Another 75,000 were injured, and many later died from wounds or complications.

Survivors of the nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki are known as hibakusha. Many of them suffer from disfiguration and radiation-related illnesses, some of which have affected and will affect future generations. In 1996, the International Court of Justice issued an advisory opinion in which it found that “the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of humanitarian law.” The Court was unable to decide, however, whether or not such threat or use would be illegal in “an extreme circumstance of self-defense, in which the very survival of a State would be at stake.” Because international humanitarian law was already in place at the end of World War II and the survival of the United States was not at stake, some scholars suggest that that the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki could be considered illegal acts of war that violated international humanitarian law by attacking civilian populations and causing unnecessary suffering to combatants.
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Homma, Masahura 

Japanese lieutenant general Masahura Homma directed the invasion of the Philippines in 1941–1942. After a siege of six months, the island fell, and Allied prisoners of war were subjected to numerous atrocities, including the infamous Bataan Death March. Homma, disgraced for the slowness of the invasion, spent the remainder of the war in Japan. After the surrender, he was tried for war crimes, found guilty, and executed in 1946.

Born on November 27, 1887, to an aristocratic family on Sado Island off the northwest coast of Honshu, Homma was one of only a few highly cultured, brilliant, westernized Japanese generals. After graduating first in his class from the Japanese military academy in 1906, Homma was assigned to an infantry regiment as a second lieutenant; he next served as an attaché to Prince Chichibu, the youngest brother of the emperor. After attending the Army Staff College, Homma served in Europe as an observer with the British Expeditionary Force, subsequently spending a tour with the British Army’s East Lancashire Brigade and then with the general staff of the British East India Army in India.

In 1925, then-Major Homma joined the staff of the Imperial Army Headquarters in Japan. Raised to the rank of colonel, he attended the League of Nation’s arms conference in London. In 1933, he was given command of the 1st Infantry in Tokyo and two years later, with the rank of major general, became head of the Army Propaganda Department. After investigating charges of wanton killing and rape during the occupation of Nanking, Homma was promoted to lieutenant general in 1938 and commanded the 27th Division in China.

In December 1940, Homma took control of the army on Formosa, a position he relinquished when appointed to command the 14th Army for the invasion of the Philippines in December 1941. He was expected to complete the conquest in 50 days, but the assault turned into a siege of nearly six months. Homma neither received nor expected congratulations from his government; blamed for the slowness of the campaign, he was removed from command in June 1942. He returned to Japan in disgrace and remained essentially behind the scenes until the Japanese surrender.

Arrested after the war’s end in 1945 and tried for war crimes committed during and after the Philippines campaign, Homma was arraigned before a military tribunal appointed by U.S. General Douglas MacArthur. He was prosecuted and defended by officers selected by MacArthur’s command. Homma was charged with 47 counts involving atrocities committed during the Bataan Death March, against prisoners of war in the camps, against Filipino soldiers in the field, and for violating the “open city” status of Manila during the fighting. The “open city” charge could be easily refuted by the fact that Manila was never truly an “open city” because American forces remained there after MacArthur’s declaration, but the allegations concerning maltreatment of prisoners in camps and soldiers in the field were certainly valid. The defense argued that as a busy commanding general, Homma had neither ordered any atrocity, nor was aware of their happening. The best the prosecution could do was prove that at least on one occasion Homma was near where maltreatment of POWs had taken place during the death march. His conviction on February 11, 1946, rested primarily on the premise that even if he did not know of or condone the atrocities as commanding officer, he bore the moral responsibility to stop them, and he had not.

The U.S. Supreme Court, having ruled in the case of In re Yamashita, 327 U.S. 1 (1946) that the MacArthur-established court could legally try war criminals, denied Homma’s appeal. His only recourse was to ask MacArthur to have the sentence set aside, an effort that was futile, although MacArthur did change the sentence from death by hanging to death by firing squad. On April 3, 1946, Homma was executed at Los Baños in the Philippine Islands.
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Houla Massacre

In 2011, the wider Arab World was shaken by a wave of popular upheaval that became known as the Arab Spring. Public demonstrations demanding greater democracy and freedoms occurred from Algeria and Tunis to Egypt and Syria. The unrest unfolded in Syria starting on January 26, 2011, and soon developed into a nationwide uprising against the regiment of Bashar al-Assad and nearly five decades of Baath Party rule. Following his father Hafez Assad’s earlier example, al-Assad responded with a brutal crackdown that quickly escalated the level of violence and once again revealed deep sectarian fissures in Syrian society as the majority Sunni population remains highly discontent with the dominance of the minority Alawites.

The violence continued unabated throughout 2011 and early 2012, resulting in over 13,000 deaths, most of them civilians who perished in the government’s bombardment of cities and security operations. Thus, the city of Hama was surrounded by the government forces and bombarded with heavy artillery for days at end, resulting in the deaths of hundreds of civilians, including women and children. The worst of these attacks, however, occurred in the village of Taldou, near the town of Houla on May 25, 2012. Just after midday Friday prayers, government forces fired on a protest in Taldou to disperse the crowds and, according to some reports, came under fire from opposition fighters. In response, the Syrian army shelled the town, first with tank fire, then with heavy mortars, before sending the Alawite-controlled progovernment militia, the shabiha, to conduct house-by-house searches in the ruined village. United Nations observers later confirmed that at least 108 people were killed, including 49 children and 34 women. Some were killed by shell fire, but the majority was shot or stabbed at close range.

The news of the massacres drew condemnations from around the world, even from Syria’s steadfast allies like Russia. The UN Security Council issued a statement saying that “such outrageous use of force against civilian population constitutes a violation of applicable international law.” However, it still remains unclear how the massacre will affect the country’s 14-month-long uprising. The Syrian regime admits that a massacre did occur but claims it was the work of armed rebels who carried out the killings in order to provoke international intervention.
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Hue Massacre

Mass killing of civilians and soldiers in the South Vietnamese city of Hue by North Vietnamese and Viet Cong forces in February 1968. More than four decades after its occurrence, the massacre of civilians and military personnel in Hue during the Communist occupation of the city during the January–February 1968 Tet Offensive remains a murky episode. Conflicting interpretations of this incident reflect the political debates regarding the Vietnam War.

In late January 1968, People’s Army of Vietnam (PAVN, North Vietnamese Army) forces, assisted by the Viet Cong (VC), seized the former imperial capital of Hue. This operation was part of a Communist offensive throughout the Republic of Vietnam (RVN, South Vietnam) that took place during the Vietnamese lunar New Year holiday, known as Tet. Hue was only one of many cities and towns struck, but it and the South Vietnamese capital of Saigon were two of the principal targets. Hue saw some of the most bitter fighting of the entire offensive. Nearly a month passed before U.S. marines and Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN, South Vietnamese Army) troops recaptured what remained of the largely destroyed city.

Once Hue had been secured on February 25, 1968, reports of the disappearance and execution of South Vietnamese civilians proliferated. Indeed, on February 26 allied forces uncovered the first of a number of mass graves. Eventually searchers unearthed 2,810 bodies, but many more of the missing were never found. Estimates of the dead range as high as 7,000.

One possible explanation for the bloodbath is that it was a desperate attempt to eliminate witnesses once the VC faced a return to clandestine operations. But clearly the VC had long possessed lists of assassination targets, including bureaucrats, teachers, intellectuals, ARVN soldiers, and foreigners, all of whom were presumed to oppose Communist rule.

Journalist Don Oberdorfer, who conducted an extensive investigation of the massacre in 1969, maintains that there were two classifications for those murdered in Hue. Among the first were politicians, civil servants and their families, and collaborators with U.S. forces. Among the second were civilians who tried to flee or refused to submit to questioning, those who spoke against the occupation, and those who spoke ill of or displayed a poor attitude toward the occupiers. In the Catholic section of Hue, the Communists killed virtually every able-bodied male over the age of 15, many of whom had taken refuge in the cathedral there.

After some of the details of the massacre became public, the Saigon government suggested that a similar fate lay in store for other communities should the Communists win. American officials subsequently echoed this in later public statements. Fears of a bloodbath became a justification for the continued U.S. presence.

Some compared the massacre at Hue with the slaughter of civilians by U.S. Army forces at My Lai in March 1968. Although the atrocity at My Lai was on a much smaller scale, the media proved more eager to investigate the My Lai Massacre. The killings at Hue elicited much less media coverage, in part because of the widespread nature of debate over the Tet Offensive and its consequences, and they brought only a tepid response from the U.S. public. A precise accounting of the cost of the massacre at Hue was impossible because of the great destruction in the city and the large number of civilian casualties that occurred as a consequence of the actual fighting. Not surprisingly, Hanoi denied any complicity, arguing that some Hue residents must have risen up against their oppressors in an opportunity for justice. If the executions had been conducted spontaneously rather than having been the result of meticulous planning, it would have strengthened the case that the conflict in Vietnam amounted to more of a civil war than a conventional conflict. It does appear that the massacre was solely the work of the VC rather than PAVN regular forces.
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India 

India is a large nation located in southern Asia with approximately 1.2 billion people; it ranks second only to China in terms of population. Since India’s independence in 1947, the country has faced an enormous amount of internal turmoil and upheaval, not to mention several wars with neighboring Pakistan and China. From a domestic perspective, a good deal of the violence has stemmed from religious conflicts—chiefly Hindu versus Muslim and Hindu versus Sikh. Regional separatist insurgencies, especially in northeastern India (Jammu and Kashmir), have also wrought much violence within India. In addition, various extremist groups have periodically subjected India to terrorist-like atrocities. Finally, social conflicts that originated in India’s now-abolished caste system have often brought violence to the “Dalits,” members of India’s lower socioeconomic class.

After the Empire of India was divided into an independent Pakistan and India in August 1947, a bloody war ensued as millions of Muslims and Hindus sought to take up residence in their respective territories (India was largely Hindu and Pakistan was overwhelmingly Muslim). In the two years of fighting, at least 200,000 Hindus and 800,000 Muslims perished; the vast majority of the dead were civilians. Meanwhile, on January 20, 1948, Hindu radicals assassinated Indian independence leader Mohandas Gandhi, which set off violent protests throughout India; hundreds were killed or wounded.

From 1947 until 1964, India was governed by Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru. His government generally attempted to keep domestic violence to a minimum, but his decision not to allow Kashmir residents autonomy resulted in a long-running conflict that continues to bedevil the Indian government and stymie Indo-Pakistani relations. In 1962, border tensions with the Chinese resulted in the October-November 1962 Sino-Indian War, which resulted in 3,079 Indians dead, some 4,000 captured, and another 1,000 wounded. Three years later, the second war with Pakistan began. That conflict witnessed some 3,000 Indian deaths, including a number of civilians. In 1967, the so-called Naxalite-Maoist rebellion began in West Bengal. It has since spread to the rural regions of eastern and central India and is ongoing. It is estimated that since 1967, some 10,000 people have died in the conflict, with 4,000 of those deaths occurring since 2002. The Naxalites, composed of extreme leftist groups and radical communists who revere the late Chinese leader Mao Zedong, have been fighting the Indian government for years in their attempt to form their own autonomous government. Their favored tactic is the use of terrorism against civilian populations.

Massive rioting in Gujarat broke out during September-October 1969 between Hindus and Muslims. Looting and arson were also perpetrated on a large scale. Anywhere from 660 to as many as 2,000 deaths resulted, and another 1,075 people were injured. As well, more than 48,000 people lost their homes or other property in the mayhem. In December 1971, the third Indo-Pakistani War occurred, which resulted in the deaths of 3,843 Indians; another 9,851 were wounded.

Concerned about internal threats and internal revolt, Prime Minister Indira Gandhi (Nehru’s daughter) invoked a state of emergency in 1975. Civil liberties were sharply curtailed and approximately 1,000 opposition leaders were rounded up and jailed, some for years. India was relatively stable for several years thereafter, but on February 18, 1983, a major massacre occurred in Nellie, Assam when members of the Lalung tribe attacked mostly Muslim workers from Bangladesh in 14 different villages in the region. When the dust settled, 2,191 unarmed civilians lay dead (some sources claim that as many as 5,000 were killed).

In 1984, Indira Gandhi’s government decided to move against a group of fundamentalist Sikh separatists who had been occupying the Golden Temple in Amritsar. The occupation was a major embarrassment to the government, and the Gandhi regime suspected the Sikhs of hoarding weapons there. During June 4–8, Indian army troops, accompanied by artillery, tanks, and armored vehicles moved into Amritsar. When the operation was over, 83 army personnel lay dead, along with some 400 civilians. The heavy-handed move outraged the Sikh community, prompting major demonstrations. Sikh Indian army officers staged a mutiny, and many Sikh government personnel resigned en masse. Just four months later, two Sikh bodyguards assigned to Gandhi’s security detail assassinated her on October 31. That prompted huge anti-Sikh riots throughout India, resulting in more than 3,000 Sikh deaths.

Not long after Gandhi’s assassination, one of the worst industrial accidents in history occurred at the Union Carbide India Limited pesticide plant in Bhopal. The company was a subsidiary of the American-owned Union Carbide. A massive gas leak of toxic chemicals was inadvertently released from the facility during the night of December 2–3, 1984, an event that was entirely preventable. The plant was surrounded by densely populated shanty towns. The accident claimed 2,259 victims, many of them desperately poor. The accident was attributed to lax government oversight, poor maintenance and negligence by the company, and bad working conditions. Many more victims died or became ill in the years after the disaster.

In October 1989, rioting between Hindus and Muslims in Bhagalpur killed 1,000 people (900 of them Muslims); thousands of others were displaced from their homes. Rioting involving Hindus and Muslims in Mumbai during December 1992-January 1993 resulted in some 900 deaths. On March 12, 1993, a retaliatory strike involving the use of 13 separate bombs in Mumbai killed at least 250 and wounded 700 others. Hindu-Muslim conflict also resulted in mass violence in Gujarat in February 2002; the catalyst had been a Muslim attack on a passenger train. In that raid, 58 Hindus returning from a pilgrimage died.

In late November 2008, members of a militant Islamist group from Pakistan perpetrated a series of 12 well-coordinated bombings and shootings in Mumbai. The terrorist attacks resulted in 164 deaths; another 308 were injured. Meanwhile, the ongoing insurgency in Jammu and Kashmir grew more intense beginning in the late 1980s, with the Indian government alleging that the Pakistani government was arming and training the separatist rebels there. Between 1987 and 2009, official sources claim that the insurgency has claimed the lives of at least 47,000 people; some 3,400 others have simply disappeared. Since 2009, however, the number of insurgency-related deaths has fallen dramatically amid the ongoing Indian-Pakistani peace process. Finally, persecution and violence against India’s Dalits continues to occur, with the latest figures indicating that 13,000–15,000 of them become victims of abuse or violence each year.
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Indian Removal Act

Congressional legislation signed into law by President Andrew Jackson on May 26, 1830, that provided legal justification for the wholesale and forcible removal of Native Americans from the east to the west, principally Indian Territory (modern-day Oklahoma and parts of Kansas). The Indian Removal Act of 1830 was the culmination of a decades-long struggle between whites and Native Americans over who would control vast tracts of territory that had been Native American ancestral lands for several centuries, in many cases. The Indian Removal Act rendered most prior agreements and treaties between the U.S. government and Native American nations null and void, and set the stage for the government to negotiate new treaties with various tribes that would effect their removal to Indian Territory. Jackson believed that prior Indian treaties were an “absurdity” and that Native Americans were “subjects” of the United States who could not claim any rights to sovereignty, as a foreign nation could.

The Indian Removal Act was immediately aimed at the so-called five civilized tribes (Choctaw, Cherokee, Chickasaw, Creek, and Seminole), who had inhabited lands in the Southeast, ranging from parts of Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, Georgia, and Florida. Many southerners, principally wealthy planters, coveted the lands these tribes inhabited because they knew that they were prime agricultural lands, which could be planted with crops such as cotton, an extremely lucrative commodity in the early 19th century. Of course, the land would be worked with slave labor, making large-scale agricultural enterprises even more lucrative.

During the election campaign of 1828, Jackson and the Democratic Party made Indian removal a major issue, and Jackson saw the Indian Removal Act, which proved quite controversial, as a campaign pledge fulfilled. While Jackson was intent on placing relations with Native Americans within the complete purview of the federal government, some states, like Georgia, for example, sought to control Native American tribes themselves. In 1830, that state enacted a law that made it illegal for whites to live on Native American lands without explicit authorization and that placed tribal lands under state jurisdiction. This was aimed at white missionaries, who in some cases were helping Native Americans resist removal to the west. When this was challenged in the courts, in 1831 the U.S. Supreme Court under Chief Justice John Marshall (Cherokee Nation v. Georgia) ruled that Native American tribes were indeed sovereign nations, meaning that state laws (and by extension federal laws) could not apply to them. Jackson derisively spurned the court decision and essentially ignored it, as did his successors.

Within a decade or so of the 1830 Indian Removal Act, treaties had been signed with the five civilized nations that allowed for their removal. While nothing in the act suggested forcible removal per se, that is in fact what occurred. While some resisted fiercely, most saw little choice but to acquiesce, with disastrous results in many instances. Many left their ancestral homelands under the watch of well-armed U.S. Army soldiers.

The first removal treaty was with the Choctaw (chiefly in Mississippi) and saw the movement of some 14,000 Choctaw to the Red River Valley. About 7,000, however, refused to leave and stayed behind. In the ensuing years, they came under greater and greater pressure from white encroachment. During 1838–1839, the U.S. Army used force to remove thousands of Cherokee to Indian Territory, precipitating the so-called Trail of Tears, during which many died of exposure, starvation, and disease. Only a few hundred remained behind, having fled into mountainous areas. There were in fact numerous trails of tears, as most of the affected tribes suffered similar fates. When the Seminole refused forcible removal, the Second Seminole War began in 1835. The Seminole fought intrepidly, and were not ultimately subdued until the end of the Third Seminole War in 1858. The Indian Removal Act also affected tribes further north and west, including the Shawnee, Potawatomi, Sauk, and Fox, who were eventually removed to Indian Territory. The Black Hawk War of 1832 was largely a result of attempts to relocate Sauk and Fox as well as the Kickapoo.

The Indian Removal Act was certainly not without controversy, and many Americans did not support it, and for varying reasons. Numerous Christian missionaries, who had been living among the Native Americans for years, were opposed to the act, realizing that relocation would have to be de facto a forcible relocation, meaning that lives would likely be lost in the process. Some northerners were against the legislation because they knew it would mean the empowerment of southern planters who would expand slavery-based agriculture into newly acquired lands. Still others abhorred the act because it seemed to subordinate states’ rights to the federal government.

The Indian Removal Act was bitterly debated in Congress before its passage, and it was not universally supported. In most cases, individual removal treaties negotiated with the Native Americans provided for an exchange of land, that is, the cession of land in the east in exchange for land in the west. The exchange was almost never one-for-one, however, meaning that tribes gave up far more land than they gained in Indian Territory. Most treaties also continued earlier annuity payments by the federal government and had provisions for additional annuities after relocation was complete.

By 1883, 25 reservations had been established in Indian Territory occupied by 37 Native American tribes. It is estimated that as many as 100,000 Native Americans were forced to move between 1830 and 1869. This mass relocation caused untold suffering. Perhaps as many as one-third of those forcibly removed died on the marches west, or died shortly after, because of disease, starvation, dehydration, or exposure. The removal permanently altered tribes’ cultures, social constructs, and familial institutions. Some, like the Seneca, Navajo, Seminole, and Cherokee, were successful in resisting removal, partly or wholly. Some of these people remain today on part of their ancestral homelands. Other tribes who were removed to the west became the beneficiaries of new lands that had rich natural resources, such as minerals and oil. Those people and tribes who did relocate quickly established their own communities and began farming with considerable success. However, by the end of the 19th century, many were once more under pressure to cede land to whites in Indian Territory (Oklahoma), where oil attracted white speculators in droves.
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Indigenous Populations

The world’s indigenous peoples, those also known as tribal peoples, native peoples, aboriginal peoples, Fourth World peoples, and First Nations, have been subjected to major human rights violations, massacres, and genocides in virtually every state in which they reside. Numbering some 350,000,000 to 400,000,000 in over 70 of the world’s countries, indigenous peoples have experienced mass killings, arbitrary executions, torture, mental and physical mistreatment, arrests and detentions without trial, forced sterilization, involuntary relocation, destruction of their subsistence base, and the taking of children from their families. While the rate of destruction of indigenous groups may have been reduced in scale over the past 500 years, members of indigenous groups continue to be killed and mistreated in spite of efforts to protect indigenous rights and to predict potentially genocidal conditions.

As noted in the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, genocide is defined as acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group. Indigenous groups and their supporters sometimes draw a distinction between physical genocide, the destruction of indigenous peoples themselves, and ethnocide, or cultural genocide, the purposeful destruction of a group’s culture. Examples of the physical genocide include the massacres of aboriginal peoples in Tasmania and Australia in the 19th century, the hunting down and killing of Aché (Guayaki) Indian adults and the kidnapping of their children in Paraguay in the 1960s and 1970s, and the murder and dispossession of tribal peoples in the Chittagong Hills Tracts of Bangladesh since 1971. Tens of thousands of members of indigenous groups have been killed in the late 20th century. Examples of ethnocide or cultural genocide include the efforts of the Canadian, Australian, and U.S. governments to require aboriginal children to go to boarding schools where they were required to learn and speak English, adopt European cultural pattern, and take courses on Western Civilization. The destruction of cultural identity has also occurred in places like Iran and Syria, where nomadic populations have been required to settle down, and where indigenous children were taken from their families and given to nonindigenous families to raise, as was the case in Australia.

The destruction of indigenous peoples and their cultures has been a policy of many of the world’s governments, although most government spokespersons argue that the disappearance or disruption of indigenous societies was not purposeful but rather occurred inadvertently. In Brazil, for example, more than 80 Indian groups that were contacted between 1900 and 1957 were destroyed by disease and deculturation, as well as by physical destruction. The situation was especially devastating for those groups whose resource-extractive activities such as rubber and nut collection were curtailed. Overall, the numbers of indigenous peoples in Brazil declined from over 1,000,000 to 200,000, a drop of 80 percent.

Genocide is neither accidental nor an unintended result of the actions of states, armies, private companies, or development agencies. In virtually every case, genocide is a calculated and generally premeditated set of actions designed to achieve certain goals such as the removal of competitors or the silencing of opponents. Military repression of indigenous peoples that resist state-building efforts is one context in which genocide occurs. Over the past 30 years, tens of thousands of Quiche Maya and other Guatemalan Indians were killed, their villages destroyed, and their crops burned by the Guatemalan military. Many of those who were not killed sought refuge in neighboring countries, but even there they were not completely safe.

A recent example of genocidal actions against indigenous people can be seen in the case of the Lacandon Maya and other indigenous groups who support the efforts of the Zapatista National Liberation Army (EZLN) in Chiapas, Mexico. The Zapatista leadership maintain that their uprising on January 1, 1994, was linked directly to the passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and to the poor treatment of the indigenous peoples of southern Mexico by the government, companies, and nonindigenous landowners. Amnesty International and other human rights organizations reported on human rights violations by the Mexican army in its efforts to quell the Zapatista uprising; not only were members of the Zapatistas killed, but so too were Indian women and children.

States have conscripted members of indigenous groups into their armed forces, sometimes by force. The United States drew upon the services of the Montagnards of Vietnam, while the South African Defense Force (SADF) drafted members of Kung, Khwe, and Vasakela San (Bushmen) groups in the war against the South West Africa People’s Organization (SWAPO) in Angola and Namibia in the 1970s and 1980s. Indeed, the San of southern Africa have been described as the most militarized ethnic group in the world.

Indigenous peoples have been persecuted mainly on the basis of who they are. They have been described by governments and the media as “vermin,” people who should be removed “for the good of the country.” Indigenous peoples are often seen by states as outside the universe of obligation (the other”), or as competitors for valued resources. They are sometimes said not to be utilizing land productively or are argued to be responsible for its degradation as seen, for example, in the case of rainforest depletion because of shifting cultivation by Indian communities in Latin America and tribal peoples in the Philippines and other parts of Southeast Asia. African indigenous groups like the Pygmies (Batwa) of Central Africa, the Okiek (Dorobo) of Kenya, the Hadza of Tanzania, and the San of southern Africa are criticized by governments and nongovernment environmental organizations for their hunting activities, and members of indigenous groups are arrested, held in detention, and sometimes are mistreated physically in jail. There have also been charges by indigenous groups in Africa that some governments have instituted “shoot-to-kill” policies aimed at discouraging poaching, something that indigenous groups have termed coercive conservation.

Sometimes considered “wards of the state,” indigenous peoples often were not granted land and resource rights or a voice in public affairs. Efforts to remove indigenous groups from their land by governments, companies, and individuals continue to occur in the Amazon Basin, Africa, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, India, Bangladesh, and Siberia, often in the context of oil, timber, or mineral resource exploitation. Multinational corporations and multilateral development banks are sometimes complicit in these actions.

Genocide has occurred through indirect means as can be seen, for example, in the cases in North and South America, where Indians were given blankets infected by smallpox and other diseases. There is what Helen Fein has termed genocide by attrition, the process whereby indigenous and other groups, including refugees, are denied access to food and medicine by governments or other agencies. This kind of genocidal behavior has occurred over the past decade in Sudan, where thousands of Dinka, Nuer, and Nuba have died. In Somalia, sizable numbers of Eyle, a hunter-gatherer group in the Bay Region, died because of raids on humanitarian convoys by militia groups in the early 1990s.

Another context in which genocides and massive human rights violations against indigenous peoples occurs involves efforts to promote social and economic development, often characterized as being “in the national interest.” Sometimes termed developmental genocides, these kinds of actions take place when states, agencies, companies, or transnational corporations oppress local peoples during the course of implementing various kinds of development projects. This can be seen, for example, in the case of the mining company Freeport Indonesia Inc. (FII), a subsidiary of the New Orleans-based multinational corporation Freeport McMoRan, in Irian Jaya (West Papua). Freeport Indonesia is said to be guilty of complicity with the Indonesian government in a whole series of human rights crimes, including assassinations, disappearances, raids on and burning of villages, detentions without trial, torture, purposeful dumping of toxic substances, and intimidation of opponents. Justifications by company executives for their actions range from protecting their assets and the security of employees to making profits for the government of Indonesia.

Numerous indigenous peoples have been forced out of development project areas, often with little or no compensation. The problem has become so widespread, in fact, that a new category of displaced persons has been proposed: “development refugees.” Violence is sometimes an outgrowth of the establishment of large-scale projects, river basin development being one of the classic examples. Dam projects such as those along the Narmada River in India and the Senegal River in West Africa have seen repressive tactics employed by the companies or agencies involved in them, including the murder of political activists, disappearances, and torture of detainees. Involuntary resettlement and loss of land and resource access as a result of decisions by the state has had the effect of increasing internal social tensions, some of which are exhibited in higher rates of suicide and social stress among indigenous peoples, for example, as seen among the Guarani of Brazil.

Ecocide, the systematic destruction of ecosystems by states, agencies, or corporate entities is a problem that indigenous peoples in many parts of the world have had to face. This can be seen in the case of the Ogoni of southern Nigeria, for example, whose lands have been fouled by pollution from pipeline spills and the purposeful dumping of oil residues and other toxic substances by Shell Oil. The Ogoni and their supporters have been attacked by the Nigerian military, their homes destroyed, and sizable numbers of people arrested and jailed. The Nigerian government even went so far as to put to death a world-renowned environmental activist, Ken Saro-Wiwa, and several of his colleagues in the Movement for the Support of the Ogoni People (MOSOP) in November 1995, an action that brought widespread attention to environmental and social justice issues.

States sometimes engage in actions aimed at destroying the resource base in order to influence populations engaged in actions that they disagree with. This can be seen, for instance, in cases where herbicides such as Agent Orange were used to clear forests so that multinational development efforts or counterinsurgency actions can proceed, as was the case in Vietnam, the Amazon Basin, and Zimbabwe. The so-called drug war, orchestrated in part by the U.S. Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) in countries such as Bolivia, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru, has had more than its share of human rights violations, some of them arising from raids on local communities and the use of toxic materials to destroy coca and marijuana crops.

Cases claiming genocide against indigenous peoples have been brought before the United Nations, but generally they have had little success, in part, as Leo Kuper pointed out, because government representatives claimed that there had been no intent to destroy indigenous peoples as such and that the groups were never eliminated “as an ethnic or cultural group.” Indigenous groups in numerous countries, including Bangladesh, Burma, and Burundi, have stressed that violations of the right to life have had a distinctly ethnic or culturally targeted character, no matter what government officials claim. Some groups have chosen to seek assistance from the Human Rights Commission of the United Nations, as the San of Botswana did in March 1996 after efforts were made by the government of Botswana to remove indigenous peoples from their ancestral territories in the Central Kalahari Game Reserve. Still others have opted to resist the actions of states to dispossess and harm them, as can be seen in the cases of the Zapatistas of Chiapas, Mexico and the Shining Path (Sendero Luminoso) and Tupac Amaru Revolutionary Movement (MRTA) in the Peruvian Andes.

Indigenous groups have begun to collaborate with a variety of support organizations in an effort to oppose genocidal practices and to promote the interests of indigenous peoples. They have also formed their own regional indigenous organizations, including COICA, the Coordinating Body for Indigenous Organizations of the Amazon Basin, and WIMSA, the Working Group of Indigenous Minorities in Southern Africa. Some indigenous groups, such as those in Guatemala, have worked with teams of forensic scientists and archaeologists who are exhuming mass graves in places as diverse as Argentina, Chile, Guatemala, Ethiopia, Rwanda, and the Former Yugoslavia. The evidence recovered in these investigations has been used in genocide and criminal trials, as was the case, for example, with the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), following the Rwandan genocide of 1994.

How successful these efforts will be very much depends on whether or not states, private companies, intergovernmental organizations, and advocacy groups are willing to collaborate in order to (1) establish strict internationally recognized indigenous rights standards; (2) enforce those standards carefully; (3) monitor and evaluate development projects and policies from the standpoint of their effects on indigenous peoples; (4) initiate changes in those projects and policies if they are found to be having a deleterious effect on the welfare of indigenous peoples and others; and (5) seek justice against those who have perpetrated genocide and human rights crimes. Governments and companies must live up to their obligation to protect indigenous peoples and their neighbors and not compromise their rights under the weight of so-called progress, economic growth, free trade, or counterinsurgency. All institutions and individuals need to work together to stop genocide and to promote the rights not just of indigenous peoples, but of all human beings.
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Indonesia

Indonesia is a multiethnic, multicultural island nation located mainly in Southeast Asia. Predominantly Muslim, Indonesia is composed of more than 17,500 islands (many of which are uninhabited). Since it gained its independence from The Netherlands in 1949, Indonesia has often struggled under authoritarian regimes that committed frequent human rights abuses. Under its first president, Sukarno, Indonesians briefly enjoyed a multiparty, quasidemocratic government, but by 1957, Sukarno had declared martial law. Two years later, he dissolved the Constituent Assembly and essentially created a one-man dictatorship.

Sukarno’s regime was tested in late September 1965, when a cabal of young, leftist army officers attempted a coup d’état by assassinating six rightist army generals. Sukarno ordered a massive crackdown against leftist groups, most notably the powerful Communist Party of Indonesia (PKI). What resulted over the succeeding months, and well into 1966, was a frenzy of government-sponsored violence that sought to eradicate all vestiges of communism and leftists in general. When the killing finally stopped, as many as 500,000 Indonesian communists and communist sympathizers were dead. As many as 1 million others were jailed. General Suharto, who was head of the Indonesian military and who supervised the anticommunist purges, used the tragedy to engineer Sukarno’s ouster. In March 1967, Suharto deposed Sukarno and declared himself acting president. Through a series of fraudulent and rigged elections, he remained president of Indonesia until 1998. Suharto imposed his own authoritarian regime on his countrymen by severely limiting the political process, placing tight controls on the media, and relying heavily on the military to impose his will.

In December 1975, Indonesian military forces launched a full-scale invasion of East Timor, beginning a brutal occupation that would not end until 1999. The catalyst for the attack was East Timor’s bid to gain independence, which the Suharto regime viewed as a significant threat. Over the course of some 24 years, which witnessed routine violence aimed at the East Timorese and a famine caused largely by occupation policies, at least 90,000 people died in East Timor (some estimates claim as many as 200,000 dead). On November 12, 1999, during peaceful proindependence demonstrations in the East Timor capital of Dili, 271 people died after being attacked by Indonesian government forces; 382 others were injured, and at least 250 were reported missing and presumed dead. In the meantime, Suharto ordered brutal crackdowns against separatists in the oil-rich region of Aceh and in West Papua, which killed tens of thousands of people.

Suharto was finally ousted from power in March 1998 after Indonesians were promised a new start engineered by a democratic government free from corruption. Suharto’s successors, however, have largely paid lip service to those promises, and Indonesia remains a nation mired in cronyism and ineffective government. In more recent years, there has been a major uptick in terrorism in Indonesia, most of it perpetrated by radical, fundamentalist Islamic groups. These groups decry the secularism of the Indonesian government, not to mention its close ties to the West. In October 2002, the radical group Jemaah Islamiyah, which has ties to the Al-Qaeda terrorist organization, bombed a tourist area in Bali, killing 202 (virtually all were tourists) and injuring 240. Terrorists again struck Bali with bombs in October 2005; 20 died and more than 100 were wounded in the attacks.

Islamic terrorists struck the Indonesian capital of Jakarta in 2003, 2004, and 2009. In August 2003, a Marriott hotel was bombed, resulting in 12 deaths; an additional 150 were wounded. The Australian embassy in Jakarta was bombed in September 2004, killing nine and wounding at least 125 people. In July 2009, two exclusive tourist hotels in Jakarta were bombed. Seven people died in those attacks, and 53 more were wounded. Islamic extremist terrorism will likely remain a problem for the Indonesian government for some time to come, although the Indonesians have begun devoting more money and manpower to antiterrorist operations.
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Indonesian Killings (1965)

From October 1965 to March 1966, conservative forces in Indonesia, including the army and Muslim militias, killed at least 100,000 Indonesians (some estimates claim as many as 500,000 deaths) as part of a sustained campaign against left -wing forces. Most of the victims were members or associates of the Indonesian Communist Party (PKI); they were killed in hundreds of local massacres.

In the early 20th century, Marxist ideas had first been introduced in Indonesia, then known as the Dutch East Indies, which influenced a wide range of thinkers in the nationalist movement. By the early 1920s, however, increasingly sharp divisions had begun to emerge between various nationalist movements, including communism, Islam, and developmental modernization. Hostility to the communists was based on both religion and class. Many Muslims and Christians objected to communism’s atheism and to its opposition to state support for religion. The communists’ base among plantation and factory workers, and later among peasants, also pitted them against the small middle class and the powerful landlords. A 1948 PKI uprising against the newly independent Indonesian Republic, then still engaged in a war of independence with the Dutch, helped turn many army leaders against communism.

The party regrouped in 1951 under D.N. Aidit (1923–1965), adopting a strategy of participation in democratic institutions. It emerged as the fourth largest party in Indonesia’s 1955 elections. Fears that the party might soon be strong enough to demand a place in government contributed to the dismantling of the parliamentary system and the introduction of President Sukarno’s “Guided Democracy” in 1957–1959. Although Guided Democracy seemed likely at first to freeze PKI influence at 1957 levels, the party soon made itself indispensable to Sukarno as a political counterbalance to the growing influence of the army. The party developed an extensive power base amongst peasants, especially in Java and Bali, and recruited many supporters within the bureaucracy and the armed forces. Marxism, meanwhile, became a central part of the official state ideology, known as NASAKOM (taken from the Indonesian words for nationalism, religion, and communism). Many observers believed that the PKI was well placed to come to power after Sukarno’s departure.

On October 1, 1965, however, an unsuccessful coup took place in the capital, Jakarta, against the conservative, anticommunist army high command. Several senior generals were killed, but the coup was suppressed by a surviving general, Suharto, who over the next five months forced Sukarno from power and destroyed the PKI, whose involvement in planning the coup was widely assumed but has never been proven. The result of Suharto’s campaign was the virtual massacre of as many as 500,000 Indonesians.

The communist party was not formally banned until March 1966, but massacres of PKI members and associates began within days of the coup. The killings were sometimes carried out by military units, but were more often the work of vigilantes, generally armed and encouraged by anticommunist army units. They were most intense in Central and East Java, Bali, and North Sumatra, where the PKI had campaigned especially vigorously on behalf of landless peasants and plantation workers and where the party had become associated with social and religious tensions dating back to the early decades of the century. Many people who had made compromises with the left under Guided Democracy also were driven to take part in the killings to prove their anticommunist credentials.
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International Military Tribunal, Far East

The International Military Trials in the Far East were trials of senior Japanese leaders after World War II. General of the U.S. Army Douglas MacArthur, heading the military occupation of Japan, established the International Military Tribunal for the Far East, popularly known as the Tokyo War Crimes Trials. The body held sessions in Tokyo from May 3, 1946, to November 12, 1948. Trials conducted by the tribunal were similar to those held at Nuremberg, Germany. The defendants were 28 senior Japanese military and civilian leaders, chosen from among 250 Japanese officials originally accused of war crimes. General Tojo Hideki, who held various posts including prime minister and chief of the General Staff, was the best-known defendant among the 18 military officers and 10 civilians charged. General MacArthur, with President Harry S. Truman’s support, exempted Emperor Hirohito from trial because of concerns over potential Japanese resistance to military occupation. More than 2,200 similar trials, including some held in Tokyo that preceded the tribunal, were conducted in areas formerly occupied by Japan, ranging from China to Pacific islands including Guam. The trials generated strong reactions, and they remain controversial to this day.

The Tokyo tribunal consisted of 11 judges, 1 each from Australia, Canada, China, Great Britain, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Soviet Union, the United States, France, India, and the Philippines. The Philippine justice was a survivor of the Bataan Death March. The tribunal’s chief prosecutor, Joseph B. Keenan, was appointed by President Truman. Keenan’s credentials included service as a former director of the U.S. Justice Department’s Criminal Division as well as assistant to the U.S. attorney general. His staff included 25 lawyers. The tribunal was not bound by technical rules of evidence normally observed in a democracy and could admit any evidence that it chose, including purported admissions or statements of the accused.

The tribunal sought to establish clearly the principle that aggressive war was a crime and to prevent or deter future crimes against peace. Those who planned and initiated aggressive war in contravention of treaties, assurances, and international agreements were to be considered common felons. The tribunal also claimed jurisdiction over conventional war crimes and crimes against humanity, such as murder, mass murder, enslavement, deportation of civilian populations, and persecutions based on political or racial grounds in connection with other crimes under tribunal jurisdiction.

Some defendants were accused of being responsible for the actions of personnel under their command who had committed crimes against prisoners of war and civilian internees. These offenses included murder, beatings, torture, ill-treatment, including inadequate provision of food and clothing and poor sanitation, rape of female nurses and other women, and the imposition of excessive and dangerous labor. Charges of murder were also leveled in cases involving the killing of military personnel who had surrendered, laid down arms, or no longer had means of defense, including survivors of ships sunk by naval action and crews of captured ships.

Seeking to conduct a fair trial, the tribunal gave each of those accused a copy of his or her indictment in Japanese, and trial proceedings were conducted in both English and Japanese. Defendants had a right to counsel, and the defense could question witnesses. Subject to court approval, the defense could also request the appearance of witnesses and the provision of documents. The mental and physical capacity of the accused to stand trial was also considered. After a conviction, the tribunal had the power to impose a death sentence or other punishment on a defendant.

Of the 28 original defendants, 25 were convicted. Seven (including Tojo) were sentenced to death by hanging, 16 to life imprisonment, one to 20 years of incarceration, and another to 7 years in prison. The remaining 3 were not convicted, one being declared mentally unstable and two dying before their trials ended.

As with the Nuremberg trials, the tribunal has been accused of promulgating “victors’ justice,” and some have called the proceedings racist. But fueled by horror at continuing military atrocities in places such as Bosnia and Cambodia, a legacy of the Tokyo and Nuremberg trials has been the widespread international support for a permanent war crimes tribunal. The U.S. government, however, has resisted the formation of such a body, fearing that it could be politically influenced to harass American military forces operating overseas.
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Iran

The modern state of Iran was born during the Pahlavi Dynasty, which fully emerged in 1925. Iran was governed by Reza Shah Pahlavi for the next 16 years. Reza Shah’s rule witnessed a broad flowering of social, economic, and political reforms designed to modernize the nation and keep foreign meddling at bay. Many modern amenities first emerged in Iran during this period, including modern transportation, widely distributed electrical service, radio service, and movie theaters. Reza Shah’s rule was strictly secular, however, which rankled the more conservative Islamic elements in the country. Reza Shah’s government was also autocratic, stressing anticommunism, nationalism, and militarism. The regime routinely engaged in progovernment propaganda campaigns and stringently censored the press. In 1935, a revolt at the Imam Reza Shrine in Mashhad prompted by the Iranian government’s permissive rules regarding Western-style clothing and liberal social interactions precipitated as many as 50 deaths and injured several hundred others. Government troops were sent in to quash the rebellion.

Because of Reza Shah’s perceived tilt toward the Axis powers in World War II, British and Soviet troops occupied Iran in 1941 and Reza Shah was replaced by his son, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, that same year. Reza Pahlavi was solidly pro-British. The new Shah governed in much the same way as his father—political freedom was only illusory, and secularism was emphasized over Islamic law. In the immediate aftermath of World War II, there was a nationalist movement among many Kurds located in Iranian Kurdistan; that development was quickly subdued by Reza Pahlavi’s government. Hundreds of Kurds died or were wounded in the attempt to quash the separatists, which all but ended in 1946.

By the late 1940s, however, Reza Pahlavi’s power in Iran became more tenuous, and Parliament became increasingly dysfunctional; indeed, between 1947 and 1951, Iran had six different prime ministers. At the same time, new political parties emerged that were a threat to the Shah’s rule. One was the communist Thul Party, supported by the Soviets; the other was the National Front Party (NFP), a nationalist-democratic group led by Mohammed Mossadegh.

In 1951, when Mossadegh was elected prime minister, he moved to nationalize Iran’s massive oil interests, which were owned by Great Britain. This prompted a full-blown diplomatic and political crisis, which resulted in Mossadegh’s resignation in 1952. Within hours of the resignation, many Iranians took to the streets, shouting and chanting. They generally voiced their support for the ex-prime minister and denounced Reza Pahlavi. Dozens of people were killed or injured in the protests, and hundreds were arrested and held without charges. Nevertheless, the Shah soon reinstated Mossadegh, who proceeded with land reform and nationalization, which deeply troubled the West. In the summer of 1953, the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) engineered a coup against Mossadegh, with the Shah’s complicity. In August, when Reza Pahlavi demanded Mossadegh’s resignation, and the prime minister refused, the Shah fled the country. This prompted huge riots throughout much of Iran, killing dozens and injuring several thousand others. Eventually, the CIA and British intelligence operatives ensured that the Iranian Army, loyal to the Shah, took control in Tehran. Mossadegh was soon arrested and tried for treason while the Shah returned to Iran.

Major unrest returned to Iran in June 1963. Disillusioned with the Shah’s pro-Western and secular focus, not to mention his tepid economic policies and political oppression, Islamic conservatives, who supported the cleric Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’s public condemnations of the Shah’s regime, began rioting after Khomeini’s arrest. Several days of violence brought a brutal government crackdown, with 30 leading Islamic clerics and several hundred other intellectuals and conservative Muslims arrested. At least 380 people were killed and wounded during the violence, many by government police. Khomeini went into exile and would return to lead a revolt that overthrew the Shah in 1979.

Life in the Reza Pahlavi’s Iran could be dangerous, particularly for those on the extreme right or left of the political spectrum. Indeed, the Shah’s dreaded secret police arrested tens of thousands of Iranians during his reign, and perhaps as many as a thousand simply disappeared. By the summer of 1978, a sizable number of Iranians had become fed up with the Shah’s reign. They quickly took to the streets, and on September 8 (Black Friday), government troops and police shot and killed as many as 3,000 people in Tehran’s Zhaleh Square. This was the beginning of the end for the Shah. The massacre boosted the conservative Islamists within Iran and shocked the rest of the world. By early winter of 1979, the Pahlavi Dynasty had toppled and conservative Islamists had taken over the Iranian government; Ayatollah Khomeini returned from exile in February to lead the Iranian revolutionary government.

The Khomeini regime was equally—if not more oppressive—than the one it had replaced. Insisting on the imposition of Islamic law over vast portions of government and everyday life, the new government arrested or executed dissidents, and frequently permitted ghastly punishments for those who did not observe the law, including lashings, beatings, amputations, and public executions. As Khomeini consolidated his power in the early 1980s, several separatist groups or opposition parties, including the communists and the Kurds, waged a low-level war with government forces. The Khomeini government brutally suppressed the Kurds by 1983, in the process causing some 10,000 casualties and burning dozens of villages to the ground. Thousands of others died during this period of political consolidation, although precise figures are impossible to determine.

Meanwhile, the Iran-Iraq War that began in September 1980 and that lasted until August 1988 also killed many Iranians. It is estimated that as many as 500,000 died in the bloody conflict, with another 500,000 or more wounded. Iraq’s use of chemical weapons killed at least 100,000 Iranians, most of them soldiers, but many civilians died as well. In July 1988, as the war was about to end, the Iranian government murdered thousands of political prisoners throughout the country. Most were leftists or members of the People’s Mujahidin Organization of Iran. The number of people killed varies from as low as 1,400 to as high as 30,000.

More recently, in the aftermath of the 2009 elections, which some have claimed were rigged in favor of the incumbent, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, mass protests resulted in another brutal government crackdown. Anywhere from 36 to 72 protesters died in the violence, and another 4,000 were arrested. The Iranian government continues to oppress its own people and routinely resorts to strict censorship and propaganda to hide its actions from its own citizens and the international community.
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Iraq

Iraq, a nation located in the Middle East with a population of about 32 million, has been badly divided and damaged by war and internal strife since the 1970s. It is somewhat ironic that it was in this ancient, blood-soaked land that a ruler gave the first recorded statement of human rights. In October, 539 BCE, the Persian ruler Cyrus II occupied ancient Babylon without bloodshed as an unopposed conqueror. He promptly issued what we know today as the “Cyrus Cylinder.” That declaration is widely, if not quite accurately, perceived as the first statement of human rights.

The corresponding tragic occurrences in the land between the Euphrates and Tigris Rivers extends, literally, hundreds upon hundreds of years before the international conventions and treaties that would have delineated some of those acts as “war crimes.” Hulagu Khan’s February 1258 CE sacking of the Abbasid capital of Baghdad saw anywhere between 90,000 and 500,000 civilians slaughtered in a single week. Tamerlane’s 1401 invasion of the region was even bloodier. At the city of Tikrit, Tamerlane ordered the decapitation of 70,000 civilians. He then moved on to Baghdad and beheaded another 20,000–90,000 people. Sadly, the justification presented by both Hulagu and Tamerlane was one of religious (Islamic) conversion and purity.

The modern interpretation of a war crime requires international laws that prohibit some behaviors. Therefore, even the deliberate and wanton slaughter of Iraqis, both Arabic and Kurdish, by the British Royal Air Force (RAF) during the Iraqi rebellion of 1920 cannot, technically, be regarded as a war crime. This is because they occurred before any treaty applying to the use of air power had been written or adopted.

After first crushing the 1920 revolt in the Euphrates River valley with both air and ground forces, the RAF was deployed against civilian villages in the Kurdish regions repeatedly throughout the rest of the decade (Iraq did not become an actual nation in even a nominal sense until 1921 and was not granted independence until 1932). One infamous British officer, Arthur Harris (later an air marshall in World War II nicknamed “Butcher” Harris), even seemed proud of these events, remarking “where the Arab and Kurd had begun to realize that if they could stand a little noise, they could stand bombing, and still argue, they now know what real bombing means, in casualties and damage; they now know that within 45 minutes a full-sized village can be practically wiped out and a third of its inhabitants killed or injured by four or five machines which offer them no real target, no opportunity for glory as warriors, no effective means of escape.”

Similar dilemmas presented themselves during one of the most notorious uses of chemical weapons in history. In March 1988, Iraqi army forces under the control of Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein attacked the village of Halabja, located in Iraqi Kurdistan. Iranian armed forces and rebellious Iraqi Kurdish fighters were, at the time, occupying the village. Because Iraq was not a signatory of the Chemical Weapons Convention, it was not technically illegal for Iraq to employ chemical weapons on the battlefield during its 1980–1988 war with Iran. The attack against the village killed an estimated 5,000 people, mostly unarmed civilians. Although not a part of Hussein’s genocidal Anfal Campaign against the Kurds, which occurred on territory his troops did control and which Human Rights Watch estimated killed between 50,000 and 100,000 people, the gas and nerve agent onslaught against Halabja is more infamous.

In March 2003, the United States led a small coalition of allied nations in an attack against Iraq. Seeking regime change, ostensibly because of Hussein’s apparent though not actual retention of weapons of mass destruction, the initial assault quickly toppled Hussein’s Ba’athist government. During the initial fighting (March 19–April 30, 2003), it is estimated that roughly 10,000 Iraqi combatants died and approximately 4,000–7,000 noncombatants were killed. Thereafter, the situation deteriorated. Over the next three years, a small scale insurgency grew into a large-scale sectarian insurgency which, by 2006, threatened to become a full-scale quasireligious civil war. By 2007, the number of factions fighting within Iraq almost defied description. The list includes but is not limited to: American forces, the government of Iraq (which was mostly on the side of the American-led coalition), the armed forces of the various members of the coalition, the Mahdi Militia forces of radical Shiite leader Moqtada Sadr, the militia forces of various other Shiite political groups, the armed members of the various Sunni tribes, Al Qaeda in Iraq, and similar Sunni terrorist/insurgency/criminal groups such as Ansar Al Sunna.

American forces abused Iraqi prisoners, most infamously at the Abu Ghraib prison just to the west of Baghdad in late 2003. They also committed incidents of wanton rape and murder, such as the case of Mahmoudiya in March 2006, in which a squad of American soldiers killed three members of a family and raped the teenage daughter before finally murdering her. American forces also murdered unarmed civilians in retaliation for the death of a peer. An example of that occurred with U.S. Marines in the town of Haditha in 2006. The perpetrators these crimes were arrested, tried in courts, and most of them imprisoned for various terms.

In January 2007, under heavy criticism at home and abroad for its mishandling of the Iraq War, the George W. Bush administration announced a troop surge—amounting to some 20,000 additional troops—that would be deployed to Iraq and stationed in the most war-torn areas and provinces. It was hoped that the surge strategy would stem the tide of sectarian violence, relieve pressure on over-burdened U.S. troops already in Iraq, and permit the fledgling post Hussein government to take more responsibility for its own internal security. In the short term, however, the situation in Iraq worsened.

Iraqis (both Shiite and Sunni) unleashed war crimes against each other as members of organized militias, as part of rogue (and sometimes authorized) military and paramilitary units, and on behalf of the Sunni terrorist group Answer Al Sunni, as well as the small and largely non-Iraqi group Al Qaeda in Iraq. Iraqi on Iraqi violence and lawful combat had claimed the lives of at least 70,000–77,000 Iraqi civilians as of late August 2007. The overwhelming majority of these deaths came in the form of suicide bombings against Shiites, a favored Sunni tactic, and retributive murder by organized CIA militias and Shia-controlled elements of the Ministry of Interior. The most lethal attack of this kind was the August 2007 coordinated suicide bombings in the Kurdish villages of Qahtaniya and Jazeera, which killed 572 people. Considerable tensions remained between various political and sectarian factions in Iraq, and violence against civilian population remained problematic until late 2007 and early 2008, when some of the violence began to ebb and attacks on American and coalition forces dropped noticeably.

By mid-2008, at least from the Americans’ perspective, the troop surge was having the desired effect. Attacks against coalition forces had been greatly reduced, sectarian violence had diminished, and the Iraqi government seemed to be on the road toward stability. The Barack Obama administration began drawing down troops in February 2009—one of the new president’s campaign promises had been to end the Iraq War—and on August 31, 2010, U.S. combat operations in Iraq were declared over. The last of the American troops in Iraq were withdrawn on December 15, 2011.
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Irish Potato Famine

As Ireland approached the 1840s, conditions were ripe for disaster. Over a fourth of its population—2 million out of 8 million—were without regular employment. Some had found shelter in workhouses built at the expense of local taxpayers as mandated by the Irish Poor Law of 1838. Many more roamed the countryside begging and sleeping in ditches. Nearly half of the country’s rural families lived in windowless, mud cabins of one room and survived on the potatoes that they could grow on the half an acre or so of land for which they often paid a very high rent. Only the wealthy landowners—many of them absentee landlords living in England—had any security at all.

Potato Blight

The peasants were forced to rent the land they lived and worked on from wealthy landowners in England. The crop they depended on primarily for food and for a portion of their rent was potatoes. Since its introduction to Ireland in 1790, the potato had provided a cheap and plentiful source of food for Ireland’s peasants. The potato could grow in the poorest conditions, with very little labor. That fact was important because the peasants had to spend most of their waking hours working for their landlords and had precious little time to tend their own crops.

Yet the hardy crop was no match for Phytophthora infestans, the potato blight that struck with a vengeance in 1845. That airborne fungus attacked the potato plants; it produced black spots and a white mold on the leaves and soon rotted the potato to a pulp. As much as 90 percent of that year’s potato crop was destroyed or unfit for consumption.

Laissez-Faire Government

The government of Great Britain had long practiced an economic theory known as laissez-faire, which held that it was not a government’s job to provide aid for its citizens or to interfere with the free market of goods or trade. As a result, the British government provided minimal relief to the starving peasants.

Prime Minister Sir Robert Peel did, however, push to repeal the Corn Laws, laws that had been in place since the late 1400s and that protected the investments of wealthy British landowners by subjecting any foreign crops brought into Britain to high taxes. Those laws had pretty much limited the grain supply to what was raised in Britain and guaranteed a high price for it. By repealing the laws, Parliament cleared the way for less expensive grains to be brought into Ireland to relieve the famine, but even then, the peasants had no money with which to buy bread.

Although Peel was successful in securing the repeal, the resulting protest split the British Conservative Party, and he was forced to resign. His successor, Lord John Russell, was a rigid supporter of laissez-faire and was of very little assistance to the Irish.

Evictions

The blight continued to affect crops for the next few years. Three more crop failures occurred in 1846, 1848, and 1851. Having eaten any of the potatoes spared by the blight and spent what few coins they had for food, tens of thousands of peasants were unable to pay their rents and were evicted from their homes. They had no place to go. The workhouses were already overcrowded, and there were no opportunities for employment anywhere. Matters worsened when in December 1848, cholera and typhus began to spread through the workhouses, pauper hospitals, and cramped jails in Ireland.

Emigration

It seemed that the only viable option was to leave. The Poor Law Extension Act held landowners responsible for providing for their own poor. So, many landowners evicted tenants, paid their passage to America or Australia, and ended up with the opportunity to commercialize their agricultural efforts or change from cultivation to beef and dairy farming. Between 1845 and 1855, nearly 2 million people emigrated from Ireland to America and Australia, and another 750,000 went to England.

For the emigrants, matters worsened once again. Thousands of people died while crossing the Atlantic. Unregulated shipowners often crowded hundreds of desperate emigrants onto rickety, undersupplied vessels that earned the label “coffin ships.” In many cases, those ships reached port only after losing a third of their passengers to disease, hunger, and other causes.

The August 4, 1847, edition of the Toronto Globe carried this report on the arrival of an emigrant ship:

The Virginius from Liverypool, with 496 passengers, had lost 158 by death, nearly one-third of the whole, and she had 180 sick; above one half of the whole will never see their home in the New World. A medical officer at the quarantine station on Grosse Ile off Quebec reported that “the few who were able to come on deck were ghastly, yellow-looking spectres, unshaven and hollow-cheeked . . . not more than six or eight were really healthy and able to exert themselves.”

Starvation in the Midst of Plenty

Authenticated research reveals that the Irish peasants starved in the midst of plenty. Wheat, oats, barley, butter, eggs, beef, and pork were exported from Ireland in large quantities during the so-called famine. All those products were the property of the wealthy, mostly absentee landowners who felt no obligation to forego profits in order to feed the masses. In fact, those goods were brought through the worst famine-stricken areas guarded by British regiments and shipped from guarded ports to England.

In 1861, author John Mitchel charged, “The Almighty indeed sent the potato blight but the English created the famine . . . a million and half men, women, and children were carefully, prudently, and peacefully slain by the English government. They died of hunger in the midst of abundance which their own hands created.”

The Irish potato famine took more than a million lives and forever changed Ireland in a profound way. It also changed centuries-old agricultural practices by hastening the end of subsistence farming and ushering in the era of commercial farming. The famine also spurred new waves of emigration and thus shaped the histories of the United States, Australia, and England as well. Today, more than 13 million Americans have Irish roots.

Continuing Controversy

The Irish Potato Famine has continued to arouse controversy, with some historians arguing that it was a genocide. Recent literature, such as John Kelly’s The Graves are Walking: The Great Famine and the Saga of the Irish People (2012) and Tim Pat Coogan’s The Famine Plot: England’s Role in Ireland’s Greatest Tragedy (2012), consider British negligence and policy and how these might be construed as genocide in the Irish context.
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Israel/Palestine

Any discussion of war crimes in Israel/Palestine is complicated by contested claims over the applicability of the Fourth Geneva Convention to the Palestinian Territories (the West Bank and Gaza Strip), which were occupied by Israel in 1967. Israel denies the applicability of the Geneva Conventions, citing its own historic claim to the territories and their lack of any full legal status prior to Israeli occupation. The issue is further complicated because according to international law, Palestinians have the legally protected right to resist occupation in their quest for self-determination. While some means of resistance fall subject to international humanitarian law (such as the proscription against targeting civilians and thereby the illegality of suicide bombings), the Palestinian right to self-determination has been affirmed by numerous United Nations (UN) resolutions, including Resolution 181 (1947), which approved the partitioning of the British Mandate of Palestine into two states, one Jewish and one Arab (Palestinian).

Sensitivities surrounding the topic of war crimes in Israel/Palestine are heightened by the fact that much of the relevant international law emerged as a result of the atrocities committed during World War II, most notably the Holocaust. Between 1940 and 1945, the Nazi regime systematically murdered some 9 million civilians, including at least 6 million European Jews. After the war, the Nuremburg Trials set the legal standards for judging war crimes. Later trials of Nazi war criminals, most notably that of Adolf Eichmann, had a significant impact on Israel’s self-proclaimed identity as a place of refuge for world Jewry. Despite the role of numerous Jews in establishing the international legal framework for upholding human rights and protecting against acts of genocide, many supporters of Israel have become disillusioned with international law, perceiving an anti-Israel bias on the part of the UN in applying international law. The example most frequently cited to support this claim is the UN resolution equating Zionism with racism.

Allegations of war crimes in Israel/Palestine commonly cite either Israel’s West Bank settlement policy as a violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention prohibition against transferring civilian populations into occupied territories, or acts of terrorism committed by Palestinian groups as a violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention prohibition against intentional targeting of civilians. Although Israel rejects the applicability of Geneva IV to its settlement activity, most (with the notable exception of the United States) in the international community see Israel in repeated violation of the Convention. In support of this claim, they point to UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, which call for Israel’s withdrawal from territories occupied in the 1967 war and recognition of Israel within secure and recognized boundaries. Settlement growth rates have been consistently higher than the growth rate within the 1948 borders of Israel, and during the early years of the Oslo Peace Process, the number of settlers in the West Bank more than doubled. At present, over 400,000 Israeli Jewish settlers live in the West Bank.

Beyond the issue of resettlement, many of Israel’s policies and actions associated with the occupation of the West Bank and Gaza, especially since September 2000, have been designated as “war crimes” or “grave breaches” by human rights groups in Israel, the Palestinian Territories, and abroad. Such policies include deliberate targeting of unarmed children, willful killing, use of torture, attacks on medical personnel, and the use of human shields. Israel has claimed that its actions have been militarily justifiable, and failed to cooperate with a UN fact-finding mission charged with investigating charges of an alleged massacre in the Jenin Refugee Camp in 2002. However, international human rights scholars like Richard Falk have argued that the persistence, frequency, and severity of Israeli violations of the Geneva Conventions may in fact amount to the commission of crimes against humanity.

In recent years several high-level Israeli military officers, including Major General Doron Almog, and former Israeli Defense Force Chief of Staff Dan Halutz, have been threatened with arrest on war crimes charges by European courts claiming universal jurisdiction. Yesh Gvul, an Israeli organization, filed a war crimes claim in Britain after several years of no progress on the complaint they filed in the Israeli court system for the men’s alleged involvement in the dropping of a one-ton bomb on an apartment building in a densely populated Gaza neighborhood to assassinate Salah Shehadeh, a Hamas military commander. The bombing took the lives of 14 Palestinians in addition to Shehadeh, including 8 children, and injured 150. In June 2007 the Israeli High Court issued a ruling calling for an official Israeli investigation into the incident. In 2001, a Belgian court brought charges against (then) Prime Minister Ariel Sharon for war crimes committed in the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps in 1982. Although the case was dismissed before it ever went to trial, the case caused a diplomatic uproar. In 2004, the International Court of Justice issued an advisory opinion stating that the route of Israel’s separation barrier (wall) and its attendant regime constitute a breach by Israel of its obligations under applicable international humanitarian law and human rights prescriptions, but did not charge Israel with war crimes.

The 2006 Israeli military campaigns in Lebanon and Gaza (Operation SUMMER RAINS) were widely criticized for their tactics, which directly targeted power plants, civilian neighborhoods, and bridges, and involved the use of cluster bombs. In the 34-day conflict between Israel and Hezbollah, large numbers of Israeli and Lebanese civilians were killed and even more displaced; in Lebanon 30 percent of the more than 1,000 civilians deaths were children under the age of 12. In the Gaza Strip, the June 2006 bombing of its only power station left 750,000 Palestinians without electricity for months. Human rights organizations have also condemned Palestinian factions for deliberately targeting civilians and medical facilities in inter-factional violence in Gaza during June 2007.

Several Israeli and Palestinian nongovernment organizations regularly document human rights abuses and disseminate calls for investigations of war crimes or other violations of international humanitarian law. B’Tselem, Al-Haq, Adalah, and others have raised awareness about and condemn the routine use of torture by Israel’s General Security Services, the policy of administrative detention in which prisoners can be held indefinitely without formal charges being brought against them, and the policy of targeted assassinations (extrajudicial killings).
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Itagaki Seishiro

Japanese general and war minister who played major roles in the war in China, against the Soviet Union, and in Southeast Asia, and who was found guilty of war crimes in 1948. Born on January 23, 1885, to a Samurai family in the Iwate Prefecture in northeastern Honshu, Itagaki Seishiro graduated from the Central Military Preparatory School and enlisted in the Fourth Infantry Regiment. He entered the Japanese military academy in 1903, and upon graduation returned to his regiment as a sub-lieutenant, attached to the recruited battalion. After fighting with the regiment in the Russo-Japanese War, Itagaki returned to the academy and was attached to the students’ company. In 1913 he was promoted to captain and sent to the army staff college; his graduation was delayed until 1916 by combat duty in World War I.

Itagaki spent much of the next two decades in China, on the general staff and as an instructor at the staff college; he also rose rapidly in rank and was promoted to colonel in 1928 and major general in 1932. As a staff officer of the Kwantung Army, he played an important role in the conspiracy that precipitated the Mukden Incident on September 18, 1931, and which led to the occupation of northeast China and the creation of the Manchukuo puppet state. At the height of his influence in China in 1937, Itagaki was raised to lieutenant general and made commander of the army’s Fifth Division. Following participation in the opening thrusts of the Sino-Japanese War of 1937, he was assigned to the Army General Staff and on June 3, 1938, became minister of war, serving in this position until August 30, 1939. A much decorated soldier and member of the “control faction” or Toseiha, which dominated Japan’s military and government, Itagaki was promoted to full general in 1941 and placed in charge of the army in Korea, where he stayed until late in the war. In April 1945, Itagaki became commander of the Seventh Military District in Southeast Asia. Acting on behalf of Field Marshall Count Terauchi Hisaichi, Itagaki surrendered Japan’s Southern Expeditionary Army to British Admiral Lord Louis Mountbatten, supreme commander of Southeast Asia Command, at Singapore on September 12, 1945.

In May 1946, Itagaki was formally charged with 42 of the original 55 counts brought against 28 Japanese leaders in Tokyo by the International Military Tribunal, Far East (IMTFE). During the proceedings, the tribunal dismissed 32 of the charges and tried him on the remaining 10. The prosecution’s case was among the strongest mounted against Japan’s wartime leaders. As a colonel on the Kwantung Army staff, Itagaki helped perpetrate the Mukden Incident, deflected attempts by moderates to keep peace with China, and later was a major force in establishing puppet regimes in Manchukuo, Inner Mongolia, and North China. As minister of war, he was responsible for setting up the government of Wang Ching-wei in central China; also, as minister of war, he advocated the Tripartite Pact, which established the Rome-Tokyo-Berlin axis. He was held responsible for attacks in 1938 and 1939 on the Soviet Union at Lake Khassan, near Vladivostok, and at Nomonhan on the Halha River in eastern Outer Mongolia. During his time in Southeast Asia, prisoners of war under Itagaki’s command routinely died from starvation, malnutrition, disease, and physical mistreatment; he was held culpable for the continuation of these conditions and found guilty under count 54 of the IMTFE indictment. Likewise, he was found guilty of waging aggressive war against the Allies in East Asia and the Indian and Pacific Oceans; he was exonerated only on the aggressive war charge as applied to France.

In addition to testifying on his own behalf, Itagaki’s defense counsel presented documents and witnesses to corroborate that he had no wrongful part in waging aggressive war. He alleged that the purpose of the Tripartite arrangement he supported was to stop the spread of communism in China, and that he tried to make peace in central China but was thwarted by the actions of Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek). He claimed that he never “caused, counseled, ordered, permitted, or condoned any mistreatment of any prisoners of war at any place,” and that on the contrary, he used limited supplies to keep prisoners “well-fed, housed, and clothed,” claiming that although Allied sinking of Japanese cargo vessels had caused supplies to be cut, prisoners still received the same amount of food as Japanese soldiers.

Much of Itagaki’s defense was contrary to what was well known. Having been found guilty, he was hanged on December 23, 1948, at Sugamo Prison in Tokyo.
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Ivory Coast (Côte d'Ivoire)

Since the death of President Félix Houphouët-Boigny in 1993, the Ivory Coast has experienced almost continual civil unrest and violence. These events have largely been the result of the transition from one-man rule to a democratic form of government. The civil war that broke out in 2002 divided the country into a predominantly Muslim north and a mostly Christian south. Although positive steps have been taken to reunite the country under a shared leadership, war crimes have been committed by the different parties; even some peacekeeping forces have been accused of war crimes.

In 1960, the Ivory Coast, also known as Côte d’Ivoire, gained its independence from France. The transition to self-government was peaceful, and the new nation was relatively prosperous. It was a leading producer of coffee, cocoa, pineapples, and palm oil. French advisers were generally welcomed, and they helped to build an economy that consistently grew at an annual rate of 10 percent or more. The economic growth of the Ivory Coast attracted immigrants from neighboring countries, especially from Burkina Faso.

By 1990, however, conditions in the Ivory Coast had changed; the economy faltered chiefly because of falling falling prices for agricultural products. President Houphouët-Boigny had ruled since 1960 with an increasingly authoritarian one-party regime and spent millions to develop his home village of Yamoussoukro into a new capital. Strikes by civil servants and demonstrations by students in 1990 forced Houphouët-Boigny to promise multiparty elections. When he died in 1993, Houphouët-Boigny was succeeded by Henri Konan Bédié, who actively suppressed his political opponents and stressed the concept of “Ivority.” This nationalistic idea came to represent those people who lived in the southern part of the country and whose ancestors were originally from the Ivory Coast. Recent immigrants and those whose parents were not natives of the Ivory Coast were gradually excluded from full citizenship. Rising tensions led to racial riots in 1995 in which a number of immigrant workers were killed.

Bédié was overthrown in late 1999 by a group of army officers. General Robert Guéï assumed power but later held a presidential election in October 2000. A new law excluded anyone who did not have two parents who were Ivory Coast natives from running. The law was aimed at Alassane Ouattara, a northern politician who was popular among Muslims, immigrants, and the poor, but Guéï’s attempts to fix the election failed. A popular uprising ensued, with nearly 200 civilians killed by military police under the general’s command. Laurent Gbagbo subsequently assumed power. Meanwhile, eight policemen were eventually tried for some of the killings. The military court that heard the case acquitted the men on August 3, 2001, however. At the same time, an investigation into rapes committed by members of the military failed to indict anyone, despite strong evidence of wrongdoing.

Most of this violence had been directed at Muslims and immigrants. Gbagbo failed to take strong action against military leaders, leading to increasing tensions. On September 19, 2002, soldiers from the northern part of the Ivory Coast mutinied and Guéï was killed in the fighting. Although loyal troops secured the southern portion, rebels controlled the northern part. A coalition of organizations governed the rebel territory, including the Movement for Justice and Peace (MJP), the Patriotic Movement of Côte d’Ivoire (MPCI), and the West Ivorian Popular Movement (MPIGO). Each group had its own soldiers who joined together to form the New Forces. Leadership of the rebel forces eventually fell to Guillaume Soro. Loyal government soldiers were joined by the Young Patriots, nationalist paramilitaries who supported Gbagbo. Gbagbo was also accused of recruiting mercenaries for technical duties.

Fighting continued sporadically between the two sides while outside governments sought to separate them. The French sent over 7,000 soldiers to the Ivory Coast in 2003 and 2004. African peace keepers also assumed positions between the two sides under authority of the Communauté Économique des États de l’Afrique de l’Ouest, or CEDEAO (Economic Community of West African States). As the intensity of the fighting was gradually reduced, atrocities were committed against civilians by both sides. In early October 2002, the rebels massacred over 130 government gendarmes and their families at Bouaké while 50 civilians were executed by government antiriot police in Daloa later that month. Soon afterward, 50 policemen were executed by MPCI forces in retaliation. Also in November, government soldiers killed 100 West African immigrants in Monoko Zohi. In March 2003, MPIGO soldiers killed 40 civilians in Dah. That same month, 60 civilians were killed by a Liberian exile group allied with the Ivorian government. Thousands died in the fighting, and it was estimated that over 1 million people were forced from their homes.

Attempts to negotiate a lasting peace failed. A preliminary ceasefire on October 17, 2002, quickly broke down, and a deal to bring the rebels into Gbagbo’s government in January 2003 was also unsuccessful; another deal was announced on July 4. French forces tried to suppress lawless elements, but relations between Gbagbo and the rebels deteriorated. In March 2004, government troops massacred 120 people at a rally organized by the opposition. A United Nations (UN) report blamed Ivorian government leaders for planning the killings. The resulting surge in violence caused French forces to evacuate most foreign nationals from the Ivory Coast. In November 2004, Gbagbo ordered his air force to strike at rebel camps in the north. In the process, an errant bomb killed nine French peace keepers, leading the French to destroy most of the air force’s planes in retaliation. Anti-French riots broke out in southern Ivory Coast, forcing the remaining foreigners to flee the country.

In April 2005, South African president Thabo Mbeki facilitated a meeting between the two sides. A power-sharing deal was arranged with rebels joining the government, the army, and the police. Despite some tensions, the Pretoria agreement seems to be holding. Gbagbo’s term as president was extended by the United Nations to October 2007. Additional details were agreed upon in March 2007 and Soro took office as prime minister in April 2007. On April 16, the buffer zone manned by French forces began to be dismantled, and the various pro- and antigovernment militias started surrendering their weapons in May. Gbagbo visited the northern part of the Ivory Coast in July, to mark the peace. An open presidential election that should have been organized in 2005 was postponed until November 2010. The preliminary results announced by the Electoral Commission, however, showed a loss for Gbagbo in favor of his rival, former prime minister Alassane Ouattara. Gbagbo’s supporters contested the results, claiming massive voting fraud in the northern departments controlled by the rebels of the Forces Nouvelles de Côte d’Ivoire (FNCI). The Constitutional Council, which was staffed with Gbagbo supporters, declared the results of seven northern departments unlawful and granted Gbagbo a victory in the elections. Both Gbagbo and Ouattara, who was recognized as the winner by most countries and the United Nations, organized alternative inaugurations. With neither side willing to compromise, tensions quickly mounted, leading to violence. After months of unsuccessful negotiations and violence, Ouattara’s forces launched an offensive, seizing control of the country and capturing Gbagbo in April 2011.

Various international groups have called for trials for those accused of war crimes in Ivory Coast. Human Rights Watch issued a report in August 2007 outlining how both the government and rebels encouraged policies of rape and violence against women as part of their war effort. Over 150 cases were documented, while many more were probably never reported by terrified women. However, an amnesty for war crimes was issued in April 2007 as part of the peace settlement, and it appears unlikely that anyone will be punished for their actions between September 2002 and April 2007. Yet, the 2010–2011 crisis produced hundreds of new victims as international organizations reported numerous instances of human rights violations by both sides. In the city of Duékoué, over 1,000 people were massacred, with the UN accusing forces of both Ouattara and Gbagbo of involvement in the killings. Gbagbo is currently being held by the International Criminal Court in The Hague, awaiting trial on charges of crimes against humanity during the dispute after 2010 elections. In the spring of 2012, the International Criminal Court announced its decision to extend its investigation into human rights abuses in Ivory Coast dating back to 2002. Meanwhile, Gbagbo’s trial has been postponed indefinitely because of his poor health.
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Japan

Only once, immediately after the end of World War II, has Japan been accused in an international military court of war crimes. In July 1945, the Americans, the Chinese, and the British issued a statement, known as the Potsdam Declaration, calling for the Japanese government to surrender. The 10th clause of the Declaration made clear that stern justice would be meted out to all Japanese war criminals, including those who mistreated allied prisoners of war (POWs).

The International Military Tribunal for the Far East (IMTFE, commonly known as the Tokyo Trial) was established by General Headquarters (GHQ) in January 1946. Trials commenced in May with the prosecution of the 28 high-priority Class-A war criminals, namely Japan’s wartime leadership. Those war indictments included crimes against the peace, specifically the planning, preparation, initiation, or waging of a declared or undeclared war of aggression, or a war in violation of international law, treaties, agreements, or assurances, or participation in a common plan or conspiracy for the accomplishment of any of the foregoing. They also included conventional war crimes or violations of the laws or customs of war; crimes against humanity, including murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation, and other inhumane acts committed against any civilian population, before or during the war, or persecutions on political or racial grounds in execution of or in connection with any crime within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal. Leaders, organizers, instigators, and accomplices participating in the formulation or execution of a common plan or conspiracy to commit any of the foregoing crimes were responsible for all acts performed by any person in execution of such a plan.

However, unlike the Nuremberg Trials of Nazi war criminals, the IMTFE’s written indictments did not distinguish between “conventional war crimes” and “crimes against humanity.” Of the 28 accused at the Tokyo Trials, two died of natural causes during the course of the trial; one was acquitted on grounds of mental illness; and the remaining 25 were all found guilty as charged. Of this latter group, seven were sentenced to death by hanging, and 16 were sentenced to life imprisonment. Two others were given fixed sentences of 20 and seven years, respectively. The death penalty was carried out for the former prime minister, Tojo Hideki, and six others on December 23, 1947.

In addition to the above, there were also B- and C-class war criminals accused of “conventional war crimes” against allied POWs and civilians. The United States, Great Britain, Australia, the Philippines, France, the Netherlands and China each respectively tried and punished Japanese war criminals based upon their respective legal systems and territorial jurisdictions. The first trial of these two criminal classes was that of Yamashita Tomoyuki in Manila in October 1945. These hearings were concluded in May 1951 on the then-Australian territory of Manus Island. In all, 2,244 charges were levied against B- and C-class war criminals for which prosecutions were pursued against 5,700 individuals. As a result, 984 were issued the death penalty, 475 were imprisoned for an infinite period, and 2,944 imprisoned for finite periods; 1,018 were found not guilty, and 279 had their prosecutions withdrawn. There were various problems with these B- and C-Class prosecutions, however, including inadequacies in trial processes, cases of mistaken identity at both the time of trial and of arrest, and inconsistencies in the lengths of sentences handed down across jurisdictions.

The IMTFE did not pursue any prosecution against Emperor Showa who, by the Japanese constitution held the supreme position of leadership, on the grounds that it might work contrary to GHQ’s control and smooth management of the occupation of Japan. Moreover, prosecutions were not aimed against the Imperial Army for its strategic bombing of Chungking. Furthermore, the chemical or germ warfare experimentation and development programs led by Unit 731 were not scrutinized during the Tokyo Trial. The activities of Unit 731 were first investigated in a Russian military court of law at Khabarovsk, in far eastern Russia, in December 1949, after the hearings of the IMTFE had come to an end. To this date, the Japanese government is still conducting clean-up operations of the Japanese Army’s discarded chemical weaponry. With regards to Comfort Women, the sexual assaults inflicted upon Dutch nationals were the target of investigation, but assaults upon Asian women were not. As well, the actual control of colonial territory was not, at the time of the IMTFE, regarded as constituting an international war crime. This and other crimes, which were not included under any war crimes judgments, continue to be political and psychological points of friction between Japan and those nations concerned. To this day, the treatment of POWs by the Japanese casts a shadow over Japan’s international relations.
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Japanese Bacteriological Weapons Trial

On December 31, 1949, a Soviet tribunal in Khabarovsk convicted 12 Japanese servicemen for their involvement in the creation, testing, production, and use of bacteriological weapons during World War II. The trial, one of few involving the Japanese germ warfare program carried out mostly by the notorious Unit 731 as well as Unit 100, was the first to punish the development, production, and use of bacteriological weapons. Most of the defendants were charged with participating in human experiments involving bacteriological agents and weapons. The experiments killed thousands, mostly Soviet and Chinese citizens suspected of anti-Japanese activity. In addition, some defendants had been engaged in the development, production, and use of bacteriological weapons in China and the Soviet Union. All of those who were eventually sentenced served their terms in a labor camp.

Yamada Otozoo, commander-in-chief of the Japanese Kwantung Army 1944, was sentenced to 25 years for supervising the preparation of bacteriological weapons, encouraging the murder of subjects of human experiments, and keeping units prepared for bacteriological warfare. Kawashima Kiyoshi was sentenced to 25 years for his role as chief of the Production Division of Units 731 and 100, and was sentenced to an additional 25 years for participating in the preparation for bacteriological warfare, directing production of enough germs to supply weapons to the Japanese Army, organizing the use of such weapons in central China, and taking part in human experiments. Karaswa Tomio, chief of a section of the Production Division of Unit 731, was sentenced to 25 years for organizing the creation of bacteriological weapons, participating in preparations for bacteriological warfare, and taking part in human experiments. Kajitsuka Ryuji, chief of the Medical Administration of the Kwantung Army, was sentenced to 25 years for supporting the use of bacteriological weapons, approving and directly supervising the work of Unit 731, and supplying resources to produce bacteriological weapons.

Nishi Toshihide, chief of Branch 673 of Detachment 731, was sentenced to 18 years for taking part in human experiments, preparing bacteriological weapons, training personnel in bacteriological warfare, and ordering the burning of buildings, equipment, and documents to conceal his branch’s activities. Onoue Masao, Chief of Branch 643, was sentenced to 12 years for performing research, supervising the training of personnel in bacteriological warfare, and destroying buildings, equipment, and documents to conceal his branch’s activities. Sato Shunji, chief of the bacteriological units in Canton and Nanking, was sentenced to 20 years for creating bacteriological weapons, preparing for bacteriological warfare, and later as chief of Branch 643 of Unit 731, supervising that branch while “aware of the criminal nature of the work of the detachment” and helping it produce bacteriological weapons.

Takahashi Takaatsu, chief of the Veterinary Service of the Kwantung Army, was sentenced to 25 years for organizing the production of bacteriological weapons and supervising Unit 100; Hirazakura Zensaku, member of Unit 100, was sentenced to 10 years for conducting research in the development and deployment of bacteriological weapons, and contaminating water supplies along the Soviet border with China, particularly the Tryokhrechye area. Mitomo Kazuo, member of Unit 100, was sentenced to 15 years for producing bacteriological weapons, conducting human experiments, and participating in “bacteriological sabotage” in the Tryokhrechye area; Kikuchi Norimitsu, an orderly in Branch 643 of Unit 731, was sentenced to two years for developing bacteriological weapons, growing dysentery and typhoid bacteria, and training in bacteriological warfare. Kurushima Yuji, laboratory assistant in a branch of Unit 731, was sentenced to three years for taking part in growing typhus, cholera, and other bacteria, and of testing germ warfare shells.

The defendants appeared before the Military Tribunal of the Primorye Military Area under authority of Article 1 of the Decree of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, issued on April 19, 1943, which was aimed as “German-Fascist Villains.” The tribunal did not elaborate how a law to prosecute German nationals could apply to Japanese nationals, yet the verdicts noted that Japan had set “the objective of establishing world domination jointly with Hitler’s Germany” and that the plan included use of bacteriological weapons for the “mass extermination of troops and the civilian population.” Thus, the Japanese defendants were treated as accomplices to Nazi crimes.

Substantively, international law supported the verdicts. At the time of the trial, the law of war forbade inhumane treatment of detainees (including experimentation) as well as attacks on civilian populations. Additionally, the 1925 Geneva Gas Protocol, which Japan had signed, prohibited the use of bacteriological weapons. This trial served as a precedent for punishing the use of bacteriological weapons and stands with the Medical and Milch Cases as a precedent for the criminality of employing certain medical experiments, although the Soviet military tribunal did not specify in what way the experiments at issue were unlawful. Moreover, the verdicts provide precedent for punishing complicity in war crimes, notably through preparing for and concealing war crimes.

Sato Shunji’s case may have provided a precedent for convicting an individual because of his state of mind. Sato was “aware of the criminal nature of the work of the detachment” and was convicted accordingly. It should be noted, however, that international criminal law does not require that the perpetrator realize his acts are illegal. A review of the verdict and the closing speeches of defense counsel seem to support the rule that the superior orders defense may be used in mitigation of punishment. “Following orders” was explicitly offered as a mitigating factor for some defendants. In addition, defense counsel also argued that their clients’ minds had succumbed to the culture of obedience and hatred of other peoples, both allegedly nurtured in Japanese society and military training. Significantly, none of the 12 defendants was sentenced to death.
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Jones, Gareth

Gareth Jones was a Welsh journalist and publicist who is credited with being the first western journalist to bring attention to the famine among Soviet Ukrainians (known as the Holodomor) during 1932–1933.

Gareth Richard Vaughan Jones was born in Barry, Vale of Glamorgan, Wales (England) on August 13, 1905. He received undergraduate degrees from the University of Wales, Aberystwyth (1926) and Trinity College, Cambridge University (1929), both in modern languages. In early 1930, former British prime minister David Lloyd George hired Jones as a foreign policy adviser, and that summer Jones made his first trip to the Soviet Union. The next year, the young journalist went to New York City, where he became involved in a project that was to result in a modern history of the Soviet Union. Jones accompanied H. J. Heinz II, the director of Heinz food products, to the Soviet Union in the summer of 1931 on a research and fact-finding mission. Jones then ghost-wrote a diary published in 1931 under Heinz’s name in which the term “starvation” was first used to describe the condition of many Soviets as a result of Soviet collectivization policies.

Jones returned to London in 1932 to help Lloyd George finish his memoirs before embarking on a trip to Germany in January 1933, a trip timed to coincide with Adolf Hitler’s ascension to power. In early March, he made another trip to the Soviet Union, this time to Ukraine, where he was able to witness the Holodomor first hand. Jones also traveled to Moscow, where he interviewed a number of high-ranking Soviet officials, including Foreign Minister Maxim Litvinov.

Jones returned to Germany on March 29, where he wrote his now-famous reports of the starvation occurring in Ukraine. His articles appeared widely in English-language newspapers, including the Manchester Guardian and New York Evening Post. He wrote of the people he saw in the countryside, who spoke of having no bread; many told him that “we are dying.” He also reported on the Soviet government’s efforts to keep foreigners and outsiders from touring the blighted areas, out of fear that the Holodomor would become known in the outside world.

Jones’s articles were not well-received in some quarters. On March 21, the New York Times insisted that Jones had hyped his story, running an article under the headline “Russians Hungry, but not Starving.” Soviet officials also denounced the Jones article as hyperbole and propaganda. In May, Jones wrote a rebuttal of the New York Times story, arguing that he had personally witnessed the conditions in Ukraine, and that the Soviets were engaged in an elaborate scheme to cover them up. At the time, many journalists, academics, and other intellectuals were sympathetic to the Soviet regime and thus did not wish to read or hear negative things about it. By late 1933, Soviet authorities officially banned Jones from ever traveling to their nation again.

In the closing months of 1934, Jones decided to travel to Asia, where he hoped to gather information for reports detailing the growing tensions between Japan and China. After spending some six weeks in Japan, where he interviewed a number of high-ranking military and civilian officials, he went to Beijing, China. After spending several months there, he traveled to Japanese-occupied Manchukuo (Manchuria) with a German journalist to report on conditions there. During their travels, the two men were taken prisoner by alleged bandits. The German man was released quickly, but Jones was shot and killed on August 12, 1935. Many at the time and well after the murder claim that Soviet operatives killed Jones in retaliation for his reports on the Holodomor.
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Katyn Forest Massacre

World War II Soviet atrocity in Poland. On April 13, 1990, the Soviet news agency Tass announced that a joint commission of Polish and Soviet historians had found documents proving the involvement of personnel from the Narodnyy Kommissariat Vnutrenniakh Del (NKVD, or People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs) in the deaths of some 15,000 Polish officers in the Katyn Forest of eastern Poland in 1940; however, the total number of the executed at Katyń amounted to almost 22,000. The general secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and president of the USSR, Mikhail Gorbachev, handed over a list of the victims to Polish President Wojciech Jaruzelski. In October 1992, Russian President Boris Yeltsin produced more archival documents, helping to determine the burial sites of missing officers not found near Katyń. Even in the light of Gorbachev’s glasnost and perestroika policies, this admission of Soviet responsibility for the massacre was still a bombshell.

The USSR had consistently denied murdering captured Polish army officers after its occupation of eastern Poland ever since Radio Berlin announced, on April 13, 1943, that German troops, tipped off by local inhabitants, had discovered mass graves near Smolensk. That June, the German Field Police reported that 4,143 bodies had been found in the Katyń Forest, all fully dressed in Polish army uniforms. Some 2,815 corpses were later identified by personal documents in their pockets. Without exception, all the officers, ranking from general to noncommissioned officer, had been killed by shots in the back of the head. Medical examination later showed that a few bodies had jaws smashed by blows or bayonet wounds in their backs or stomachs, probably sustained when the individuals tried to resist execution.

The Germans predictably tried to exploit the Katyn Forest murders for propaganda purposes, pointing out to their wartime enemies that any alliance with the “Bolshevik” perpetrators of this atrocity was too dangerous to continue. By then, General Władysław Sikorski’s London-based Polish government-in-exile and General Władysław Anders, then commander of the Polish forces in the USSR and the Middle East, had been concerned for a considerable time over the fate of the missing Polish officers. Following the Soviet-Polish agreement in the summer of 1941, a small but steady trickle of Poles arrived at the reopened Polish Embassy in Kuibyshev. These individuals, from prison camps scattered over the western parts of the USSR, agreed that their fellow servicemen had been transferred to unknown destinations when the NKVD liquidated these camps in April 1940. The arrivals at Kuibyshev turned out to be the few survivors of the Katyn Forest Massacre. The massacre was apparently a Soviet effort to deprive the Poles of their natural leaders, who would have undoubtedly protested a Soviet takeover.

After numerous fruitless discussions on the subject with Soviet authorities, including dictator Joseph Stalin himself, the Polish government-in-exile came to believe the German announcement of April 1943 and demanded an independent investigation by the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC). This move caused the Kremlin to accuse the Polish government-in-exile of siding with the “fascist aggressors” and to break off diplomatic relations. The ICRC, pursuing its policy of neutrality, could take no action without Soviet consent. London, although embarrassed by this development, made it plain that it was unwilling to risk the breakup of the alliance with the Soviet Union against Nazi Germany over such an investigation. The United States took a similar stance.

When the Red Army finally drove the German armies westward, Moscow determined it needed to present its own investigation results in 1944. A Soviet “special commission,” pointing out that the bullets found on the crime scene were manufactured in Germany, concluded that the Germans had killed the Polish officers in 1941. British and American protests notwithstanding, the Soviet prosecution raised the Katyn affair at the International Military Tribunal in Nuremberg, but because the Soviets were unable to prove the Germans guilty, the tribunal simply dropped the case. Throughout the Cold War, the issue of the Katyn Forest Massacre resurfaced time and again, partly because of the efforts of the Polish émigré community. However, it remained unresolved until the demise of the USSR in 1991.
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Kesselring Trial 

The trial of German Field Marshal Albert Kesselring took place in Venice, Italy, before a British Military Court from February 17 to May 6, 1947. Kesselring was charged with war crimes committed while he was commander-in-chief of the German Wehrmacht in Italy. The Kesselring trial was the longest British war crime trial ever held. Prosecutors alleged that Kesselring had been involved in the killing of 335 Italians in the Ardeatine Caves near Rome in reprisal for a March 1944 attack on German police in Rome. He was also accused of inciting and ordering the forces under his command to kill Italian civilians as part of other reprisals between June and August 1944. While the prosecutors successfully allocated political responsibility to a military commander as the precondition for conviction, the trial did not clarify the issue of killing hostages and committing reprisals in international warfare in general.

The first charge Kesselring faced involved the aftermath of a bomb attack by Italian partisans on a German police company at Rasella Street in Rome on March 23,1944. Numerous Germans were killed in the attack. The evidence of the first charge was the same as that presented in the Mackensen Trial in 1945; the prosecution charged that “the accused had ordered reprisals at the rate of ten to one, which was excessive, and that as he had passed the orders to subordinate army formations, he was responsible for the way in which they were carried out.” In testimony that contradicted what they had said at the Mackensen trial, several of Kes-selring’s staff officers now claimed that early on the night of March 24, a fresh order from Adolf Hitler’s headquarters had come through, commanding that the reprisals were to be carried out by the Sicherheitsdienst (SD) and not the Wehrmacht; while this testimony was not confirmed by any written record, the defense relied strongly on this second “Führer” order, which would have relieved the accused from any responsibility for the cruel manner in which the executions were carried out. In his summation, the judge advocate advised the court that should it believe “that it is right on the evidence as a whole that the shooting was clearly the responsibility of the Security Service and that all responsibility had passed from the Wehrmacht,” then the court should acquit the defendant. However, the court apparently suspected perjury by the staff officers and found that Kesselring bore the primary responsibility for the shootings.

Much of the case for the second charge, that of inciting and ordering the forces under his command to kill Italian civilians as part of other reprisals between June and August 1944, focused on a series of orders Kesselring issued at that time. As partisans became an increasingly serious threat to German forces in Italy, Kesselring, as commander-in-chief of all German forces in Italy, was given overall command in antipartisan operations by Hitler on May 1, 1944; this meant that all Schutzstaffel (SS) and police forces in Italy were under his command for that purpose. On June 17, 1944, Kesselring issued an order that contained the following passage: “The fight against the partisans must be carried out with all means at our disposal and with the utmost severity. I will protect any commander who exceeds our usual restraint in the choice and severity of the means he adopts whilst fighting partisans.” On July 1, 1944, Kesselring issued a second order to his troops in which he said, “all counter measures must be hard but just. The dignity of the German soldier demands it.” In the course of many punitive actions during the months of July and August 1944, more than 9,000 civilians, including women and children, were killed. On August 21, 1944, Kesselring acknowledged in an order to his troops that “instances have occurred within the last few weeks which caused the greatest harm to the dignity and discipline of the German armed forces, and which had nothing to do with punitive measures.” On September 24, 1944, Kesselring ordered the cessation of punitive actions.

According to the prosecution, these orders on the one hand and the atrocities on the other were cause and effect, so Kesselring was responsible for the actions of the troops under his command. The judge advocate pointed out in his summation that “the charge is a much more serious and grave one and that is that the Field Marshal deliberately and knowingly when he produced the relevant orders, was having them produced in such form that he knew what the results would be and that he intended by bringing these orders into existence, to bring about these results.” The defense claimed that the orders of June 17 and July 1 were not illegal and that they meant the opposite, saying to the German forces in effect, “You must be hard, but you must keep within the law.”

The accused was found guilty on both charges and sentenced to death by firing squad, but the sentence was commuted to life imprisonment at the British Military Prison at Werl, West Germany. Kesselring was released on medical grounds in October 1952 and died on July 15, 1960.
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Kharkov Trial

The Soviet Union held a war crimes trial between December 15 and 18, 1943, in the Ukrainian city of Kharkov. The military tribunal of the Fourth Ukrainian Front charged three Germans and a native collaborator with war crimes perpetrated during the Nazi German occupation of the region. All the defendants were indicted, sentenced to death, and executed.

The German army occupied the Kharkov region between October 1941 and February 1943 and again between March and August 1943. During these periods, German security and punitive units organized and carried out mass executions of thousands of Jews, the mentally ill, Soviet prisoners of war (POWs), and suspected communist sympathizers. A number of local residents served in German-sponsored police units and had assisted the Germans in these criminal activities.

The proceeding in Kharkov was the first public trial of Germans charged with war crimes. The accused were specifically selected to represent various German military and police branches: Corporal Reinhard Retzlaff of the Secret Field Police (GFP); Captain Wilhelm Langheld of the Military Intelligence (Abwehr); and Schutzstaffel (SS) Lieutenant Hans Ritz; the native defendant, Mikhail Bulanov, had been a chauffeur for the Kharkov security police. The defendants were charged with atrocities against the Soviet people in accordance with the government decree of April 19, 1943, and Articles 296–297 of the Criminal Procedural Code of the Ukrainian SSR, which provided that evidence presented by the prosecution would suffice for rendering a verdict.

According to Soviet legal practice, the core of the indictment rested on the confessions of the defendants, eyewitness testimonies, and the depositions of medical and legal experts. The defense was not allowed to cross examine witnesses, and its role was limited to pleading for leniency. Although a number of witnesses, including German POWs, testified about Nazi atrocities in the region, they provided no direct incriminating evidence against the defendants. The individual guilt of the defendants was established by linking them to the crimes committed by various German units. Subjected to rigorous interrogations, the defendants were pressured by the prosecution into admitting their participation in the alleged crimes and implicating their German superiors in organizing and participating in the atrocities. The trial revealed the details of mass executions of Soviet citizens and the destruction wrought upon the Kharkov region by German troops.

The carefully staged trial received widespread publicity. Set against the Moscow Declaration of November 1943, in which the Allies had pledged to hunt down and prosecute individuals guilty of war crimes, the trial demonstrated to the world that the Soviet Union was determined to implement immediately the provisions of the Declaration. The German defendants appeared in court in full uniform, and Soviet newspapers provided full coverage of the proceeding. The tribunal accentuated the premeditated and organized character of the Nazis’ murder of unarmed civilians and Soviet POWs; the prosecution accused Germany of violating international conventions and specifically charged the German government, the army, civil administration, and local commanders with organizing and committing atrocities. Similarly, the defense argued that the main guilt rested with Germany’s leadership, which had ordered the crimes.

In his closing statement, state prosecutor Colonel N.K. Dunayev evoked the stipulations of the post-World War I Leipzig tribunal, the Washington Treaty of 1922, and the Moscow Declaration to stress that superior order should not grant immunity from prosecution. On December 18, 1943, all four defendants were found guilty and sentenced to death by hanging. On December 19, 1943, the four were executed in public in a main city square; thousands of spectators attended.

The Kharkov trial set an important legal and political precedent for future Soviet war crime trials. By rejecting the validity of the plea of superior order, the trial implicated the entire German army as a criminal organization, whose members regardless of rank and position were equally guilty of the crimes. The trial was intended to show the inevitability of retribution for Nazi crimes as well as the impartiality of Soviet justice.

Despite the professions of the prosecution that the judgment at Kharkov was but a prologue to similar proceedings, the trial turned out to be the last highly publicized war crimes trial conducted during the war. Receptive to the pleas of the British and American governments, which were fearful of German reprisals against Allied POWs, the Soviet government suspended other open proceedings until the end of the war.
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Kochang Incident 

Infamous incident in which Republic of Korea Army (ROKA, South Korean Army) soldiers massacred civilians at Sinwon-myon, Kochang-kun, in South Kyongsang Province during the Korean War. Some 719 people, 75 percent of them children and the elderly, were slaughtered between February 10 and 11, 1951, by Major Han Tong Sok’s 3rd Battalion, of Colonel O Ik Gyong’s 9th Regiment, of Brigadier General Choe Tok Sin’s 11th Division.

The 11th Division, of some 10,000 men, was created on October 2, 1950, to wipe out Korean People’s Army (KPA, North Korean Army) stragglers and communist Chiri-san (Mt. Chiri) guerrillas. The Chiri-san force, estimated at about 40,000 men, had been quite active.

Suppression of the guerrillas was not easy. A succession of battles occurred between ROKA forces and the guerrillas, and there were areas where ROKA forces dominated in the daytime and the guerrillas controlled the night. Sinwon-myon township was one such area. In early December 1950, a force of some 400–500 guerrillas attacked the town and killed many policemen. The 9th Regiment was assigned the task of sweeping up the guerrillas in the southern part of the Chiri-san area.

When the 3rd Battalion of the regiment advanced on Sinwon-myon on February 7, 1951, the guerrillas had already fled. When the army left, the guerrillas returned and joined battle with the police. The 3rd Battalion, which advanced on Sinwon-myon again, first assembled about 1,000 inhabitants at Sinwon Elementary School, where they singled out and released family members of the army, police, and government officials, as well as other influential citizens. The remaining people were then accused of having betrayed the country to the communists. They were given death sentences at a summary trial of a military tribunal, with Major Han as presiding judge. These civilians were taken to a mountain valley and executed, and their bodies were burned to destroy the evidence.

Sin Chung Mok, a National Assemblyman from Kochangkun County in the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea), first made public the atrocity on March 29, 1951. Because reports of the incident by the ministers of defense, home affairs, and justice conflicted, the National Assembly dispatched an investigation committee. But this team failed to reach the scene because Deputy Provost Marshal Kim Chong Won disguised a platoon of ROKA soldiers as communist guerrillas and ordered them to attack the investigators on April 7.

Subsequently, the National Assembly adopted a resolution censuring the government on this matter. As a result, the three ministers resigned, and the investigation resumed in early June 1951 on the special instruction of South Korean president Syng-man Rhee. The provost marshal headquarters then arrested O Ik Gyong, Han Tong Sok, Kim Chong Won, and Second Lieutenant Yi Chong Dae, an intelligence officer in the 3rd Battalion. These four were ordered to stand trial by court-martial. Yi Chong Dae was found not guilty; the others were convicted. O Ik Gyong received life imprisonment; Han Tong Sok was given 10 years in prison; and Kim Chong Won was sentenced to a three-year prison term. Before long, however, the three officers were released on a special amnesty from President Rhee. Even today, the real truth of the tragedy has not been fully disclosed.
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Kolkhoz

A kolkhoz (plural kolkhozy) was a type of collective farm that began to appear in the Soviet Union after the Bolshevik Revolution of 1917. As time went on, the number of kolkhozy increased rather dramatically, although their growth slowed after Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin began the mass collectivization of agriculture during the early 1930s. There was a second type of collective farm in the Soviet Union at this time; they were known as sovkhozy. In most kolkhozy, farmers did not own the communally shared land, but they did collectively own nonland assets, including work animals, farm equipment, and machinery. Individuals who lived and work in them were paid strictly according to their labor (usually based on the number of days worked), and not based on revenue. In the sovkhozy, which were true state-owned enterprises, land and all nonland assets were owned and controlled by the government. Workers were paid set salaries, regardless of how much they worked.

During the 1920s, the number of kolkhozy increased dramatically; some Russians viewed them as a slightly different form of Russian farm communes, which had existed for many years. In Ukraine, which had a rich agricultural tradition, the kolkhozy and sovkhozy were viewed with more skepticism, especially among the landed kulaks, who were reluctant to dissolve their farms and turn over their operations (and profits) to faceless Soviet bureaucrats in Moscow. Farm policies were set by Soviet officials, which were then passed on to regional and provincial authorities, who were expected to carry them out. These policies dictated what crops would be planted, how much acreage would be cultivated, and which livestock would be raised. The kolkhozy had to sell their products directly to the government; they were not permitted to sell to individuals (although many did). The central governing authorities fixed prices for all agricultural products; virtually all prices were set very low. The government then sold the same products to consumers at a much higher price, yielding a tidy profit for the Soviet regime.

After the massive drive toward collectivization and “dekulakization” in the late 1920s and early 1930s, Soviet authorities used the collective farms in the Ukraine as a tool to control the Ukrainian people. The government would often force these collective farms to produce goods that were not immediately needed, or to mandate that they not plant all their acreage. This exacerbated growing food shortages in the region, which soon became a widespread famine, known by the Ukrainians as the Holodomor of 1932–1933. Some kolkhozy tried to circumvent policies forbidding sales to individuals in an attempt to ease the famine, but doing so invited retaliation—and even imprisonment—by government authorities. In the end, the efforts of some kolkhozy could not overcome mass starvation that had been largely manufactured by the Soviet central government. Kolkhozy and sovkhozy continued to function in the Soviet Union until that state collapsed in 1991. There are vestiges of them still operating today.
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Kony, Joseph

Ugandan founder and leader of the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), one of the most brutal guerrilla groups in Africa. Joseph Kony and his army have advocated a rather idiosyncratic and militant form of Christianity and have been responsible for numerous acts of violence. His troops have been responsible for massacring thousands of people and enslaving tens of thousands of children who were turned into sex slaves, forced laborers, and soldiers.

Little is known about Kony’s early life. He was born sometime in 1961 into the Acholi tribe and was raised in the traditional village of Odek in northern Uganda. As a young man he came the under influence of Alice Lakwena, a spiritual medium who organized a rebel group, the Holy Spirit Movement, against the government of Yoweri Museveni in 1986. After Lakwena’s revolt was suppressed, Kony became involved with other factions until proclaiming himself a prophet for the Acholi people and spreading his religious messages and prophesies. Kony has been described as a devoutly religious man whose prayer sessions combine elements of Catholic, Protestant, and even Islamic liturgy.

Kony gradually took over the Holy Spirit Movement and reorganized it into the Lord’s Resistance Army, forcibly recruiting thousands of children to serve as his foot soldiers. The LRA initially received support from Sudan, which had been embroiled in an ongoing conflict with Uganda, and exploited the resentment of the Acholi people against the Ugandan government. However, as popular support for the LRA subsided, the group directed most of its attacks against the Acholi people throughout the 1990s. It is estimated that LRA violence claimed more than 10,000 lives and led to the enslavement of over 60,000 children; meanwhile, some 2 million people have been internally displaced by the violence since 1986. One of the worst atrocities committed by the LRA took place on Christmas Day 2008, when Kony’s troops beat to death more than 800 people in northeastern Congo and South Sudan, and abducted hundreds others.

In 2005, the International Criminal Court (ICC) issued a warrant for Kony’s arrest, accusing him of gross violations of human rights. International scrutiny forced the Sudanese government to withdraw its support for Kony, who found himself under increasing attack by Ugandan forces. This forced him to relocate to the neighboring countries of Congo and Sudan, where the LRA continued to perpetrate violence. However, increased pressures also resulted in the LRA losing membership and an attendant decline in influence. In 2006, Kony offered to negotiate, and after two years of negotiations, a peace agreement was finalized in 2008. However, Kony refused to attend the signing ceremony, demanding the suspension of the ICC’s arrest warrant. In response, the governments of Uganda, Congo, and Sudan launched Operation LIGHTNING THUNDER, which targeted the LRA, inflicting considerable losses on its forces but failing to capture Kony. Military setbacks forced the elusive leader to move his movement deeper into the jungles of Congo and Central African Republic, where he launched attacks on civilians in those countries.

In its struggle against Kony, the Ugandan government received support from the United States. President George W. Bush promised financial and logistical support to Uganda in 2008, while President Barack Obama signed the Lord’s Resistance Army Disarmament and Northern Uganda Recovery Act (2010), which is aimed at destroying the LRA and arresting Kony. In October 2011, the United States announced the deployment of 100 U.S. troops to central Africa to train local government forces. In 2012, Kony found himself at the center of a viral social-media campaign that revolved around a short documentary film, Kony 2012 (produced by the U.S. company Invisible Children), which described the LRA’s atrocities and called for increased efforts to bring Kony to justice. The video, seen by more than 90 million people, was instrumental in bringing worldwide attention to atrocities committed by the LRA under Kony’s leadership.
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Korean War Atrocities

During the 20th century, ideological wars have produced countless examples of brutality and crimes against humanity. The Korean War was no exception. From 1950 to 1953 the armies and governments of both the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) and the Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea) committed or encouraged the killing of civilians and prisoners of war (POWs). Ever since, there has been historical debate over the degrees of responsibility on both sides.

U.S. and British troops were appalled by the casual brutality that they observed routinely inflicted on South Koreans by their own government. One British soldier, a Private Duncan, described a typical scene: “40 emaciated and subdued Koreans were . . . shot while their hands were tied, and also beaten unnecessarily by rifles. The executioners were South Korean military police.” Such incidents created great confusion and ill-feeling toward the ROK among Western troops. “We are led to believe that we are fighting against such actions,” Duncan wrote, “and I sincerely believe that our troops are wondering which side in Korea is right or wrong.”

ROK treatment of Communist prisoners was particularly harsh in the days after the savage and sudden Korean People’s Army (KPA, North Korean) occupation of the South. “At least many hundreds [of alleged Communists] have been shot,” reported Australian delegate to the United Nations (UN) Commission for Korea John Plimsoll. He related how prisoners had been forced to dig their own graves, then “rather clumsily and inexpertly shot before the eyes of others waiting their own turn.” Feelings of bitterness and the desire for revenge after the atrocities committed during the Communist occupation drove South Korean government officials to such retaliatory measures.

But the KPA occupation of much of the South conditioned this. Indeed, the widespread cruelty of the Communist occupation of South Korea during the opening months of the conflict set the moral tone for the rest of the war. It also led South Koreans who were lukewarm or opposed to the government of Syngman Rhee to rally to it as far preferable to that of the Communists.

From June to September 1950, some 26,000 South Korean civilians were murdered by the Communists. At one site near Taejon alone, 5,000 bodies were discovered after the North Korean retreat. Members of the South Korean government, police, and intelligentsia were systematically rounded up and executed. Sometimes this included entire families. During the liberation of Seoul, one group of U.S. Marines came upon a trench filled with hundreds of dead South Korean men, women, and children. “It was a ghastly sight,” Marine Ed Simmons recalled, “The stench was unbearable. For days civilians were coming out from the center of Seoul in the hope of identifying them.” The 5th Cavalry Regiment encountered a similar scene where 200 civilians had been executed. “Many of the murdered,” Private First Class Victor Fox remembered, “were professional and business people, educators, artists, politicians, [and] civil servants. The dead appeared to include entire families, from children to the very aged.”

Even more shocking to Americans were discoveries of the corpses of American POWs who had been executed by their North Korean captors. Bodies were typically found in roadside ditches or gullies, hands tied behind the backs with barbed wire, and a single bullet wound to the back of the head. One group of 100 executed American prisoners was found in a railway tunnel during the UN advance into North Korea. Such sights enraged U.S. troops and inspired random acts of revenge killing of North Korean prisoners. One such incident occurred when the 21st Infantry Regiment took a hill along the Naktong River after a brief fire-fight. The retreating North Koreans had left a wounded officer behind. “Our officers asked for volunteers to carry him off the hill.” Sergeant Warren Avery recalled. “Of course, no one volunteered; we had all heard about atrocities the North Koreans had participated in. After a little bit of argument about what we should do with this wounded officer the platoon leader went over to him and shot him between the eyes with his.45.”

The Chinese, unlike their North Korean allies, were eager to take prisoners alive for propaganda purposes. For American prisoners fortunate enough to survive capture, a long, terrible march into captivity awaited them. This was particularly true during the winter of 1950–1951, when hundreds of Americans died of disease and hypothermia or were simply murdered by their guards. The survival rate for wounded soldiers during these marches was particularly dismal, although in fairness to the Chinese, with their primitive medical facilities, their own wounded were not likely to fare much better. “The signal for death was the oxcart following the column,” remembered Captain James Majury. “If you had to be placed upon that, you would freeze to death.”

Arrival at POW camps rarely provided any solace for American prisoners. North Korean-administered camps were the worst. The guards made little attempt to keep their prisoners alive. Starvation, disease, beatings, and months of solitary confinement were the lot of many captives. Conditions improved slightly when the Chinese assumed control of the prison camps in the spring of 1951. That summer, conditions improved further when the Chinese determined that live prisoners made better bargaining chips. Thereafter, prisoner deaths declined rapidly. But the final figures tell a stark tale: of 7,190 Americans captured by the Communists, 2,730 died in captivity. Nearly 99 percent of these died in the bitter first year of the war.

After the truce ending the Korean War on July 27, 1953, there were no trials to prosecute war criminals as had been the case at the Nuremberg Trials after World War II. However there had been discussion, early in the war, over prosecution of war criminals. During the Wake Island conference between U.S. President Harry Truman and his advisers and General Douglas MacArthur in October 1950, MacArthur had outlined a plan whereby those North Koreans who had committed atrocities would be tried by military tribunals. But the Chinese intervention in late November and the resulting stalemate precluded any formal UN attempt to bring war criminals to justice.
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Krasnodar Trial

A highly publicized Soviet war crimes trial, the Krasnodar Trial was held between July 14 and 17, 1943, in the city of Krasnodar in southern Russia. The military tribunal of the North-Caucasian front charged 11 native members of the Einsatzkommando 10-A with high treason and war crimes perpetrated during the German occupation of the region. Eight of the defendants received the death penalty, and three were sentenced to lengthy prison terms.

The German army occupied the Krasnodar region between August 1942 and February 1943. The Einsatzkommando 10-A and other German units organized and carried out mass executions of Jews, the mentally ill, Soviet prisoners of war (POWs), and suspected communist sympathizers. A number of local residents served with the Einsatzkommando 10-A in various capacities and assisted the Germans in these criminal activities. The defendants were charged with high treason under Articles 58–1a and 58–1b of the RSFSR Criminal Code and crimes against the Soviet people as stipulated by a special government decree of April 19, 1943. In addition, the tribunal applied Articles 319–320 of the RSFSR Criminal Procedural Code, which provided that the evidence presented by the prosecution and the “inner conviction of judges” sufficed for rendering a verdict. According to Soviet legal practice, the core of the indictment was based on the confessions of the defendants, eyewitness testimonies, and the depositions of medical and legal experts. Defense counselors were not allowed to cross examine witnesses.

Although a number of witnesses testified about German atrocities in the region, they provided no direct incriminating evidence against the defendants. The individual guilt of the defendants was established by linking them to the crimes committed by the Einsatzkommando 10-A. Subjected to a rigorous interrogation, the defendants, V. Tishchenko, N. Pushkarev, I. Rechkalov, G. Misan, M. Lastovina, G. Tuchkov, Iu. Naptsok, I. Kotomtsev, V. Pavlov, I. Paramonov, and I. Kladov admitted having participated in the alleged crimes. They revealed the details of mass executions of Soviet citizens, the brutality of the German security services, and the murderous activities of the gas vans, which killed more than 7,000 men, women, and children. In an attempt to mitigate their guilt and pressed by the prosecution, the defendants implicated their German superiors in organizing and participating in the atrocities.

The trial evolved into a highly publicized propaganda campaign. It was broadcasted around the Soviet Union and reported in the Allied press. Although the tribunal acknowledged the systematic murder of Soviet Jews, it repeatedly stressed the premeditated German plan of the total annihilation of all the Soviet people. In this venue, the prosecution and the defense counselors insisted that the ultimate responsibility for the committed crimes rested with the German government, the high command, and military and civil authorities in the occupied region.

On July 17, 1943, in accordance with the decree of April 19, 1943, and Articles 319–320 of the Criminal Procedural Code, all the defendants were found guilty under Article 58–1b. V. Tishchenko, N. Pushkarev, I. Rechkalov, G. Misan, M. Lastovina, Iu. Naptsok, I. Kotomtsev, and I. Kladov were sentenced to death by hanging, and G. Tuchkov, V. Pavlov, and I. Paramonov received 20 years at hard labor. In his closing statement, the state prosecutor, Major-General L.I. Yachenin, emphasized that Nazi crimes in the Krasnodar region were an integral part of the German war of annihilation against the Soviet Union and warned the German government of the inevitable retribution for these crimes. On July 18, 1943, the death penalty was carried out in a main city square in front of thousands of spectators.

The publicity accorded to the Krasnodar trial signified that it served several important purposes. It vividly demonstrated to the world the immeasurable suffering of the Soviet people at the hands of Nazi Germany. The sentences sent an unequivocal message both to the Germans and the Allies that the Soviet Union was committed to implementing its earlier declarations to prosecute war crimes. The tribunal implicated the entire German state in war crimes and made provisions for future proceedings against highly placed German leaders. At the same time, the trial aimed to incite the Soviet people to intensify the struggle against Nazi Germany and to deter potential collaborators in German-occupied territories. The trial also set a pattern for future war crimes trials during and after World War II.
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Kulaks

Kulak was a term used to describe and classify relatively affluent farmers in the late Russian Empire and the early years of the Soviet Union. There were many kulaks in Ukraine preceding the Holodomor (mass starvation) that occurred during 1932–1933.

After the Soviets came to power in Russia in the early 1920s, they classified peasants into three large categories: bednyaks (poor farmers); serednyaks (middle-income farmers); and kulaks (high-income farmers). The early Soviets believed that only the bednyaks were capable of joining the proletariat (industrial working class) in a Leninist-inspired revolution; the kulaks, on the other hand, were viewed as “class enemies” because they owned their own land and had relatively high incomes. During the Russian Revolution that began in November 1917, peasants who had refused to provide the Red Army with grain and other supplies were labeled “kulaks,” and were often subjected to violence and intimidation. That general view of this group carried over into the early Soviet period. After the Soviets took control in the early 1920s, any peasant selling goods on the black market was liable to be classified as a kulak.

In 1929, Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin ordered the complete collectivization of Soviet agriculture, meaning that farmers would no longer own their own land or livestock and that agricultural policy would be established by the central government and be carried out on collective farms. Initially, the government did not single out the kulaks for ill treatment, although Stalin soon changed that and made them the focus of rural collectivization policies. By early 1930, Soviet policy embraced the concept that kulaks were to be eliminated as a group, a concept dubbed dekulakization. Some would be sent to gulags (prisons), others would be deported to distant and isolated parts of the country, while the remainder would be deported within their home provinces where they would be forced to live and toil on collective farms. Soon, even farmers who owned some livestock (but no land) were classified as kulaks. It seems that Stalin’s goal was more than collectivization—he hoped to assert Soviet control over the entirety of the countryside and eliminate any vestiges of capitalism.

Ukraine had a large number of kulaks (known as kurkuls in Ukrainian), and so the policies put in place in the early 1930s had a profound effect on all Ukrainians, whether they were farmers or not. Many Ukrainian kulaks resisted collectivization, choosing to plow under crops and slaughter their livestock rather than turn them over to the state. By 1934, the Soviet government estimated that 26.6 million head of cattle had been killed along with 63.4 million sheep. This widespread slaughter, combined with failed and plowed-under crops, precipitated a major famine during 1932–1933.

Perhaps well over a million Ukrainians died in a very short period of time. As many as 1.8 million people, the vast majority of them farmers, were sent to gulags during 1930 and 1931. This compounded the famine as there were not enough people to tend farms and livestock. By 1934, some 75 percent of Soviet farms had been collectivized, but that accomplishment had resulted in devastating consequences for many Soviets, especially in the Ukraine. Untold numbers of Kulaks were either murdered on their own land, or died after being deported or imprisoned. The true enormity of these policies did not come to full light until the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Many scholars have now classified the Holomodor as a genocide.
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Lebanon

Since its formal independence in 1943, Lebanon, a small Middle Eastern nation located on the eastern part of the Mediterranean Sea, has been plagued by sectarian violence and civil war, often made worse by Lebanon’s frequent involvement in Arab-Israeli conflicts and the ongoing Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The very makeup of Lebanese society lends itself to conflict: among the population are Sunni, Shia, and Druze sects of Islam as well as five separate Christian denominations: Maronite; Greek Orthodox; Greek Catholic; Armenian Orthodox; and the Syriacs. The diverse nature of the Lebanese population meant that various—and quite different—cultures coexisted side-by-side. Until the late 1960s, when Muslims began to outnumber Christians, there were separate educational systems based on religion, and the government has remained divided along religious lines. This badly fractured Lebanese society and led to an increasingly ineffective government.

After the 1948–1949 Arab-Israeli War, some 100,000 Palestinians sought refuge in Lebanon; this virtually guaranteed that Lebanon would become involved in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Soon, some Palestinians living in Lebanon began staging raids into Israel. Many more Palestinians took up residence in Lebanon during the late 1960s and early 1970s, resulting in a growing Muslim presence in the country. This also increased tensions among the various religious groups in the country. The ultimate outcome of these developments was the Lebanese Civil War, which began in 1975 and endured until 1990. The conflict commenced in earnest on April 13, 1975, when an unknown gunman opened fire on a Christian church in East Beirut; four people died in the attack. Later that same day, members of the Christian Lebanese Phalanges Party, in an apparent retaliatory move, murdered 27 Palestinians on a bus in Ayn ar Rummanah. In December 1975, four Christians died in an attack in East Beirut. The violence only escalated, and during early 1976, Muslim militias and Phalangists killed at least 600 Muslim and Christian civilians at checkpoints throughout the country.

Sectarian combat in Lebanon during April 1975–November 1976 alone killed at least 40,000 and wounded 100,000 others; many of the victims were civilians. By 1976, both Israel and Syria have become involved in the civil war. Syrian troops intervened, entering Lebanon and imposing a short-lived ceasefire. On January 20, 1976, when the predominantly Christian town of Damour fell to Muslim forces, at least 300 citizens were massacred (some sources claim over 500 died). Responding to the incursion of Syrian troops, on August 12 Christian militias perpetrated a horrific massacre of at least 2,000 Palestinians at Tal al-Zaatar, the site of a huge Palestinian refugee camp outside Beirut. Other residents were raped, beaten, or tortured. By the end of 1976, Lebanon was divided militarily. The Christians controlled East Beirut and part of Mount Lebanon, while the Palestinians and allied Muslims controlled southern Lebanon and western Beirut.

In March 1978, Palestinian militants raided northern Israel and commandeered a bus, resulting in the deaths of 34 Israelis and 6 militants. Outraged, the Israelis invaded Lebanon on March 15. Some 2,000 Lebanese died during the invasion, and another 100,000 were displaced before the Israelis withdrew. Israel, however, came under increasingly frequent raids and rocket attacks by Palestinian and allied guerilla groups. In July 1981, Israeli jets bombed Palestinian positions in a suburb of West Beirut in retaliation for rocket attacks on northern Israel. Some 200 people died in the bombardment, and another 600 were wounded, most of them civilians. The Palestinians retaliated, killing 6 Israeli civilians and wounding 59 others.

In June 1982, Israel invaded southern Lebanon in a bid to destroy Palestinian bases there. Israeli forces then moved further into Lebanon, laying siege to Beirut. During this operation, 6,700 Christian civilians in East Beirut were killed, the victims not of Israeli bombs, but rather of Palestinian and Muslim bombs. One of the worst atrocities to unfold in Lebanon occurred on September 16–18, 1982, when Christian militias massacred at least 2,000 Palestinians at the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps; this massacre unfolded in clear view of Israeli troops, who did virtually nothing to stop the carnage.

Various attempts by neighboring nations as well as the international community to stop the civil war all failed, including the ill-fated U.S. military mission to Lebanon, which was suddenly ended after the October 23, 1983, truck bombing of a barracks in Beirut. That attack killed 241 U.S. marines and 58 French troops and wounded scores of others. In the so-called War of the Camps in 1985–1986, several thousand Palestinians died in refugee camps. The Taif Accords of 1989 finally set the stage for an end to the bloody civil war, and by October 1990 a fragile peace was in place.

This did not, however, end the violence in Lebanon. In 1993 and again in 1995, the Israelis attacked Palestinian strongholds in southern Lebanon, killing hundreds and displacing several hundred thousand civilians. The attacks were an attempt to stop Palestinian rocket attacks against Israeli civilians. In 2006, another war erupted after Hezbollah, a militant Shia Islamic group in Lebanon, raided a border village and captured two Israeli soldiers. The Israelis retaliated, and the month-long conflict resulted in the deaths of as many as 700 soldiers and militants in Lebanon and 1,187 Lebanese civilians. Up to 1 million Lebanese civilians were displaced. The Israelis reported 44 civilian deaths, those the result of rocket attacks by Hezbollah.

After more infighting within Lebanon after the short summer war with Israel, the country seemed ready to embrace some semblance of normalcy by mid-2008. Lebanon remains a tinder box of sectarian and political strife, and Hezbollah’s refusal to disarm casts doubt that the war-torn nation will be able to secure a lasting peace.
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Libya 

A predominantly Muslim nation located in North Africa, Libya received full independence in December 1951. Although it retained a strong Arab identity, the Kingdom of Libya also cultivated close ties to the West, particularly Britain and the United States. As Arab nationalism took hold in neighboring counties beginning in the 1950s, Arab nationalism began to bloom in Libya as well. Pan-Arab nationalism received a major boost after the Arab defeat in the 1967 Six-Day War, and in 1969, a cabal of junior Libyan army officers staged a coup, overthrowing the Libyan king. The leader of the group was the charismatic Colonel Muammar Qadaffi, who quickly consolidated power as head of the Revolutionary Command Council. Qadaffi governed Libya until he was overthrown during the Arab Spring of 2011.

Qadaffi imposed an oppressive dictatorship over his people, but he steered clear of rigid political dogma and ideology. He wanted to combine Arab nationalism, which was secular, with conservative Islamic social and political structures. By the mid-1970s, he had articulated his unorthodox approach in his Green Book (1976), in which he staked out a political philosophy that fell somewhere between capitalism and communism. It also eschewed representative government and instead embraced direct government.

To implement his unconventional governing system, Qadaffi relied heavily on Revolutionary Committees, which reported directly to him. The Committees were also used as vehicles for internal surveillance, and by the 1980s anywhere from 10 to 20 percent of all Libyans performed some type of surveillance work for these Committees. Only in North Korea and Iraq under Saddam Hussein were there more citizens working as covert informants. In 1973, the Qadaffi regime outlawed political dissent, so the Committees were vitally important to his government. With so many informants, it is not surprising that a large number of Libyans were at one time or another detained, arrested, or imprisoned, although it is virtually impossible to know how many.

Oddly, perhaps, Qadaffi’s regime generally refrained from perpetrating violent repression at home, and the dictator publicly condemned torture. Those accused of torture could receive lengthy prison sentences. Qadaffi was far more willing to engineer violent acts outside Libya, however. For nearly three decades, his regime was a known sponsor of international terrorism, and that caused frequent problems with the international community. Many nations engaged in boycotts of Libyan goods, including oil. Other nations, like the United States, retaliated militarily.

Under the Ronald Reagan administration, U.S.-Libyan relations reached a low point. In April 1986, a bomb placed in a Berlin nightclub exploded, killing two American soldiers and one Turkish soldier; more than 200 more were injured, among them many Americans. The Reagan administration claimed that Libyan agents had set off the bomb, and it was determined to strike back. U.S. attack planes bombed five separate targets in Libya on April 15. The attacks killed 45 Libyan soldiers and government officials and 15 civilians. Among the dead was Qadaffi ’s young adopted daughter.

Libyan terrorists struck again in December 1988, when a massive explosion blew up a Pan Am 747 airliner as it flew from London to New York. The jet disintegrated in midair over Lockerbie, Scotland, and more than 270 civilians were killed. This brought more sanctions against Libya, and for years Qadaffi dodged the question of Libyan culpability. On June 29, 1996, a massive riot at Libya’s Abu Salim maximum security prison, which housed many political dissidents and enemies of the state, caused the deaths of 1,270 inmates. The prisoners were protesting the dreadful living conditions at the facility. The Qadaffi regime dispatched government troops to quash the revolt, which they did using automatic weapons. To this day, the precise events of that day remain shrouded in secrecy.

After the September 11 terrorist attacks on the United States, Qadaffi did an abrupt about-face. He now offered restitution to the families of those killed on the Pan Am flight, denounced radical Islamic terror groups like Al Qaeda, renounced his nation’s stockpiles of weapons of mass destruction, and agreed to comply with nuclear nonproliferation agreements.

Despite these moves, Qadaffi’s regime remained unquestionably dictatorial at home. Encouraged by revolutionary events in Tunisia and Egypt, Libyan protesters began taking to the streets in early February 2011. By February 20, the mass demonstrations had spread to the capital at Tripoli. The protesters sought political liberalization and multiparty elections. Realizing that his fate was likely to go the way of Hosni Mubarak in Egypt, who was swept from power only days earlier, Qadaffi ordered his troops to disperse the crowds, using force if necessary. When dozens of Libyans were killed and several thousand wounded or arrested, the Libyan revolt concentrated on Qadaffi’s removal from office, which was championed by many in the international community.

Libya quickly descended into a civil war, and atrocities abounded. In Tripoli on August 21, 17 rebel prisoners were shot to death. On August 23, in a Tripoli suburb, 47 people died when rebel forces stormed a building which they believed Qadaffi ’s son was using as a makeshift prison. On August 28, 29 people in a refugee camp at Bab al-Aziza were shot to death; it is not known if they were killed by rebels or government forces. Meanwhile, by August 22, rebel troops had entered Tripoli, occupying Green Square. Qadaffi was tracked down on October 20 and was killed by rebel soldiers as they tried to apprehend him. Two days later, 53 alleged Qadaffi supporters were murdered at the Hotel Mahari in Sirte.

Libya was officially liberated on October 23, 2011. It is estimated that as many as 32,000 Libyans died in the eight-month-long civil war. Since then, Libya has remained unstable, both politically and socially, and violence between revolutionaries and pro-Qadaffi individuals remains a problem. There are some who worry that the nation might fall prey to Islamic extremists. Some of these groups have already perpetrated attacks on foreign interests in Libya, most notably on September 11–12, 2012, when radicals with ties to Al Qaeda attacked the U.S. consulate at Benghazi, killing four Americans including the ambassador and wounding 10 others. That episode has proven to be a major embarrassment for the Barack Obama administration.
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Lidice Massacre 

The Lidice Massacre was a German wartime atrocity in Czechoslovakia on June 9–10, 1942. On June 4, 1942, Schutzstaffel (SS)-Obergruppenfuehrer Reinhard Heydrich, chief of the German Sicherheitsdienst (SD, or Security Service) and Acting Reichsprotektor (administrator) of Bohemia and Moravia, died of wounds suffered when their car was attacked with grenades in Prague, Czechoslovakia, on May 27, 1942. The attack was carried out by two agents of the London-based Czech government-in-exile, Jan Kubis and Jozef Gabcik. German reprisals for the attack on Heydrich were swift and deadly. Ultimately, the Germans raided 5,000 towns and villages. In the process, some 3,180 persons were arrested, and 1,344 were sentenced to death. German dictator Adolf Hitler ordered additional severe reprisals against the Czechs, threatening to kill 30,000 of them. This threat was not carried out. But the mining village of Lidice near Kladno, 11 miles northwest of Prague, was chosen for a conspicuous reprisal, presumably because some villagers there had sheltered Heydrich’s assassins and had been otherwise identified with the Czech Resistance.


[image: The ruins of Lidice, Czechoslovakia, following its destruction by the Germans. After the death of the deputy chief of the Gestapo, Reinhard Heydrich, as a result of an ambush by Czech civilian partisans, the Nazis unleashed a retaliation campaign against the Czech civilian populace. (Library of Congress)]
The ruins of Lidice, Czechoslovakia, following its destruction by the Germans. After the death of the deputy chief of the Gestapo, Reinhard Heydrich, as a result of an ambush by Czech civilian partisans, the Nazis unleashed a retaliation campaign against the Czech civilian populace. (Library of Congress)



The German operation against Lidice was carried out during two days, June 9 and 10, by German police and SD personnel led by SS-Hauptsturmfuehrer Max Rostock. German police and SD troops surrounded the village on the evening of June 9, and the action began the following morning. First, the police and SD men rounded up and took away the town’s children and most of the women. Then, an execution squad of 3 officers and 20 men methodically killed 172 males over the age of 16. Later that day, another 11 workers from the late shift at the Lidice mine were also executed, as were 15 relatives of Czech soldiers serving in Britain who were already in custody, bringing the total number of men murdered to 198. The Germans also executed 71 women in Lidice, and another 7 were taken to Prague, where they, too, were shot. Of the 184 Lidice women transported to Ravensbruck concentration camp and the 11 already in prison, 143 eventually survived. The 98 children in the village were transported to a camp at Gneisenau. Eighty-two of the children were gassed at Chelmno, and 8 are known to have been given to SS families to raise. In any event, only 16 surviving Lidice children could be identified in 1945. The village of Lidice itself was burned to the ground. The site was then dynamited and bulldozed, and the ground was sowed with grain.

A similar reprisal was carried out on the village of Lezaky, east of Prague, where the radio transmitter used by the Czech agents was discovered. All of the village’s adult inhabitants were killed, and only two Lezaky children survived the war. On the direct orders of SS-Reichsfuehrer Heinrich Himmler, 252 friends and relatives of the Lidice inhabitants were gassed at the Mauthausen concentration camp on October 24, 1942.

No link between Lidice and the Heydrich assassination was ever proven. The village was rebuilt nearby after the war and renamed Nove Lidice. SS-Hauptsturmfuehrer Max Rostock was executed in 1951 for his part in the Lidice Massacre, which came to symbolize the Nazi oppression of Czechoslovakia.
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Louvain, Destruction of

In August 1914, Louvain was a small Belgian clerical and university town, famed for its Gothic architecture, located 16 miles east of Brussels. During August 25–30, 1914, the town was the site of an infamous series of German war crimes against civilians. The German First Army had occupied Louvain without a fight on August 19. Sometime around 8:00 p.m. on August 25, however, sporadic rifle fire broke out in the city streets. What provoked the initial shots is still unknown. Subsequent German claims that Belgian franc-tireurs, or irregular militiamen, had opened fire on their soldiers are highly improbable, as no claims of organized guerrilla activity anywhere in 1914 Belgium have been successfully substantiated; indeed, the Belgian government was at pains to warn its citizens not to provoke German reprisals by acts of resistance. It is more likely that retreating elements of the German First Army, temporarily pushed back into town by a counterattack by the Belgian 6th Division on the evening of the 25th, were misidentified by nervous sentries, provoking a confused and escalating exchange of “friendly fire.”

As the fusillades intensified, German troops began breaking down doors to civilian homes and assaulting male inhabitants, beating and in many cases shooting people where they stood. Catholic priests, presumed by some Protestant German soldiers to be ringleaders of civilian resistance, were singled out for especially brutal treatment. Troops deliberately set fire to houses and stores. Around 11:30 P.M., soldiers broke into Louvain’s historic university library with its priceless collection of 300,000 medieval books and manuscripts, doused it with gasoline, and burned it to the ground. Arson, battery, and murder continued throughout the following day, and on August 27 the German garrison commander, Major von Manteuffel, ordered the entire population of 10,000 civilians expelled. Order was only partially restored on the 30th when the German commandant in Brussels, General Walther von Lüttwitz, intervened to prevent further bloodshed. In all, 248 Belgians were killed in and around Louvain and 2,000 buildings were destroyed, one-sixth of the town’s total. Thousands of citizens were deported or made refugees, some languishing in ad hoc detention camps until early 1915.

The “sack” of Louvain became a celebrated case in the Allied propaganda campaign against Teutonic “frightful” behavior in Belgium, a charge that the Germans hotly denied. In May 1915, the Reich’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs published its so-called White Book on the alleged atrocities of nine months before, an unapologetic and largely fictitious diatribe against Belgian partisans in which the events in Louvain featured prominently. Responding to claims that the destruction there had be premeditated, the Germans made much of the fact that they had spared the elaborate gothic town hall. This was disingenuous, for Manteuffel was using the building as his headquarters. The tragedy of Louvain was probably more the result of panic than cool deliberation. Inexperienced German officers and soldiers, frustrated by the Belgian army’s unexpected resistance, rattled by a genuine (if imaginary) “sniper-psychosis,” and conditioned by military authorities to take a hard line against any suspected civilian infractions, temporarily took leave of their senses. In so doing, however, they made the name of Louvain a permanent black mark against the pretensions of Wilhelmine Kultur. Although there was an investigation after the war, no one was brought to trial for what had occurred at Louvain.

ALAN ALLPORT AND GILLES BOUÉ

See also: World War I Atrocities; World War I War Crimes Trials

Further Reading

Horne, John, and Alan Kramer. German Atrocities, 1914: A History of Denial. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2001.

Zuckerman, Larry. The Rape of Belgium: The Untold Story of World War I. New York: New York University Press, 2004.

Lubanga, Thomas

Thomas Lubanga Dyilo was the leader of the Union of Congolese Patriots (UPC) and is convicted war criminal from the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC).

Lubanga was born in Djiba (Ituri Province), DRC on December 29, 1960; he is a member of the Hema-Gegere ethnic group. After receiving a degree in psychology from the University of Kisangani, he became involved in politics and several paramilitary organizations. During the 1998–2003 Second Congo War, he served as a military commander and defense minister for the pro-Ugandan Congolese Rally for Democracy-Liberation Movement. Shortly thereafter, he established the UPC, another rebel organization vying for power and influence. In the winter of 2002, Lubanga left the Congolese Rally for Democracy, and in September of that same year became president of the UPC. At the same time, he created an armed force for the UPC, known as the Patriotic Force for the Liberation of the Congo (FPLC).

Under Lubanga’s watch, the UPC and FPLC—which were chiefly staffed by the Hema-Gegere—became heavily involved in the ongoing 1997–2007 Ituri Conflict, which pitted the Hemas against the Lendu, a rival ethnic group. During this struggle, Lubanga’s group was implicated in a number of alleged massacres and atrocities, including rape, mutilation, murder, and ethnic cleansing. In the Mongbwalu region, the FPLC reportedly killed some 800 civilians between November 2002 and June 2003. During February and March 2003, FPLC forces were accused of having purposely destroyed 26 villages, resulting in the deaths of at least 350 civilians and the displacement of another 60,000. At the same time, Lubanga stood accused of having employed as many as 3,000 children as soldiers, some as young as eight years old. The UPC and FPLC allegedly forced local civilians to support the war effort by donating anything they had, including young children.

In February 2005, nine United Nations peacekeepers from Bangladesh were murdered in Ituri, and Lubanga’s forces were suspected of having participated in the killings. On March 19, 2005, Lubanga was arrested and detained in Kinshasa. Meanwhile, a year earlier, the International Criminal Court (ICC) had received permission from the Congolese government to investigate claims that Lubanga’s forces had employed children in the ongoing conflict in the Congo. In February 2006, a preliminary ICC finding substantiated the claims, and in March Lubanga was arrested by the ICC; he was the first person to be arrested by the international tribunal. ICC officials transported Lubanga to The Hague, where he awaited trial.

Lubanga’s trial commenced on January 2009. After rather tortuous proceedings, on March 14, 2012, Lubanga was found guilty of having employed child soldiers and sentenced to 14 years in prison on July 10, 2012. The court gave him credit for the six years he had spent in detention and while on trial, giving him an effective post-trial sentence of eight years. The trial was not without its critics. A number of international human rights organizations complained that the indictment had not gone far enough and did not cover ethnic cleansing, mass murder, rape, etc. Nevertheless, Lubanga’s trial and conviction were important firsts for the newly created ICC and will arguably set precedents for future war crime trials.
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Maillé Massacre

Massacre of 124 civilians, including women and children, in the central French village of Maillé on August 25, 1944, perpetrated by German occupation forces. The Maillé massacre was the second deadliest one in France during World War II. The massacre at Oradour-sur-Glane (with 642 victims), which occurred on June 10, 1944, was the deadliest. German troops also burned down large parts of Maillé. The local area had seen some French resistance activity in the weeks leading up to the massacre, which culminated in an ambush of a German jeep in the vicinity of Maillé on August 24, 1944. Although no one was reported killed, the German commandant at Tours, Lieutenant Colonel Alfred Stenger, ordered reprisals against the village, but provided no further details. In any event, the units tasked with the execution of the reprisals the following morning exceeded Stenger’s vague order, carrying out a horrible bloodbath instead. After an attempted encirclement, German soldiers advanced into the village, killing inhabitants indiscriminately and torching several houses. About one quarter of the village’s population was murdered. In the afternoon, two antiaircraft guns shelled the village and destroyed most of the remaining buildings. Two days later, Stenger apologized to the French prefect, Fernand Musso, for the crime, claiming that the officer in charge, Second Lieutenant Gustav Schlüter, had been relieved of his post.

For unknown reasons, French police investigated the massacre in a very haphazard manner. They were unable even to identify the specific unit responsible for the slaughter, although existing evidence should have led them to a Schutzstaffel (SS) unit garrisoned in nearby Châtelle-rault. Based on little evidence, a French military tribunal in Bordeaux sentenced Schlüter to death in absentia in 1951, but the French did not request his extradition. Schlüter died in Hamburg in 1965, his exact role in the massacre largely unknown.

In contrast to many other German massacres in France during World War II, the one in Maillé disappeared from collective memory for decades. This changed, however, in 2005 when German justice officials re-opened the case and German police carried out an extensive investigation. Meanwhile, a German historian was able to identify the likely perpetrators. They had been a mix of a territorial Wehrmacht unit and parts of the SS Field Replacement Battalion 17 (SS-Feldersatzbataillon 17) of 17th SS Panzer Grenadier Division. The Wehrmacht soldiers seemed to have acted with reluctance; thus, SS troops murdered the vast majority of the civilians. A local French historian was also able to shed some light on the circumstances, refuting the long-held belief that the village had been peaceful prior to the massacre. The Germans were unable, in the end, to locate any surviving perpetrators, and the case was closed in 2010. Nevertheless, the massacre has attracted much attention recently, particularly when French president Nicolas Sarkozy visited Maillé and referred to it as a “martyr village” in the summer of 2008.

PETER LIEB

See also: Oradour-sur-Glane Massacre; World War II Atrocities, European Theater

Further Reading

Gildea, Robert. Marianne in Chains: In Search of the German Occupation 1940–1945. London: Macmillan, 2002.

Payon, André. Maillé Martyr: Récit du Massacre du 25 Août 1944. Tours: Arrault, 1945.

Malmédy Massacre

Notorious incident involving the murder of unarmed American soldiers during the German Ardennes Offensive (Battle of the Bulge) in December 1944. In the offensive, I Panzer Korps had the task of breaking through Allied lines in the Monschau-Losheim sector and advancing to the Meuse. The 1st Schutzstaffel (SS) Panzer Division was on the left wing of the corps, and SS-Obersturmbannführer Joachim Peiper commanded the division’s spearhead, known as Kampfgruppe Peiper.

On December 17, the second day of the offensive, 1st Panzer Division broke through the Allied lines between the Belgian towns of Malmédy and Saint Vith. At the village of Baugnez, Peiper’s unit encountered a small group of trucks and jeeps belonging to Battery B of the U.S. 285th Field Artillery Observation Battalion. In the ensuing fight, some 20 U.S. soldiers were killed and Peiper’s force took 125 prisoners. Peiper left behind some men to guard the prisoners before moving on to his next objective. A few hours later, another 1st SS column arrived at Baugnez, adding some additional prisoners.

The Germans herded the Americans into a snowy field, where they were held under guard. Meanwhile, another group of separated Americans who had previously escaped from the Germans moved toward the crossroads, and a firefight broke out in which more Americans were killed. This engagement led the guards in the field to fire on their prisoners, perhaps believing they would try to escape. The Germans then moved among the wounded, executing them with bullets to their heads. Most of those shot were unarmed. At least 72 men were killed, although some 30 others feigned death and later escaped to American lines.

The incident was the worst atrocity against Americans in the European Theater during the war. News of the event, which became known as the Malmédy Massacre, quickly circulated among Allied troops, and the U.S. Army made the most of it for propaganda purposes, even including civilians who had died in the fighting in the total of persons killed, although many were actually victims of U.S. bombing.

In May 1946, Peiper and 73 members of the 1st Panzer Division, a number of them selected randomly, were brought to trial by a U.S. military court for the Malmédy killings and the murder of soldiers and civilians elsewhere during the offensive. Army prosecutors presented testimony from massacre survivors and civilian witnesses, captured German documents indicating that German troops had been urged to be “ruthless” with prisoners during the offensive, and confessions from some of the accused. In response, the defense argued that pre-trial investigations had not been thorough and that confessions had been extorted by mock trials and threats of summary execution. The court dismissed these complaints and convicted all of the defendants. Peiper and 43 others were sentenced to death, and the rest were given lengthy prison sentences.

Questions about the trial results were raised almost immediately, and review boards cited errors in the court’s procedural rulings. Several defendants indeed claimed that their confessions had been extracted by physical force, charges that the original prosecutors angrily denied. The army reduced the death sentences to long prison terms, but ultimately, all the defendants, including Peiper, were released from prison within a few years.
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Manila Massacre

The Manila Massacre was the purposeful killing of tens of thousands of civilian noncombatants, mainly by Japanese forces, in Manila, Philippines, during February 1945. Much of Manila itself was looted, bombed, ransacked, or burned. During World War II, Manila was one of the largest cities in Southeast Asia, with a population of over 800,000 people. As U.S. forces drove toward Luzon (the island on which Manila is located) during early 1945, Japanese General Yamashita Tomoyuki ordered all Japanese troops to evacuate the city; Rear Admiral Iawabuchi Sanji, however, refused to follow the directive and elected to keep his troops in the city, to prevent Allied troops from taking it at virtually any cost. Under his command was a contingent of about 18,000 men, chiefly from the Japanese Imperial Navy.

On February 3, 1945, U.S. troops burst their way into the northeastern portion of Manila, a move that began the February 3–March 3 Battle of Manila. Iawbuchi now directed his troops to prevent the Americans from entering the center of the city. They did so by shelling U.S. positions with artillery, which produced numerous civilian casualties. Now faced with a stiff Japanese defense and artillery fire, the Americans were compelled to return the fire, which injured or killed scores more and which wrecked whole sections of the city. General Douglas MacArthur had already decided not to use aerial bombardment, fearing even more civilian casualties.

As the battle ground on, Japanese troops murdered perhaps thousands of civilians, looted stores and homes, bombed and burned hundreds of buildings, tortured people, and raped women and children alike. They even circumvented international agreements on the conduct of warfare by torturing and killing prisoners of war. On February 10, Japanese forces forcibly entered Manila’s Red Cross Hospital, shooting or bayoneting staff and patients alike, including infants and children. After the killing stopped, they looted the building of medical supplies and food.

The Japanese carefully targeted their destruction, concentrating their efforts on churches, schools, public facilities, and any building with historical significance. The Intramuros, Manila’s old walled section, which dated to the late 1500s, was almost completely destroyed. Indeed, by the time the battle ended in early March, as much as 70 percent of Manila lay in ruins. No other capital city saw such a level of destruction during the war except for Warsaw, Poland. Worse still was the human cost: an estimated 100,000 civilians were killed during the massacre (some by friendly fire). Another 16,000 Japanese troops died. U.S. casualties were estimated at 6,571, including 1,010 killed.
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Mao Zedong

Mao Zedong was the leader of the People’s Republic of China. A great visionary, Mao Zedong was also one of history’s deadliest tyrants. A rebel from childhood, Mao helped found the Chinese Community Party in 1921, took command of the revolution 14 years later in the midst of the Red Army’s epic Long March, fought another 14 years before the Communists’ final victory, and then remained China’s supreme ruler for more than a quarter-century until his death at age 82.

Mao was born on December 26, 1893, in a peasant home in Hunan Province. He was educated at his village primary school and subsequently entered high school in Changsha, the provincial capital. Mao was in Changsha when, on October 10, 1911, revolution broke out against the last of the Qing Dynasty emperors. Mao promptly joined the revolutionary army, but saw no fighting and returned to his studies after six months as a soldier.

After graduating from the provincial teacher-training college, Mao went to Beijing, where he worked as an assistant librarian at Beijing University and began to learn about Marxism. In July 1921, he attended the Chinese Communist Party’s founding congress in Shanghai. Seeing Marxist theories through a Chinese prism, unlike many of his more orthodox comrades, Mao believed that revolution in China had to begin among peasants, rather than in an embryonic industrial working class. During the 1920s, he spent much of his time organizing peasant unions in his native Hunan Province.

At the end of the decade, with the Communists fighting for survival against Jiang Jieshi’s Nationalist (Guomindang) government, Mao retreated farther into the countryside instead of joining other communist leaders in suicidal urban uprisings. By 1934, Mao’s base in Jiangxi Province was under heavy pressure from Nationalist troops. That October, some 86,000 communists slipped through the Nationalist blockade and began a 6,000-mile retreat that became known as the Long March. Mao, in political eclipse when the march began, became the party’s supreme leader during the trek, a role he never relinquished. At the end of the Long March, with only about 4,000 left of the original force, Mao and his comrades established a new base in Yenan in northern China.

Between 1937 and 1945, Mao and his army fought a new enemy in Japan. In the Sino-Japanese War of 1937–1945, Mao and his commanders refined the art of “people’s war.” Mao summed up the strategy in only 16 Chinese characters: “The enemy advances, we retreat; the enemy camps, we harass; the enemy tires, we attack; the enemy retreats, we pursue.”

The Red Army became a political as well as military organization. Instead of victimizing the peasantry, as Chinese soldiers had done from time immemorial, Mao’s troops sought to win over the population to their cause. Instead of looting, raping, and destroying, communist soldiers were ordered to pay for food, respect women, and help repair war damage. The ideal, and to an extent the reality, was an army that commanded public support and could, in Mao’s most famous simile, swim among the people as fish swim in the sea.

Following Japan’s 1945 defeat in World War II, the struggle between the communists and Nationalists resumed, but by now the tide was running strongly in Mao’s favor. By the fall of 1949, the Nationalist government and what remained of its army had fled to the island of Taiwan. On October 1, Mao stood under China’s new flag, red with five gold stars, and formally proclaimed the People’s Republic of China.

The Communists were not gentle in establishing their regime. “A revolution is not the same thing as inviting people to dinner or writing an essay or painting a picture or embroidering a flower,” Mao once wrote. “It cannot be anything so refined, so calm and gentle.” In the first years of the PRC, hundreds of thousands, perhaps millions, were executed as landlords or capitalist exploiters. Millions more were imprisoned or tortured for real or imaginary crimes against the revolution, or simply for having a privileged background. Rigid ideological controls were imposed on educators, artists, and the press.

Less than a year after he came to power, the outbreak of the Korean War presented Mao with difficult choices. His priority was on consolidating his new government and rebuilding China. But a North Korean defeat would bring hostile foreign forces to China’s northeastern border and, Mao feared, might encourage Jiang to send his forces back across the Taiwan Strait to reopen the civil war on the mainland. The key issue for China was whether attacking U.S.-led forces would stop at the 38th parallel in the fall of 1950, or continue their advance into North Korea. If the latter occurred, Mao decided, China had no choice but to enter the war.

On October 8, the day after the first U.S. troops moved onto North Korean territory, Mao issued the official directive: “It has been ordered that the Northeast Border Defense Army be turned into the Chinese People’s Volunteers” (the name was a fig leaf, a transparent device for China to go to war with the United States without formally avowing it) “and that the Chinese People’s Volunteers move immediately into the territory of Korea to assist the Korean comrades in their struggle.” Mao’s decision to intervene in Korea cost the life of his oldest son.

For many ordinary Chinese, life gradually improved in the years following 1949. But Mao was impatient for faster progress. Uninformed about economics and technology, and convinced that the sheer muscle power of China’s huge population could accomplish any goal if it were just mobilized properly, he began dreaming of a “Great Leap Forward” that would hurl China out of poverty and backwardness and create a modern, prosperous state virtually overnight.

The Great Leap produced numerous follies, but the worst calamity occurred in agriculture. Intoxicated by his own visions and seduced by crackpot theorists, Mao decreed an overnight transition from family or small cooperative farms to vast People’s Communes, while calling for absurdly high increases in grain production. The results were devastating. From 1959 to 1961, as many as 30 million Chinese died as a direct or indirect result of Great Leap policies.

In the wake of the disaster, Mao withdrew from day-today administrative details. But he nursed a deep grievance against those he imagined had sabotaged his plan. In 1966, Mao struck back with the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution, an event so irrational and bizarre that recorded history shows nothing else quite like it. Proclaiming “rebellion is justified,” Mao urged China’s youth to rise up against the party bureaucracy and against the “four olds”: old habits, old customs, old culture, and old thinking.

At Mao’s call, brigades of youthful Red Guards waving the little red book of Mao’s thoughts spread out to “make revolution” in schools, factories, and offices throughout China. Within months, the country was in chaos. Red Guard groups splintered into rival mobs, each determined to outdo the other in rooting out enemies and tearing down everything that symbolized incorrect thoughts or China’s past. Teachers, managers, intellectuals, and anyone suspected of insufficient revolutionary purity were paraded before howling mobs and forced to confess their misdeeds. Savage beatings were common. Many victims died under torture; constant physical and mental harassment drove many others to commit suicide.

Among those persecuted were almost all of the old cadres’ party workers and Red Army soldiers whose struggle and sacrifice had brought the Communists to power. Meanwhile, the glorification of Mao reached extraordinary heights. His face, with its high-domed forehead, backswept hair tufting over each ear, and the celebrated mole just to the left of the center line of the chin, gazed out from virtually every wall in China. Badges with his image became part of the national dress. Schoolchildren and office workers began every day with bows before Mao’s picture.

Not even the frenzy of leader worship could stem a growing sense that something was wrong, however. In the torrent of slogans and accusations, the movement’s goals grew steadily more inexplicable. “The whole nation slid into doublespeak,” Jung Chang, then a teenager, recalled in her memoir, Wild Swans. “Words became divorced from reality, responsibility, and people’s real thoughts. Lies were told with ease because words had lost their meanings and had ceased to be taken seriously by others.”

China paid a heavy price for Mao’s mad fantasies: the educational system was shattered for years; economic losses were ruinous; much of China’s rich artistic legacy was destroyed; society was fractured; and ideals crumbled. After two years of chaos, order was gradually restored, often at gunpoint by People’s Liberation Army units, but a mood of fear and uncertainty persisted through the remaining years of Mao’s rule.

The Red Guards were disbanded and millions of young people were sent from towns and cities to work as farm laborers. Out loud, nearly all of them obediently vowed willingness to “serve the people” wherever they were sent. But inwardly, many were confused, disillusioned, and hurt.

On July 28, 1976, the disastrous Tangshan earthquake struck northern China. Nearly a quarter-million people were killed, and physical destruction was immense, even in Beijing, 100 miles from the epicenter. In Chinese tradition, such disasters were thought to signal the end of a dynasty. The communist regime officially scorned such superstitions, but to many Chinese the old beliefs were vindicated when, at 10 minutes past midnight on September 9, Mao died.

Believing that sheer willpower and human muscle could overcome any obstacle, Mao had turned China into a gigantic laboratory for his experiments in transforming human society. But when his grandiose dreams failed, instead of recognizing that his policies were flawed, Mao tore China apart in mad witch-hunts for the “demons and monsters” who had frustrated his efforts.

Mao’s career was rich in contradictions. He proclaimed Marxism his lifelong faith, but his revolutionary ideas owed little to Marx and much more to ancient Chinese sagas of bandits and peasant rebellions. He preached simplicity and egalitarianism, but had himself glorified as a virtual god-king. He declared war against China’s feudal past and its oppressive traditions, but his reign, rife with arbitrary cruelties and constant intrigues, mirrored many of the worst aspects of imperial despotism.

Less than a month after Mao’s death, his widow Jiang Qing and her three closest associates, the Gang of Four who had been the chief zealots of the Cultural Revolution, were imprisoned. Deng Xiaoping, whom Mao had twice expelled from the leadership, regained power and within a few years reversed nearly all of Mao’s policies. In the end, it was the pragmatic Deng rather than the visionary Mao who laid the groundwork for economic reforms that transformed China in the 1980s and 1990s.
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Matsui Iwane 

Japanese army general and commander of forces involved in the Sino-Japanese War. Born in Aichi Prefecture, Japan, on July 27, 1878, Matsui Iwane graduated from the Military Academy in 1898. He fought in the 1904–1905 Russo-Japanese War as a captain and was awarded the Military Cross. He was a resident officer in China from 1907 to 1912 and from 1915 to 1919 and in France and Indochina between 1914 and 1915. Promoted to colonel in 1918, he commanded the 29th Infantry Regiment in Japan from 1919 to 1921, and then served as a staff officer in the Siberian Expeditionary Force at Vladivostok between 1921 and 1922.

Matsui served as a staff officer in the Guandong (Kwantung) Army from 1922 to 1924 and was promoted to major general in 1923. Between 1924 and 1925, he commanded a brigade, and he was then chief of the Intelligence Division of the Army General Staff (1925–1928).

Promoted to lieutenant general in 1927, Matsui commanded the 1st Division (1929–1931) and served as a delegate to the 1931–1933 Geneva Disarmament Conference, after which he was promoted to full general in 1933. In semiretirement, he served on the Supreme War Council between 1934 and 1935. Matsui was shocked at the Aizawa Incident of August 12, 1935, when Army Minister Lieutenant General Nagata Tetsuzan was assassinated in his office by Lieutenant Colonel Aizawa Saburoagata. Matsui then retired from the army.

After he left the army, Matsui traveled widely in China and met with Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek), head of the Nationalist Party—the Guomindong, or GMD (Kuomintang, or KMT); he hoped to reconcile Japan and China. Ordered back to duty with the Japanese army in 1937 following the start of the Sino-Japanese War, he commanded the Japanese forces sent to capture Shanghai in Jiangsu (Kiangsu). Following heavy fighting, his forces took the city. In October 1937, Matsui was appointed to command the Central China Area Army.

In November 1937, his forces began their advance on Nanjing (Nanking), in Jiangsu. On December 1, Matsui demanded that the Chinese commander, General Tang Shengzhi (T’ang Sheng-chih), surrender the city to the Japanese, but Tang refused. On December 10, Matsui ordered his forces to attack the city, which fell three days later. During this period and afterward, Japanese troops killed thousands of prisoners of war and civilians in what became widely known as the Rape of Nanjing. Estimates of the number of victims vary widely, from 10,000 to 300,000. Although Matsui did not issue an order for his troops to kill civilians, he was held responsible as the overall Japanese commander at Nanjing.

Matsui returned to Japan in 1938 and was a cabinet adviser from 1938 to 1940, when he retired for a second and final time. Following the war, he was brought before the International Military Tribunal for the Far East on war crimes charges stemming from the atrocities at Nanjing. Found guilty, Matsui was sentenced to death and hanged on December 23, 1948, in Tokyo.
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Mexico

A large Latin American nation located between the United States and Central America, Mexico has experienced periodic episodes of internal violence over the last century, most notably during the late 1920s and during the Mexican Drug War, which began in earnest in 2006. The Mexican Revolution of 1910 ended the dictatorship of Porfirio Díaz, and the Constitution of 1917 made sweeping changes to the Mexican political and social landscapes. Among other things, it greatly limited the power and privilege of the Catholic Church and placed many restrictions on Catholic clergy—indeed monastic orders were outlawed, clergy were forbidden from wearing clerical garb, and priests were not permitted to vote. Initially, these restrictions were not frequently or uniformly enforced. That changed, however, with the advent of the Plutarco Elías Calles administration beginning in 1924. He aggressively enforced clerical restrictions and sought even tougher anticlerical laws.

Calles’s persecution of the Catholic Church set off a virtual civil war between government forces and pro-Catholic rebels, known as the Cristero War (1926–1929), known by many Mexicans as La Cristiada. The term literally refers to Jesus Christ, as the insurgents believed that they were waging a war in the name of Jesus Christ. What followed over the next several years was an insurgent war fought by the Cristeros. It frequently took the form of politically inspired assassinations, terrorism, murder, and kidnappings.

The conflict began in earnest on August 3, 1926, when federal troops stormed a church in Guadalajara in which several hundred Cristeros had congregated. A stand-off ensued until government troops stormed the building, killing 18 civilians and injuring 40 others. Violence sharply escalated after this event, with incidents occurring throughout much of Mexico. When the war ended in 1929, nearly 90,000 people had died—at least 30,000 Cristeros and civilians and as many as 60,000 federal troops and police. The Mexican government attempted to mask the enormity of the event by placing sharp restrictions on the press, so many of the individual occurrences of violence are either poorly documented or cloaked in obscurity. The war took a high toll on the clergy. In 1926, there were approximately 4,500 priests in Mexico; by 1934, there were only about 350 priests. In 1935, 17 Mexican states that had no priests at all. Perhaps 100 or more priests were killed, but far more fled the country, were expelled, or simply disappeared.

Stability returned to Mexico with the ascendance of the National Mexican Party (PNM), which was later renamed the Revolutionary Institutional Party (PRI). The PRI ruled Mexico for the remainder of the 20th century and for many years relied heavily upon an authoritarian executive. The party controlled the Mexican Senate until 1988, and did not lose a gubernatorial seat until 1989. It controlled the presidency until the election of Vicente Fox Quesada in 2000.

Although violence in Mexico during the PRI ascendancy was generally subdued, there were occasional outbreaks of unrest. Perhaps the most infamous example occurred on October 2, 1968, in Mexico City’s Plaza de las Culturas in the Tlatelolco section of the city. The Tlatelolco Massacre unfolded just ten days before the start of the 1968 Summer Olympic Games, which were being held in the Mexican capital. The Mexican government had spent well over $100 million dollars on improvements to Mexico City in hopes of putting Mexico’s best foot forward on the world stage. As the Olympics neared, protesters, chiefly university and high-school students, began congregating in the Plaza de la Culturas to protest against government policies. Fearful that the protest would disrupt the Games and sully Mexico’s image, the government decided to break up the demonstration. Using overwhelming force against the largely peaceful protest of some 10,000 people, government troops massacred anywhere from 44 to more than 300 individuals (casualty figures are much disputed) and arrested 1,345 others.

A low-level conflict involving left ist revolutionary separatists in the southern state of Chiapas and the state and federal governments began in 1994. The conflict witnessed a number of limited military and paramilitary operations against the Zapatista Army of National Liberation (EZLN), which was the chief instigator of the rebellion. The unrest had religious, economic, and political overtones. The fighting commenced in January 1994, during which 45 civilians, 51 rebels, and 3 government personnel died. Since then, there have been numerable attempts to end the unrest, but violent incidents have persisted. In December 1997, paramilitary forces murdered 45 people, mostly women and children, in Acteal. In June 1998, eight civilians and two police officers were killed in fighting at San Juan de la Libertad (El Bosque). Between 1994 and 2004 alone, at least 120 people were killed or disappeared in El Mar, northern Chiapas. Sporadic violence continues to plague Chiapas, and civilians continue to die as a result.

The Mexican Drug War, which began in 2006, has proven to be among the worst internal struggles in Mexico since the 1920s. The conflict involves drug cartels, who are fighting rival cartels as well as federal forces. The Mexican government stepped in to curb drug-related crime and murders by breaking up the cartels and killing or capturing their leadership. Drugs are big business in Mexico (many of them are imported illegally into the United States), with earnings as high as $49.4 billion per year. The conflict began in earnest with Operation MICHOACAN, launched by the Mexican government. Violence accelerated greatly thereafter. Cartels have been responsible for the murders of at least 50 journalists (two photographers were killed and dismembered on a street in Saltillo in May 2013). Families of journalists have also been targeted for intimidation, kidnapping, or murder. The drug cartels are especially leery of journalists because they often expose the activities and whereabouts of the cartel members.

In January 2008, cartel members killed 13 high-school students and two adults in Ciudad Juárez, just across the border from El Paso, Texas. In July 2010, 17 civilians were killed and 18 more wounded in Torrecon. That same month, 51 bodies were found in a mass grave near Monterrey. In April 2011, at least 450 bodies were discovered in a mass grave in Durango, Tamaulipas. In August 2011, 52 civilians died when masked gunmen set fire to a crowded casino.

I t is estimated that at least 86,000 people died between 2006 and 2013, with as many as 1.6 million people displaced or made homeless. The dead include some 120,000 cartel members and more than 1,000 police and prosecutors. Among the many civilian dead were at least 1,100 children. The casually rate had grown exponentially since 2006, when 62 died. In 2012, 18,061 people died. There are signs that the Mexican government may change its policies toward the drug cartels, as their power has not greatly diminished, despite the many deaths.
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Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo

The Mothers of Plaza de Mayo (Madres de Plaza de Mayo) was an organization of mothers searching for their children who had been abducted by the military during the Argentine “Dirty War” of 1976–1983. The group developed into a unique women’s movement of nonviolent resistance to tyranny.

The repression carried out by the Argentine military, which seized power on March 24, 1976, quickly became a state-sponsored terrorist plan targeting civilians. Men and women of all ages were abducted by security forces in clandestine operations and taken to one of 360 hidden detention centers in the country. Usually tortured, victims were often killed in extrajudicial executions and buried in collective, unmarked graves or thrown to the sea from airplanes while still alive. Almost 10,000 people have been officially reported as desaparecidos (“disappeared”), although human rights organizations estimate the real figure may be closer to 30,000.

Driven by anguish about the unknown fate of their children, the mothers of the disappeared, together with other relatives and human rights supporters, stood as the only civilian resistance to the military. Their denunciations contributed to the international discrediting of the regime and eventually to its downfall. The Mothers of Plaza de Mayo did not manage to find most lost children. Instead, it provided a model of resistance against authoritarian dictatorship and greatly contributed to the reconstruction of Argentine civil society.

The mothers of the disappeared met each other while trying to determine the whereabouts of their children. As the mothers realized that abductions of their children followed similar patterns that amounted to a systematic plan of mass murder, they decided to band together, uniting their efforts and making one claim out of their many personal losses. Because government authorities refused to grant them an audience, they gathered in front of the seat of the government at the Plaza de Mayo.

When they first demonstrated on April 30, 1977, there were only 14 mothers. Ignored by passersby in central Buenos Aires and unacknowledged by the local press, they kept meeting every week, defying police intimidation. As policemen ordered them to keep moving, hoping to get them away from the square, the mothers began to walk in pairs around the pyramid in the center of the Plaza de Mayo. Thus began their tradition of circling around this monument. They also began to wear white scarves, originally their children’s diapers, as a way of recognizing each other in public. Although branded by the military as terrorists or madwomen, they were generally middle-class housewives without any previous political experience. They gradually acquired a consciousness of their resources and skills and increasingly politicized their action. The enormous risk these women took is illustrated by the fact that some of the Mothers themselves disappeared. Among them was the first president of the movement, Azucena Villaflor de Devicenzi, as well as two French nuns who supported the group; they were abducted after a church meeting in December 1977. Despite this, the movement soon counted some 150 members and had grown to comprise several thousand by the end of the dictatorship in 1983.

The prohibition and persecution of political parties, social organizations, and workers’ unions had left the victims and their relatives in a situation of helplessness and isolation. Fear of state terrorism on the one hand and public indifference or even mild complicity with the military by broad sectors of Argentine society on the other left the Mothers standing alone against the regime. In the early phase of the movement, their only support came from a few engaged human rights activists and foreign journalists, who helped to make their struggle known abroad. Commitment to human rights by some U.S. State Department officials in the Jimmy Carter administration, together with pressure exerted by exiled Argentines and a growing international network of humanitarian aid, helped reverse the isolation of the Mothers. In September 1979, the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights (IACHR) reinforced the group’s credibility by registering thousands of reports of serious human rights violations. The Mothers received further international recognition when the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to Argentine pacifist Adolfo Pérez Esquivel in 1980. In his acceptance speech, he mentioned the Mothers of the Plaza de Mayo.

Even if they had evidence of their children’s murders, the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo refused to consider them dead as long as the state did not account for and take responsibility for their deaths. When the military passed a law declaring all disappeared dead in 1979, they refused its benefits and insisted on calling their children desaparecidos. Together with other human rights organizations, the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo played a decisive role during the transition to democracy in Argentina, placing the problem of the missing persons on the agenda of the newly elected government. They were disappointed, however, that the trial of the military chiefs in 1985, ordered by Argentina’s president, dealt with only the senior members of the junta and did not divulge information about what happened to their children.

Internal dissent about its role in postdictatorship Argentina led to the split of the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo into two groups in 1986. The groups differed in their willingness to cooperate with the state, in their involvement in wider social or political causes, and in the way they wished the disappeared to be commemorated or even defined. The Asociación Madres de Plaza de Mayo (Association of the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo), led by the charismatic Hebe de Bonafini, was opposed to the search for and identification of the corpses of the missing; it also rejected any cooperation with the state. Considering themselves “revolutionary mothers,” members of the Asociación thought commemoration should consist of appropriating the political goals of their children and fighting for the ideals of social justice. They founded the Universidad Popular de las Madres (Popular University of the Mothers), where courses such as popular education, history, and political thought were taught.

The other group, Madres de Plaza de Mayo (Línea Fundadora, Founding Line) also stressed the singularity of the category of the desaparecidos, but accepted a wider range of commemorative practices, including individual memorials. The group cooperated with other human rights organizations and with official institutions in the identification of corpses and former detention centers and was active in the projected creation of a Museo del Nunca Más (the Never Again Museum) as well as the construction of a memorial including the names of all the missing. Both groups continue to demonstrate every Thursday at 3:30 P.M. in the Plaza de Mayo.

The struggle of the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo has been recognized worldwide as a leading example of pacific resistance to dictatorship and has had a significant moral impact in Argentine society. According to scholar Diane Taylor, however, there is controversy among feminist scholars about the extent to which the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo meant to challenge patriarchal structures. Some authors think that the struggle, although worthwhile and encouraging for other oppressed women, was based on a traditional understanding of motherhood and reinforced the role of women as suffering, self-sacrificing housewives, leaving the patriarchal values of Argentine society intact. Other authors, like Marguerite Bouvard, think instead that these women called into question the very notion of motherhood, politicizing its otherwise merely biological definition. In this interpretation, the Mothers of Plaza de Mayo consider themselves born by their own children; that is, through searching for them, they were born anew into political consciousness. They decided to “socialize” their motherhood, stating that every disappeared person is the child of every mother. Such conceptualizations, according to Bouvard, go beyond all traditional definitions and revolutionize the notion of motherhood.

The original group also led to the formation of the Grandmothers of Plaza de Mayo, made up of women who had not only children but also grandchildren among the missing. They began demonstrating together with the other mothers, but soon discovered that they shared the more specific goal of finding their abducted grandchildren. The Grandmothers of Plaza de Mayo dedicated themselves to the investigation of their children’s and grandchildren’s whereabouts, through the use of DNA testing to find their kin, and the restitution of their identity. By 2004, 79 out of an estimated 500 kidnapped children, who were now young adults, had been identified, and most were able to recover their true history and establish contact with their biological families.

ESTELA SCHINDEL
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Mozambique

Southeast African nation covering 304,494 square miles, roughly twice the size of the U.S. state of California. The Republic of Mozambique, with a population of approximately 27.3 million, borders on Swaziland to the south; South Africa and Zimbabwe to the west; Zambia, Malawi, and Tanzania to the north; and the Indian Ocean to the east. Portuguese navigator Vasco de Gama explored Mozambique in 1489, and Portugal colonized the land in 1505.

Mozambique fell into ruinous conditions between 1500 and 1640 as Portugal’s power waned. With limited Portuguese influence, Mozambique experienced an extended period of sharecropping that kept most farmers in a state of serfdom. Also, from the mid-18th to the mid-19th centuries, large numbers of Africans were shipped away as slaves, mainly to the Macarena Islands and Brazil. By 1891, political policies of the Portuguese shifted the administration of much of Mozambique to a large, private trading organization known as the Mozambique Company, under a charter granting sovereign rights for 50 years. The Mozambique Company was one of two concession companies to which Lisbon entrusted the administration of Portuguese East Africa, although it was controlled and financed mostly by the British. Because policies in Mozambique were designed to benefit white settlers and the Portuguese homeland, little attention was paid to national integration, economic infrastructure, or education.

After World War II, Portuguese dictator António de Oliveira Salazar insisted on holding on to Mozambique and the other Portuguese colonies. A drive for Mozambican independence soon developed, and in 1962 several anticolonial political groups formed the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique (FRELIMO), a left ist, anti-Portuguese guerrilla movement under the leadership of Eduardo Mondlane.

Mondlane helped initiate an armed campaign against Portuguese colonial rule in September 1964. After some 10 years of sporadic warfare and Portugal’s return to democracy, FRELIMO took control of the capital city of Maputo in a coup in April 1974. Within a year, almost all Portuguese colonists had departed. Mozambique became independent on June 25, 1975.

Mondlane responded to Mozambique’s lack of resources and abysmal economy by moving into alignment with Cuba and the Soviet Union, both communist nations. After Mondlane was assassinated in 1969, FRELIMO established a one-party Marxist state under President Samora Machel. Racial violence soon ensued, and many Europeans fled the country. Meanwhile, FRELIMO banned private land ownership, nationalized all industries, and put in place educational and health reforms. The new government, sporadically supported by the Soviet Union, was economically dependent on South Africa, which at the time had a hostile apartheid government. It also had to fight the Mozambique National Resistance Movement (RENAMO), an anticommunist political organization of guerrillas sponsored by the white minority government of Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) and financed by South Africa. In 1979, Rhodesia invaded Mozambique, igniting even more violence that wrought havoc and killed scores of civilians.

In 1982, RENAMO launched a series of attacks on transport routes, schools, and health clinics, and Mozambique descended into civil war. In 1984, the South African regime agreed to stop sponsoring RENAMO under the Nkomati Accord if the Mozambican government expelled exiled members of the African National Congress (ANC) residing there. The ANC was a governing party in South Africa founded to defend the rights of the black majority. However, South Africa continued funneling financial and military resources to RENAMO until a permanent peace accord, the General Peace Agreement, was reached in 1992. In the meantime, years of violence, civil war, political instability, and gross government inefficiency all but ruined the Mozambican economy. Indeed, in 1990 Mozambique was estimated to be the world’s poorest nation.

In 1994, Mozambique held national elections, which were accepted by most parties as free and fair. FRELIMO won, under Joaquim Chissano, while RENAMO ran as the official opposition. By the mid-1990s FRELIMO, which had cast aside its earlier Marxist leanings, had made progress on the economic front by introducing free-market mechanisms, cutting inflation, and stabilizing the currency. Since 2001, Mozambique’s growth rate has been among the top 10 in the world; nevertheless, its people have the world’s shortage life expectancy, and the nation still has one the lowest Gross Domestic Products (GDP) per capita in the world.
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My Lai Massacre

The My Lai Massacre of March 16, 1968, was the most notorious U.S. military atrocity of the Vietnam War. Equally infamous was the cover-up of the incident perpetrated by the brigade and division staffs.

Located in the Quang Ngai Province, My Lai was one of a cluster of South Vietnamese hamlets making up Son My village, nicknamed “Pinkville” by U.S. soldiers because of its concentration of Communist sympathizers and Viet Cong (VC) activity. In order to snare the estimated 250 VC operating in the area, U.S. soldiers were ordered to conduct a classic search-and-destroy sweep, which had to date been characterized by lightly scattered direct VC contact and a high rate of friendly losses to snipers, mines, and booby-trap incidents.

The airmobile assault into My Lai was timed to arrive shortly after the local women had departed for market. The soldiers had expected to engage elements of one of the most successful VC units in the area, but instead found only women, children, and old men. The U.S. soldiers ran wild, particularly those commanded by First Lieutenant William Calley. They indiscriminately shot people as they ran from their huts and then systematically rounded up survivors, allegedly leading them to a nearby ditch and executing them. More villagers were killed as huts and bunkers were destroyed by fire and explosives. The killing was reported to have been halted only when Hugh Thompson, an aeroscout pilot supporting the operation, landed his helicopter between the Americans and fleeing Vietnamese and confronted the U.S. soldiers.

Between 200 and 500 Vietnamese civilians were massacred in the incident. The broad range in numbers of civilian deaths is the result of varying testimony of participants and observers. Some reports include an alleged related massacre in a nearby hamlet. Because of false reporting and the subsequent cover-up, actual casualty figures are difficult to substantiate.

The incident, uncovered a year later, was investigated by the Army Criminal Investigation Division and an army board of inquiry, headed by Lieutenant General William Peers. Although the findings of the board did not ascribe causes for the massacre, many have cited the frustrations of soldiers too long faced with unanswerable losses of comrades, poor leadership from the division commander on down the ranks, and the measurement of success by the statistical yardstick of body count.

Although the Peers report produced a list of 30 persons who knew of the atrocities, only 14 were charged with crimes. All eventually had their charges dismissed or were acquitted by courts-martial except for Calley, who was found guilty of murdering 22 civilians and sentenced to life imprisonment. Calley was seen by much of the public to be a scapegoat, and his sentence was twice reduced, eventually to 10 years. After serving about one-third of his sentence, he was paroled by President Richard M. Nixon in November 1974.

On March 6, 1998, the U.S. Army belatedly recognized Thompson, his former gunner Lawrence Colburn, and his crew chief Glenn Andreatta (who was killed in April 1968) with the Soldier’s Medal for gallantry.
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Myanmar 

Since attaining its independence from Britain in 1948, Myanmar (which was known as Burma until 1989) has been plagued by civil unrest, civil wars, and myriad human rights abuses. Since 1962, Myanmar has been governed directly or indirectly by the military. Its regimes have been despotic and repressive and have often engaged in atrocities such as mass killings and rapes, torture, human trafficking, slavery, child labor, and even the employment of child soldiers. Myanmar’s government has heavily censored the domestic press and has not permitted foreign journalists into areas involved in conflict, so many of the atrocities have gone unreported, and little details are known about them. Over the years, various ethnic and political groups have waged war against each other as well as the government, and at least 25 different groups have arranged for ceasefire agreements with the government. Nevertheless, conflict and civil war still plague parts of Myanmar to the present day.

Beginning in 1962, Burmese leaders nationalized most of Myanmar’s economic sectors, including the media. The government sought to install a hybridized version of socialism, known as the Burmese Way to Socialism. There have been periodic outbreaks of protests and demonstrations against the government, including one on July 7, 1962, at Rangoon University in which as many as 100 protesters were killed by government forces. In 1974, antigovernment protests during the funeral of Burmese leader and diplomat U Thant resulted in a brutal crackdown, although casualty figures are not known. Student-led demonstrations during 1975–1977 also resulted in government interventions in which scores died, were wounded, or arrested.

Antigovernment riots in 1988 spawned the so-called 8888 Uprising, which targeted the government’s corruption, ineffective economic policies, and political repression. The demonstrations began in Yangon (Rangoon) and soon grew to more than 1 million protesters. After government forces moved to disperse the massive crowd, at least 10,000 lay dead, and several thousand more were wounded. Tens of thousands of others fled the country, taking up residence in Thailand. A year later, more protests resulted in a government declaration of martial law, after which hundreds of civilians died, disappeared, or fled the country.

During the spring and summer of 2007, hefty increases in the price of gasoline and diesel sparked anti-government demonstrations in Yangon, which commenced in August. The government immediately moved to arrest protest leaders, and police badly beat a number of demonstrators. That brought even larger crowds and more unrest. Soon, the so-called Saffron Revolution, led principally by Buddhist monks, emerged as a major threat to the regime. In late September, Myanmar’s government moved to end the unrest. It imposed martial law, instituted strict curfews, and raided dozens of Buddhist monasteries. When the operation was over in October, 30–40 monks were dead, as well as 50–70 civilians. Hundreds more were wounded, mainly in beatings administered by government forces. This protest and its aft ermath received much international attention, which proved to be a great embarrassment to Myanmar’s government.

In addition to these government crackdowns, Myanmar’s population has been subjected to almost innumerable civil wars. This unrest has been chiefly the result of sub-national and ethnic/religious bids for autonomy or independence. It is estimated that as many as 210,000 people died in these struggles between 1948 and 2006. The decades-old struggle between the government and the Karen National Union (KNU), which has sought an independent Karen state in lower Myanmar, has resulted in tens of thousands of deaths. In 2010, reports surfaced that seemed to conclude that Myanmar troops have routinely engaged in gang rapes and mass murders while attempting to subdue that rebellion. The government is also engaged in military operations against the Lahu and Shan minority ethnic groups in the eastern part of Myanmar.

The Kachin Conflict, which has been waged on and off for years between government forces and the Kachin Independence Army, has resulted in many deaths. In June 2011, after a 17-year ceasefire, the war began anew. It is virtually impossible to tally the number of casualties that occurred up to 1994, although they surely number in the tens of thousands. During 2011–2012, at least 1,100 people died in the fighting, and more than 100,000 were displaced. This latest round of the conflict has seen the extensive use of landmines, torture, and child soldiers. Mass rapes have also occurred, largely perpetrated by government forces.

Conflict has also been raging in the Arakan State, which has become a virtual civil war involving Rohingya Muslims on the one side and government and non-government forces on the other. In 2012, mass rioting between the Rohingya Muslims and the Rakhine Buddhists in the northern part of Rakhine State resulted in as many as 10,000 civilian deaths and the displacement of some 90,000 people.
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See also: Indonesia; Torture

Further Reading

Fink, Christina. Living Silence: Burma under Military Rule. Bangkok: White Lotus, 2001.

M yint-U, Thant. The River of Lost Footsteps—Histories of Burma. New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2006.

N

Nagasaki, Bombing of

Second U.S. atomic bombing of a Japanese city. Following the Japanese refusal to surrender following the Hiroshima bombing on August 6, 1945, Twentieth Air Force headquarters on Guam issued Field Order 17 on August 8, directing that, on the following day, the second atomic bomb on Tinian Island be dropped on another Japanese city. Kokura was designated as the primary target, and Nagasaki, a city of some 230,000 persons, was the alternate.

At 3:49 A.M. on August 9, Boeing B-29 Superfortress bomber Bockscar (sometimes written as Bock’s Car), commanded by Major Charles Sweeney, departed Tinian. It was followed by a second B-29 as scientific observer and a third as photographic observer. The Bockscar carried a plutonium nuclear-fission bomb nicknamed “Fat Man” that was 10 feet 8 inches long and 5 feet in diameter, with a payload greater than that of the Hiroshima bomb. The plutonium 238 isotope core consisted of two melon-shaped hemispheres surrounded by a ring of explosive charges designed to drive the sections together, achieving “critical mass” and a chain reaction releasing 22 kilotons of energy in one-millionth of a second.

Sweeney flew to Kokura but found it overcast and circled for 10 minutes. Despite the clouds, bombardier Kermit Beahan believed they could bomb visually. Sweeney, concerned about a faulty valve that limited fuel, decided to divert to Nagasaki, which was also partly obscured by clouds. Beahan believed he could bomb by radar, but a break in the clouds allowed him to bomb visually, using the Mitsubishi shipyards as his aiming point.

The Bockscar released the bomb from 31,000 feet at 11:02 A.M. local time. The bomb detonated 53 seconds later, approximately 1,500 feet over the city, destroying everything within a 1,000 yard radius. An intense blue-white explosion pushed up a pillar of fire 10,000 feet, followed by a mushroom cloud to 60,000 feet.

Although the bomb missed its intended aiming point by 8,500 feet, it leveled one-third of the city. Called the “Red Circle of Death,” the fire and blast area within the Urakami Valley section destroyed more than 18,000 homes and killed 74,000 people. Another 75,000 were injured, and many later died from wounds or complications. Blast forces traveling in excess of 9,000 miles per hour damaged buildings 3 miles away, and the concussion was felt 40 miles from the epicenter. “Ashes of Death” from the mushroom cloud spread radiation poisoning, killing all who were not killed outright within 1,000 yards of the epicenter. The bomb might have killed thousands more, but it detonated away from the city center in a heavy industrial area, vaporizing three of Nagasaki’s largest war factories but “minimizing” deaths.

Sweeney made one complete circle of the city to determine damage and then left after fuel concerns and heavy smoke made other circuits futile. Critically low on fuel, he flew to Okinawa, landing at Yontan Field about 12:30 p.m., his gas tanks virtually empty. After refueling, Bockscar flew to Tinian, arriving there at 10:30 P.M. local time after a 20-hour flight.

Included in the instrument bundle dropped from the observation plane was a letter addressed to Japanese physicist Professor F. Sagane that urged immediate surrender and threatened continued atomic destruction of Japanese cities. Written by three American physicists, the letter was a bluff, as no other atomic bombs were then ready. Nonetheless, the second atomic attack, coupled with the August 8, declaration of war by the Soviet Union, provided Japanese Emperor Hirohito with the excuse to end the war.
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Native American Genocide

The native nations of North America have endured relentless campaigns intent on destroying them and all aspects of their cultures for more than 500 years. Indeed, with varying intensity, government policies, corporate enterprises, and religious missions directed against American Indians can be best described as implements of genocide.

Definition

Although states have long sought to eradicate identifiably different groups, tribes, and peoples for thousands of years, the notion of genocide has a relatively recent origin, combining ancient root words, genos (people) and cide (killing). The term, coined by Raphael Lemkin, came into common usage only after World War II, largely in response to the systematic destruction of Jews, gypsies, homosexuals, and others deemed subhuman by the Nazi regime. In 1946, the United Nations codified the concept in the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide. Article II defined it as acts “intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group,” including inflicting physical and/or psychological harm, fostering living conditions likely to lead to death and destruction, killing, the removal of children, and curtailing reproduction. Although not drafted to include the American Indian experience, activists and advocates began to reference genocide following the rise of Red Power amid the Vietnam War. More recently, the Columbian Quincentenary in 1992 sparked a wave of analytic inquiries and political applications of genocide to Native American history.

Distinctiveness

In contrast to many genocides, which have been characterized by a single, systematic, state-sponsored program directed at annihilation during a specific period of time, the native nations of North America have endured a more diffuse, extended, plural, and unrelenting onslaught. The number of tribes and nations, their geographic locations, and their unique histories of interaction with European Americans make the discussion of genocide much more complicated, as does the range of colonial powers (principally Spain, France, and Great Britain), newly established states (specifically the United States and Canada), and nongovernmental actors (especially corporate entities and Christian missionaries). As a consequence, one might be tempted to speak of multiple genocides or overlapping genocidal impulses, rather than a single destructive policy or event. Particularity and diversity, however, should not distract from the shared experience of destruction and dispossession.

Depopulation and Devastation

American Indian tribes experienced massive depopulation following (and in some cases in advance of) their exchanges with Europeans and European Americans. Indigenous communities routinely lost at least 90 percent of their members, resulting in an overall drop from more (and perhaps much more) than 5 million in the present-day United States to a low of 250,000 in 1890. To be sure, many (arguably most) of these deaths resulted from epidemic diseases; however, many others were caused by state violence, policies directed at removal, and efforts to assimilate Native Americans. In fact, guided by explicitly racist ideologies that rendered them as primitives, animals, hostiles, predators, and impediments to progress, the genocidal projects directed at American Indians exhibit two equally destructive features (biological and cultural) at once. On one hand, an array of policies and programs sought to eradicate individuals and their cultural, spiritual, and traditional beliefs and behaviors. On the other hand, more “enlightened” policies and programs intended to create new, non-Indian people through the replacement of native languages, institutions, and practice with the supposedly superior elements of Western civilization.

Destruction

Ever since the arrival of Christopher Columbus, American Indians have endured the effects of ideologies and actions aimed at their destruction. Importantly, these effects meet the United Nations definition of genocide.

Organized violence is perhaps the clearest expression of efforts to exterminate American Indians. For more than five centuries, military campaigns and vigilante actions proved pivotal to strategies to address the “Indian problem.” George Washington compared indigenous peoples with wolves, deserving the same treatment, and Colonel John M. Chivington declared in 1864, “Kill them all boys, nits make lice” (Stannard 1993, 131). The governor of California officially urged the extermination of all American Indians in his state during 1851; General William Sheridan affirmed nearly two decades later, “The only good Indians I ever saw were dead” (Drinnon 1990, 539). The press also sometimes endorsed murderous actions, offering news coverage and editorials inciting settlers to take up arms against native communities. Killing, often on a massive scale, followed from these provocations.

The soldiers with Columbus delighted in the torture and mutilation of men, women, and children. Author Barry Lopez, summarizing a report by the Spanish priest Bartolomé de las Casas, wrote: “‘Such inhumanities and barbarisms were committed in my sight,’ he says, ‘as no age can parallel. . . .’ The Spanish cut off the legs of children who ran from them. They poured people full of boiling soap. They made bets as to who, with one sweep of his sword, could cut a person in half. They loosed dogs that ‘devoured an Indian like a hog, at first sight, in less than a moment.’ They used nursing infants for dog food” (Mass Crimes 2003). Lopez writes, “One day, in front of Las Casas, the Spanish dismembered, beheaded or raped three thousand people.” Las Casas referred to the Spanish incursion as “a continuous recreational slaughter” (Lopez 1990, 6–7).

Similarly, British colonists engaged in scorched-earth campaigns against indigenous peoples, burning villages and slaughtering their occupants, perhaps most notably during the Pequot War and King Philip’s War. American forces waged an unrelenting series of wars in the 19th century, each punctuated by massacres such as those at Sand Creek in 1864 and Wounded Knee in 1890. Moreover, during much of the 18th and 19th centuries, bounties were awarded for American Indian scalps.

Organized violence was expressed in another form of destruction as well, namely removal, which resulted in many deaths and the loss of indigenous traditions. Eager to claim natural resources, secure labor, and seize land, the dispossession and displacement marked British colonial efforts in the 17th and 18th centuries as well as federal and state government programs in the 19th century. The Trail of Tears clearly illustrates these undertakings and their implications. The Cherokees, Chickasaws, Choctaws, Creeks, and Seminoles all faced involuntary removal, the usurpation of national sovereignty, internment in concentration camps, forced marches from areas in the southeastern United States to what is now Oklahoma, violence, and intimidation. Combined, these traumas resulted in mortality rates ranging between 25 and 50 precent. The Cherokee Nation, for instance, lost between 4,000 and 8,000 citizens during its trek westward. This pattern of ethnic cleansing would repeat itself for the next half century, as tribal groups were pushed out of their homelands and onto reservations.

Internment of formerly free indigenous peoples on reservations dramatically altered their lives and living conditions. Conventional means of dwelling and subsistence were irrevocably altered following relocation, and, with such alterations, entire ways of knowing, being, and relating to the world suffered relentless assault. Corruption and government assistance programs brought with them malnourishment, worsening public health, and diminished life expectancy. At the same time, the traditional sources of physical and spiritual power were systematically eradicated. On one hand, white entrepreneurs and policy makers targeted the buffalo, for instance, hunting it to near extinction and with it the horse cultures of the plains dependent on it. On the other hand, lawmakers and missionaries undermined and in many cases outlawed indigenous cultural practices and traditions. Spiritual traditions, including the Sun Dance and the Potlatch, became criminal offenses.

Seemingly more benevolent programs like boarding schools, which were designed to educate and uplift Native Americans, often had equally disastrous intentions and consequences. In reality, such undertakings sought to transform American Indians, erasing them as they made them more “American.” The boarding school system stressed assimilation. American Indian children were removed from their home communities, often taken against their parents’ wishes, if not by outright force, and taken to distant residential schools. Here, their hair was cut, and they were made to dress in alien and awkward attire. Living a life of structure and discipline, they were forced to speak English exclusively and taught European American history, customs, and rituals. Stripped of their cultures and isolated, children often experienced homesickness. They became vulnerable as well to physical and mental abuse and disease—which sometimes resulted in death. Boarding schools aimed, in the words of Colonel Richard Henry Pratt, founder of Carlisle Industrial School, to “[k]ill the Indian and save the man,” contributing in a very real way mightily to the genocide of Native Americans.

More recently, American Indian communities have suffered from a more subtle form of genocide: population control. For many decades, until at least the late 1970s, the Indian Health Service subjected Native American women to involuntary sterilization, medical interventions with no other intent than to reduce reproduction. Some estimates suggest that upward of one-third of American Indian women of childbearing age underwent the procedure during the short period of its execution.

Past genocidal policies and practices continue to reverberate in Indian Country today, manifesting themselves in a range of social problems, including alcoholism and drug abuse, suicide and interpersonal violence, and the high number of high-school dropouts. Significantly, as they have done for more than five centuries, American Indians survive against the odds, fighting efforts to destroy native cultures and communities, while struggling to defend the validity and vitality of indigenous traditions, languages, and rights.
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Nigeria

Since gaining its independence in 1960, Nigeria has witnessed a number of government coups, dictatorial rule, military-run regimes, a bloody civil war, and various regional and inter-ethnic conflicts. In the early years of the newly independent Nigeria, the federal-style government was democratically elected and presided over three regions. However, over time, the complex ethnic makeup of the country resulted in the creation of a number of different provinces and states, so that Nigeria is now home to 37 different states. A coup in 1966 eradicated the First Republic, and just six months later, military leaders seized control of the government through a series of coups and counter coups.

In May 1967, the Igbo ethnic group, in Nigeria’s Eastern Region, voted to secede from Nigeria and form the Republic of Biafra. This triggered a nearly three-year-long civil war, known as the Biafra War, in which the Nigeria government, representing the Western and Northern Regions, fought the Biafran separatists. The conflict began on July 6, 1967, when Nigerian forces attacked Garkem in the southeastern part of the country. One of the chief catalysts of the war had been the Nigerian government’s genocidal ethnic cleansing of Igbo settlers in northern Nigeria in the spring and summer of 1966, in which an estimated 50,000 people perished. The Biafra War lasted for 30 months, until Biafra’s forces collapsed in January 1970.

During the conflict, anywhere from 1.5 to 3 million people died, many of them civilians. Some 200,000–300,000 died fighting for the Nigerian government; the remaining deaths occurred in Biafra. In order to quash the rebellion, the Nigerian government deliberately blockaded Biafra, not allowing any food or other supplies to enter the breakaway republic from air, sea, or land. This precipitated a full-blown humanitarian crisis as hundreds of thousands of civilians starved to death. The Nigerian government also impeded international shipments of food and other supplies to the besieged area. Thus, the majority of civilian deaths in the war resulting from malnutrition and disease were preventable.

Because Nigeria is host to some 500 different ethnic and religious groups, conflict remained endemic, although on a much smaller scale, in the aftermath of the Biafra War. Another major struggle developed in the Niger Delta region beginning in the early 1990s. This area is rich with oil deposits and is home to huge petroleum complexes. Many of the region’s minority ethnic groups, who provide labor for these facilities, began to protest against foreign-owned oil companies, charging them with exploitation and environmental carelessness. This resulted in a number of small-scale protests and raids that were promptly put down by the government.

Ethnic and inter-ethnic unrest in the Niger Delta area intensified after 2000, as the competition for oil revenues and labor contracts gave rise to a host of competing ethnic militias, who fought each other and, sometimes, foreign oil companies. In May 2009, the Nigerian government launched a major military incursion into the Delta after militants had kidnapped a number of soldiers and foreign sailors. As a result, thousands of Nigerian villagers were forced to flee and hundreds—perhaps several thousand—died. One estimate claims that some 2,500 people died during the fighting in the Niger Delta between 2004 and 2009, but that is likely a very low count. The violence has continued in the area, and periodic attempts by militants to seize or sabotage the oil facilities have affected the international price of crude oil.

Since 2009, Nigeria has also been rocked by a religious-based conflict brought about by the militant Islamic group known as Boko Haram (BH), which seeks to destroy Nigeria’s secular government and replace it with an Islamic government based upon sharia laws. The group, founded in 2002, has carried out almost innumerable terrorist attacks, assassinations, mass killings, and kidnappings to achieve its goal. At least 2,000 people have died in these attacks over the past four years. The violence has also displaced several thousand people, who have fled from BH strongholds. Boko Haram usually targets government buildings, Christian churches, and, more recently, schools (it has burned at least 10 schools, resulting in numerous deaths).

Among the worst atrocities committed by BH include a January 2012 attack on a church in Yola in which 17 Christian mourners were gunned down during a funeral; a bombing of a Catholic Church in Madalla in December 2011 that killed 42 churchgoers; a November 2011 multibomb attack on police headquarters in Yobe State that killed at least 150; a suicide bombing of the United Nations compound in Abuja that killed 23 in August 2011; a June 2011 bombing of a Maiduguri beer garden that killed at least 25; and bombing attacks in Jos and Maiduguri during December 24–27 that killed 86. On July 26, 2009, after BH launched a major offensive in the north, a Nigerian military counter-terrorism operation killed over 800 people, mostly BH members, including its founder, Mohammed Yusuf. A mosque in Maiduguri was also destroyed by government forces. The conflict with Islamic extremists is ongoing, although the Nigerian government has launched several bids to negotiate an end to the. fi g h t i n g
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Nogun-ri Railroad Bridge Incident

Site of alleged massacre of South Korean civilians by U.S. soldiers of H Company of the 2nd Battalion, 7th Cavalry Regiment of the 1st Cavalry Division in July 1950. The railroad bridge at Nogun-ri is located near that town a few miles southwest of Hwanggan, North Chungchong Province, central Republic of Korea (ROK, South Korea). A few days after their deployment to Korea, soldiers of the U.S. 1st Cavalry Division allegedly fired on civilians at the Nogun-ri railroad bridge, killing up to 300 people.

In 1997, some 30 Korean survivors of the Nogun-ri incident filed for compensation with the South Korean government. A low-level South Korean commission found that civilians had been killed at Nogun-ri but that there was no proof of U.S. involvement. In 1998 a national panel rejected the claim on the basis that the statute of limitations had expired. The incident surfaced again when it received major press coverage in the United States in September 1999, and U.S. Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen ordered a new review of the historical evidence with a report to be issued upon its conclusion.

Allegedly, on July 26, 1950, U.S. troops instructed some 500 residents of Nogun-ri and nearby villages to gather near railroad tracks at Nogun-ri. U.S. veterans recall the subsequent events differently, although they are in agreement on a preponderance of women and children among the refugees at the bridge. Reports had circulated among U.S. troops that Korean People’s Army (KPA, North Korean Army) infiltrators might attempt to use refugees to penetrate the battalion’s defenses.

On July 26, the civilian refugees were resting near the railroad tracks when they suddenly came under a strafing attack by U.S. aircraft; reportedly upward of 100 refugees were killed and those who remained sought cover under the railroad bridge. Over the next several days U.S. soldiers kept the refugees pinned down under the bridge and fired on them. Some veterans recall receiving fire from the civilians at the bridge and say that they found disguised KPA soldiers among the dead. Others do not recall being fired upon and say they saw only civilians there. The Korean claimants recall only three days of carnage. On July 29 the 7th Cavalry pulled back and the KPA moved into the area. A North Korean newspaper reported several weeks later that KPA troops had found about 400 bodies in the area.

A 2001 report by the U.S. Army inspector general concluded that the Nogun-ri incident was not a deliberate or premeditated massacre of civilians but rather a tragic result of a savage war and ill-trained U.S. and South Korean troops. The Pentagon insisted that no soldiers were ordered to shoot civilians in the vicinity of the bridge. The U.S. government thus admitted that civilians had been fired upon, but the precise number of those killed varies widely; the U.S. military has estimated 50 to 100; the South Koreans claim as many as 250. The Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, North Korea) continues to claim 400 or more. Before leaving office, President Bill Clinton issued a formal statement of deep regret over the incident. There are still many people, both in the United States and South Korea, however, who believe that what happened at the railroad bridge was more nefarious than an unfortunate accident of war.

The events at Nogun-ri must be viewed against the background of the initial deployment of U.S. troops from Japan, the vast majority of whom were poorly trained and without combat experience, and their injection into the desperate fighting that marked the retreat of United Nations (UN) forces to the Pusan Perimeter. UN troops had regularly come under fire from North Korean infiltrators utilizing civilian refugees as human shields. As a consequence, U.S. commanders had indeed issued orders authorizing troops to fire on civilians as a defense against disguised KPA soldiers.
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Obote, Milton

Milton Obote was Ugandan prime minister (1962–1966) and president (1966–1971, 1980–1985).

Born on December 28, 1924, in Akokoro, northern Uganda, Obote studied at Busoga College from 1945 to 1947 and at Makerere University College beginning in 1948. Makerere officials expelled him in 1950 for political activity, and he subsequently went to Kenya to work a number of menial jobs.

On his return to Uganda in 1957, Obote organized the Lango branch of the Uganda National Congress (UNC). He was elected to membership in the Uganda Legislative Council, and in 1958 he was elected to represent the Lango district in the country’s first popular election. When the UNC split in 1959, he formed the Uganda People’s Congress (UPC). Obote formed a coalition with the Bagunda and three other kingdoms, and when national elections were held on April 27, 1962, the UPC majority made him prime minister. On October 9, 1962, Uganda ended 68 years as a British protectorate and gained its independence. Obote sought national unity, economic reform, and better relations with Western nations. In 1966, however, he was implicated in a gold-smuggling plot along with his protégé Idi Amin, the deputy commander of the Ugandan armed forces. In retaliation, Obote suspended the constitution, staged a coup, and declared Uganda a republic, naming himself as president on March 2, 1966.

Obote’s lack of charisma, his authoritarian manner, and his widespread unpopularity doomed his first presidency. Many of his political opponents were jailed without trial and others harassed and tortured. His secret police, the General Service Unit, was responsible for many cruelties toward the civilian population. His attempts to move his country toward socialism, in what became known as the Move to the Left policy, coupled with several economic crises and scandals, further hamstrung his rule. On January 25, 1971, while the president was on a state trip to Singapore, Amin deposed Obote and immediately set up a military regime.

Obote spent nine years in exile in the Sudan and Tanzania. With the help of Tanzanian President Julius Nyerere, Obote defeated Amin in April 1979 and regained the presidency. Amin fled to Libya. The election results that followed in 1980 were not accepted by a large portion of the electorate, and Obote’s opponents, including National Resistance Army, turned to armed violence in order to oust him from power. Obote responded with a brutal crackdown that resulted in the death of an estimated quarter of a million people; the worst of the atrocities took place in the so-called Luwero Triangle, an area north of the Ugandan capital of Kampala. After five years of civil strife, the army, which Obote had always used to his benefit, now turned against him. He was deposed in 1985 by General Bazilio Okello. Obote fled to Zambia and died in Johannesburg, South Africa, on October 10, 2005.
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Oradour-sur-Glane Massacre

The Oradour-sur-Glane Massacre was a German atrocity against French civilians on June 10, 1944. During World War II, German armed forces committed an untold number of atrocities. Although the vast majority occurred in eastern Europe and the Soviet Union, western Europe witnessed several notorious German war crimes, including the massacre of innocent men, women, and children at Oradour-sur-Glane, France.

Located 15 miles northwest of Limoges in central France, the small village of Oradour, although it lay within the German zone of occupation since June 1940, managed to escape the horrors of World War II for the better part of four years. This all changed, however, on June 10, 1944, when Sturmbannfuehrer Otto Dickmann and troops from the 1st Battalion of the 2nd Schutzstaffel (SS) Panzer Division (Das Reich) entered the village, slaughtered its inhabitants, and looted and burned its houses and buildings.

Commanded by Obersturmbannfuehrer Heinz Lammerding, Das Reich, one of the original Waffen-SS divisions, had been transferred from the Eastern Front to Montauban in southern France in early 1944. In the immediate aftermath of the Allied Normandy Invasion of June 6, Das Reich received orders to redeploy to the Normandy Front. As it made its way north, the division came under attack from French Resistance forces and engaged in several firefights. On June 9, 1944, the Resistance captured one of the division’s officers, the popular Sturmbannfuhrer Helmut Kampfe. Possibly, the massacre at Oradour was in reprisal for this act.

On entering the village, the panzergrenadiers who made up Das Reich’s 1st Battalion forced the startled residents to assemble in the central square. Separating the men from the women and children, the Germans herded the former into barns and the latter into the village church. They then burned both the barns and the church, tossing in grenades for good measure and gunning down those who tried to flee. After plundering and setting fire to other buildings, the 1st Battalion withdrew. A total of 642 victims, including 207 children, lay dead. Only 7 villagers (5 men, 1 woman, and a child) managed to escape. Das Reich proceeded to the Normandy Front without encountering further Resistance activity.

At war’s end, French authorities decided to maintain Oradour-sur-Glane as it had been left by the Das Reich Division, transforming the remnants of the village into a national monument. As for the perpetrators, 7 Germans and 14 Alsatians were tried by a French military court at Bordeaux in 1953. The court found 20 of the defendants guilty and sentenced 2 to death and 18 to imprisonment at hard labor camps for terms ranging from 5 to 20 years. Amnesties and pardons, however, led to all 20 being freed within 5 years.
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Pakistan

Pakistan is a predominantly Muslim nation (80 percent Sunni and 20 percent Shia) strategically located in the Middle East and on the West Asian subcontinent. Since its independence in 1947, which resulted in a bloody war with its long-time adversary India, Pakistan has been plagued by autocratic, dictatorial rule, political instability, several subsequent wars with India, periodic sectarian violence, and religious-based terrorism. In the two years of fighting with India (1947–1949) that followed independence, at least 800,000 Muslims died, the vast majority of whom were unarmed civilians.

Pakistan’s first democratic elections since independence occurred in 1970; those elections, however, led directly to a genocidal war with Bengali separatists and another war with India in 1971. When the East Pakistani (Bangladeshi) Awawi League won seats in the new national government, the established elite in West Pakistan would not allow its members to be seated in the national assembly. This provoked massive rioting and uprisings in East Pakistan and a brutal campaign to repress them by the Pakistani Army, code-named Operation SEARCH LIGHT, which began on March 25, 1971.

The operation was initially aimed at Hindus (the perennial enemy of Pakistan) as well as political dissidents and Bengali intelligentsia; later, the scope of the offensive would be widened to include many innocent civilians in urban as well as rural areas. The Pakistani army first instructed allied militia forces to attack Dhaka University, Bangladesh’s largest and most prestigious university. On the evening of March 25, and continuing over the next several days, the militias began killing or capturing hundreds of unarmed students (most of them Hindu and other minorities), faculty, and staff members. More than 100 died, while 563 young Bengali women were seized and imprisoned in various places throughout Dhaka. They were repeatedly raped by militia men and Pakistani soldiers. Thereafter, death squads roamed the streets of Dhaka, resulting in the deaths of as many as 30,000 people in little more than a week’s time. Meanwhile, half the city’s population fled. Some 6,000 Pakistani soldiers also died during the offensive. On March 26, Bengali nationalists declared their independence from Pakistan.

What followed was a flurry of violence. It is estimated that during the short, nine-month conflict Pakistani and allied forces murdered 990 teachers, 49 physicians, 42 attorneys, 16 writers and artists, and 13 journalists. Some estimates suggest that as many as 200,000 women were raped. Hindus were targeted the most. On April 23 at Jathibhanga, anywhere from 3,000–5,000 Hindus were murdered in their village or while attempting to escape, but the worst atrocity of the entire war occurred on May 20, during the Chuknagar Massacre, in which some 8,000–10,000 Hindus were murdered en masse. The dead included men, women, children, and the elderly. Although it is impossible to pinpoint how many Hindus died during the entirety of the war, their fatality rate was certainly much higher than any other group.

After India entered the war in early December 1971, the conflict drew to a rapid conclusion. On December 16, Pakistani military forces surrendered, making Bangladesh’s independence drive a fait accompli. During this second and brief war with India, Pakistan suffered 9,000 military deaths, 4,350 wounded, and 97,368 taken prisoner. Just three days after the surrender, however, another massacre occurred—this time in front of foreign journalists—when a group of prisoners of war were shot to death by Bengali-allied guerillas at a repatriation ceremony. The total number of those killed during the conflict varies by source. The Bangladeshi government has claimed as many as 3 million dead. Other sources, however, claim 300,000–500,000 dead. Another 8 to 10 million (mostly Hindus) were forced to flee to India as refugees. Much of the international community has since labeled the conflict a genocide.

In 1999, another war broke out between India and Pakistan. Known as the Kargil War, the conflict took place from May to July in the Kargil region of Kashmir, a long-disputed area between the Indians and Pakistanis. The war began when Kashmiri militants and Pakistani forces occupied the Indian side of the Line of Control, which serves as the de facto boundary between the two nations. Although the Pakistani government blamed the incursion solely on Kashmiri militants, it later became clear that Pakistani government forces had also been involved. The brief conflict resulted in as many as 4,000 dead and 665 wounded on the Pakistani side. This clash proved especially nerve-wracking, because by then both India and Pakistan possessed nuclear weapons.

When the War on Terror began after the attacks on the United States in September 2001, Pakistan became one of the epicenters of this difficult and diffuse struggle. Pakistan shares a long and porous border with Afghanistan to the west and north, so a number of Islamic extremists, including Taliban members, made their way into the western portions of Pakistan, where they could find refuge and regroup. The Pakistani government vowed to root them out, but these efforts were sometimes half-hearted and not well executed. Nevertheless, between 2001 and 2011, Pakistan claims that it spent $67.93 million on the War on Terror (some of that U.S. money). It has also suffered thousands of casualties, many of them civilian, and the country has had to make living arrangements for as many as 3 million civilians who have become refugees.

Sectarian and religious-based atrocities have also increased since 9/11. On March 2, 2004, 42 people died and over 100 were injured during the Quetta Ashura Massacre in the city of Quetta (in southwestern Pakistan). Most of the victims had been from the Hazara ethnic group. In the May 28, 2010, Lahore Massacre, 94 people were killed and another 120 were wounded in two simultaneous attacks on mosques in Lahore, Punjab, Pakistan. The mosques belonged to the Ahmadiyya minority group. The Kohistan Massacre near Kohistan, Pakistan, witnessed the murders of 18 Shia Muslims who were traveling on a bus. Among the dead were three children. The victims were clearly singled out because of their religious identities; other passengers on the bus remained unharmed.
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People's Commissariat for Internal Affairs (NKVD) 

The People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs (abbreviated as NKVD) was the chief internal law enforcement authority in the Soviet Union. Over the decades, its role and scope expanded and contracted according to the needs of the government. For much of its existence, the NKVD was far more than an internal police force, however. It often-times functioned as a secret internal police organization, charged with political repression, deportations, and ethnic cleansing. Sometimes, the NKVD’s reach extended beyond the USSR, as it was involved in numerous assassinations of Soviet “enemies” abroad, enforcing Soviet policies in other communist nations, and infiltrating and influencing the governments of foreign countries. The NKVD also secured Soviet borders, was frequently involved in espionage, and, most notoriously perhaps, operated the vast system of gulags, or forced-labor prisons where hundreds of thousands of “class enemies,” political dissidents, and other enemies of the state were interned.

The NKVD evolved shortly after the start of the November 1917 Bolshevik Revolution, when the new agency assumed the responsibilities of the old Ministry of Internal Affairs. After Joseph Stalin had consolidated his power in the USSR by the late 1920s, he used the NKVD to implement his policies and as an enforcement agency to punish those who refused to abide by his government’s mandates or who disagreed with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU). Soon, Stalin was employing the NKVD to stifle political dissent and to remake the Soviet constituent republics into an image that was acceptable to the CPSU. In Ukraine, this included the elimination of the kulaks (landed peasantry), which became an official—if unspoken—policy that began in earnest in 1929.

When collectivization of Soviet agriculture commenced in 1929, kulaks in Ukraine were expected to turn over their land to the state, which would convert it into communal farm usage. When the kulaks rebelled against this policy, NKVD personnel, along with Soviet army troops, were sent into Ukraine to enforce the collectivization policy. Those who resisted were shot, deported to a gulag, or relocated to a forced labor facility within Ukraine. The mass disappearance of so many kulaks in a short span of time crippled Ukrainian agriculture, as the region’s most-experienced farmers were no longer available to tend the land.

Stalin also used the NKVD to quash what he viewed as unacceptable Ukrainian nationalism and to enforce Soviet grain requisition policies. By 1931, Ukrainian agriculture was in great disarray because of Soviet policies. Compounding that was the fact that many kulaks—in an act of desperate rebellion—had slaughtered millions of head of cattle and other livestock. This meant less food available for all Ukrainians. In 1932, in a move that many scholars claim was a deliberate act designed to induce famine, the Soviet government significantly increased its grain requisition quota in Ukraine. The NKVD enforced this policy, guarding government-owned grain silos, and forbidding hungry peasants from using the grain for their own consumption. This precipitated a full-blown mass famine, known by Ukrainians as the Holodomor. NKVD officials routinely raided peasant homes to ensure that they were not stealing or hiding grain. Those found guilty of these crimes were either murdered or disappeared within the gulag system. Thus, while hundreds of thousands of Ukrainian peasants were dying of malnutrition, government grain reserves remained plentiful—the government simply refused them access to it.

There is also considerable evidence to suggest that the NKVD prevented starving Ukrainians from traveling to other areas where food might have been more plentiful. And as the agency solely responsible for securing both internal and external borders, the NKVD more than likely prevented Ukrainians from migrating to other Soviet republics. Thus, while disastrous Soviet agricultural policies of the late 1920s and early 1930s set the stage for the Holodomor, it was the NKVD that made certain those policies had the maximum impact on the Ukrainian citizenry.
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Peru

Over the last 75 years or so, the South American nation of Peru has seen its share of violence, especially between 1980 and 2000. Peru has witnessed numerous coups, military-dominated regimes, and various human rights abuses, a good number of which were perpetrated by the government or military. The last sustained period of military government occurred from 1968 until 1980. During the 1930s, a decade that ushered in a prolonged period of coups and counter-coups and alternating periods of military and democratic rule, the Peruvian government brutally repressed the American Popular Revolutionary Alliance (APRA), resulting in the deaths of hundreds and the imprisonment or repression of thousands more. Beginning in the early 1960s, left ists inspired by Cuban leader Fidel Castro’s revolution went to war against the Peruvian government. The Revolutionary Left Movement spearheaded this rebellion, which was stamped out by the Peruvian army by the mid-1960s. Hundreds of communist insurgents died, and the Peruvian government resorted to wholesale civil rights restrictions to end the revolt.

The worst internal strife in Peru’s history occurred between 1980 and 2000, when the country was nearly torn apart by two significant insurgencies and a series of governments that often resorted to violence in order to end violence. This period witnessed a number of massacres, terrorist attacks, forced disappearances, violence against women, and even the use of children as soldiers. It is believed that as many as 70,000 people died during this time, most of them innocent civilians. The problems began in 1980, with the coalescence of a rural-based, radical left ist group known as Shining Path, whose leaders sought to emulate Chinese leader Mao Zedong’s Cultural Revolution, among other things. The Shining Path waged war against the government and against individuals and groups deemed enemies to their cause. Shining Path members exhorted the poor and rural peasants to overthrow the government; they also warred against rival groups, oftentimes killing civilians in the process. The Shining Path frequently recruited children as soldiers. In 1982, another left ist group, the Túpac Amaru Revolutionary Movement (MRTA), which was loosely allied with pro-Castro groups in Latin America, commenced a guerrilla-style war against Peru’s government. The MRTA and Shining Path also fought one another.

There were a series of atrocities and massacres that unfolded as a result of this internal unrest, some of which were perpetrated by the Peruvian army or groups associated with it. In March 1983, members of a peasant-based anti-Shining Path militia assassinated a Shining Path leader in Lucanamarca; that incident resulted in a Shining Path reprisal attack in April 1983 that killed 69 people— many of them children—in the Province of Huancasancos. As many as 74 civilians—including women and children—were massacred at Accomarca in August 1985 by the Peruvian military. Many of the victims were killed by machete blows. In November 1991, a military death squad composed of soldiers from the Peruvian army massacred 15 people in the Barios Altos section of Lima. The innocent civilians were mistaken for Shining Path insurgents.

In May 1992, nine rural peasants were murdered by a military death squad in the Province of Santa. The July 1992 La Cantuta Massacre witnessed the abduction of nine students and a professor at Lima’s La Cantuta University by military death squads. The disappearances occurred in the immediate aftermath of a Shining Path bombing in Tarata (Lima Province) that had left 40 people dead. The violence in Peru lessened considerably beginning in 2000, when the controversial government of Alberto Fujimori came to an end. In 2001, the Peruvian government convened the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC) in order to investigate the atrocities committed during the prior two decades. The TRC determined that the MRTA was culpable for about 1.5 percent of the 70,000 deaths; the remaining deaths were the work of Shining Path and the Peruvian government. In 2009, Fujimori was convicted of human-rights abuses during his tenure in office and was sentenced by a Peruvian court to 25 years in prison.

Although Peru’s great internal struggle ended in 2000, the country has nevertheless witnessed acts of violence since then. In May 2007, a bomb hidden in a backpack in the city of Juliaca killed six people and wounded another 48. Because it occurred on the 27th anniversary of Shining Path’s first attack against the Peruvian government, that organization has been blamed, although this has never been confirmed. In 2009, a crisis involving indigenous peoples in the Peruvian Amazon region, who oppose the government’s oil-exploration efforts, set off more than two months of street demonstrations. In June, the Peruvian government dispatched military units to the Amazon, declared martial law there, and precipitated a two-day struggle with the protesters that resulted in the deaths of 21 soldiers and at least 30 deaths among the indigenous protesters (including three young children).
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Philippine-American War, War Crime Trials in

Little known today, the courts martial of several American army officers, in particular Brigadier Jacob H. Smith, Marine Major Littleton Waller, and Captain Edwin Glenn, during the 1899–1902 Philippine-American War, established several important legal principles that presaged those laid down in the 1945 Nuremberg Trials. The trials arose out of atrocity allegations during the Samar Campaigns of 1900–1902.

The United States had acquired sovereignty over the Philippines under the Paris Treaty of 1898, which ended the Spanish-American War. However, Filipino revolutionaries, who had been fighting for independence since 1896, and who collaborated with American naval forces under Commodore George Dewey, asserted control over the some of the islands, established a government, and declared independence. Spanish Manila surrendered to Commodore Dewey on August 13, 1898. The U.S. government declined to recognize Philippine independence or to guarantee independence at a future date. After a period of rising tensions between Filipinos and U.S. military forces, war broke out on February 4, 1899. In early 1901, Filipino revolutionary Emilio Aguinaldo was captured, and several key Filipino generals surrendered to U.S. authorities. Two provinces, however, proved particularly difficult to control, Batangas in Luzon and Samar Island.

American forces on Samar were under the command of Colonel Robert P. Hughes, who began a vigorous pacification campaign in March 1902. Giving testimony before a U.S. Senate committee in 1902, Hughes admitted that “uncivilized warfare” was being conducted in Samar by U.S. forces. A successful attack on an American garrison by the people of Balangiga, on the southern coast of Samar in September 1901, had led to the appointment of Brigadier General Jacob H. Smith to command the Sixth Separate Brigade to pacify the island. In addition to some 3,000 infantry troops and Filipino auxiliaries, a contingent of 300 U.S. Marines under the command of Major Littleton Waller were assigned to Smith.

Smith gave orders to turn the interior of Samar into a “howling wilderness,” take no prisoners, and to kill all those capable of bearing arms against the United States. A public outcry erupted when these instructions were exposed in the press, however, and he was brought to trial.

Major Waller countermanded Smith’s orders: “I’ve had instructions to kill everyone over ten years old. But we are not making war on women and children; we are making war on men capable of bearing arms.” Between October 24 and November 12, 1901, Waller’s forces destroyed 255 homes. In the campaign that followed, hundreds more houses and other villages were burned. More than half of the island’s 44 municipalities were destroyed, together with the agricultural infrastructure necessary for its economy. Food was so scarce that some had to sell their children for a sack of rice. No accurate death toll has ever been determined, although it is now known that an oft-quoted figure of 50,000 was based on typographical errors and misreading of documents.

In December, during the rainy season, Waller set out with a contingent of 55 men and 36 Filipino bearers to open a trail across Samar. The expedition was a disaster and ten marines died of starvation and exposure. Waller, severely sick, was persuaded by his subordinate, Lieutenant John H. Day, to order the execution of a dozen Filipino bearers for treachery, although they had, in fact, helped the marines. It was this incident that led to the court martial of Waller and Day.

All courts-martial findings under U.S. jurisdiction are reviewed, and in theory, a reviewing authority can order a retrial if fault is found, although this rarely happens. More importantly, the review can establish precedents for other similar trials even if it conflicts with the finding of the court martial.

In March 1902, Major Waller was brought to trial for violating the 58th article of war in ordering the execution of the Filipino bearers. The charge was that he “willfully and feloniously and with malice aforethought did murder and kill 11 men, names unknown, native of the Philippine Islands,” by ordering his subordinate, Lieutenant John Day, to shoot them. Waller accepted responsibility for the death of the men, but pleaded not guilty to murder. His defense was that the executions were demanded by imperative necessity at the time and conformed to the laws of war. During his trial, in his defense, he cited Smith’s now-infamous orders. The court found the facts correct but acquitted Waller of the murder charge. General Adna Chaffee, commander of U.S. forces, reviewed the case and found Waller’s actions to be “more of unlawful retaliation than a justifiable act of war” and that they should not be used as a precedent in future cases. There was no imperative need to execute the men, and Waller could have referred the case to his superiors by telegraph.

Lieutenant Day’s acquittal on charges of ordering and carrying out the executions led to an important legal precedent. In his defense, Day said that he had been obeying the orders of Major Waller. The reviewing authority decided that Day could not be acquitted for obeying Waller’s order because they were of questionable legality and he should have questioned them. Had he done so, said the review, he would have prevented “one of the most regrettable incidents in the annals of the military service of the United States.” Both men were returned to active duty. Waller, however, became known as the “Butcher of Samar,” and the case haunted him to the end of his career, blocking his promotion to commandant of the Marines Corp.

General Jacob Smith was put on trial between late April until May 1902 on a charge of “conduct to the prejudice of good order and military discipline.” The allegations against Smith were, among others, that he had ordered Waller “to take no prisoners” (meaning thereby that giving of quarter was not desired or required), and defined those to be killed as those over ten years old and capable of bearing arms. The court removed the reference to the giving of quarter, adding “and in actual hostilities against the United States” after “capable of bearing arms” and found him guilty, with a sentence recommendation that he only be admonished, believing that Smith did not mean what he said and that his orders in any event were not followed.

Secretary of War Elihu Root, who reviewed the case, disagreed strongly with the court’s findings and wrote to President Theodore Roosevelt that it was the responsibility of officers like Smith not to incite subordinates to “acts of lawless violence.” It was, in his view, only the good sense of his subordinates that had prevented the orders from being carried out to the letter. Despite this, Root believed that admonishment was severe for a man of Smith’s age, experience, and stature. He recommended instead that Smith be retired. In notes accompanying Root’s letter to Roosevelt, the Army’s judge advocate general pointed out that the rules governing the behavior of American forces were not Smith’s orders, but rather the laws of war, and that Smith’s order was both unnecessary and illegal. The Smith trial was one of the earliest examples that upheld the principle that an officer may be prosecuted for the issuance of an illegal order even if that order is not obeyed. Roosevelt believed that the Waller and Smith cases “sullied the American name.” He disapproved of the court’s findings and ordered that Smith be retired immediately.

Major Edwin F. Glenn of the 5th U.S. Infantry had headed an intelligence gathering operation that included the interrogation of known or suspected members of the Filipino forces and their sympathizers as well as those favoring U.S. forces. Concerns were raised regarding the use of the “water cure,” or water torture, of suspected insurgents. This involved holding the subject down and pouring or pumping water into his or her stomach, then forcing out the water and interrogating the subject. The sensation is much like drowning.

It is unknown how widely the water torture was used, but Glenn, who applied it during interrogations, regarded it as a common and acceptable technique. At the time there was considerable discussion, for instance in hearings before the congressional Committee on Affairs in the Philippine Islands, as to whether it could be properly regarded as torture if there were no lasting physical effects, deaths were few, and the subject could end his discomfort at any time by providing the information required. Nevertheless, after another public outcry, Glenn was brought to trial.

Major Glenn and his subordinates had gained a widespread reputation for their use of water torture, but he was indicted only in one case and only on the same charge as Smith, for giving orders to the prejudice of good order and military discipline. Glenn pleaded not guilty but admitted responsibility for ordering and permitting the torture for the purposes of punishment and gaining information about the insurgents. Glenn claimed that the torture was lawful because of military necessity and because it was a common method of obtaining information. The defense produced many examples of atrocities carried out by the insurgents. As a result, Glenn was found guilty but punished with a three-month suspension and $50 per month pay cut for the same period.

In a report to President Roosevelt, the judge advocate general took issue with the court’s findings, stating that whatever activities the insurgents might have indulged in did not legitimize the use of torture to gain information, which was forbidden under General Order 100. While admitting that there may be exceptional circumstances that might justify the use of such cruelty, these did not apply in Glenn’s case, nor, in the judge advocate general’s view, was Glenn’s use of torture legitimized because he claimed it as a common method.

Roosevelt concurred with the report that Glenn’s punishment was inadequate but, because civil rule had by then had been instituted in the region, there was little to be gained in taking further action. Glenn later became a brigadier general. The legal principle of “obedience to orders does not constitute a defense” would be used at the Nuremberg Tribunal after World War II to limit defendants’ attempts to justify their actions. The issuance of an illegal order would be used at the same tribunal by the prosecution.
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Pinochet, Augusto

Chilean general and dictator (1973 to 1990). Born in Valparaiso on November 15, 1915, Augusto Pinochet graduated in 1937 from the Chilean Escuela Militar (Military School) and was commissioned a second lieutenant in the infantry. He spent his entire adult life in military service, during which time he served as a military attaché in Washington and as a faculty member at the Military School and the Chilean War College. In 1968 he attained the rank of brigadier general and in 1971 assumed the rank of division general. In 1972 he became chief of staff of the army. Then in August 1973, amid growing civil unrest, President Salvador Allende Gossens named Pinochet army commander in chief.

Along with most of Chile’s high command, Pinochet was known for his conservative, anticommunist views. On September 11, 1973, he led the coup that brought down Allende’s socialist government. Allende was killed during the struggle. In the wake of the coup, Pinochet directed a merciless military-style campaign against enemies of the new regime. Security and military officials arrested, detained, tortured, and executed thousands of Chileans.

The coup represented the final step in a carefully planned campaign that had received significant support from the U.S. government against the Allende government. Intelligence and monetary support funneled through the U.S. embassy, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), military contacts, and cooperative private organizations had helped Chilean opposition groups challenge the Allende government during 1970–1973.

Under Pinochet’s authoritarian rule, the Chilean government promptly reversed its social and economic policies and promoted neoliberal, export-oriented reforms aimed at modernizing the country. Mixed results and mounting social problems generated a strong but cautious opposition movement in Chile during the 1980s. Despite public revelations of gross human rights violations during the 1970s that culminated in international trials against various officers who had served the dictatorship, Pinochet clung to power.

Confident that he would prevail, Pinochet held a plebiscite in 1988 in which Chileans were given a choice between a return to civilian rule or the continuation of the Pinochet presidency until 1997. Chileans voted against the dictator, and he was ultimately forced to relinquish the presidency on March 11, 1990, although he retained his position as army commander in chief until 1998.

Pinochet was arrested in London in October 1998 via an international warrant issued by a Spanish judge. International courts hounded Pinochet, intent on bringing him to trial for his various and sundry crimes as Chile’s dictator. He avoided trial in Spain because of alleged ill health, was forced to return to Chile in March 2000, and was tried and convicted there. His convictions were overturned in late 2000 because his mental state was in question during the trial. In 2004, investigators discovered efforts by Pino-chet to transfer financial assets out of the country illegally. This move undermined his credibility, and the government stripped him of legal immunity. In November 2005, he was charged with tax evasion for having concealed some $27 million in secret bank accounts and was ordered placed under house arrest. Never forced to stand trial and unrepentant to the end, Pinochet died in Santiago on December 10, 2006. He was accorded a military but not a state funeral. Many Chileans chose to remember him not for the abuses and atrocities of his regime but as a staunch anticommunist whose free-market policies made rapid Chilean economic growth possible.
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Rape

Rape as a part of war has bedeviled every country that has experienced conflict. It is an age-old problem, but one that long remained hidden because of the stigma surrounding rape. Women, often seen as property owned by men, were “taken” by other men just as cattle or horses were claimed by the victor. In the 20th century, changes in attitudes toward women contributed to greater publicity about rapes during wartime. Women began to be seen as victims of war and rape became identified as a war crime.

Rape may have been used for the first time as an instrument of mass terror during World War I, although there is some evidence that Mexican revolutionaries routinely raped opposition women in the early years of the 20th century. German troops in Belgium and France raped women to such an extent during the Great War that German officers were accused of using mass rape as a weapon of war. An international war crimes tribunal that was established in 1919 reported on wartime rape and forced prostitution, but squabbling among the Allied nation meant that only a few Germans were convicted, and none served their prison terms.

During World War II, German soldiers again raped women in virtually every place that they conquered, especially in Poland and the Soviet Union. The widespread nature of the attacks indicated an organized and systemic plan to intimidate and brutalize the women of these regions. Meanwhile, in Asia, Japanese forces may have raped as many as 80,000 Chinese women during the 1937 Rape of Nanking. Japanese military authorities also forced thousands of women in conquered regions, such as Korea and the Philippines, to become sex slaves to soldiers as “comfort women.” Allied troops also engaged in sexual assaults, with Soviet forces victimizing German women because of their nationality and gender.

The post-World War II International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg admitted evidence of rapes and other sexual abuse introduced by French and Russian Allied prosecutors, and witnesses testified about rapes committed by German soldiers in occupied France and on the Eastern front; testimony also informed the judges about sexual abuse, male and female, including sterilization experiments, in Nazi concentration camps. Yet, after the war crimes against women were essentially ignored, perhaps because they were viewed as less important. In its final judgments, however, the Nuremberg Tribunal did not refer even once to the crime of rape or other sexual violence, explaining that, in the section of the judgments that dealt with war crimes and crimes against humanity, “the evidence was overwhelming in its volume and detail.” Unfortunately, in 1950, when the International Law Commission completed the Nuremberg Principles, it did not include rape in the list of crimes against humanity, effectively ignoring rape as a war crime during World War II.

In postwar Tokyo, the situation proved different as the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (IMTFE) charged 28 defendants, half of whom were generals, with rape as a war crime. Specifically, the defendants were indicted for “inhuman treatment,” “ill treatment” and “failure to respect family honor and rights” by promoting the sexual assaults of thousands of women in Nanking. All of the defendants were convicted. Japanese General Tomoyuki Yamashita, in a trial held separately from the IMTFE because he was not waging a war of aggression but had committed traditional war crimes, received a sentence of death for permitting his troops to commit mass murder and mass rape in the Philippines. Yamashita’s conviction became the first instance of a commanding officer being held criminally liable for acts committed by his troops.

In the wake of the tribunals at Nuremberg and Tokyo, the Allies also set up military courts to try minor Axis war criminals in their respective occupations zones. Within the American zone, these proceedings were established and governed by Control Council Law No. 10, which expressly named rape as one of the types of wartime atrocities. However, considering the nature of court proceedings, this provision remained only national military law and not international law. Although subsequent trials held under Control Council No. 10 have included only a few cases of rape, the true significance of the law lay in the recognition that acts of rape could be considered a crime against humanity.

In subsequent decades, other military forces would use rape as a weapon. In 1971, East and West Pakistan fought a bloody war of secession, during which tens of thousands of women were reportedly raped. Rape as a form of torture has commonly been used against Latin American political prisoners, especially during the era of dictators in Argentina, Chile, and Uruguay. During a period of intense repression in 1979, rape or the threat of rape was also used on political detainees in Colombia. In Africa, rape is still often used as a tool of war to break resistance and instill fear in the civilian population. During the 1994 Rwanda genocide, human rights groups estimate that 200,000 to 500,000 Tutsi women were raped in a 100-day period. However, most of the women were murdered afterward, making exact figures impossible to obtain. When the United Nations (UN) drafted the Statute of the Rwanda Tribunal, it included a clear provision for rape as a crime against humanity.

Bosnia is as notorious as the Congo as a place in which mass rapes occurred during political conflict. In 1991, the rapid disintegration of Yugoslavia devolved in to a brutal armed conflict during which thousands of acts of sexual violence were committed, most notably the rape of detained Bosnian Muslim and Bosnian Serb women. Systematic rape forced civilians to flee their homes and persuaded them to never return. Rape was also used as a form of ethnic cleansing, with women raped in camps until they died. Only about 20 percent of captured women survived these rape camps. Most rapes were gang rapes that were made into public spectacle, with family members, neighbors, and other women forced to watch.

Worldwide media attention and the demands of women’s rights groups and other human rights organizations compelled the UN to issue Resolution 820, condemning “the massive, organized and systematic detention and rape of women and reaffirmed that those who commit . . . or order . . . the commission of such acts will be held individually responsible.” In 1993, the UN Security Council established the ad hoc International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia to investigate, prosecute, and judge criminals from all sides of the conflict. The Tribunal’s authority extended to crimes involving rape, and Article 5 of the Yugoslav Statute explicitly listed rape as a crime against humanity.

The inclusion of rape in the statutes of the Rwanda and Yugoslav tribunals marked an important development: until then, the concept of crimes against humanity had never been grounded in an international law and was in fact derived from provisions in national laws. With the inclusion of rape in the Rwanda and Yugoslav statutes, the international community underscored its acceptance that prohibitions against rape formed a part of the customary law that binds all states, even though (and unlike the crimes of apartheid, torture, or genocide), no formal international treaties dealt with this crime.

In the late 1990s, the international community also took a step forward toward developing a legal concept of crimes against humanity. The Rome Statute, signed in 1998 and ratified in 2003, outlined the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court (ICC) whose task it is to prosecute international crimes. The Statute’s Article 7(g) lists a number of violent sexual offenses under the heading of crimes against humanity, including “rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy, enforced sterilization, or any other form of sexual violence of comparable gravity.” As of April 2012, 121 states became parties to the Statute, including all of South America, nearly all of Europe, and roughly half of the African states; another 32 countries have signed but not ratified the statute. Three states (Israel, Sudan, and the United States), however, withdrew their signatures, refusing any legal obligations arising from the Statute. In the early 21st century, the ICC was joined by several other tribunals (i.e., the Special Court for Sierra Leone, the Panels of East Timor, and the Extraordinary Chambers in the Courts of Cambodia) designed to deal with sexual assaults as crimes against humanity.

CARYN E. NEUMANN

See also: Comfort Women; Congo Mass Rapes; Rape; Rape of Nanjing

Further Reading

Frederick, Sharon. Rape: Weapon of Terror. River Edge, NJ: Global, 2001.

Stiglmayer, Alexandra, ed. Mass Rape: The War against Women in Bosnia-Herzegovina. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1994.

Rape of Nanjing

Six-week period of atrocities and terrorism, occurring from December 13, 1937, to January 22, 1938, after Japanese troops captured the Chinese capital of Nanjing (Nanking) in Jiangsu (Kiangsu) Province. In July 1937, outright war began between Japan and China after the Marco Polo Bridge/Lugouqiao (Lukouch’iao) Incident. Chinese Nationalist forces under Guomindang (GMD, [Kuomintang, KMT] Nationalist) President Jiang Jieshi (Chiang Kai-shek) initially offered strong resistance to the Japanese invasion. At the time, they were holding out at Shanghai, the country’s greatest port city and the site of a major international settlement, from August 13 to November 9, 1937.

The Nationalist troops then fell back, moving inland in a near rout on the Nationalist capital of Nanjing, a symbolic location home to more than 1 million Chinese. Jiang was not prepared to abandon it without a fight, but no defense or evacuation plans had been made. Another of Jiang’s objectives in defending both Shanghai and Nanjing, home to numerous foreign embassies, was to attract worldwide attention and win foreign support for China’s anti-Japanese war.

In early December, Japanese troops converged on Nanjing. After Chinese troops rejected Japanese demands to surrender, on December 9 the Japanese opened a massive assault. Three days later, the Chinese defenders fell back across the Changjiang (Yangtze) River, and the following day the 6th, 9th, and 116th Divisions of the Japanese army entered the city as two Japanese navy flotillas arrived up the Changjiang River. During the ensuing six weeks, the Japanese occupiers deliberately instituted a reign of terror, apparently designed to cow China’s population into ready submission to Japanese occupation. Frustration over Jiang’s refusal to surrender, which Japanese leaders had expected him to do before the end of 1937, might have been another factor contributing to the reign of terror.

Entering the city on December 13, Japanese forces fired on streets crowded with refugees, wounded soldiers, and civilians. They also fired on many thousands of refugees who were attempting to escape by swimming across the river. The occupying forces used machine guns, swords, bayonets, fire, live burial, and poison gas to massacre captured Chinese soldiers and any young men suspected of being such. Scattered atrocities and murders, often marked by great brutality, continued throughout the city for six weeks, as did heavy looting. Counts of how many soldiers and civilians died in the Nanjing Massacre vary widely, ranging from 42,000 to 300,000. During this period, Japanese soldiers raped an estimated 20,000 women, most of whom were then killed.

The Nanjing Massacre shocked the west and generated extensive international sympathy for China, although this did not necessarily translate into tangible support and assistance. It was an early example of the use of organized brutality to cow and terrorize civilian populations characteristic of many World War II military occupations. As the 21st century began, memories of the Nanjing Massacre remained bitter in China; a major museum commemorating the event exists in Nanjing. In contrast, Japanese officials sought for many decades to deny that the episode ever took place, or at least to minimize its scale, and it was omitted from official Japanese accounts of the war. In the late 1990s, however, several Japanese journalists and academics who investigated the subject mounted dedicated efforts to bring the event to the attention of the Japanese people.
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Russia

In the post–Cold War era, Russia has seen more than its share of violence. The violence has been spawned by two separate wars with Chechnya, a constitutional crisis in 1993, a brief conflict with the Republic of Georgia over the future of South Ossetia in 2008, and ongoing terrorism and suicide bombings perpetrated by militant Islamic rebels in the North Caucasus region, particularly from Chechnya and Dagestan.

In 1993, deteriorating relations between Russian President Boris Yeltsin and Russia’s Parliament led to a political stalemate by September. The crisis was sparked chiefly by Yeltsin’s economic policies, which threatened to plunge the nation into a depression as it converted from a Soviet/communist system to a free-market system. A large parliamentary faction decried Yeltsin’s policies and asserted that he did not have the power to institute such changes without legislative oversight. On September 21, 1993, Yeltsin unilaterally dissolved Parliament, even though he was not constitutionally authorized to do so. The move precipitated a ten-day conflict that witnessed the worst street fighting in Moscow since the Russian Revolution of 1917. Yeltsin ordered troops in to staunch the fighting, and in the process the Russian White House, home to Parliament, was badly damaged by artillery fire. When the crisis ended, more or less on Yeltsin’s terms, 187 people lay dead (some sources claim the death toll was closer to 2,000), and another 437 were wounded.

A little more than a year later, in December 1994, the Russian government went to war with Chechen separatists who sought independence from Moscow. Beginning in early January 1995, Russian troops launched a brutal attack on the Chechen capital of Grozny. After surrounding the city, Russian artillery and fighter jets pounded the city, resulting in some 25,000 civilian deaths by the end of the month. In retaliation, Chechen rebels took several thousand Russians hostage, many of whom died. Russian forces also suffered high casualties in the fighting. After more fighting and many more civilian casualties, Moscow agreed to a truce in August 1996 and signed a tenuous peace treaty in May 1997. All told, 50,000–100,000 Chechen civilians died in the war. An additional 17,300 Chechen soldiers were killed, while Russia reported about 5,700 deaths among its soldiers.

A second Chechen conflict began in August 1999, a result of the Islamic International Peacekeeping Brigade’s invasion of Dagestan. The Brigade was an Islamic Chechen militia that sought to help Dagestan’s separatists. Russian intervened in the crisis by dispatching troops to Chechnya. The conflict ended in May 2000, with 25,000–50,000 Chechen civilians dead or missing and as many as 11,000 Russian army casualties. Although the battle phase of the conflict was terminated in 2000, Chechen rebels and Islamic extremists fought a terroristic guerilla war against Russia that did not substantially subside until 2009.

There were many atrocities and acts of terror perpetrated against the Russians between 2000 and 2009. In October 2002, militant Islamic Chechens seized a theater in Moscow and took 850 hostages. After police moved in, 130 hostages and 40 rebels lay dead; another 700 were wounded. In December 2003, the bombing of a train at Stavropol killed 46 civilians. Militants bombed a Moscow subway in February 2004, killing 40 people, and in August 2004, bombings of two Russian commercial airliners killed 89 people. In one of the worst acts of terrorism in modern Russia, Chechen and Dagestani militants stormed a school in Beslan, taking 777 children and some 320 adults hostage. The stand-off endured for three days, until police and army troops moved against the school. When the crisis ended, 380 people (many of them children) lay dead, and nearly 700 were injured.

After 2005 or so, the militants began to change their tactics, increasingly employing suicide bombers to instill terror among the Russian public. In March 2010, two female suicide bombers attacked a Moscow subway during rush hour, killing 40 and injuring 75. In January 2011, a suicide bomber blew himself up at Moscow’s Domodedovo Airport, killing 36 and wounding an additional 180 people.

Russia also waged a short, five-day war against Georgia over the disputed region of South Ossetia in August 2008. The conflict ensued when Georgian forces launched a large military incursion into South Ossetia, claiming that its peacekeeping forces along the border had been fired upon. Moscow authorized an incursion into the disputed region, in the process killing 365 civilians, destroying the town of Tskhinvali and badly damaging several Georgian towns. The Russians suffered 162 deaths in the fighting, while Georgia reported 224 civilians dead, 15 missing, and 542 wounded. As long as Moscow is faced with separatist movements, terroristic violence and larger military struggles are likely to continue.
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Saudi Arabia

The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia was formally established in 1932 by King Abd al-Aziz al-Saud, who ruled the nation until his death in 1953. Since then, the House of Saud has ruled Saudi Arabia continuously, imposing its Wahhabism (a distinct branch of Sunni Islam) on its inhabitants. The country’s legal system is predicated on the Hanbali school of Islamic law, with the Koran serving as the basic governing and legal blueprint for all Saudis. Since its founding, the Kingdom has seen sporadic outbreaks of violence, some precipitated by the strong Shia/Sunni Islam divide in the country, but some also the result of internal and external terrorism, particularly since the 1990s.

The Saudi government has consistently imposed a system of apartheid against its Shia Muslim minority (about 15 percent of the total population, most of who live in the Eastern Province). The Shias have been subjected to both political and economic marginalization, as well as government-sponsored and government-sanctioned violence. As late as 2002, two of Saudi Arabia’s leading Wahhabi clerics referred to all Shias as apostates, and one sanctioned the murder of the members of the religious minority. Shias have been shut out of the higher echelons of government, including the military and security forces, and a number of them have been imprisoned because of their religious and political beliefs. Shias were blamed for a series of oil pipeline bombings in 1988, with no evidence to substantiate such a conclusion, and a number were arrested and executed.

From November 20 to December 4, 1979, the Saudi government faced one of its biggest domestic crises when a group of militant Islamists, who opposed the House of Saud’s pro-Western foreign policy, stormed the Grand Mosque at Mecca (Islam’s holiest site) and held its congregation hostage. After days of tension, Saudi security forces, with help from foreign commandos, retook the mosque, but with many casualties. At least 255 people died in the attack and counterattack (some estimates are much higher). As many as 67 of the surviving militants were arrested and summarily executed.

On July 31, 1987, violence flared between protesters and Shia pilgrims in Mecca. When Shia pilgrims from Iran confronted Saudi police, a fight ensued followed by a stampede. When the dust settled, some 400 people lay dead, including 275 Iranians, 85 Saudi police officers, and 42 pilgrims of varying nationalities.

International terrorism, likely perpetrated by Al Qaeda, resulted in the bombing of the Khobar Towers building in Khobar on June 25, 1996. The massive truck bomb killed 19 U.S. airmen stationed there and injured 372 others. A suicide bombing attack on the Vinnell Compound in Riyadh on May 12, 2002, resulted in 35 deaths and more than 200 injuries. Home-grown or foreign terrorists were the likely perpetrator. On May 24, 2004, 17 terrorists associated with Al Qaeda in the Arabia Peninsula attacked personnel employed at two major petroleum installations in Khobar, resulting in the deaths of 19 nationals and three locals. Shia unrest in Quatif, a heavily Sunni city, in March 2011 prompted Saudi security forces to open fire on a large crowd, killing several and wounding scores of others.

Major protests that began with the Arab Spring in early 2011, some of which are ongoing, have resulted in more government repression, arrests, and several deaths. Many of the protesters have been Shia, dissatisfied with their disenfranchisement and economic marginalization. Other Saudis have protested over labor rights in the region and the continued detention without trial of political dissidents. Some Saudi women have also used the Arab Spring to air their grievances, particularly their inability to drive automobiles and vote. Initially, the protests were most pronounced in the east, where most of the Shias live, but they later spread to other areas, including the capital at Riyadh. Many Shias have called for semiautonomy and an independent legislature, but the House of Saud is not likely to heed these demands. Since January 2011, 14 protesters have died, and another 150 have been arrested. The Saudi government has recently shown some willingness to meet the demands of the protesters. However, given past events, it is likely that it will fall well short of the protesters’ desires.
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Shining Path

Rural-based guerrilla organization founded in Peru and operational since 1980. Conceptually, Sendero Luminoso (Shining Path) developed in Peru during the 1960s. First established at a Peruvian regional university, the group was the result of frustration with a corrupt and unresponsive political system and the ambition of intellectuals to put theory into practice. Shining Path’s key leader was Abimael Guzmán Reynoso, who headed the School of Education at the University of San Cristobal de Huamanga. During the 1960s, Guzmán, also known as “Chairman Gonzalo,” recruited a core group of like-minded activists. They distinguished themselves from other Marxist groups by promoting a Maoist line of thought and action that reflected the split in the Cominform between the Soviet Union and China.

The adoption of a Maoist line, which Guzmán labeled “Marxist-Leninist–Maoist-Gonzalo Thought,” fit Peru well, for its peasant population remained sizable and isolated from political affairs. As Shining Path developed, its leaders developed a strategy of action that involved the mobilization of the peasantry in a revolutionary struggle against international and domestic “oppressors of the people.”

The organization used its strength among the student population to dominate university administrations into the 1970s. Graduates of the School of Education sought positions in rural schools, where they used their classrooms to develop community connections for Shining Path. Guzmán and other leaders deepened their connections with China and soon expanded their field operations beyond the university. The failure of government reforms, in particular land redistribution and rural economic development programs, convinced the Shining Path hierarchy that the revolutionary potential of the peasantry was as yet underdeveloped.

Believing that they could serve as a catalyst for a rural revolution that would expand and strangle the urban centers of capitalist exploitation, Shining Path’s leaders launched its first military operation in 1980, working to create centers of revolutionary activity throughout the Andean highland region. Shining Path reorganized peasant communities and extracted cash and material goods from “liberated” and other communities by force.

Peru’s civilian governments initially proved incapable of meeting Shining Path’s challenge. The election of President Alberto Fujimori in 1990, however, changed that. Fujimori suspended constitutional government and launched an ambitious campaign against Shining Path and other guerrilla organizations then in operation in other parts of Peru. His government also requested help and received aid from the United States to train the military and police forces in antiguerrilla tactics. The United States provided additional support for campaigns against cocoa production, which increased the presence of security forces in rural areas. In addition, the Peruvian government trained and equipped peasant forces to separate Shining Path from its popular peasant base.

The Fujimori administration’s war against Shining Path achieved success rather quickly. Peruvian forces captured Guzmán in 1992, and a series of subsequent antiguerrilla campaigns destroyed Shining Path’s military capabilities. While still nominally active, Shining Path no longer represents a significant challenge to the Peruvian government.
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Sierra Leone

Sierra Leone is a multiethnic, sub-Saharan nation located on the west coast of Africa. Since gaining its independence in 1961, the country had experienced numerous coups, military and one-party rule, as well as a bloody civil war that raged from 1991 until 2002. While some of the struggles have involved inter-ethnic clashes, most have involved political and economic issues. Much of the fighting during the 1991–2002 civil war, which also involved forces from nearby Liberia, was centered in the eastern part of Sierra Leone, where there are many diamond mines. Control of those mines and their revenue were a major factor in the conflict.

Between 1961 and 1967, Sierra Leone was governed by the Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLLP). The 1967 nationwide elections resulted in a narrow victory for the All People’s Congress (APC), and Siaka Stevens became prime minister on March 21; within hours, however, he was overthrown in a bloodless coup engineered by a disaffected army general. On March 23, another army-led coup brought another government, which constituted itself as the National Reformation Council (NRC). Yet another coup, which took place on April 18, 1968, overthrew the NRC, which was replaced by the Anti-Corruption Revolutionary Movement (ACRM). The ACRM reinstated Stevens as prime minister, who set the stage for several decades of one-party (APC) rule. Many NRC members were arrested and imprisoned, but the period of great political instability was over.

The APC governed by controlling key industries, the press, and media, although it stopped short of outright dictatorial rule. Nevertheless, corruption and nepotism were rampant during the APC-dominated years. In March 1991, antigovernment forces known as the Revolutionary United Front (RUF), with help from Charles Taylor’s National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL), attempted to overthrow the APC government led by President Joseph Momoh. At the time, Liberia was embroiled in its own civil war. Civil war quickly ensued in Sierra Leone. That September, Momoh, in an attempt to quash the rebellion, produced a new constitution that would allow multiparty elections in Sierra Leone. His efforts to produce more democracy were too late, however, and he was overthrown in a coup in April 1992. The new ruling junta, known as the National Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC), abandoned Momoh’s constitution, strictly limited civil liberties, and invoked military rule over the country.

The NPRC attempted to formulate a peace settlement with the RUF and NPRF, which continued its operations against government forces. However, this effort did not bear fruit, and the civil war began to involve more and more civilians. Indeed, both sides in the struggle were involved in atrocities against civilians throughout Sierra Leone. There were reports of the mass murders and rapes of women, children, and the elderly. The RUF particularly engaged in forced labor and enslavement as well as abductions, torture, mutilations and amputations. The RUF and AFRC routinely abducted children and forced them to become soldiers; there were reportedly thousands of children soldiers during the civil war, and in the Kailahun District alone, some 3,000 child soldiers were carrying out military missions for the RUF and AFRC. Human rights abuses were not perpetrated solely by the RUF and AFRC; government troops also engaged in various atrocities.

In May 1997, a group of Sierra Leone’s senior army officers formed a new government, known as the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC), which announced a unilateral end to the war. This, however, only made the conflict worse, as enemy forces moved on the capital of Freetown. The number of atrocities against civilians dramatically escalated. In May 1998, a civilian woman from Koidu lost both of her children during an RUF/AFCR attack. Later that month, she witnessed the mass killing of some 50 people in Tumbodu. She was then detained by RUF/AFCR troops, who cut off her hand. In April 1999, 125 unarmed civilians were slaughtered in the town of Slongo. In January 1999, RUF troops entered Freeport and engaged in wide-spread destruction and massacres. Hundreds were killed in the violence.

The civil war ended in 2002, but only after a United Nations-led peacekeeping force and an intervention force from Britain brought an end to the hostilities. It is estimated that at least 50,000 civilians died between 1991 and 2002. Some estimates claim as many as 200,000 deaths. Perhaps a million or more others were displaced from their homes, with many thousands fleeing to neighboring Guinea. One of the worst features of this bloody conflict was the widespread use of child soldiers, which brought much international attention and indignation.

In 2002, the new government of Sierra Leone established a Truth and Reconciliation Commission to foster healing and conciliation among the perpetrators and victims of the violence. That same year, with the backing of the United Nations, the Special Court for Sierra Leone was convened to bring to justice to those who were connected with atrocities and human rights abuses in Sierra Leone. Numerous high-level individuals (from both sides of the fighting) have since been indicted, tried, and convicted. Most notably, in 2012, Liberia’s Charles Taylor was convicted of atrocities for his role in the struggle.
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Somalia

Somalia is an overwhelmingly Sunni Muslim nation located in the Horn of Africa, on the continent’s eastern coast. It has often been divided among rival clans, which has brought much tension and violence, particularly over the past 25 years or so. The principal clans include the Darod, Dir, Hawiye, Isaaq, and Rahanweyn. In July 1960, the United Nations trusteeship of Italian Somaliland and the old British colony of Somaliland were joined to form the modern-day nation of Somalia. Almost immediately, clan rivalry helped form a fragmented political landscape in which clan-based parties jockeyed for power and influence. Despite these rivalries, Somalia had a fairly stable government from 1960 until 1969. This changed markedly when General Mohamed Siad Barre seized power in October 1969. His regime inaugurated a period of violence and repression that continues to the present day. Indeed, by the 1990s, Somalia had descended into anarchy and almost unending violence. The government functioned as such in name only, and a grave humanitarian disaster loomed when the Somali Civil War began in 1991.

Siad ruled as a military dictator, and his regime presided over an extended period of human rights abuses, many involving innocent civilians, which wrecked Somali society and only spawned more violence. In 1977, with the initial support of the Soviet Union, Siad sent troops into the disputed region of Ogaden in Ethiopia, sparking the 1977–1978 Ogaden War. In October 1977, the Soviets ended their support for Somalia, and in March 1978 the war concluded, with nothing gained for the Somalis. The conflict did, however, result in 6,453 Somalis killed, and another 2,409 wounded. Worse still, both the Somalis and Ethiopians were guilty of wholesale atrocities aimed at civilian populations. These included mass rapes, the purposeful destruction of homes and villages, and the mass murder of civilians. Civilian casualties during the war were reportedly at least several thousand.

By August 1980, the United States had allied itself with Siad’s regime, part of a broader Cold War diplomatic realignment. However, wholesale human rights violations by the Siad government compelled the U.S. government to cut off military assistance to Somalia in 1989. Meanwhile, Siad’s government, which favored the Darod clan at the expense of others, sowed the seeds for a bloody civil war. By the end of the 1980s, Siad had begun losing the support of allied clans. When the United Somali Congress (USC) tried to wrest control of Mogadishu from forces loyal to Siad during 1989–1990, vicious fighting in the Somali capital virtually flattened the city. Thousands of civilians were killed, wounded, or rendered homeless. In January 1991, Siad fled Mogadishu, turning control of the capital to the USC. With Siad out of the picture, inter-clan rivalry and violence skyrocketed, setting the stage for a civil war that continues to be waged today.

During a genocidal campaign carried out by clan militias against the Bantu and Jubba Valley people in 1991, hundreds of innocent victims, including women, children, and the elderly were massacred. By then, Somalia’s government existed in name only, and so there was no effective way to control these rogue militias. There were also increasing reports of the use of children as soldiers. In 1992, with hundreds of thousands of Somali refugees facing starvation and near-constant violence, the United Nations (UN) authorized a humanitarian mission to Somalia, which was almost immediately threatened by forces loyal to General Mohammed Farrah Aidid, a vicious war lord and head of the of the USC/Somali National Alliance. The United States sent a large contingent of troops to Somalia, and by the spring of 1993, conditions for the war-torn Somalis had improved appreciably.

At the same time, the UN authorized a further Somali mission, this time to disarm the warring clans and militias and to broker a peace deal. This mission soon ran into serious problems, however, as UN and U.S. troops found themselves fighting against the warring parties in Somalia, as well as troops loyal to Aidid. Reports began to surface of atrocities being committed by UN forces, involving attacks on unarmed civilians; in one instance, a hospital was attacked, killing nine patients. These incidents turned many Somalis against the UN mission, which meant more support for Aidid.

The UN mission was doomed after the October 3–4, 1993, Battle of Mogadishu, in which forces loyal to Aidid launched a major offensive, killing 18 American troops and killing or wounding scores of others, including civilians. In less than six months, U.S. troops would depart Somalia. The UN remained in the country until 1995, but fighting continued in Somalia, resulting in mounting casualties. Aidid died in August 1996, but sadly this did little to mitigate the Somali conflict. Growing Islamic radicalism began to take root in Somalia, sponsored in part by Al Qaeda, which commenced operations with local militia groups. To combat this growing threat, the United States helped create a joint task force in 2002, using some 2,000 forces from the Horn of Africa, to prevent radical Islamists from taking root in the war-torn nation. In 2004, the UN aided in the formation of the Transitional Federal Government (TFG), which struggled to rein in the violence in Somalia.

Beginning in the spring of 2006, the Union of Islamic Courts (UIC) took control over south-central Somalia, which largely defeated the warring clan-based militias. It also instituted draconian sharia laws in the areas it controlled, including Mogadishu. Some 6,000 civilians were killed in Mogadishu that year, and more than 600,000 were displaced from their homes. In late 2006 and early 2007, the TFG, along with troops from Ethiopia and African Union peacekeeping forces, defeated the UIC, but in the process another 300,000 civilians in Mogadishu were displaced. In January 2007, U.S. air strikes aimed at Al Qaeda operatives in Somalia resulted in several dozen civilian deaths. In 2008, as the TFG reached a truce with the more moderate Islamist groups, reports surfaced of atrocities against civilians committed by Ethiopian forces, which included gang-rapes of women, mutilations, and murder. On April 20, 2008, Ethiopian troops killed 21 civilians at the Al-Hidaya Mosque in Mogadishu. That same year, Ethiopian troops withdrew from Somalia as UN peacekeeping troops moved in to replace them.

The UN presence did little to stop the violence, however. In 2009, the Islamist groups reasserted themselves as the TFG’s control over the conflict rapidly diminished. Somali civilians continued to be brutalized, with 150,000 more people becoming refugees. Others fell victim to rapes and artillery shelling. In June 2009, the TFG formed an alliance with two Islamic groups and agreed that sharia law would be invoked in the areas it controlled. Still, however, the fighting went on in the southern and central regions of Somalia. In late 2011, a joint operation between the TFG’s army and the Kenyan military commenced against the Al-Shabaab Islamist group in southern Somalia. The move was marginally successful, and in June 2012, Kenyan troops became part of the African Union Mission to Somalia. Fighting nevertheless continues in Somalia, and it is now estimated that as many as 500,000 Somalis have died in the civil war that commenced in 1991.
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Sook Ching Massacre

Sook Ching refers to the systematic elimination by the Japanese military of the alleged “hostile” and “uncooperative” population of Singapore following the British defeat there in February 1942. The primary target of the Japanese massacre was the Chinese population and those associated with the British colonial government. Upon the British surrender of Singapore on February 18, 1942, the Japanese military faced an unexpected problem. Because of the growing need for Japanese troops in Burma and the Philippines, the Japanese 25th Army, under the command of General Tomoyuki Yamashita, was ordered to promptly restore order in Singapore and prepare for redeployment. Control of the city had been delegated to the Japanese military police, the Kempei-tai, but it was feared that resistance to Japanese occupation might become a problem.

Yamashita had already issued orders on February 16, 1942, to eliminate members of the British-trained Chinese irregulars (Dalforce) and any Chinese who resisted the Japanese occupation. The details and conduct of the operation, however, was left up to the High Command’s chief of planning and operations, Lieutenant Colonel Masanobu Tsuji. Tsuji promptly expanded the scope of Yamashita’s original orders. Rather than the elimination of all armed resistance, Tsuji ordered the pacification to include all Chinese who had worked as civil servants for the British, who had joined anti-Japanese organizations, who were donors to the Chinese Relief Fund, and any Chinese male old enough to bear arms. Individuals with tattoos were believed to be connected to criminal organizations and were also to be dealt with accordingly.

Operation Sook Ching was carried out by the No. 2 Field Kempei-tai Group under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Masayuki Oishi. On February 17, 1942, the entire Chinese population of Singapore was ordered to gather at five designated assembly points throughout the city. As thousands of Chinese families turned out, organization at the assembly points broke down. Japanese officers, supplied with vague lists of names and suspects, interrogated each in search of hostile individuals. Those who were deemed nonthreatening were presented with a piece of paper stamped with “Examined” in Chinese. At some places, individuals were stamped directly on their hands.

Those Chinese detained were next loaded onto military trucks and transported to various site locations outside of the city, including the Blakang Mati and Changi beaches. The Japanese then systematically executed their victims. The Sook Ching Operation was originally intended to last for three days, but Oishi extended the massacre for two weeks. The Japanese admitted to the killing of some 6,000 during the operation. Chinese sources, however, claim that more than 50,000 were killed.

In 1947, seven Japanese officers were tried by a British military court for their role in the Sook Ching Massacre. Two, including Oishi, were sentenced to death while the remaining five received life sentences.
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South Africa

South Africa is located in far southern Africa. It is a multiethnic nation with 11 official languages, including English, Afrikaans, and nine Bantu languages. Approximately 80 percent of the country’s population is of black African ancestry. The Dutch first colonized the region beginning in the late 17th century, but by the early 19th century, the British had supplanted the Dutch. Both colonial powers had introduced race-based segregation and discrimination into the region, which was not completely eradicated until the 1990s. In 1931, Britain granted the Union of South Africa independence, but the modern history of South Africa actually began in 1948, when the National Party (NP) took power. The NP dominated South African politics until the 1990s.

The NP immediately moved to formalize and codify the racial segregation that had been instituted by the former colonial powers. It classified the population into four categories—black, white, “Colored” (meaning people of mixed race), and Indian. It thereafter prescribed the rights of each group, making sure that whites received the most generous privileges and ensuring that the races did not mix. This systematic segregation came to be known as apartheid, and in it blacks were subjected to third-rate status. Millions were thus cast into institutional poverty. Blacks’ movements were restricted, and they were forbidden from using facilities intended for white use or to pursue certain careers reserved for whites.

Beginning in the 1950s, and lasting until the early 1980s, the government engaged in a mass resettlement policy, designed to keep the races and varying ethnicities from comingling. After setting aside certain areas of the country based on race or ethnicity, several million people—whites included—were forced to leave their homes and resettle elsewhere. In Johannesburg in the 1950s, at least 60,000 blacks were forcibly relocated to the new black-only township of Soweto. Some 40,000 whites were similarly relocated from areas designated for blacks to white-only areas.

The South African government repressed protest and resistance movements, which forced some antigovernment groups to resort to sporadic terrorism and sabotage. Punishments for political dissidents were often summary and brutal. Under apartheid, some 40,000 people per year were arrested and subjected to whipping because of their political views or activity. The government also executed by hanging hundreds of citizens suspected of treason. The vast majority of these actions involved blacks.

The first major racially motivated uprising occurred on March 21, 1960, in the black township of Sharpeville. There, a group of about 20,000 high-school-aged students had gathered to protest against the use of pass books, which were akin to domestic passports that blacks had to carry with them at all times. They had to be able to produce the books on demand by any white person or government official or risk arrest. The books were designed to limit blacks’ movement. The government responded with utter brutality, massacring 69 protesters and wounding 126 more. Thousands of others were arrested. The Sharpeville Massacre forced the government to ban protest groups like the African National Congress (ANC) and the Pan Africanist Congress (PAC). This forced many dissidents underground. In 1962, the NP arrested Nelson Mandela of the ANC—he remained a political prisoner until 1990. In 1963, the government arrested a host of other dissident leaders.

The Soweto Uprising of June 16, 1976, commenced when students began protesting the government mandate that they be taught exclusively in Afrikaans rather than their own language. The crowd grew to nearly 20,000 before government forces moved in to break up the demonstration. In the process, at least 176 people were killed (some estimates claim as many as 700 died). That massacre also sparked a week-long revolt that resulted in at least 1,000 more deaths. The Soweto debacle forced the NP to become even more repressive.

Large demonstrations after Soweto were discouraged by the government, which acted proactively to stop them before they began. More arrests of alleged “troublemakers” and political dissidents also helped to combat widespread violence. After P. W. Botha came to power in 1978, he promised to reform South Africa socially and economically. But it soon became clear that he had no intention of casting apartheid aside. In 1983, a new constitution he championed extended the vote to Indians and “Coloreds,” but did nothing for the large black majority. This sparked outrage among many blacks and brought demonstrations that were quickly dispersed. Disturbances during 1984–1986, some now involving white labor unions, seemed to suggest that the NP was beginning to lose its grip on South Africa. By then, even many whites had begun to question the government amid economic stagnation made worse by increasing sanctions against South Africa by foreign nations that decried the apartheid regime.

In an attempt to deal with the deteriorating situation, in August 1985 Botha announced a series of new, incremental reforms, but without dismantling apartheid. The announcement placated virtually nobody and actually increased foreign criticism of the NP government. Botha resigned in 1989 because of failing health, and the advent of F. W. de Klerk eventually paved the way for sweeping reforms and the end of apartheid, which was aided by the simultaneous end of the Cold War. In early 1990, the NP government ended the bans on opposition groups, including the ANC, and it released Mandela from prison in February 1990. Within four years, apartheid was gone, and Mandela had been elected South Africa’s first black president.

The transition to freedom and democracy was not an entirely smooth one, however. Some 40 people were killed in the Boipatong Massacre on June 17, 1992, when supporters of the Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) opened fire on local workers. The Bisho Massacre of September 7, 1992, witnessed the killing of 28 ANC supporters and one soldier by a homeland defense force in Ciskei. On July 25, 1993, 11 churchgoers died and 58 more were injured when an armed wing of the PAC opened fire in Kenilworth, Cape Town. On March 28, 1994, thousands of Inkatha Freedom Party (IFP) protested against the 1994 elections at the ANC headquarters in Johannesburg; ANC security forces panicked, and 19 protesters were gunned down.

In 1995, the new South African government established the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC). The purpose of this quasilegal entity was to identify victims of human-rights abuses and solicit their testimony. Perpetrators were also encouraged to participate, with the understanding that they would be immune from any civil or criminal charges related to these abuses. The TRC has since been disbanded, but it was viewed by many South Africans as an absolute prerequisite to the inauguration of true, multiracial democracy.

Since the 1990s, violence in South Africa has decreased. Today, conflicts involving economics, rather than race alone, are most prevalent. The global economic recession that hit in late 2007 affected South Africa’s economy quite profoundly, as was seen on August 16, 2012, when large-scale labor strikes in Marikana resulted in the deaths of 44 strikers and the wounding of 78 others.
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Soviet Collectivization

Soviet collectivization refers to the Soviet government’s efforts to eradicate all privately owned and operated farms in the USSR, which were to be replaced by state-owned farms (known as sovkhozy) or state-supervised communal farms (known as kolkhozy). Mass collectivization occurred roughly between 1929 and 1940 and was directly connected to the Soviets’ mass industrialization drive, which began in earnest with the First Five Year Plan of 1928–1932. Soviet collectivization played a major role in the Holodomor (mass starvation) in Ukraine during 1932–1933.

Since the beginning of the Russian Revolution of November 1917, Soviet leaders had hoped to rid Russia of private property in terms of the agricultural sector. Early on, Vladimir Lenin saw it as antithetical to the communist revolution because it bred capitalism and a bourgeoisie. The Kremlin under Soviet general secretary Joseph Stalin believed that collectivization was necessary to accomplish several important goals. First, Soviet officials hoped and expected that state-run agriculture would alleviate food shortages and alleviate food distribution problems. Second, they believed that collectivization was necessary to carry out Stalin’s ambitious industrialization drive by providing larger crop surpluses that could be used to feed the swelling industrial workforce in Soviet cities. Third, Soviet leaders believed that collectivization would result in enough agricultural surpluses so that the USSR could export food products, enabling it to purchase more machinery. Finally, Stalin and his henchmen had a rather more sinister purpose for instituting a crash course in collectivization: doing so would allow the regime to imprison or otherwise eradicate class enemies, especially the landed peasantry, known as kulaks.

There were many kulaks in Ukraine, which was one of the USSR’s most fertile and productive agricultural regions. Not surprisingly, many of them passively or actively resisted Soviet collectivization, which had disastrous long-term consequences for Ukraine. Many kulaks simply refused to turn over their land to the state or to work in the kolkhozy. Untold thousands were killed, imprisoned, or deported, which meant that there were far fewer farmers to tend the land. Many kulaks also plowed under or burned crops, refused to plant crops, and slaughtered millions of head of livestock in protest. The results were growing food shortages.

At the same time, the Soviet government insisted on imposing unrealistic grain requisition quotas on Ukrainian farmers, which further exacerbated the problems. Meanwhile, during 1930, Soviet bureaucrats accelerated collectivization, and during January and February of that year alone, some 11 million households joined collective farms. Such massive change, which occurred in a very short time span, understandably created chaos in the agricultural sector and worked against higher crop yields. At the same time, the USSR insisted on exporting grain (5.832 tons during 1930–1931 alone), while many of its own people went hungry.

Thus, the Holodomor in Ukraine was largely created by the Soviet regime and its insistence on rapid farm collectivization at all costs. While collectivization accomplished almost none of its goals in the short term, it did permit Stalin to move forward with the eradication of the kulaks (a process known as dekulakization). It also allowed him to purge many Ukrainian leaders, whom he suspected of disloyalty, and Ukrainian intellectuals, whom he did not trust at all. Indeed, in Stalin’s mind, the problems in Ukraine had been caused chiefly by the kulaks and local Ukrainian leadership. The Ukrainian crop failures of 1932, combined with increased government grain requisitions that same year, created a perfect storm of misery that precipitated the Holodomor of 1932–1933. Stalin compounded the catastrophe by suppressing news of the famine in the USSR and around the world and by closing off the Ukrainian borders so starving Ukrainians could not escape.
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Soviet Grain Requisition Policies

During the First Five Year Plan, in which the Soviet government under Joseph Stalin sought to transform the USSR into an industrialized nation and collectivize agriculture, unrealistic grain requisition policies set for Ukraine played a sizable role in the Holodomor (mass starvation) of 1932– 1933. Ukrainian agriculture had already been badly disrupted by mass collectivization that had begun in 1929, and the refusal of many kulaks to turn over their farms to state control only compounded the problems. By the early 1930s, Soviet bureaucrats had begun setting quotas for most agricultural products, including grain. Grain was a major crop cultivated in Ukraine and was perhaps one of the most critical of all agricultural staples. In 1932, the Soviet government significantly increased the grain quota for Ukrainian farms. This decision was based on the abundant crop of 1931, which bureaucrats assumed would be sustained for 1932. But Ukrainian grain output plummeted during 1932, chiefly because of adverse weather and the chaos caused by collectivization.

When Soviet officials realized that Ukraine would not meet its grain requisition quota, in the late fall of 1932 they instituted a disastrous set of requisition policies designed to punish recalcitrant Ukrainians and shift the blame for the crop failure to the Ukrainians themselves. It was clear that these polices, which played a key role in the Holodomor, had more to do with politics than agricultural output. The Kremlin was already angered by resistance from the kulaks and the mass slaughter of livestock in protest of collectivization. So, the new and draconian requisition offensive was in part retribution for these developments. But it went beyond that. Many Kremlin officials, including Stalin himself, feared Ukrainian nationalism, so the new grain requisition policies were also an attempt to quash nationalism and repopulate Ukrainian leadership with loyal Stalinists.

To force Ukrainians to turn over as much grain as possible, the Soviets sent troops to the Ukrainian countryside to compel peasants and others to turn over all grain stores to the government. Often, they were forced to turn over grain to be used for their own use, and they were frequently compelled to turn over other foodstuffs as well. Resistors were either imprisoned, or more often, shot. At the same time, the Ukrainian borders were sealed off, preventing starving peasants from escaping the growing famine. Strict new laws were also instituted, designed to deter grain theft. Thieves were subjected to imprisonment or execution without a trial. Many kulaks were killed as a result of this; they also received the lion’s share of the blame for the crop failure. By January 1933, at least 14,000 Ukrainians had been sentenced to prison for alleged infractions of the grain laws. After a full-blown famine had set in during 1933, Kremlin officials revised the grain quotas, but that came too late to save hundreds of thousands of Ukrainians from starvation and death.
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Soviet National Trials

Trials related to war crimes committed by the Axis powers and their indigenous accomplices in the Soviet Union (USSR) during World War II were held in the Soviet Union both during and after the war. In most cases, the trials were convened by military tribunals, which were authorized to prosecute such offenses under government decrees of June 22 and 24, 1941, and, more specifically, under a decree of April 19, 1943.

During the inter-war period, Soviet criminal laws did not specifically address war crimes. Instead, military crimes (crimes committed by the personnel of the Red Army) were listed among the most dangerous state offenses. A “Statute on Military Crimes” of 1927 had provided military tribunals with the authority to dispense justice in the territories under martial law. At the beginning of the Soviet-German war in June 1941, the jurisdiction of military tribunals was further extended, as they were now empowered to prosecute foreign culprits under the articles of the Republics’ criminal codes related to banditry, arson, and terrorism. The tribunals were authorized to apply Articles 318–320 of the Criminal Procedural Code of the RSSFR and similar articles of the Republics’ criminal procedural codes, which stipulated that the “inner conviction of the judges” and the evidence presented by the prosecution sufficed for indictment and sentencing. In addition, Soviet citizens could be charged with high treason under Article 58 of the criminal codes of the various Soviet republics.

In the international arena, in 1925 and 1931 the USSR joined the Geneva Conventions of 1906 and 1929 regarding, respectively, the prohibition of the use of chemical and biological agents and the humane treatment of the sick, the wounded, and prisoners of war (POWs) in a war theater; it did not, however, sign the Hague Convention of 1907 regarding the rules of land warfare. In July 1941, the Soviet government passed several resolutions that guaranteed all foreign POWs life and safety according to the existing international conventions. The USSR announced that contingent on Germany’s reciprocity, it would also abide by the 1907 Hague Convention. Throughout the war, the USSR unilaterally and jointly with the Allies issued several declarations denouncing Nazi atrocities in German-occupied territories and accusing Germany of brazen violations of international laws. In November 1942, the Soviet government announced the creation of the Extraordinary State Commission, whose primary task was to collect evidence of Nazi war crimes.

On April 19, 1943, the Soviet government signed (but never published) a special decree, which delegated the prosecution of foreign and domestic war criminals to drumhead courts martial, and stipulated two measures of punishment: public execution by hanging or forced labor terms from 15 to 20 years. The April decree became the binding legal tool and the main basis for indictment in subsequent war crimes trials, both during and after the war; the decree was also intended to serve as a deterrent against potential collaborators. Until the end of the war, the military tribunals and courts martial applied the April decree in thousands of cases. The decree was especially highlighted as the “punishing sword of Soviet justice” in the Krasnodar and Kharkov trials in 1943. In 1943–1944, public war crimes trials also took place in Krasnodon, Mariupol, Nikolayev, and Kiev. In accordance with normative Soviet legal practice, the indictments in all trials were based on the confessions of the defendants, eyewitness testimonies, and the evidence presented by the Extraordinary State Commission.

In 1945–1946, open trials were staged in Smolensk, Riga, Leningrad, Kiev, Velikie Luki, Minsk, and other cities; a total of 86 German military personnel were indicted during these trials under the April decree, Articles 318–320, and the corresponding articles of the criminal procedural codes of the Soviet republics. The defendants represented all branches of the German army, administration, security, and police forces, including the former chief of the Schutzstaffel (SS) and police in south Russia and the Baltic region and SS General Friedrich von Jeckeln. Held concurrently with the Nuremberg International Tribunal, the trials were publicized as a part of the unified international campaign to punish war criminals. Sixty-seven defendants, including 18 generals, were sentenced to death and hanged in public.

In October 1947, the second wave of public trials began in the Soviet sector of Berlin, Stalino (Donetsk), Bobruisk, Sevastopol, Chernigov, Poltava, and Kishinev. The defendants were German, Hungarian, and Romanian military, police, and concentration camp personnel. Because the death penalty had been abolished in May 1947, the majority of the defendants received a long sentence of hard labor.

During 1949–1952, in closed proceedings, Soviet military tribunals indicted hundreds of Axis military personnel, including the German Field Marshals Ewald von Kleist and Ferdinand Schoerner, Colonel General Erwin Jaenecke, and the former commander of the Japanese Kwantoong Army, General Yamada Otosoo. Similar to the Nuremberg and Tokyo International Tribunals, in all Soviet post-World War II trials the prosecution dismissed the defense plea of superior order and insisted that all the defendants were responsible for the committed crimes. By the mid-1950s, the Axis personnel who had survived Soviet prisons and camps were released and repatriated to their countries of residence.

Until 1958, all defendants in war crimes trials were indicted under the April decree of 1943 and Article 58. A new statute of state crimes and new criminal codes were introduced on December 25, 1958. The statute and the codes stipulated the death penalty by shooting and long prison terms for high treason, terror, membership in anti-state organizations, and brutal treatment of civil population in wartime.

Between the end of World War II and mid-1980s, Soviet military tribunals also indicted more than 50,000 Soviet citizens accused of war crimes and collaboration with Germany. Public and closed trials took place in Krasnodar, Tallin, Lviv, Vitebsk, Minsk, Tarnopol, Elista, Mirhorod, Kiev, Moscow, and many other cities of the Soviet Union. The defendants were either individuals or entire groups, representing various German-sponsored military, police, and security units. In August 1946, the Military Board of the Soviet Supreme Court sentenced to death General Andrei Vlasov and his associates, who had organized the so-called Russian Liberation Army that fought on the side of Germany. In October 1963, the military tribunal of the North-Caucasian Military Region indicted nine former members of the Einsatzkommando 10-A in the “second” Krasnodar trial.

S oviet war crimes trials conveniently fulfilled two political purposes: they demonstrated a fair and “long-reaching hand” of Soviet justice and aimed to educate the younger generation in Soviet ideals. In March 1965, the Soviet government announced that the statute of limitations would not be extended to war crimes, and repeatedly requested the extradition of alleged war criminals from the United States, Canada, Australia, West Germany, and other countries. In only a few cases, however, were the extradition requests granted. Thereafter, the Soviet government consistently used war crime trials as a propaganda tool in order to accuse the West of harboring war criminals.
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Soviet Union

The Soviet Union was a large Eurasian country encompassing many different ethnicities and religions. It was founded in 1922, a result of the November 1917 Russian Revolution, and existed until its dissolution into various constituent republics in 1991. The government of the Soviet Union (USSR) imposed on its far-flung population a Marxist economic system that was maintained by a powerful, oft entimes dictatorial, centralized regime in Moscow. The Soviets had an abysmal record of human rights abuses, particularly during the long reign of Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin, who was the key leader of the USSR from the 1920s until his death in 1953. For the purposes of this essay, human rights abuses committed by foreign powers within the USSR (like Germany during World War II) and human rights abuses perpetrated by Soviet forces outside the Soviet Union will not be examined. Only atrocities committed by the Soviets within the USSR will be examined.

One of the great vehicles of state-sponsored violence in the Soviet Union was the People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs (NKVD). The NKVD combined the attributes of an internal spy organization, a secret police force, and a willing executioner. From the late 1920s until the early 1950s, the NKVD was directly responsible for the murder of millions of Soviet citizens and the jailing of millions of others. Indeed, during this period the NKVD sent perhaps as many as 75–85 million people to Gulags (forced labor camps usually located in desolate places, like Siberia). People from virtually every walk of life were sent to the Gulags—from peasants to intellectuals to disaffected military officers. Any individual whom the state believed to be “subversive” or dangerous to the regime was liable to be arrested and deported to a Gulag. The conditions in these prison camps were often inhumane, and it is estimated that as many as 50 million Soviets died in these facilities between 1930 and 1950 alone. A former village known as Bykivnia in Ukraine was the site of one mass grave filled with the bodies of those killed by the NKVD. After the collapse of the USSR, some 200,000 human remains were found there.

The forced Soviet collectivization of agriculture, which commenced in earnest in the late 1920s, resulted in a massive humanitarian catastrophe throughout the Soviet Union, resulting in millions of deaths, mainly due to starvation. Nowhere was this policy more tragic than in Ukraine. During the 1932–1933 Holomodor (Great Starvation) there, 3–3.5 million people died and another 1.8 million were sent to Gulags (where most perished). Scholars have since termed this a genocide.

Equally appalling were the Great Purges of Soviet society spurred on by Stalin’s rampant paranoia and insatiable need for complete control. The 1930s became infamous for these purges, which affected artists, writers, intellectuals, army commanders/officers, political rivals, “enemies of the state,” ex-kulaks, etc. During 1937–1938 alone, it is estimated that some 700,000 Soviets were murdered by state authorities (chiefly the NKVD), or nearly 1,000 people every week for two years. The Vinnytsia Massacres in Ukraine during 1937–1938 witnessed the mass murder of several thousand ethnic Ukrainians by NKVD personnel. Although the worst of the bloodshed associated with the Great Purges tapered off after 1937, Soviet authorities continued to kill or imprison thousands of people every year. At Sandarmokh (Karelia, Russia) in late 1937, some 9,000 people were executed, many of them inmates from the nearby Solovki Prison.

In the spring of 1940, during World War II, NKVD operatives and Soviet secret police executed 4,143 Polish army officers who had been taken prisoner by the Soviets. The massacre occurred in the Katyn Forest. Several thousand other Polish nationals were also killed. Sometime during 1941, the NKVD murdered at least 524 civilians (150 or whom were women and children) at Dem’ianiv Laz, Ukraine. On April 1, 1941, at least 200 civilians were killed by Soviet troops as they attempted to cross the border from the USSR into Romania. That massacre occurred at Fantana Alba, Northern Bukovina. The Medvedev Forest Massacre of September 11, 1941, involved the mass execution of political prisoners at the Oryol Prison; at least 157 were murdered there. In February 1944, NKVD forces murdered some 700 villagers at Khaibakh, Chechnya. Many were children and women who were locked in a barn and then burned to death.

Stalin’s anti-Semitism fueled more purges in the early 1950s. During the August 12–13, 1952, “Night of the Murdered Poets,” 13 prominent Jewish writers were summarily executed. Their only transgression was their religion. Increasingly obsessed with a Jewish “conspiracy” against Soviet authority, Stalin and his handlers discovered the “Doctor’s Plot” in January 1953, in which an alleged cabal of Jewish physicians was plotting to decapitate the Kremlin leadership by poisoning or by bogus medical procedures. The doctors were promptly arrested. Stalin’s death in March 1953 ended the absurd preoccupation with Jewish conspiracies, but post-Stalinist Russia was no less capable of perpetrating human rights abuses.

During May-June 1954, an uprising at Kengir, a Soviet Gulag, resulted in the deaths of as many as 100 inmates and 40 Soviet soldiers; another 100 people were injured. Riots in Tbilisi, Georgia, spurred on by Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization policies, resulted in the deaths of as many as 800 demonstrators and the wounding of hundreds of others on March 9, 1956. The massacre was perpetrated by Soviet troops. Several hundred Georgians were also imprisoned. On June 1–2, 1962, mass rioting associated with a labor strike in Novocherkassk resulted in Soviet troops opening fire. Twenty-six rioters died and 87 others were injured. Increased internal stability and improving relations with the West beginning in the mid-1960s helped curb the worst human rights violations in the USSR, but they by no means disappeared. The Gulag system, while relatively small compared to Stalin-era standards, continued to hold thousands of political dissidents and “enemies of the state.” Although the April 1986 Chernobyl Nuclear Disaster in the Ukraine was termed an accident, Soviet policies before, during, and after the event clearly played a role in the casualties there. The USSR attributed 31 direct deaths to the meltdown, with an additional 64 later deaths due to radiation sickness and associated cancers. The death toll might reach as high as 4,000 as more people become sick. Hundreds of thousands of others were exposed to radioactive fallout, many of whom had to abandon their homes. The Soviet government was slow to alert the citizenry of the accident, which undoubtedly contributed to the deaths.

More recently, on April 9, 1989, anti-Soviet demonstrations in Tbilisi were brutally suppressed by Soviet troops. By day’s end, 20 protesters lay dead and hundreds lay injured. On January 20–21, 1991, less than a year before the collapse of the USSR, Soviet army troops invaded Baku, Azerbaijan, to stem the independence movement there. At least 135 civilians were killed in the fighting, and 800 more were wounded.
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Spain 

During the July 1936–April 1939 Spanish Civil War, countless atrocities, massacres, and human rights abuses occurred throughout Spain. They were committed by both the so-called Nationalists, led by General Francisco Franco, and the Republicans, who represented antimonarchists and various centrist and left ist groups who favored a republican-style government. During the course of the conflict, some 600,000 Spaniards died, and perhaps a million or more were injured. A good number of the casualties were civilians. An additional 450,000–500,000 people were displaced during the fighting, and after the Nationalist victory, Franco’s regime executed some 100,000 enemies, including anarcho-syndicalists, communists, socialists, antimonarchists, and Republican army commanders and soldiers. What made the civil war in Spain so deadly was the intervention of both Germany and Italy in the conflict early on; the Soviet Union decided to aid the Republicans late in the war, while some 40,000 men from 54 nations (many of them communists) fought alongside the Republicans.

On August 7, 1936, Nationalist troops under Franco attempted to root out Republican forces in the village of Almendralejo, in the process killing at least 1,000 civilians. The Badajoz Massacre of August 14, 1936, witnessed the killing of as many as 1,340 alleged Republican supporters by Nationalist troops. On November 8 and 9, 1936, Republican militiamen killed anywhere from 1,000–4,000 civilians (estimates vary widely) in Paracuellos del Jarama, during the nearby Battle of Madrid.

On February 7, 1937, a major atrocity occurred on the Málaga-Almería Road after more than 100,000 civilians were forced to flee their homes. Nationalist aircraft bombed and strafed the refuges while artillery guns shelled them. Several thousand died in the attacks, although the precise figure is still not known. On March 31, 1937, Italian and German war planes bombed the Republican stronghold of Durango, killing 250 civilians including a Catholic priest and 14 nuns. On April 1, Nationalist-allied aircraft attacked Jaén in retaliation for a Republican air raid on Córdoba; at least 159 died in the attack. Perhaps the worst atrocity of the war occurred on April 26, 1937, when German and Italian aircraft carpet-bombed the town of Guernica, resulting in 7,000 civilian casualties. Guernica received international media coverage and outraged the international community. On May 31, 1937, the German pocket battleship Admiral Scheer, along with four destroyers, opened fire on the coastal town of Almería in retaliation for a Republican air attack on a German naval cruiser. The bombardment wrecked 35 buildings, killed 20 civilians, and wounded 50 more.

The Italian bombing of Alicante on May 25, 1938, resulted in as many as 400 civilian deaths. On November 7, 1938, the Republican air raid on Cabra (Andalusia) killed 107 civilians and wounded 200 others. National air attacks on La Garriga during January 28–29, 1938, resulted in at least 13 deaths.

The war ended in a clear Nationalist victory in 1939. Franco moved quickly to consolidate his power, in the process bringing forth a one-party dictatorship managed by the Falange Party. The Falangists focused on Spanish nationalism, traditionalism, rabid anticommunism, and conservative Catholicism. The national assembly was a rubber-stamp body that was bound to uphold the Falange Party. Although Franco and his Falangists were often referred to as fascists, especially during and immediately after the Civil War, this label is highly misleading. Unlike Italian dictator Benito Mussolini, who had pioneered fascism in the 1920s, or German dictator Adolf Hitler, Franco did not hold any strong ideological beliefs. Instead, he focused on consolidating and maintaining his power and keeping Spain aloof from foreign conflicts, including World War II.

Compared to Mussolini, and certainly Hitler, Franco was almost a benevolent despot. He enjoyed the trappings of solitary rule and cultivated some semblance of a cult of personality, but his regime did not generally engage in wholesale persecutions of minorities or political enemies. That being said, Franco’s government certainly engaged in political repression, especially toward the left, and tolerated no measure of influence by communists. The Catholic Church was given special privileges, both economic and social, which helped keep most Spaniards in line. After Franco’s death in 1975, Spain witnessed sporadic unrest as it transitioned from one-party rule to democratic republicanism under King Juan Carlos I. On January 24, 1977, a Falange/neo-fascist attack on a building in central Madrid resulted in five civilian deaths and the wounding of four others.
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Spanish-American War, War Crimes

Atrocities were known to have taken place in Cuba well prior to the outbreak of the Spanish-American War in April 1898. Most had been perpetrated by Spanish colonial officials who had governed Spain for many years. No side was immune from committing such acts, however, and they involved the Spanish, American forces, and the Cuban rebels. Atrocities in this period are somewhat harder to study for two primary reasons: alleged incidents were often sensationalized by the salacious yellow press in the United States, and actions that would today be perceived as atrocities were not always perceived as such at the time they were committed.

During Cuban efforts to throw off Spanish colonial rule during the Cuban War of Independence (1895–1898), both sides engaged in atrocities. Although perceived Spanish brutality in Cuba was a key factor in the U.S. decision to declare war on Spain, the perception that the Spanish deliberately and routinely committed atrocities was primarily the creation of the yellow press, which ran stories reported by Cuban revolutionaries without scrutiny or investigation. Spanish governor-general Valeriano Weyler y Nicolau attempted through his reconcentrado (reconcentration) policy of 1896 to weaken the insurgency in the countryside. Weyler initially ordered civilians in one province to detention camps near garrisoned military headquarters. He also gave military commanders broad powers to execute people who evaded the requirement to register with the government, and he subjected those who aided the rebels to military rather than civilian law. Later, the reconcentration camps were greatly expanded. The camps were overcrowded, and shelter consisted mostly of dilapidated warehouses without plumbing. The government also failed to provide adequate food or arable land for the internees. As a result, between 200,000 and 400,000 civilians in the camps died from diseases such as yellow fever and smallpox or starvation during the two years that the policy remained in effect.

The Cuban rebels also committed atrocities as part of their military strategy, but few of these are well documented. One major exception is José Maceo Grajales’s march of some 6,000 men through Havana Province in the spring of 1897. In an effort to put economic pressure on Spain to end its rule of the island, the rebels raided fellow Cubans’ shops and killed civilians working on railways and in sugarcane fields.

Atrocities were relatively few during the brief Spanish-American War of 1898. One grisly incident occurred when Americans in the Cuban village of El Caney placed some prisoners of war captured during the Battle of San Juan Hill under the control of Cuban rebels, who murdered 40 of the prisoners by decapitation. Some historians have argued that the U.S. Navy’s bombardment of the city of Santiago de Cuba for two days prior to the August 12, 1898, truce may also be considered an atrocity.

While atrocities have been a part of warfare since the beginning of history, the modern press’s reporting of such acts and increased government scrutiny of them before, during, and after the Spanish-American War led to a general heightened awareness of such acts. Indeed, a number of atrocities and massacres occurred during the American pacification of the Philippines, which began in 1899 and lasted until 1902. As a result of the Spanish-American War, the United States had annexed the Philippines, a former Spanish colony where an independence movement had also been underway before that conflict began.
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Special Court for Sierra Leone

Often referred to simply as the Special Court, the Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL) is a judicial body established by the United Nations (UN) and the government of Sierra Leone in 2002 to investigate crimes committed during that country’s brutal civil wars. Unlike the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), the SCSL was established under the joint authority of the Sierra Leonese government and the United Nations to prosecute violations of international humanitarian law. As such, it features both international and national elements and is often described as a hybrid court.

The court consists of two trial chambers and an appeals chamber. Each trial chamber consists of three judges, two selected by the UN secretary-general and one by the government of Sierra Leone. The appeals chamber consists of five judges, two nominated by the government of Sierra Leone and three by the UN secretary-general. All judges serve three-year terms. While both the ICTR and the ICTY Statutes include genocide as a listed crime, the SCSL Statute does not. In the case of the SCSL, the secretary-general explicitly noted that genocide had been excluded from the draft presented to the Security Council because no evidence existed to show that the killings, while widespread and systematic, were directed against any of the protected groups in the Convention 103.

The prosecutor issued 13 indictments in 2003, but later withdrew two of them because the accused had died. The trials of three former leaders of the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council (AFRC), three former Revolutionary United Front (RUF) leaders, and two members of the Civil Defense Forces have been completed. Alex Brima and Brima Bazzy Kamara, former military commanders in the AFRC, were sentenced to 50 and 45 years of imprisonment respectively. Morris Kallon, who commanded troops in the RUF, was found guilty of 16 of the 18 charges of crimes against humanity and war crimes and sentenced to 40 years imprisonment. Similarly, Issa Hassen Sesay was sentenced to a 52-year imprisonment for war crimes that included terrorizing civilians, unlawful killings, sexual violence, use of child soldiers, abductions and forced labor, looting, and burning. The court’s most famous case involved former Liberian President Charles Taylor, who was accused of providing support to Sierra Leonese forces. On April 26, 2012, he became the first African head of state to be convicted for his part in war crimes. The following month, he was given a 50-year prison sentence.
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Sri Lanka

Known as Ceylon until 1972, Sri Lanka is an island nation situated some 20 miles off the southern tip of India, between the Arabian Sea and the Bay of Bengal. The British ruled the country until it attained independence in 1947; in 1948 it became part of the British Commonwealth, but was governed independently. It later opted out of the Commonwealth. During the government of Solomon Bandaranaike, most of Sri Lanka’s principal industries were nationalized. He stoked considerable ethnic and religious unrest after declaring that only Sinhalese would be used by government officials and in schools; this angered the minority Tamils. The Sinhalese are Buddhists while the Tamils are Hindus. Thereafter, the Tamils engaged in a growing insurgency against the government that morphed into a bloody civil war that endured for more than 26 years. After Bandaranaike’s 1950 assassination, his widow, Sirimavo, became head of state. She further antagonized the Tamils by declaring Buddhism as the official state religion.

In April 1971, the Sri Lankan government faced another threat, this time from the Marxist political group known as the Maoist People’s Liberation Front (MPFL), which commenced a full blown rebellion that was largely quashed by June 1971, although the MPLF would wage a guerilla-style conflict for years thereafter. Between 1971 and 1977, the government of Sri Lanka ruled using emergency powers to deal with the MPLF and Tamil separatists. During the 1971 revolt, as many as 5,000 people were killed, many of them civilians in rural areas. Meanwhile, by the 1970s the Tamils, who sought an independent nation separate from Sri Lanka, had organized the Liberation Tigers of Tamil Eelam (LTTE), which waged a low-level guerilla war against the Sri Lankan government. That became a full-fledged civil war beginning in 1983.

In May 1983, LTTE militants killed 13 Sri Lankan soldiers. This prompted bloody reprisals from the Sinhalese, who rioted against the Tamils beginning in June. Many Tamil civilians died in the unrest, with the total death toll perhaps as high as 3,000. This marked the beginning of the long-running war between the LTTE and the Sri Lankan government. Early on, the LTTE was clandestinely aided by the southern Indian state of Tamil Nadu, which made the LTTE’s insurgency all the more potent. An accord between the Indian and Sri Lankan governments in 1987 largely cut off this aid, and India sent peacekeeping troops to the Tamil-dominated portions of Sri Lanka, although in 1990 the Tamils turned against the Muslim minority, which they claimed was supporting the Sinhalese. This escalated the conflict. The MPLF launched another major offensive against the Sri Lankan government in 1987, necessitating more Indian peacekeepers.

Although the LTTE and MPLF were fighting for fundamentally different reasons, both groups played off the other, taking advantage of a government that seemed ill-equipped to deal with a prolonged civil war. Indeed, sometimes they coordinated their attacks in order to multiply their shock value. There were many atrocities committed by the LTTE, MPLF, and Sri Lankan forces during the civil war. The December 4, 1984, attack against Tamil civilians by Sri Lankan military forces at Mannar resulted in as many as 150 deaths. The LTTE carried out a massacre of Sinhalese civilians at Anuradhapura on May 14, 1985, that killed 145 people. On August 18, 1987, an MPLF guerilla threw grenades into the Sri Lankan Parliament, killing an assembly member and a cabinet secretary. On October 21–22, 1987, Indian peacekeeping troops raided a hospital in Jaffna, killing 60–70 patients and staff members. On February 8, 1989, an attack by the MPLF on a Buddhist shrine that houses the relic of the tooth killed 17 and wounded 25 more.

The killings continued unabated through the 1990s. On June 11, 1990, LTTE fighters reportedly murdered some 600 Sri Lankan police officers in the Eastern Province. On July 9, 1995, the Sri Lankan air force mistakenly killed at least 125 civilians (some estimates claim as many as 750) in Navaly (Navali) as they took shelter in a local church. The unarmed civilians had previously been told by Sri Lankan forces to seek refuge in the church. A truck bomb planted by the LTTE killed 15 and injured 150 more at the Colombo World Trade Center on October 15, 1997. Meanwhile, the LTTE and the Sri Lankan government engaged in several fruitless ceasefires and peace negotiations between 1985 and 2006, when the fighting intensified exponentially. Meanwhile, both the MPLF and LTTE committed numerous political assassinations of both Sri Lankan and Indian leaders.

When the Sri Lankan-LTTE fighting was renewed and reinvigorated in 2006, more massacres ensued, and on a scale not seen before. At Kebithigollewa, an LTTE attack on a bus on June 15, 2006, killed 60 civilians. The rising violence was made much worse by the massive tsunami that struck Sri Lanka’s coast in December 2004, killing at least 35,000 people. Tamil guerillas carried out a suicide truck bombing on October 16, 2006, against a military convoy between Dambulla and Habarana, killing at least 200 and perhaps as many as 350, and wounding 150 others. A large number of civilians also died in the attacks.

The final months of the war between the LTTE and the Sri Lankan military, in 2009, were among the bloodiest of the entire conflict. There were wholesale massacres of civilians by both sides, hundreds of disappearances, and food, water, and medicine shortages among the many civilians displaced by the fighting. There were also reports that the LTTE used child soldiers toward the end of the war. Between January and April 2009 alone, some 6,500 civilians died, and another 14,000 were injured. Thousands more became homeless. By mid-April, some 1,000 civilians per day were being killed. The following month, the Sri Lankan government declared victory, and the majority of the fighting ceased. The 1983–2009 civil war resulted in 22,327 Sri Lankans killed and 60,000 more wounded. The Tamils and the LTTE suffered 27,000 deaths, while Indian peacekeeping forces suffered 1,200 deaths. During the last six months of the war alone, 294,000 civilians became refugees.

There remains an uneasy truce in Sri Lanka today, although sporadic violence and terrorism perpetrated by extremists continues to haunt its citizenry. The MPFL, meanwhile, purged itself of militant extremists in the 1990s, and is now a viable political party with considerable clout in the Parliament and government.
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Stalin, Joseph

Joseph Stalin was general secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, supreme commander of the Soviet armed forces, marshal of the Soviet Union, and Soviet dictator. He was indisputably one of the most powerful rulers in history, as well as one of the greatest murderers.

Born Iosif Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili in the Georgian town of Gori on December 21, 1879, Stalin was the only child of his parents to survive infancy. His parents were semiliterate peasants, the descendants of serfs; his father worked as cobbler and his mother as a washerwoman and domestic. Soso, the common Georgian nickname for Iosef, was admitted to the four-year elementary ecclesiastical school in Gori in September 1888 and graduated in July 1894. His mother wished a career in the priesthood for him, so in September 1894, he entered the Tiflis theological seminary on a free scholarship.

Stalin’s “official” biographies obscure more than they reveal, and they differ for the most part on the cause of Soso’s exit from the seminary in 1899. Some say he was expelled for revolutionary activity, and others claim that he quit, but it was at seminary that Dzhugashvili was introduced to Russian socialism and Marxism. His career as a low-level party functionary began in 1901 and included “expropriations” (robbery) and counterfeiting in support of the Russian Social Democratic Labor Party (RSDLP). Arrested, he was tried, convicted, and exiled to Siberia in 1903 under the pseudonym Koba.

Koba escaped from exile in 1904, and the next year he joined the Bolshevik faction of the RSDLP (Georgia being a stronghold of the Menshevik faction), which was led by Vladimir Lenin. By 1907, he was recognized as an outstanding Bolshevik propagandist. By 1912, he was sponsored by Lenin to membership in the Bolshevik-controlled RSDLP Central Committee at the Prague conference where the final split between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks took place. Stalin (steel), as he was then known, was freed from Siberian exile by the Russian Revolution of March 1917. He returned to Petrograd and became editor of the party newspaper Pravda. His seniority on the Central Committee allowed him to assume leadership of the Bolsheviks until Lenin’s return to Petrograd from Switzerland in April 1917. Stalin seems to have played little role in the Bolshevik seizure of power in October 1917.

Stalin’s alleged expertise on the nationalities question led to his appointment as commissar of nationalities in the new Bolshevik government. Through the Russian Civil War period, the real government of Russia was the Bolshevik Politburo of five men: Lenin, Leon Trotsky, Lev Kamenev, Nikolai Bukharin, and Stalin. To Stalin fell the day-to-day management of the party, which gave him considerable power. In 1922, his power base was expanded when he was appointed general secretary of the Central Committee, whereby de facto control of the Politburo accrued to him.

Following Lenin’s incapacitation by stroke in 1923 and his death on January 21, 1924, over time Stalin was able to parlay his base of power into control of the organs of Soviet governance. By 1929, his accumulation of power was complete and unchallenged. In the 1930s, he began to purge “old Bolsheviks,” who were his former adversaries, in his quest to maintain and strengthen his hold on power.

Periodic purges were not unprecedented after the Bolshevik seizure of power. Most were directed at subordinate officials and low-ranking party members, who bore the brunt of policy failures. The Great Purges, conducted on Stalin’s orders, were characterized by their focus on party and state elites, the use of mass terror, and dramatic public “show trials” and “confessions” by the accused.

Beginning in 1936, in a series of show trials held in Moscow, numerous leading Communists and old Bolsheviks were tried; they confessed and were executed or sentenced to hard labor. At the same time, millions of ordinary Soviet citizens simply disappeared in what became known as the “deep comb-out.” Eventually some 8 million people were arrested, 1 million of whom were executed; the remainder were sent to the gulags. In 1937, after the destruction of his former adversaries, Stalin began to eliminate potential threats to his power with the purge of Red Army leaders. Eventually, 40 to 50 percent of the senior officer corps disappeared. Not all were executed or died in the gulags; many survived and were rehabilitated in World War II. Others left in the army found the previously closed path to military prominence open.

Simultaneously, Stalin reversed Lenin’s New Economic Policy (NEP), which had introduced a degree of capitalism in order to revive the economy, purged the middle-class peasants who had emerged under that policy (the kulaks), and carried out the collectivization of agriculture. Reliable casualty figures for the collectivization drive are unavailable, but if one includes the famine fatalities, the number of those who died may have exceeded 10 million people. Russian writer Nikolai Tolstoi put the number who died in the gulags under Stalin at 12 million people. These numbers compare with a total of 15,000 executions in the last 50 years of the tsars. In terms of the sheer number of victims, the Soviet Union under Stalin unquestionably outdistanced Hitler’s Germany.

In addition to pushing the collectivization of agriculture, Stalin also implemented a series of five-year plans that set quotas for growth in all areas of the economy. Much of this effort was devoted to the exploitation of Soviet natural resources and development of heavy industry. The last of these plans prior to World War II also emphasized armaments production. Although growth was uneven, considerable progress was registered, much of which came at the expense of the living standards of the Soviet people.

In the 1930s, German ambitions alarmed Stalin, who grew interested in collective security. He instructed People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs Maksim Litvinov to pursue an internationalist course. In 1934, the USSR joined the League of Nations. Stalin also secured defensive pacts with other nations, including France. In the late 1930s, many western leaders still distrusted the Soviet Union; thus, even though the Kremlin was willing to enter into arrangements with the West against Germany and Japan, no effective coalition was forged, and events during the decade took a course that largely ignored the Soviet Union. Unsentimental in such matters, in August 1939 Stalin arranged a nonaggression pact with Germany that allowed Adolf Hitler to invade Poland without fear of war with the Soviets. Stalin hoped, thereby, to gain time to strengthen his own military. He also gained territory in eastern Poland and the Baltic states. When Finnish leaders rejected his demands, in November 1939 Stalin ordered Soviet forces to invade Finland in order to secure territory and bases against a potential German attack.

Stalin rejected numerous western warnings in the winter and spring of 1941 that Germany was preparing to attack the Soviet Union, viewing these as efforts by the Allied powers and the United States to trick the Soviet Union into war with Germany. In consequence, Soviet forces were largely unprepared for Operation BARBAROSSA, the German invasion of the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941. Soviet military units were not even immediately authorized to return fire.

For nearly two weeks after the German attack, Stalin remained incommunicado, but he finally reappeared to proclaim the “Great Patriotic War” and rally his people and the Red Army to the defense of the “motherland.” During the course of the fighting on the Eastern Front, Stalin grew dramatically as a military commander. All important strategic and operational decisions required his personal approval as supreme commander. He also absorbed specialist military knowledge, although he held no strategic dogmas or pet operational blueprints. For the most part, Stalin allowed his generals to formulate their own views and develop their own plans following his general ideas, based on well-founded knowledge of the situation. If Stalin bears great responsibility for the early defeats suffered by the Soviet Union in the first two years of the war, he must also be credited for Soviet successes in its last two years.

Besides rallying the Soviet people and armed forces with speeches and rhetoric, Stalin demonstrated his own readiness to stand firm against the German onslaught. On October 15, 1941, the Germans having driven to within 50 miles of Moscow, the Soviet government and diplomatic community were evacuated to Kuibyshev on the Volga. This caused a panic among the Muscovites, who believed they had been abandoned. The announcement on October 17 that Stalin was in the Kremlin restored relative calm to the city. Stalin remained in the Kremlin, directing strategic operations throughout the siege of Moscow and, with rare exceptions, for the remainder of the war.

During the war, Stalin had a clear picture of his postwar objectives. As the western powers had used the new eastern European states after World War I to isolate Communist Russia and contain Bolshevism, so Stalin planned to use the same states, under Soviet control as satellites, to exclude western influences from his own empire. At no time in the war after June 1941 was less than three-quarters of the German army committed on the Eastern Front. Stalin used this fact, delays by the western Allies in opening a true second front, and the great suffering of the Soviet Union (up to 27 million dead in the war) to secure massive amounts of Lend-Lease aid. He also used the actual occupation of eastern and much of central Europe by the Red Army to secure major concessions from the west at conferences at Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam, thereby ushering in the Soviet empire.

Stalin continued to rule the Soviet Union with an iron fist almost until the day of his death. He died on March 5, 1953, a month after suffering a stroke, at Kuntsevo near Moscow.
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Stolen Generations

Term that refers to children of Aboriginal descent who were removed permanently from their parents’ homes and placed with non-Aboriginal families with the intention of imposing Western culture, mores, and languages on them. The policy that created the Stolen Generations was maintained by Australia’s state and federal governments between from the 1930s to 1970s, profoundly impacting several generations of Aborigines. Children were taken away as early as at birth, shattering families and leaving deep psychological scars. Many children suffered physical and/or sexual abuse with their foster families. A 1997 Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission in Sydney released a report, Bringing Them Home, which indicated that between one in three and one in ten Aboriginal children had been taken away from their families, resulting in the removal of tens of thousands of children. The report condemned the practice and suggested that it fell under the provisions of Article 2 (e) of the 1948 UN Genocide Convention.

In the 2000s, some Aborigines resorted to judicial proceedings to seek compensation for the ills they had suffered. In a landmark case in 2008, the South Australian Supreme Court awarded Bruce Trevorrow, who was unlawfully taken from his family by the state Aboriginal Protection Board, more than $500,000 in compensation. Trevorrow became the first member of the Stolen Generations to successfully sue an Australian government for compensation, opening the way for other Aborigines. In 2008, the Australian government issued a formal apology for the past wrongs perpetrated against the indigenous Aboriginal population.
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Syria 

An organized political system existed in the region now known as Syria as long ago as 3000 BC. For much of its history the region was subject to invasion and occupation because it lay along the key invasion and trade routes between the Mediterranean, North Africa, and Mesopotamia. Among its conquerors were Egypt, the Hittites, the Assyrians, the Persians, and the Greeks. Syria became a part of the Roman Empire in 64 BC and following the collapse of the Western Roman Empire it became a part of the Byzantine Empire.

The most significant conquest of Syria came in the seventh century AD when the Muslim Amayyad Empire took over. Christianity had been prevalent in Syria since soon after the birth of the faith but most Syrians converted to Islam after the Amayyad conquest. The country was soon in the hands of another ruler, the Abbasid, who were followed by the Seljuk Turks, the Crusaders, the Mamelukes, and the Mongols before the Ottoman Empire began its 400-year dominance in the region. There was a brief period of Egyptian control in the 19th century but European powers “persuaded” Cairo to return control to the Ottomans.

During World War I Syrian nationalists were persuaded to fight with the Allies in exchange for a promise of independence after the war ended. The promise was broken as the new League of Nations divided what are now Syria, Lebanon, Israel, and Jordan between the French and the British, with France gaining control of the first two. Not surprisingly, Arab nationalists did not take well to the arrangement, and some serious unrest in 1925 prompted France to begin yielding ground. Lebanon became a separate state in 1926 and after long-winded talks France began granting Syria autonomy in 1936. The Arab struggle continued after the fall of France to Germany at the start of World War II. The Vichy government retained control of Syria and even before the fall to the Germans the government had suspended Syria’s constitution. After Allied forces discovered that Syrian airfields were being used by German forces, the United Kingdom and the Free French forces invaded Syria in 1941. The Free French then granted Syria and Lebanon independence, with the Syrian change being completed in 1946. Shukri al-Kuwatli, the nationalist leader who led the drive for independence.

The early life of independent Syria was stormy. From 1949 to 1963 the country was beset by numerous coups and changes of government. It was undermined by the ideological and regional differences within the country as well as the distractions caused by the Cold War and Syria’s resistance to the creation of the state of Israel. During this period the socialist and Arab nationalist Baath Party became the nation’s most important political grouping, and the nation joined with Egypt to establish military and economic agreements with the Soviet Union in an effort to counteract the growing influence of the West within the Middle East. However, political leaders were concerned that the Soviet influence would also grow too great, so to reduce Soviet influence and put off the possibility of a communist takeover, Syria agreed in February 1958 to join with Egypt in forming the United Arab Republic (UAR). The UAR did not last long because conservative elements in Syria were opposed to the growing dominance of Egypt within the republic and to the nationalization of the economy. On Sep 28, 1961, military officers launched a coup, withdrew Syria from the UAR, and founded the Syrian Arab Republic.

The new regime was dominated by the Baath Party, which started redistributing wealth by a process of nationalization and land reform, thereby reducing the power of the traditional, land-based ruling class. The party was factionalized and in 1966 a more radical branch of the party took control of the country. This lasted until 1970, when the present leader, moderate Hafez al-Assad gained power through a bloodless coup. Assad’s main goals were to challenge the existence of Israel and to reduce Syrian dependence on the Soviet Union. In the 1970s Syria grew rich from the Arab oil boom, and support for Assad increased after he attacked Israel in the Golan Heights in the October 1973 Yom Kippur War. Israel drove the Syrian forces to within 20 miles of Damascus, the capital, but the two sides signed a disengagement agreement the following year that returned part of the Golan Heights to Syria as well as providing for prisoner exchanges and patrols by United Nations (UN) forces.

Assad’s problems increased in the 1970s, in large part because of his intervention in the civil war in Lebanon. He ultimately sent in as many as 50,000 troops. Israel became concerned at the growing Syrian involvement and invaded Lebanon in 1982, provoking clashes with Syrian forces. By the time the civil war ended, Lebanon had effectively become a client state of Syria with the political scene heavily controlled by Damascus. The heavy military involvement took a significant toll on Syria’s economy. The situation was worsened by the growing resentment Sunni Muslims were feeling toward the Alawite Muslims who had dominated the political scene since Assad had taken power. In 1976 fundamentalists began killing and launching bomb attacks against prominent Alawites, worsening the division of the nation. The government stepped up its repression but rebellions continued in 1980 and 1982. Assad has remained a powerful figure by combining necessary force and diplomatic skill, although the Arab world distanced itself from him during the 1980s because of his support for non-Arab Iran in the 1980–88 Iran-Iraq War and his involvement in efforts to oust Yasir Arafat from the leadership of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). Despite his skills, Assad was also isolated from the West during the 1980s, when some nations imposed sanctions because of the belief that Syria was a major supporter of international terrorism.

In the 1990s Syria took steps to improve its image, partly by acting to help bring about the release of Westerners being held hostage in Lebanon and by siding with Kuwait and its Western allies in the Persian Gulf War. Although Syria supports the principle that Israel exchange occupied Arab territory for peace, Damascus has generally opposed the self-rule agreements established between Israel and the PLO. In 1994, Syria held negotiations with Israel regarding the possible return to Syria of the Golan Heights, which Israel had annexed in 1982, but the talks did not bear fruit. Syria remains influential in Lebanon: it indirectly supported Hezbollah attacks against northern Israel during the 1990s.

With the death of Hafez al-Assad and the ascension of his son, Bashar al-Assad, to the presidency in 2000, Syrians and the world community began to tire of the hardline Assad political dynasty. Then, with the explosion of successful antigovernment protests in Tunisia and Egypt during the Arab Spring of 2011, many Middle Eastern dictatorships came under threat from their own people, and Syria was no exception. But unlike the former leaders of Tunisia and Egypt, the younger Assad would not go quietly. Adopting the violent tactics of Libya’s Muammar Qaddafi, Assad’s forces began to fire on unarmed protesters and medical aid personnel, killing thousands, and arrested hundreds of citizens. As the violence intensified through 2011, Assad was vilified by foreign governments, the UN, and human rights groups, all demanding that he step down. As a result, protesters took up arms and fought back, as Syria moved toward civil war.
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Syrian Civil War

The Syrian Civil War is a popular and ongoing rebellion against Syrian President Bashar al-Assad’s government and the Baath Party that began in January 2011. Since then, events within Syria have sharply escalated as Syrian armed forces have attempted to quell the rebellion using violent means. Anti-government protesters, meanwhile, have become better organized and equipped, leading to an escalatory spiral of attacks and counterattacks that have frequently claimed the lives of innocent civilians. The Syrian government has been roundly condemned in the international community, but outside attempts to mediate a peaceful resolution to the conflict unraveled during the summer of 2012. As of September 1, 2012, it is estimated that as many as 38,000 Syrians have died in the struggle, half of whom were civilians. Some 1.5 million others have been driven from their homes, and at least 250,000 fled to neighboring nations.

Although the immediate catalyst of the Syrian Civil War seemed to have emerged from the wider Arab Spring, which saw protests sweep other Arab nations, including Tunisia, Yemen, Libya, and Egypt, the violence in Syria is actually rooted in its immediate past. Since al-Assad’s father, Hafez, began ruling the nation with an iron hand in the early 1970s, Syrians have been routinely subjected to severe political repression, human right abuses, and periodic crack downs against alleged government dissidents that resulted in perhaps thousands of deaths. The government also employs torture and incarceration without due process. Some Syrians had hoped that Bashar al-Assad would liberalize their country when he took power in 2000. However, despite some early rhetoric, al-Assad apparently had no intention of engaging his nation in meaningful political reform. To make matters worse, al-Assad and much of the leadership in his government are Alawite, a sub-group of Shiite Islam that represents only 12 percent of the Syrian population; Sunni Muslims comprise nearly 75 percent of the population.

In addition to the obvious problems caused by minority rule, Syrians began to chafe under their government’s restrictive laws that limited or eliminated freedom of expression, assembly, or association. The al-Assad regime strictly censors the press, and until 2011 many popular Web site were blocked. Women and ethnic minorities—especially the Kurds—have also been subjected to discrimination and even violence. At the same time, the economic situation in Syria began to badly deteriorate, particularly after the global financial crisis and recession that began in 2007. Unemployment rates soared, government aid to the poor declined, and government subsidies for basic food crops resulted in climbing prices.

By 2011, Syria seemed ripe for popular unrest, and by then many Syrians had taken notice of rebellions occurring in other Arab nations. Protests in Syria commenced on January 26, 2011, when antigovernment activist Hasan Ali Akleh immolated himself in a public square. Sporadic protests occurred throughout Syria thereafter, but not until mid-March did the protests begin to escalate. The al-Assad government moved swiftly, and with an iron fist, to quash the rebellions. Thousands were arrested and detained for indefinite periods of time. Many of those arrested were tortured or treated abhorrently. By April, the government had sent troops and tanks into towns and cities across Syria; troops frequently opened fire, killing or wounding scores of civilians. Although al-Assad imposed an absolute blackout of all media and news coverage, the outside world nevertheless learned of the atrocities and was deeply disturbed by them. Foreign journalists caught in Syria were subject to arrest, and several were killed.

By the summer of 2011, a sizable number of Syrian soldiers and officers began to defect, claiming that they could not support a government that wages war on its own people. By the end of July, many of these defectors formed the Free Syrian Army (FSA), which would soon become the chief adversary of the regular Syrian Army. Throughout the autumn of 2011, government troops continued to quash protests by force, but on November 3, al-Assad’s government agreed in principle to a plan put forth by the Arab League to end the violence. That overture, however, was virtually stillborn, as government forces continued to fire on civilians. In February 2012, the United Nations (UN) appointed Kofi Annan, former UN general-secretary, as UN-Arab League envoy to Syria. A ceasefire was agreed to on April 12, but Syrian armed forces, including the pro-government Shabiha (militia), and rebel forces routinely violated it. By June, the UN-Arab League effort had collapsed, and Annan resigned and left Syria in August 2012.

Meanwhile, reports of atrocities in Syria proliferated. On May 25, 2005, at least 108 civilians (49 children and 34 women) were killed in the Houla Massacre after Syrian forces shelled the village of Taldou. On June 6, some 78 civilians died in the al-Qubair Massacre, when government forces shelled a civilian area. The al-Assad government has indiscriminately shelled many other areas, including large towns and cities, and even unleashed Syrian military jets on areas that were inhabited by innocent civilians.

Meanwhile, the UN has issued several statements condemning the civilian killings, but China and Russia have been unwilling to take stronger action against Syria for both political and economic reasons. Unless their intransigence changes, the UN is unlikely to take any more substantive steps to quell the uprising. Syria has a strong backer in Iran, which has been a long-time strategic ally and has sent supplies and troops to Syria, but the Arab League has sharply condemned al-Assad’s actions. Unless an outside entity provides substantial aid to the rebels, or intervenes in the struggle itself, which is unlikely, the Syrian Civil War may well endure for some time. As of this writing, neither the rebels nor Syrian government forces seem to possess adequate force to completely subdue the other. And the international community appears incapable of presenting a united front against al-Assad. This spells tragedy for the Syrian people, who will continue to endure random violence, organized government killing, arrests, and torture. In a wider context, the unrest in Syria will further destabilize an already volatile Middle East and make it much more difficult to achieve lasting peace and stability in the region.
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Taylor, Charles

Civil war marked both the beginning and end of Charles Taylor’s tenure as president of Liberia, which lasted from July 1997, when he won democratic elections following a long career as a guerrilla soldier, until August 2003, when he was forced into exile in Nigeria by a new group of rebels. Before winning the presidency, Charles Taylor was head of the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) guerrilla army, whose forces launched a bloody civil war against rival groups in 1990. The NPFL was accused of wanton disregard for human rights during the conflict, which finally ended in August 1996. Taylor was later indicted, in June 2003, on charges of crimes against humanity and war atrocities by a United Nations (UN) court for his role in the civil war in neighboring Sierra Leone. He stepped down from the presidency in 2003, and in 2006 was flown to The Hague, Netherlands to face trial. The trial began in 2008, and Taylor was convicted in April 2012, becoming the first former head of state in Africa to be convicted by an international court. The following month he received a 50-year prison sentence.

Charles Ghankay Taylor was born to Americo-Liberian parents on January 27, 1948, in Artiton, a wealthy district of Monrovia, the Liberian capital. He received an economics degree at Bentley College in Waltham, Massachusetts in 1977 and went to work in Boston as an automobile mechanic. He returned to Liberia to work for the Samuel Doe government after a coup overthrew William Tolbert in 1980. Taylor became one of Doe’s top advisers, but he fled the country in 1983 when he was accused of defrauding the government of $900,000. He returned to the United States only to face extradition back to Liberia. However, he escaped again and spent the next several years roaming northwestern Africa and plotting to overthrow Doe’s government.

Taylor announced the formation of the NPFL at the start of 1989, with financial support from the governments of Libya and Burkina Faso. As dissatisfaction with the repressive Doe regime mounted, he launched an armed resistance in December 1989. The NPFL soon overran most of the countryside and Doe holed himself up in the capital, Monrovia. Taylor won support among the Gio and Manos peoples and began to rely heavily on mercenaries from other West African countries. Neighboring governments began to worry that Taylor’s movement might destabilize the region. Before Doe was overthrown in September 1990, a West African peacekeeping force known as the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), had occupied Monrovia.

ECOMOG set up an interim government in Monrovia under Amos Sawyer in October 1990, while Taylor proclaimed himself president a month later, setting up a separate capital in Gbarnga. Taylor was accused of countless abuses of human rights throughout the early 1990s as the civil war raged on. Peace accords were signed between the warring factions in July 1993 and September 1994. During the second half of 1994, however, Taylor faced increasing opposition from within the NPFL and lost control of Gbarnga to dissident forces. A December 1994 accord also faltered and was succeeded by a new peace pact, signed in August 1995. Taylor subsequently became a member of a new ruling Council of State that was inaugurated in September 1995. In April 1996, Taylor’s attempts to arrest Roosevelt Johnson, a rival militia leader, set off a new round of violence that derailed the nation’s fragile peace process and left the capital, Monrovia, in ruins.

Following the signing of a new peace accord in August 1996, Taylor declared his candidacy for the national presidency. He and his National Patriotic Party (formerly the political wing of the NPFL) captured close to 75 percent of the vote in July 1997 elections. Some political analysts suggested that voters decided it would be better to elect Taylor than to risk his returning to warfare if he did not win.

Taylor has been accused of providing arms and training to rebels of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) in neighboring Sierra Leone. The RUF, whose brutality has been likened to that of Taylor’s NPFL, funded their insurgency through the illegal mining and exporting of Sierra Leone’s diamonds. In July 2000 the UN imposed a worldwide ban on the trade of rough Sierra Leone diamonds after it accused Taylor of enriching himself through arms-for-diamonds trading with the RUF. The UN also imposed travel sanctions on Taylor and banned the trade of weapons and diamonds with Liberia. The international body extended the sanctions in May 2003, citing the government’s “active support” of various rebel groups destabilizing West Africa, and added a ban on timber sales, as tropical hardwoods were another main source of Liberia’s income. The following month, the UN Sierra Leone Special Court indicted Taylor for his role in the Sierra Leone conflict, a move applauded by many but condemned by others who feared that the indictment could increase factional fighting in Liberia.

As he lost support on the international scene, Taylor also came under increasing pressure from the rebel Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD), which along with the Movement for Democracy in Liberia had taken over two-thirds of the country by early 2003. Taylor’s government battled LURD for four years, causing destruction that left tens of thousands of refugees and little remaining infrastructure in the war-torn nation. In July and August 2003, LURD rebels advanced on the capital, Monrovia, taking control of the main port and saying they would not lay down their arms until Taylor resigned. The siege lasted for three weeks, with Taylor repeatedly promising to step down and then reneging on his pledge. With the arrival of West African peacekeepers, he finally agreed to leave the country. On August 11, 2003, Taylor handed over power to his vice president, Moses Blah, who had fought alongside him in the previous civil war, and LURD rebels agreed to end their assault. Blah relinquished power to a transitional government in October 2003.

Taylor lived in exile in Nigeria from 2003 to 2006, all the while saying he hoped to return to his home country. One month after he left for Nigeria, a UN investigation charged Taylor with stealing or illegally diverting at least $100 million during his years in office. In March 2006, Taylor was arrested as he tried to escape Nigeria. He was flown to Sierra Leone, where the UN-backed Special Court for Sierra Leone charged him with 11 counts of crimes against humanity and war atrocities, including leading and financing a rebel army that murdered, mutilated, raped, and abused tens of thousands of civilians. He pleaded not guilty to all 11 charges and said he could not afford defense attorneys. In June 2006, Taylor was extradited to The Hague, Netherlands for trial, as officials feared tension over the case in Sierra Leone would lead to renewed violence. After several delays, the trial began in January 2008 as Taylor became the first former African ruler to stand trial for war crimes. He was convicted on April 26, 2012, on all 11 counts, but of “aiding and abetting,” rather than leading, rebel militia groups in the specified atrocities and crimes against humanity.
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Tiananmen Square Incident

A large public plaza in Beijing, capital of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), Tiananmen Square, literally meaning “Gate of Heavenly Peace,” has been the site of student movements since the 1919 May Fourth Movement. The Tiananmen Square protests of 1989 (April 15–June 4) were of the utmost importance in both their domestic and international contexts. The protests began on April 15 when Beijing’s students gathered in the square, mourning the death of Hu Yaobang, former secretary-general of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) (1980–1987). That Hu was ousted from office in January 1987 because of his sympathetic stance toward the prodemocracy student movement of 1986 helped transform mourning activities into a series of nation-wide student demonstrations. Students renewed their calls for immediate democratization and demanded direct dialogues with senior leaders. The movement employed mass sit-ins, boycotts of classes, public forums, bicycle demonstrations, and hunger strikes.

On May 4, 1989, organized prodemocracy demonstrations occurred in 51 Chinese cities. Other sectors also expressed their discontent with the CCP. Coincident with the visit of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev in mid-May, the protests received global media coverage.

The world-wide attention and escalation of the student movement irritated PRC leaders. The handling of students’ demands renewed the factional struggles between the liberal reformers and the conservatives, whose origins dated to 1979 when the paramount leader Deng Xiaoping introduced a market economy and open-door policy to modernize China. This time, the struggle was personalized by the liberal reformist CCP secretary-general Zhao Ziyang and the conservative hard-liner Premier Li Peng. Zhao preferred a conciliatory stance, arguing that the protest was of a patriotic nature and political reform should be accelerated to facilitate economic modernization. Li, by contrast, insisted on clear-cut coercive measures to disperse the demonstrators and restore stability.

Although away from the front line since the early 1980s, Deng remained highly influential as the chairman of the Central Military Commission. Fearing that his economic program would be jeopardized, Deng supported Zhao’s soft -line and accommodating posture. The government’s dialogues with students, however, proved fruitless. With no sign that the protests would soon end, Deng’s patience was exhausted and he decided to adopt Li’s hard-line approach.

On May 20, 1989, Li declared martial law in Beijing, ordering the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to clear Tiananmen Square, on conditions that no bloodshed occur. Owing to the students’ blockade, the army stopped on the outskirts of Beijing city, resulting in a stalemate for the rest of the month. Meanwhile, the government was preoccupied with two issues: preparing a change in leadership to end the factional struggles; and regaining Tiananmen Square to end the protests. On May 28, Zhao was placed under house arrest, and was replaced by Jiang Zemin, the party secretary of the Shanghai Municipal Committee, whose decisive action in closing down a newspaper for reporting the Tiananmen Square protests drew the conservatives’ attention.

After consulting retired elder statesmen like Li Xiannin and Bo Yibo and PRC President Yang Shangkun, Deng finally agreed on more forceful means to end the stand-off, implying the clearance of the square at all cost. On June 2, Yang ordered a military crackdown on the student-demonstrators and the clearance of Tiananmen Square on the grounds that a “counter-revolutionary riot” was fermenting and continued instability would retard economic reform. On June 4 at midnight, the PLA marched into the Square and by dawn had successfully fulfilled its orders, thereby ending the seven-week long protests. Because of a press blackout, the estimated deaths and injuries on that night vary from 240 to 10,000.

To prevent a reoccurrence, on June 9 the government ordered the arrest of all student leaders and activists. Some leaders, such as Wang Dan, were arrested and sentenced to long prison terms, while others like Chai Ling and Wuer Kaixi fled abroad. On June 10, the PRC claimed that a total of 468 “trouble-makers” had been arrested and that calm had been restored in Beijing.

The PRC’s use of the PLA to suppress the student demonstrations stunned the world. Some contemporaries labeled the incident the “Tiananmen Massacre.” Foreign condemnations, including those from the Soviet bloc, flooded in, followed by a number of punitive sanctions, like the suspension of arms sale to China, the linking of human rights issues to the PRC’s entry into the World Trade Organization, and economic embargoes. From a broader perspective, the legacy of the Tiananmen Square Protests was two-fold. In the PRC, the protests enabled the conservatives to gain the upper hand. In November 1989, Deng relinquished his remaining post to Jiang, passing the ruling power to the “third generation,” and his economic modernization was slowed down. In the Cold War context, there is a consensus that the Tiananmen Square Protests had in some ways inspired the liberation of Eastern Europe from Soviet control, precipitating the Cold War’s end.
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Tibet Annexation

In 1949, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) launched a campaign to “liberate” Tibet from imperialism. However, for Tibet, the campaign resulted in death and destruction, as well as the exile of the Dalai Lama. Tibet is still fighting for freedom from China.

In September 1949, the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) entered rural Tibet in the areas of Gansu and Qinghai. That incursion, however, was met with little resistance. In October 1949, during the Chinese Communist Revolution, the Chinese Nationalist Party (Kuomintang) retreated to Taiwan; subsequently, on October 1, 1949, the revolution ended, and Mao Zedong proclaimed the PRC. Soon after, the communists focused on liberating Tibet from supposed imperialism. However, no imperial powers had taken an interest in Tibet since Great Britain, which granted India independence and had been out of the region since 1947. The strategic position of Tibet, located in the Himalayas between China and India, is a more plausible explanation for China’s interest.

On November 2, 1949, Tibet’s foreign office proposed negotiations to Mao to settle territorial disputes. Great Britain, India, and the United States supported that proposal over other alternatives. Despite the West’s containment policy against communism, those countries wanted to eliminate any chance of a military conflict with China. The PLA invaded Qamdo, the provincial capital of eastern Tibet, on October 7, 1950, the same day that China entered the Korean War. The 40,000-troop PLA force destroyed an ill-equipped 8,000-troop Tibetan force in only two days. The PLA captured the Tibetan regional governor and killed more than 4,000 Tibetan troops. In response to the invasion of Lhasa, the Tibetan National Assembly granted Tenzin Gyatso, the 15-year-old 14th Dalai Lama, full powers as the head of state. The assembly also asked the Dalai Lama to leave Lhasa for Dromo, which is near the Indian border.

On November 7, 1950, the Tibetan government appealed to the United Nations (UN) for intervention, and 10 days later, El Salvador appealed to the UN for assistance to Tibet, which was not a UN member nation. Great Britain maintained that Tibet was an independent state and looked to India for leadership in the region. Fearing tension with China, India lobbied against any UN action against the invasion. India, Great Britain, and the United States believed a peaceful solution was still possible, and on November 24, the UN General Committee unanimously voted to postpone talks over the Tibetan issue. The PLA defeated Tibetan resistance, and in December 1950, the Dalai Lama fled Lhasa.

Although India condemned the invasion, with an overwhelming lack of international support, Tibet sent a delegation to Beijing to negotiate with the Chinese government. The delegation was threatened with violence, and some members were held prisoner. The Chinese government told the delegation to sign the agreement or face military action against Lhasa. On May 23, 1951, the Tibetan delegation and the Chinese government signed the 17-point Agreement on Measures for the Peaceful Liberation of Tibet. The agreement was said to provide national defense to Tibet, to eliminate the “aggressive imperialist forces,” to unify the territory of the PRC, and to return Tibet to the “big family” of the PRC. The agreement offered Tibet equality and regional autonomy, and initially, Tibetans believed that their monastic and religious life would not be affected.

On May 27, 1951, Radio Beijing broadcast the full text of the agreement, the first time that the Dalai Lama and the Tibetan government became aware of the agreement. The Dalai Lama returned to Lhasa on August 17 to renegotiate the treaty. On September 9, 1951, 3,000 PLA troops entered Lhasa. Soon after, they occupied the cities of Ruthok, Gartok, Gyangtse, and Shigatse. The Dalai Lama was not allowed to negotiate the treaty, and the Tibetans maintained that the agreement had never been accepted. The agreement was reportedly ratified by Tibet on September 28, 1951. However, Tibet signed the agreement to avoid further aggression, and the Chinese government has been accused of using a forged Dalai Lama seal to ratify the agreement. The Chinese government held a public signing ceremony and announced to the international community that an agreement had been reached, and the “peaceful liberation of Tibet” had been concluded.

During its first stages, the occupation was not violent. By 1954, famine-like conditions and hyperinflation were the result of the strain on the country’s agriculture by the 222,000 PLA troops in Tibet. In response, tension grew between Tibetans and the PLA. In February 1956, a revolt began in eastern Tibet. Tibetan guerrillas inflicted heavy casualties on the Chinese, and the Chinese began a bombing campaign against the villagers as well as the public execution and torture of the rebels. By the end of 1958, more than 20,000 guerrilla fighters were fighting the PLA, and China threatened to bomb Lhasa as well as the Dalai Lama’s Norbulingka palace.

On March 1, 1959, the Chinese government invited the Dalai Lama to the military base at Lhasa to see a performance of a Chinese dance group. The Dalai Lama was expected to attend in secret, without his customary group of 25 bodyguards. The Dalai Lama agreed to attend, but a rumor that it was a Chinese plot to kidnap the Dalai Lama spread throughout Lhasa. Swearing to protect the Dalai Lama, a large crowd assembled at the Dalai Lama’s Norbulingka palace on March 10. In response, the Dalai Lama canceled his appointment, but the uprising continued. Tibetan soldiers in the PLA defected from the army and began to pass out weapons to the civilians. Tibetan government officials renounced China’s authority and stated that the agreement was null and void. On March 12, 5,000 Tibetan women marched through Lhasa shouting “From today Tibet is Independent” and holding banners that read “Tibet for Tibetans.” In the afternoon of March 17, 1959, the PLA fired two mortar shells at the Norbulingka palace. Later that night, the Dalai Lama, disguised as a soldier, escaped from the Norbulingka summer palace and began the treacherous 14-day journey to India. After three days of fighting, the PLA killed an estimated 10,000 to 15,000 Tibetans, and on March 20, the troops discovered that the Dalai Lama had escaped. In response, the Chinese seized control of all the high passes between Tibet and India. Over the next few days, the PLA defeated the outnumbered Tibetan resistance.

On March 31, the Dalai Lama and his party crossed the Indian border at Khenzimane Pass, and on April 3, Indian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru announced that the Indian government had granted asylum to the Dalai Lama. On April 18, the Dalai Lama left for Tezpur, where he made the Tezpur Statement, disavowing the 17-point agreement by stating that it was “thrust on the Tibetan Government and people by the threat of arms.” The Dalai Lama eventually settled in Dharamsala, the seat of Tibetan government in exile, where he still resides.

The Chinese government abolished the Tibetan government and implemented a Marxist government that controlled Tibetan religious life and agriculture. Among many changes, Chinese government stopped many farmers from producing barley and made them grow wheat and rice; wheat and rice do not grow well in the high altitude, and a famine ensued. An estimated 70,000 Tibetans died of starvation by 1961. In 1959, 1961, and 1965, after appeals from the Dalai Lama, the UN passed resolutions that demanded respect for human rights in Tibet. In response to the UN demands, the Chinese government began a campaign to harass monks and destroy monasteries. The campaign eventually resulted in the destruction of almost every historical structure in Tibet.

Continuous rebellion in Tibet eventually caused financial strain to the Chinese government. China granted limited religious freedom during the early 1980s. In 1984, Tibet was reopened to foreign tourism, which brought outside attention to the Tibetan situation. In September 1987, during the 37th anniversary of the Tibetan Annexation, 30 Buddhist monks began marching around the Jokhang Temple, Tibetan Buddhism’s most sacred temple, and calling for independence for Tibet. The monks, along with many bystanders, were beaten and arrested. Four days later, a similar protest, with similar results, was witnessed by Western tourists. Soon after, Western media was reporting on the violence in Tibet. In response, the Chinese government closed the entire country to foreign tourism until 1992.

In March 2008, large-scale protests erupted in Tibet as international attention was drawn to China during preparations for the Summer Olympics set to take place in Beijing later in the year. The protests were organized by Tibetan monks to commemorate the anniversary of the failed 1959 uprising and began peacefully with hunger strikes and demonstrations. The situation soon became violent, however, as Chinese troops cracked down on the dissidents. Though many Tibetans were killed, the protests continued as the Dalai Lama declared that China was engaged in “cultural genocide” against Tibet.

Throughout the years, the Dalai Lama has preached civil disobedience and has demanded that China withdraw from Tibet, though he has stated that he may accept Chinese authority provided that China allow for total religious, cultural, and environmental autonomy in the region. On September 21, 1987, he addressed the U.S. Congress and outlined a five-point peace process that stressed nonviolence. In 1989, he was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize for those efforts. A visit by U.S. president Bill Clinton in 1998 brought more attention to the Tibetan situation, and the U.S. government bestowed the Congressional Gold Medal upon the Dalai Lama in 2007 for his tireless efforts to promote peace and publicize the Tibetan situation.

Yet, Chinese control over Tibet’s economy, as well as Chinese settlements in Tibet, continue to make the prospect of independence difficult. Under Chinese occupation, more than 1 million Tibetans have been killed or exiled. In 2005, the Chinese government offered to meet with the Tibetan government-in-exile, and the Dalai Lama seemed opened to the possibility; however, no such meeting has yet occurred.

PHILIP J. MACFARLANE
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Tiger Force Killings 

Tiger Force was one of the elite long-range reconnaissance platoons (LRRPs) established by U.S. forces during the Vietnam War. Formed within the 1st Battalion, 327th Infantry Regiment of the 101st Airborne Division in South Vietnam in 1967, its field commanders were First Lieutenant Jim Gardner (killed in action, February 1967) and his replacement First Lieutenant James Hawkins. Overall commander and founder of the unit was Colonel David Hackworth. Hackworth had conceived the unit in 1966 and asked for volunteers, who he said had to be “hard-charging men” who would carry the guerrilla fight to the enemy. This would be accomplished through deep penetration missions into territory held by Viet Cong (VC) and People’s Army of Vietnam (North Vietnamese) forces. Tiger Force was stationed in Quang Ngai Province in the Central Highlands. As a secret LRRP unit, Tiger Force was permitted considerable leeway in command, equipment, and operational policies.

At age 40 in 1971, Hackworth was the youngest colonel to serve in Vietnam. He was a career military officer who became second in command of the 1st Battalion in 1967. When he arrived in Vietnam in 1966, Hackworth, then a major, established Tiger Force. His concept of an elite commando unit and unorthodox tactics won command approval on February 7, 1966. Hackworth and Tiger Force were tasked with rescuing a unit cut off by a large communist guerrilla force in the village of My Canh. Hackworth ordered a bayonet charge to break through the enemy forces, but this went awry as hidden guerillas opened fire, killing unit commander Lieutenant Gardner and killing or wounding every man in the unit.

Gardner was posthumously awarded the Medal of Honor, and Hackworth received the Distinguished Service Cross for this battle. Although a tactical failure, My Canh “blooded” Tiger Force and gave it a reputation that was to remain unsullied until an investigation by the Toledo Blade newspaper 36 years later. According to subsequent interviews, many of the men in the unit were bitter after My Canh, believing that Hackworth and Gardner received all the glory while the men who had done the bulk of the fighting had gone unrecognized.

Tiger Force was reconstituted following the Battle of My Canh and between May and November 1967 it is alleged to have carried out the single longest sustained series of war crimes and atrocities in modern U.S. military history. Tiger Force created a ferocious reputation for itself and created a wave of destruction, murder, and mayhem in its operational area.

Among atrocities charged to the unit (many of which have been verified by remorseful veterans, and only exposed due to the investigative work of Toledo Blade journalists Michael D. Salaam, Joe Mar, and Match Weirs) include the burning of Vietnamese villages without any proof of the involvement of their inhabitants with the National Liberation Front (Viet Cong), and the murder of hundreds of Vietnamese civilians, including a large number of elderly men, women, and children.

Indeed it was the report of a Tiger Force sergeant about a unit member decapitating an infant that turned a secret inquiry into an official army investigation into Tiger Force activities in 1971. Tiger Force is also to have been charged with running an illegal brothel staffed by young women and girls impressed from the local villages; wholesale rape; the mutilation of corpses, including collecting human ears and stringing them on necklaces as souvenirs; scalping the dead and decorating rifles with the scalps; kidnappings; shooting of prisoners; black market dealings including the sale of military scrip that netted substantial profits to those involved; and the torture of prisoners and civilians.

Ironically, as Tiger Force was rampaging through Quang Ngai, less than 25 miles away also in Quang Ngai, a task force of the 11th Infantry Brigade under First Lieutenant William Calley burned the village of My Lai and killed its inhabitants. This atrocity was subsequently reported and Calley was court-martialed (although hardly punished), while Tiger Force continued its activities unchecked.

Sergeant Dennis Stout, a military journalist, witnessed and reported Tiger Force atrocities in 1967. Stout was ordered by military superiors to “forget” the atrocities, and even an army chaplain he approached counseled him not to pursue the matter. The army, however, opened a secret two and a half year investigation over the “Stout allegation.” The army investigators found considerable evidence supporting the allegations, yet no charges were filed. Colonel Hackworth (by that time back in the United States) was not questioned, and although the army had planned to court martial him in 1971 for anti war activities, he was later allowed to resign with honor, even in light of the large number of atrocity counts for which he could have been held accountable.

In 1971, however, the army opened a formal investigation. Criminal investigative interviews included one with Sergeant Gary Coy, who recounted the story of the decapitation of the infant. Ironically, in light of his statements Coy found himself along with 18 other men implicated and facing possible charges unless they remained silent. Even though the army substantiated at least 20 incidents of war crimes (sufficient to proceed with courts martial) no member of Tiger Force was ever charged. The Pentagon kept the matter quiet until the Toledo Blade journalists got on the case.

Although Hackworth denied any knowledge of atrocities, former members of the unit, bothered by conscience, spoke to the Toledo Blade and verified many of the stories. The army reopened the case in 2002, but no charges or additional information have been forthcoming. Army spokesmen have stated, however, that murder charges could still legally be prosecuted. Sallah, Mahr, and Weiss received the 2004 Pulitzer Prize for their articles on the Tiger Force killings.

RODERICK s. VOSBURGH
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Tojo, Hideki

Japanese military and political leader during World War II, who served as minister of the army from 1940 to 1944 and as prime minister from 1941 to 1944. Tojo Hideki was born on December 30, 1884, in Tokyo. A career soldier, his first posting after officer training was as an army attaché in Germany between 1919 and 1922. He returned to Japan in 1922 to teach at a military academy and then transferred to the Ministry of the Army’s administrative staff in 1926. After a brief field command, he joined the Army General Staff in 1931.

During the mid-1930s, the Japanese military underwent profound political changes; several factions emerged, some of which favored a more nationalistic and militaristic foreign policy. Tojo became prominent in the conservative toseiha or “control faction,” which demanded military action in China and an increased role for the army in the government. Nicknamed kamisori (“Razor”) for his strictness, Tojo in 1935 became commander of the military police for the Kwantung Army, which had invaded and occupied Chinese Manchuria; in 1937 he joined the Kwantung’s General Staff and was instrumental in the decision to invade the remainder of China that same year.

The successful campaign in China enhanced Tojo’s military and political career, and by 1938 he was one of the top military leaders in Japan. He and other conservatives swept aside those who opposed the war in China. Appointed minister of the army in 1940, Tojo insisted on continuing the war in China, and his anti-Western views also shaped Japan’s foreign policy toward the U.S. and European powers. The success of Adolf Hitler’s military campaigns beginning in 1938 led Tojo to favor the alignment of Japan with Germany and Italy in the Tripartite Pact, the signing of which in September 1940 effectively committed Japan to war against the Allies. The Tripartite Pact, in addition to the German victory over France in the summer of 1940, gave Japan the opportunity to extend its Far Eastern empire by seizing French Indochina, although Japanese occupation of the region in July 1941 resulted in a crippling economic embargo by the United States against Japan. Tojo warned darkly that unless the embargo was lifted, especially the restrictions on oil, war with the Allies was inevitable.

With the resignation of Prime Minister Fumimaro Konoe in October 1941, Tojo formed a new military government in which he served as prime minister, and he quickly dismantled all political parties. In November 1941, Tojo refused a U.S. demand that Japan withdraw from China. Under his leadership, Japan in fact extended its military operations in Southeast Asia and cemented its hold on China. Moreover, Tojo purposely steered Japan on a collision course with the Americans, ordering preparations for the attack on Pearl Harbor in December 1941.

As prime minister, Tojo put in place strict economic and political controls and suppressed opposition to his government; however, unlike Hitler or Benito Mussolini, he was not ideological and was not wedded to a particular governing philosophy. He was certainly militaristic and ultra-nationalist, but he did not identify with European fascism. Indeed, Tojo’s rise to power was in accordance with Japanese constitutional and political traditions, and most importantly, his rule was not absolute. He frequently battled ambitious bureaucracies, rival factions, and uncooperative government officials; in fact, opposition to Tojo from within the military eventually forced his removal as prime minister in July 1944 after mounting Japanese defeats throughout Asia and the Pacific.

Tojo spent the rest of the war as a civilian. After Japan surrendered in August 1945, he attempted suicide, but was arrested by American officials. He was prosecuted as a war criminal during the Tokyo trials of the International Military Tribunal for the Far East. The trials lasted from May 1946 until November 1948, and Tojo was the most important defendant, especially for the Americans, who viewed him as a “Japanese Hitler” and who invoked his name as a pejorative reference to all Japanese during the war. The Japanese public also scorned him for his harsh rule and military failures. Accused of waging aggressive war, conspiracy, and authorizing atrocities, the former prime minister maintained his innocence throughout the trials. He was, nevertheless, convicted and hanged in Tokyo on December 22, 1948.

Today, Tojo remains a controversial figure. Some sympathetic Japanese have tried to rehabilitate him, believing that he was a scapegoat who accepted responsibility for the war to spare Emperor Hirohito. To his defenders, Tojo is a national hero; he has even been commemorated at the Yasukuni shrine, Japan’s most important military memorial. Tojo has also been honored in books and movies. Despite official government opposition to such acknowledgments, however, Tojo remains a powerful figure in Japanese history.
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Tokyo Bombing 

The B-29 incendiary raid on Tokyo on the night of March 9–10, 1945, was the deadliest air attack of World War II. Conducted as a test of new tactics after disappointing results with precision methods, the raid set the pattern for a new firebombing campaign that devastated Japanese cities over the next five months.

By February 1945, the U.S. Twentieth Air Force’s strategic bombing campaign against Japan was in trouble. The new commander of its combat operations from the Marianas, Major General Curtis LeMay, knew he had been given the assignment in January to get results. He had reorganized the staff, instituted new training, and designed new maintenance programs, but the achievements of his high-altitude precision-bombing attacks remained disappointing. Besides technological problems with the hastily fielded B-29 Superfortress, the biggest difficulty he faced was the weather. Overcast skies and jet stream winds at normal bombing altitudes obscured targets and negated flight patterns.

Other theater commanders were trying to gain control of the expensive B-29s, and LeMay knew he could be relieved just as his predecessor had been if he did not produce significant success. He had had some experience with fire raids in China and had conducted some experiments over Japan. Although unsure how higher headquarters would react to a departure from precision bombing, he and his staff decided to destroy key targets by burning down the cities around them. This result would be achieved with low-level, mass night raids. These tactics would avoid high winds, reduce the strain on the B-29s’ problematic engines, allow aircraft to carry more bombs, and exploit weaknesses in the Japanese air defenses.

The first raid employing these new tactics, Operation MEETINGHOUSE, was conducted against Tokyo beginning on the night of March 9. The selected zone of attack covered six important industrial targets and numerous smaller factories, railroad yards, home industries, and cable plants, but it also included one of the most densely populated areas of the world, Asakusa Ku, with a population of more than 135,000 people per square mile. For the first time, XXI Bomber Command had more than 300 bombers on a mission (325 to be exact) and they put more than 1,600 tons of incendiary bombs on the target.

Before the firestorm ignited by Operation MEETINGHOUSE had burned itself out, between 90,000 and 100,000 people had been killed. Another million were rendered homeless. Sixteen square miles were incinerated, and the glow of the flames was visible 150 miles away. Victims died horribly as intense fires consumed the oxygen, boiled water in canals, and sent liquid glass rolling down streets. The B-29 crews fought superheated updrafts that destroyed at least 10 aircraft. They also wore oxygen masks to avoid vomiting from the stench of burning flesh. A total of 14 Superfortresses were lost on the mission.

The attack on Tokyo was judged a great success. It resuscitated the flagging strategic bombing campaign against Japan and restored the hopes of Army Air Forces leaders that the B-29s could prove the worth of independent airpower by defeating an enemy nation without the need for an invasion. MEETINGHOUSE set the standard for the incendiary raids that dominated Twentieth Air Force operations for the remainder of the war.
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Torture

The United Nations Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment is the most widely ratified international treaty aimed to prevent torture. The UN Convention against Torture defines torture as “any act by which severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person for such purposes as obtaining from him or a third person information or a confession, punishing him for an act he or a third person has committed or is suspected of having committed, or intimidating or coercing him or a third person, or for any reason based on discrimination of any kind, when such pain or suffering is inflicted by or at the instigation of or with the consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an official capacity. It does not include pain or suffering arising only from, inherent in or incidental to lawful sanctions (Article 1).” Established in 1984, and presently ratified by 147 countries, the UN Convention against Torture represents an international human rights response to the widespread proliferation of both psychical and psychological torture that has occurred in the second half of the 20th-century.

Following the brutality and atrocities of World War II, the international community moved to establish a legal framework that would ban the practice of torture in times of both war and peace. What resulted were the first international treaties against torture. Article 5 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) asserts that “No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.” Article 17 of the Third Geneva Convention (1949) explicitly bans the use of “physical or mental torture” or “other form of coercion” for the purpose of obtaining information. The United Nations Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (1955) similarly stipulates that “corporal punishment, punishment by placing in a dark cell, and all cruel, inhuman or degrading punishments shall be completely prohibited as punishments for disciplinary offences.”

The Inter-American and European communities also took steps to prevent torture. Established in 1950, the Council of Europe Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms prohibits torture in Article 3: “No one shall be subjected to torture or to inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.” Although in the Western Hemisphere, the Organization of American States (OAS), Inter-American Convention to Prevent and Punish Torture (IACPPT) was not put into force until 1987, it provides perhaps the most comprehensive definition of torture to date. Going beyond the UN Convention Against Torture, the IACPPT definition of torture includes “the use of methods upon a person intended to obliterate the personality of the victim or to diminish his physical or mental capacities, even if they do not cause physical pain or mental anguish.” Part of the broader American Convention on Human Rights, the IACPPT is currently ratified by 18 states.

Despite such a concerted, transnational commitment to the prevention of torture, the use of torture increased at an alarming rate during the Cold War, and its practice became synonymous with the modern authoritarian age. A bipolar ideological struggle between divergent political, economic, and social systems, the Cold War was largely fought in the so-called Third World as both Washington and Moscow struggled to extend their respective spheres of influence. While torture was routine in Josef Stalin’s reeducation camps as well as Pol Pot’s prisons, it was most often the rabidly anticommunist, right-wing, nationalist dictators of the postcolonial nation-states of Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East who deployed torture as part of more elaborate systems of state terror intended to eviscerate opposition and consolidate their often illegitimate regimes. It is important to note, however, that European governments also widely employed torture in various struggles to maintain their colonial holdings in Africa and Asia during the 1950s and 1960s, the most notorious case being the French in Algeria.

The use of torture generally arises from the need for information and is often driven by the nature of the enemy. In subversion and insurgency movements—whether communist or nationalist—local security forces often confront clandestine cells of ideologically motivated militants that, operating under furtive command structures, rely on propaganda and terrorism to realize their objectives. Internal security forces frequently rely on torture to identify, infiltrate, and ultimately defeat this often invisible adversary.

Contested processes of democratization during the 1980s and 1990s revealed the extent to which state security forces of several nations relied on torture for the duration of the Cold War. In Chile, Augusto Pinochet’s regime produced 30,000 torture victims in its internal anticommunist crusade between 1973 and 1991. Argentina’s internal war against communism between 1976 and 1983, called the Proceso de Reorginización Nacional (National Reorganization Process) by the military government, or the “Dirty War” by most observers, left upward of 30,000 torture victims, most of which were “disappeared” after their interrogation. Over twenty years of right-wing dictatorship in Brazil (1964–1986) left thousands of torture victims. Ferdinand Marcos’s Philippines left an estimated 35,000 torture victims. Before Iran’s 1979 Islamic Revolution, Amnesty International reported that SAVAK, the dreaded state intelligence services, had brutally tortured thousands of political dissidents and prisoners. U.S. military and intelligence forces, in tandem with South Vietnamese security forces, were also culpable in the widespread practice of torture during the Vietnam War specifically through the Phoenix Program, a CIA-led counter-terror and assassination program targeting the command structure of the National Liberation Front (NLF) operational from 1967 to 1972.

The declassification of documentation through the United States Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) has begun to reveal the extent to which the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) was culpable in not only the development of a new psychological torture paradigm during the 1960s, but also the propagation of that paradigm to police and internal security forces throughout the Third World. A FOIA request filed by the Baltimore Sun in 1996 revealed two CIA interrogation manuals, KUBARK Counterintelligence Interrogation (1963) and the Human Resources Exploitation Handbook (1983). These “torture manuals” present a novel approach to torture that eschewed physical duress and instead targeted human psychology. Isolation, degradation, threats, sleep deprivation, temporal disorientation, sensory manipulation, and narcosis were all part of a new psychological torture paradigm that the CIA deployed as a secret weapon in a broader U.S. Cold War foreign policy strategy aiming to suppress “communist subversion” throughout the Third World.

For 25 years (1963–1987), the CIA disseminated its psychological torture model to foreign police and internal security forces. After developing KUBARK in 1963, the CIA began working through a U.S. foreign police training program called the Office of Public Safety (OPS). Yet, in 1975, when Congress shut down all U.S. foreign police training programs in response to widespread allegations of OPS torture training, the Agency was forced to seek a new intermediary. It soon found one in the U.S. Army Green Berets and, from 1982 to 1987, the CIA collaborated with Mobile Training Teams in Central America to instruct local security forces in psychological torture. The extent to which the CIA was culpable in the proliferation of particular methods of psychological torture in the Third World during the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s awaits further historical research and the declassification of documents in several nations.

Indeed, it is these very methods of psychological torture created and refined in the crucible of Cold War containment that the CIA has once again deployed as a crucial weapon in Washington’s War on Terror. In the wake of the attacks of September 11, the CIA redeployed psychological torture to confront the new and perhaps more potent enemy of the “non-state actor” manifest in fundamentalist Islamic terrorism. Abandoning national allegiance for ideology, these militants operate in clandestine networks that extend from metropolitan Europe to the remote jungles of the Philippine archipelago and rely on propaganda and terrorism to realize their objectives. Lacking the human intelligence capacities to identify, infiltrate, and ultimately suppress this often invisible enemy, both the CIA and the U.S. Military have fallen back on psychological torture to obtain this intelligence at Abu Ghraib, Guantánamo Bay, various “black sites” scattered about the globe and through “extraordinary renditions” (also known as “torture by proxy”).

As lawyers, politicians, and pundits increasingly debate the ethics of torture, continuing legal discussion over what actually constitutes torture, particularly in its psychological manifestation, have not only caused further complication of the issue, but also created legal loopholes that enable governments to continue its practice. However, with the increase of terrorism committed by non-state actors, torture continues. What is needed in the world environment today is not only a clearer, internationally recognized legal definition of torture (particularly, psychological torture), but also stricter international mechanisms to both its use and to prosecute its perpetrators. The successful global prevention of torture is ultimately predicated upon the respect of international law.
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Total War

The term “total war” denotes a concept that has come into increasing use in the modern age. It describes the transformation of modern war over the last two centuries from a limited activity, carried out by professional armies on clearly defined battlefields, to the all-encompassing efforts of entire nations to destroy their enemies completely. The development of total war began in Europe at the end of the 18th century and has extended into the age of nuclear weapons.

War in the 18th century was relatively limited, and it could even be conducted without disturbing large parts of the belligerent nations’ territories or populations. To be sure, war was terrible, and had been since human beings first began to commit organized violence against one another, but the French Revolution at the end of the 18th century inaugurated a style of warfare that would change the face of armed conflict.

As the new revolutionary government struggled to gain control over France in the spring and summer of 1793, the allied armies of the European monarchies marched into French territory intent on ending the uprising and restoring the French royal family to the throne. The revolutionaries were ill-equipped to deal with such an invasion force and so called on the entire French people to aid in hurling the invaders back. On August 23, 1793, the French government decreed the levée en masse (a mass rising of the French people):

Henceforth, until the enemies have been driven from the territory of the Republic, the French people are in permanent requisition for army service. The young men shall go to battle; the married men shall forge arms and transport provisions; the women shall make tents and clothes, and shall serve in the hospitals; the children shall turn old linen into lint [for musket cartridges]; the old men should repair to the public places, to stimulate the courage of the warriors and preach the unity of the Republic and hatred of kings.

The rest of the decree outlined the use of everything from horses to arms to buildings, all to be in service of the war effort. The French were thus able to field an enormous army of 800,000 men, and though disputes among the allied invaders also contributed to the eventual French victory, the levée en masse clearly helped mobilize the entire nation behind the war effort. The Napoleonic Wars following the French Revolution were massive affairs, but Napoleon I was suspicious of the popular ferment implied by the levée en masse. Thus, total war would have to wait for the 20th century to come to complete fruition.

In the meantime, however, events in the United States foreshadowed the nature of future wars. The American Civil War demonstrated many of the characteristics of total war. More accurate weapons increased the numbers of casualties in a horrifying manner, as the minié ball, a new rifle bullet, could kill at half a mile and was accurate at 250 yards. Though commanders still insisted on frontal assaults with bayonets fixed, such tactics were obsolete in the face of the murderous firepower.

As the war dragged on for four years, new and terrible weapons that increased the lethality and destruction of battle came into use, most notably ironclad battleships, railroad artillery, land mines, hand grenades, and telescopic sights. Scale and logistics were also transformed, as railroads served to move men and supplies around the country, telegraphs increased the speed and length of communications, and hot air balloons even allowed generals to obtain reconnaissance from farther behind the front. Field fortifications underwent important transformations as well, and trench warfare even appeared in some locations, foreshadowing the kind of defensive stalemate that would characterize World War I. The production of armaments and supplies were industrialized, and prolonged combat required the mobilization of the entire economy and society.

Most important, the theater of operations expanded during the Civil War to include civilians and their property, both of which were essential to sustaining the war effort—a logical extension of the process that had begun during the French Revolution. If an entire society and economy was mobilized to support military activity, then belligerents must attack that economy and society to secure victory.

Perhaps no one grasped this truth more readily that Union general William T. Sherman. In the summer of 1864, Sherman laid siege to Atlanta: he bombed and destroyed much of the important Confederate rail and industrial center. When he finally conquered the city, he began a march through Georgia and South Carolina that would demonstrate his full understanding of the necessity to destroy both the will and the means of the South to continue fighting. During Sherman’s infamous March to the Sea, he and his men destroyed everything they could lay their hands on, including railroads (by twisting rails into irreparable shapes known as “Sherman’s neckties”), crops, livestock, homes, and what little industry the South possessed.

The campaign was different from previous ones, which had been designed to chase enemy armies and defeat them in battle. At one point in his march, Sherman remarked, “We cannot change the hearts of these people of the South, but we can make war so terrible . . . and make them so sick of war that generations pass away before they again appeal to it.” Sherman and the Union Army’s strategy of denying the Confederate Army the essential labor and moral and material support of civilian society marked an important stage in the transformation of modern war into total war.

The Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871 was another conflict that gave many indications that war was becoming total, but it was World War I that fully displayed the increasing scale and destruction of armed conflict in the modern age. Nations went to war in 1914 largely ignorant of the effects that modern weapons would have. Though there were many theaters of operations around the globe, the decisive front was in France, where the German Army faced French and British forces in a stalemate of trenches and barbed wire.

As the war dragged on and months faded into years, each belligerent mobilized more and more of its national resources. Gigantic artillery pieces, machine guns, submarines, flame throwers, poison gas, airplanes, and other new weapons made the battlefield a nightmare landscape of death and suffering, while the need to produce those weapons oriented entire national economies toward production for the war effort.

Women entered the workforce in large numbers for the first time in many countries, and rationing and shortages on the home front became common as the armies’ insatiable need for supplies emerged as the primary concern of governments. Nations took control of key industries and generally directed the war effort in a more intrusive fashion than would have been tolerated in peacetime. Each country put every able-bodied man it could into the army; in France alone, 8 million men served, which represented 20 percent of its entire population and 40 percent of all males.

The United States did not become involved in the war until 1917 and did not mobilize its resources or population in nearly the same way as the European powers. However, Americans did take important steps toward such mobilization with the institution of conscription, the use of state-sponsored propaganda to mobilize public opinion in support of the war effort, the build-up of industry, and the appearance of government direction of and cooperation with big business to ensure efficient war production.

If U.S. involvement in World War I was too brief to allow the nation to enter fully into total war, the same was not true of World War II. This global conflict was the apotheosis of modern conventional warfare and saw the realization of the true potential of the dual nature of total war: the complete mobilization of entire nations’ populations and economies to field large armies with weapons of enormous destructive power, and the targeting of those populations and resources by enemy militaries so as to deny the armies the sustenance they needed. Such developments transformed the world into a battlefield, and the distinction between the front lines and the home front nearly disappeared. Everything became a military target, from soldiers, tanks, and battleships to civilian workers, factories, and homes.

During World War I, the British blockade of Germany, which denied the Germans important natural resources and food, and German submarine warfare had demonstrated the trend toward this kind of total war, but World War II took those practices to extremes. Planes bombed cities to destroy both industry and the will of the enemy to fight. Surface naval and submarine warfare once again sought to deny essential resources to the enemy in an even more intensive fashion than in the previous conflict.

German leader Adolf Hitler even made war against entire peoples, as he sought to exterminate Jews, Slavs, Russians, and any others he thought undermined or stood in the way of Germany’s victorious destiny. At least 50 million people died during the war. Added to that appallingly high cost of lives was the trillions of dollars’ worth of wealth consumed. Sherman’s observations about war’s cruelty were even more applicable 80 years after his march through the South.

World War II also produced a weapon that would propel modern war into an entirely new dimension of destruction and help define the 20th century as the “century of total war,” as one scholar has called it. On August 6, 1945, the United States dropped the first atomic bomb on the Japanese city of Hiroshima, and three days later, it dropped another one on Nagasaki. The scale of destruction was enormous and brought warfare into the nuclear age.

Though nuclear weapons have not been used since, many nations around the world have developed ever more powerful warheads and ever more accurate and rapid delivery systems, including missiles that can cross oceans and continents. Many believe that nuclear weapons have transformed warfare into complete total war. A nuclear conflict would likely destroy the entire planet, or large parts of it, including all plant and animal life, for eons to come. With missiles equipped with nuclear warheads still targeting major population centers, nothing is safe from total destruction now.

The nuclear threat is belied somewhat by the fact that none of the wars since 1945 have been total wars in the same way that World War II was. The Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Persian Gulf War, and the Yugoslavian Civil War did not disrupt the societies and economies of the major Western powers nearly as dramatically as World War II did. However, post-World War II conflicts were indeed total wars for the societies that hosted them. Civilians and production centers were major targets in Vietnam and elsewhere.

Nevertheless, the trend in the present day may be toward an increasingly technological and precise form of warfare between smaller professional armies. Weapons are still hugely destructive, but their use is less indiscriminate. Many feel that a vast conflict like World War II is no longer likely or even possible. Still, weapons like nuclear missiles and chemical and biological agents exist, and many argue that there is a distinct possibility that they will be used—giving new and unprecedented meaning to the term total war.

PAUL R. BARTROP
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Trial of Tears

Trail of Tears is the name given to the forced relocation of the Cherokee tribe from Georgia to the western United States by the U.S. Army. This movement, which consisted of a series of brutal forced marches, began on May 26, 1838, and was part of the U.S. government’s Indian Removal Policy. Some 17,000 Cherokees were gathered together, mostly in Georgia and Tennessee, and were then forced to travel nearly 1,200 miles to Arkansas and Oklahoma. In the Cherokee language, the removal was referred to as “the trail where we cried,” a name that has described the grim event ever since.

Tensions between the Cherokee Nation and white settlers had reached new heights in 1829, when gold was discovered in Dahlonega in northwestern Georgia. The Cherokees considered this area their tribal land and insisted on exercising sole sovereignty over it. In 1830, the State of Georgia sought legal clarification of the land dispute in a case that ultimately went to the U.S. Supreme Court, which refused to hear it because it did not consider the Cherokee Nation a sovereign state. However, in another U.S. Supreme Court case in 1832, the Court ruled that state governments could not invoke sovereignty over the Cherokees, arguing that this was the prerogative of the federal government. After his landslide 1832 reelection to the presidency, Andrew Jackson was more determined than ever to pursue with vigor the removal of the Cherokees, which had been made easier by the 1830 Indian Removal Act.

Soon thereafter, a splinter faction of the Cherokees called the Ridge Party or Treaty Party formed, led by Cherokees Major Ridge and Stand Watie. They began negotiations with the Jackson administration to secure equitable treatment, believing that removal was inevitable. However, Ridge and others acted without the support of the Cherokee elected council, headed by Chief John Ross, who was firmly opposed to any kind of removal and thus unwilling to negotiate such terms. This created a split among the Cherokees, with the Ridge contingent forming its own ruling council and becoming known as the Western Cherokees. Those loyal to Ross were then known as the Eastern Cherokees.

In 1835, President Jackson appointed Rev. John Schermerhorn as a treaty commissioner to enter into detailed negotiation with the Cherokees. That same year, the U.S. government proposed to pay $4.5 million to the Cherokees as compensation for their land. In return, they were to vacate the area voluntarily. Schermerhorn then organized a meeting with a small number of Cherokee council members who were prepared to accept removal. Not more than 500 Cherokees (out of many thousands) parlayed with the commissioner, but nevertheless 20 Cherokees, including Ridge, signed the Treaty of New Echota on December 30, 1835. It was also signed later by Ridge’s son John and by Watie. No members of the main Cherokee Council signed the document, however.

This treaty ceded all Cherokee lands east of the Mississippi River. Naturally, Ross rejected the treaty out of hand. The U.S. Senate nevertheless barely ratified it on May 23, 1836, and set the date of May 23, 1838, as the deadline for the removal of the Cherokees. Although Ross presented a 15,000-signature petition to Congress in support of the Cherokees and against the treaty, this appeal fell on deaf ears. Meanwhile, Cherokees who had supported the removal policy began to migrate from Georgia to Oklahoma and Arkansas. By the end of 1836, it is estimated that at least 6,000 Cherokees had voluntarily left their ancestral lands. But some 17,000 Cherokees remained.

In May 1838, with the removal deadline looming, President Martin van Buren appointed Brigadier General Winfield Scott to oversee the forcible removal of the recalcitrant Cherokees. By May 17, Scott had reached New Echota, Georgia, the heart of Cherokee country, with 7,000 troops. They began to round up the Cherokees in Georgia beginning on May 26. Operations in Tennessee, North Carolina, and Alabama began on June 5. Systematically, the Cherokees were forced from their homes at gunpoint and marched to a series of camps. They were allowed to take no belongings with them, and they offered little resistance.

Thirty-one forts, which were basically makeshift detention camps, had been built to aid in the removal. Thirteen of them were in Georgia. The Cherokees were then moved from these temporary encampments to 11 fortified camps, of which all but one was in Tennessee. By late July 1838, some 17,000 Cherokees and an additional 2,000 black slaves owned by wealthy Cherokees were in the camps.

Conditions in the camps were appalling, and diseases including dysentery were rife. As a result, there was a very high mortality rate in the camps. The Cherokees were then gradually removed to three transfer points: Ross’s Landing (Chattanooga, Tennessee), Gunter’s Landing (Guntersville, Alabama), and the Cherokee Agency (Calhoun, Tennessee).

Three groups of Cherokees, totaling 2,800 people, were moved from Ross’s Landing by steamboat along the Tennessee, Ohio, Mississippi, and Arkansas rivers to Sallisaw Creek in Indian Territory by June 19. However, the majority of the Cherokees were moved in groups of 700 to 1,500 people, along with guides appointed by Ross, on overland routes. Ross had received the contract to oversee the relocation under Cherokee supervision despite resistance from within his own nation and from members of Congress who resented the extra cost. In the end, the army was to be used only to oversee the removal and to prevent outbreaks of violence. The one exception to this mass removal was the small group of Cherokees who had signed the New Echota Treaty. They were escorted by Lieutenant Edward Deas of the army mainly for their own protection.

The movement of detachments began on August 28, 1838. For most, the journey was about 1,200 miles. Although there were three distinct overland routes, the majority took the northern one through central Tennessee, southwest Kentucky, and southern Illinois. These groups crossed the Mississippi at Cape Girardeau, Missouri, and trekked across Missouri to northern Arkansas. They then entered Oklahoma near Westville, having met troops from Fort Gibson.

The conditions on the march varied. The first groups to undertake the journey experienced high temperatures, and many suffered from heat exhaustion. In the winter, many Cherokees suffered from frostbite and hypothermia while waiting to cross frozen rivers. Most Cherokees marched on foot, but some were loaded into overcrowded wagons. It was customary for the detachments to be accompanied by a physician and a clergyman. Many Cherokees died on the way. The official government total was 424, but the most widely cited number is 4,000, half of them in the camps and half on the march. A recent scholarly study, however, has come up with a much higher figure of 8,000 dead.

Many of the Cherokees settled around Tahlequah, Oklahoma, which became the center for the tribal government. Local districts were established that elected officials to serve on the new National Council. Bilingual schools were created, and missionaries from the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions built churches on the reservations. There was great resentment on the part of many Cherokees against Ridge, Watie, and the signatories of the New Echota Treaty. Ridge and his son John were killed on June 22, 1839, in separate incidents. The Trail of Tears is generally considered to be one of the most deplorable eras in American history.

RALPH MARTIN BAKER AND PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Truth Commissions

The international community has principally used two methods to establish and evaluate the record of grave human rights crimes following an international conflict or civil war. The first method is international prosecutions, such as those conducted at Nuremberg and Tokyo following World War II, and, more recently, at The Hague, Netherlands, and in Arusha, Tanzania, following the conflict in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. The second method is the establishment of commissions of inquiry, now commonly referred to as “truth commissions,” which investigate incidents and submit reports on their findings.

The first international truth commission was established by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace to investigate alleged atrocities committed against civilians and prisoners of war during the Balkan Wars of 1912–1913. In 1919, after World War I, the allies created the Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the War, and on Enforcement of Penalties, which investigated German and Turkish atrocities committed during the war. After World War II, the Allies established the United Nations War Crime Commission to investigate German war crimes, and the Far Eastern Commission to investigate Japanese war crimes. In 1978, the parties to Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 set up an International Fact-Finding Commission to investigate serious violations of the Geneva Conventions. During the 1990s, the international community, via the United Nations, established truth commissions in several countries, including El Salvador, Guatemala, Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, and Rwanda. Moreover, in the past decade over a dozen states have set up their own domestic truth commissions to document atrocities within their borders and to facilitate national reconciliation.

Truth commissions are, in most cases, officially sanctioned, authorized, or empowered by the state. They focus on the recent past and investigate politically motivated repression and patterns of widespread abuse rather than a single event. Truth commissions are unavoidably affected by their internal makeup and resources, as well as by outside factors such as the continued power of perpetrators, the strength of civil society, the attention of the international community, and the wider political and social culture within which they operate. Among the more critical mandates of truth commissions are: reaching out to victims; documenting and corroborating cases for a reparations program; arriving at firm and irrefutable conclusions on controversial cases and patterns of abuse; engaging the country in a process of national healing; contributing to justice; producing an accessible public report; outlining possible reforms; and giving victims a voice.

The work of truth commissions has implications for justice, reconciliation, historical understanding, political transformation, institutional reform, accountability, and even personal healing. Truth commissions address both conceptual issues, that is, how the pursuit of truth affects the pursuit of justice, and practical matters, that is, precisely how data should be collected, organized, and evaluated. Key questions in establishing a commission include: What level of funding is adequate? What type of training might staff members need? Should testimony be public? Should perpetrators be named?

Truth commissions are not courts, and they are not a replacement for criminal prosecutions. While truth commissions have fewer powers than courts, cannot compel testimony, put anyone in jail, or enforce recommendations, truth commissions are free of some of the narrower rules of evidence and restricted focus on individual responsibility that often characterize court systems. The purpose of criminal trials is not to expose the truth, but to find whether the criminal standards of proof have been satisfied on specific charges. A measure of truth may emerge in this process, but criminal trials are limited in the truth they are able to tell as they must comply with rules of evidence, which often exclude important information.

The mandates of truth commissions are much broader, examining larger patterns, discerning the responsibility of the state, and helping to establish accountability and a shared understanding of history. Truth commissions explore not only the facts and figures, but also the underlying causes of past repression. If properly constructed (e.g., in El Salvador) truth commissions may be strong even where judiciaries are quite weak, corrupt, or compromised.

While truth commissions are not courts and should not be a replacement for criminal prosecutions, the difficult decision is whether or not to grant amnesty. Truth Commissions granting amnesty are often viewed as an alternative to prosecutions. For example, the same day the Haitian parliament established a seven-member truth commission to investigate and document human rights crimes committed in Haiti during President Jean-Bertrand Aristide’s exile, it enacted an amnesty for members of the military regime responsible for those abuses. Following the publication of the El Salvador truth commission’s report, El Salvador’s government enacted an amnesty preventing the prosecution of those named in the report. Similarly, the South African truth commission itself was empowered to grant amnesty as an inducement for the giving of testimony before the commission.

Viewing truth commissions as a substitute for prosecutions exposes two problems. First, in some situations, the granting of amnesty may be in violation of international legal instruments, such as 1949 Geneva Convention, the Genocide Convention, the Torture Convention, and, in the case of South Africa, the Apartheid Convention, which contain an absolute obligation to prosecute the crimes enumerated therein. Additionally, a blanket amnesty may violate general human rights conventions such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the European Convention on Human Rights, and the American Convention on Human Rights, which obligate states to “ensure” or “secure” the rights enumerated therein. As Article 27 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of the Treaties provides, “a party may not invoke the provisions of its internal law as justification for failure to perform a treaty.” Second, even when amnesties do not run afoul of these treaties, the creation of impunity through an amnesty can have the effect of encouraging future violations of the law. The granting of amnesty may erode the rule of law by blurring the norms of right and wrong while encouraging victims to resort to vigilante justice; and, most worrisome of all, an amnesty that has the imprimatur of the international community encourages a repetition of similar abuses by perpetrators throughout the world. The issue of amnesty can best be resolved by including a statement in the originally document emphasizing that the truth commission is intended to be complementary to national and international prosecutions, not a substitute for them.

This is not to suggest that a country should rush ahead with prosecution at the cost of political instability and social upheaval or that every single perpetrator must be brought to justice. By documenting abuses and preserving evidence, a truth commission can enable a country to delay prosecutions until the international community has acted, or a new government is secure enough to take such action against members of the former regime, paramilitary, or guerrilla movements. International law recognizes the legitimacy of prosecutorial discretion, both in terms of the selection of defendants and the timing of prosecutions, as long as the criteria are not arbitrary.

A long-term goal of truth commissions is to facilitate reconciliation. Many elements contribute to reconciliation: an end to violence or threat of violence; reestablishment of respectful relations; acknowledgments of and reparations for wrongdoing; projects that bring former opponents together; correction of structural inequalities; meeting of material needs; and the passage of time. However, the role truth commissions play in reconciliation is fundamental to the previously mentioned elements. Truth commissions have the task of forging a single shared account of the past, making the varied and often contradictory stories compatible, consistent, and accepted. While there is rarely, if ever, one truth, there are facts that are fundamental enough that broad acceptance of the truth is necessary before reconciliation can take place. This is a fundamental responsibility of truth commissions.

Creating a single shared account of the past may lead to long-term reconciliation, but generate further trauma in the short term. Truth commissions give victims an opportunity to recount their stories, helping them to deal with their trauma. Short- and long-term studies on the psychological impact of truth commissions on survivors have not yet been conducted. Truth commissions do not offer long-term therapy or any psychological support services. The entire process of truth finding can also generate further trauma. For example, discovering the identity of individual perpetrators can reawaken enormous pain and anger. The issue of how to handle the potential for retraumatization has not been addressed by truth commissions. Priscilla Hayner writes, “perhaps more important than the lack of personnel or resources is the point that Western psychology may not be appropriate means of response in some cultures. The impact of culture on how people respond to and recover from extreme trauma is not yet well understood.” It is possible that local community organizations, civic groups, traditional healers, churches, or extended families might contribute more to the complex process of healing trauma than truth commissions can, depending on the character of the society.

Acknowledging the problems facing truth commissions is a positive step toward a full and inclusive national memory. Allowing the voices of the victims and survivors to be heard is a crucial step in transitional processes. The overall record of past truth commissions has been positive. Despite political constraints and pressures, most have documented the testimonies of thousands of victims and witnesses, producing strongly worded and politically unbiased reports.
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Turkey

Since its modern foundation in the 1920s, Turkey has witnessed a great deal of periodic violence, the result of ethnic-, religious- and politically based unrest and conflict.

During the Turkish War of Independence (1919–1922), during which the Turks fought Greece, thousands of civilians were killed in the fighting. The 1919 Battle of Aydin resulted in the leveling of the city and the deaths of 2,000–3,000 civilians, most of them Greek. Greek troops and Greek locals perpetrated a massacre of Turkish civilians during 1920–1921 on the Gemlik-Yalova Peninsula, resulting in mass rapes and the deaths of as many as 6,500 people. In 1922 at Akhisar, Turkish troops murdered en masse virtually all Greeks living in the city, resulting in some 7,000 deaths. During September 13–22 1922, a massive conflagration in Izmir (Symrna) and a retaliatory campaign by Turkish troops resulted in the deaths of as many as 100,000 Armenians and Greeks. In the final stage of the war, Greek troops implemented a scorched-earth policy that leveled Manisa and killed as many as 30,000 Turks.

By 1923, when the Republic of Turkey was formally founded, Turkish forces and officials were responsible for the deaths of 3.5 to 4.3 million Greeks, Armenians, and various other Christian groups. Estimates claim that between 1919 and 1922 alone, 440,000 Armenian civilians and 264,000 Greek civilians died. The Turks suffered as many as 100,000 dead, including at least 15,000 civilians.

In July 1930, Turkish forces killed between 5,000 and 45,000 (estimates vary widely) Sunni Kurds at Zilan. The Dersim Massacre of 1937–1938 witnessed the mass killing of as many as 70,000 Alevi Zazas people (a minority in East Anatolia that self identifies as Kurds) by Turkish forces. A pogrom in Istanbul in September 1955 against Jews and Greek and Armenian Christians resulted in the deaths of some 30 people and forced most of the Greek minorities in the city to flee the country. Meanwhile, during 1955–1963, sporadic violence between Turkish and Greeks in Cyprus resulted in the deaths of 365 Turks and 175 Greeks. Between December 21 and 31, 1963, alone as many as 133 Turkish Cypriots died in the violence.

On July 1974, Turkey invaded the disputed territory of Cyprus to reverse a Greek-supported coup on the island. During the resulting fighting there, Turkish troops engaged in mass rapes against Greek women. The Turks suffered 568 killed and 3,500 more wounded, including civilians. The Greeks reported as many as 6,000 killed or wounded and some 3,000 missing. Among the casualties were many civilians.

Beginning in 1977, Turkey was also rocked by serious political upheaval and violence, much of which pitted rightist groups against left ist groups and the Turkish government. At least 5,000 civilians died in this unrest between 1977 and 1980. The Taksim Square Massacre of May 1, 1977, saw the deaths of some 40 leftist protesters at the hands of Turkish police. The Maras Massacre (December 19–26, 1978), which ensued from a confrontation between Alevi Kurds and the Grey Wolves, a neo-fascist, ultra-nationalist group, witnessed the deaths of 109 people. During May-June 1980, fighting in Corum between the Grey Wolves and Alevi Kurds resulted in 57 deaths. In the meantime, the ongoing 1979–2013 fighting between the Turkish government and various Kurdish insurgents seeking Kurdish independence, has resulted in at least 45,000 verifiable deaths (although the Kurds claim larger losses). This conflict has been dominated on the Kurdish side by the armed branch of the Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK), which was founded in 1978. The Turks have reported nearly 7,000 killed and over 13,000 wounded; the Kurds have suffered well over 30,000 deaths, and at least 14,000 wounded or captured. Moreover, some 3 million Kurds have been displaced.

In July 1993, 37 people died in communal violence between Alevi intellectuals and rightist Islamists in Sivas, Turkey. The so-called Gazi Quarter Massacre in Istanbul, which pitted Alevi Kurds against Turkish government troops, resulted in 23 deaths and more than 400 injured. In May 2009, an inter-clan feud among Kurdish civilians in Bilge, Mardin during an engagement ceremony resulted in 44 deaths. The massacre was termed one of Turkey’s worst civilian-based atrocities in the country’s modern history.

More recently, in the spring and early summer of 2013, the government of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan has faced off against a potent resistance movement, which has resulted in several hundred thousand protesters flooding and occupying Ankara’s and Istanbul’s squares and public parks. As of this writing, at least a dozen people have been killed in the unrest, with more than 5,000 injured. Unlike most previous antigovernment movements, the current impasse involves large numbers of middleclass Turks. Erdogan’s police forces and security personnel have often employed brute violence to disperse the crowds of mainly unarmed civilians, a move that has outraged and unnerved the international community, especially North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) states (Turkey is a member of NATO). Some observers have begun to speculate that the Arab Spring movement that swept parts of the Middle East beginning in late 2010 may be taking shape in Turkey as well.
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Uganda

Uganda, a land-locked nation in east-central Africa, has been plagued by human rights abuses, corruption, and war crimes since its independence from European rule. Beginning in 1986, a shadowy rebel group calling itself the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) began committing atrocities in northern Uganda. The LRA’s war crimes include the kidnapping and forced recruitment of children as soldiers and sexual slaves. In fighting the LRA, Ugandan government forces have also committed war crimes. The issue of war crimes in Uganda became the first case referred by a government to the International Criminal Court (ICC).

Uganda’s future held promise in 1962, when the British colonial government turned power over to Milton Obote and a parliamentary government. Obote was a corrupt ruler, however, who relied upon the army to remain in power. In 1966, he used the army to dissolve Parliament and forced through a new constitution granting him dictatorial powers. Obote’s protégé, Idi Amin, overthrew Obote in 1971. Amin was overthrown in turn by Ugandan exiles in 1979, who returned Obote to power. Obote, however, resumed his misrule, killing as many as a half million Ugandans between 1979 and 1985.

In July 1985, Ugandan army units overthrew Obote. After a year of uncertainty, Yoweri Museveni took power. He was a former government official who headed the National Resistance Party (NRP). Although not elected, Museveni introduced democratic reforms to Uganda. In 1996, he won the first direct presidential election in Uganda’s history. Five years later, he was reelected. Although critics have criticized Museveni for organizing single-party rule, individual candidates were allowed to run for office as long as they did not organize a competing party. Museveni also received praise from the international community by sponsoring aggressive measures to reduce AIDS cases in Uganda. By 2007, Museveni’s leadership had brought a measure of stability and prosperity to Uganda.

Nevertheless, Museveni’s regime has a history of human rights violations. Ugandan forces intervened in the Congo in the late 1990s, during which they were accused of war crimes including killings, torture, and illegal detention. Museveni also supported rebels in southern Sudan. In reprisal, the Sudanese government supported the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA), founded in 1986 in northern Uganda, in opposition to Museveni. Its leader is Joseph Kony, a member of the Acholi people. The fundamentalist Christian group’s goal is to establish a government based on the Ten Commandments. Most Ugandan Christians, however, have denounced the LRA’s activities. The U.S. State Department has labeled the LRA a terrorist group. Even so, the LRA is well supplied with automatic weapons, mortars, and shoulder-launched rockets. Its firepower is the equal of many African armies. Most LRA atrocities have taken place among the Acholi people of northern Uganda. Only a small portion of the LRA is made up of adults. An estimated 85 percent are children, forced to serve. LRA soldiers attack isolated settlements and take children between 11 and 15 years old as captives. The children are forced to choose between death and fighting for the LRA. Some have been forced to kill their parents or commit other atrocities. While the boys serve as soldiers, the girls are forced into a variety of roles. Some also fight, while others serve as porters or laborers. Many are also forced to serve as sexual slaves for LRA leaders, including Kony. Boys and girls are sometimes released from the LRA when their usefulness is over. Programs have been set up to reintegrate these children back into society.

LRA war crimes include mutilations, murders, and looting. Individuals suspected of supporting the government are killed or have had hands, ears, and lips cut off. In 2003, a report prepared by non governmental organizations in Uganda estimated that at least 1,946 houses and 1,600 storage granaries had been burned by the LRA. Another 1,327 houses, 116 villages, and 307 shops had been looted of all valuables by the LRA. A majority of the population in the districts of Gulu and Kigum/Pader in northern Uganda have fled to refugee camps for safety. By 2003, 1.6 million people resided in the camps. Those families that remained in their villages adopted a practice of sending their children to places of safety during the night. Churches and factories in cities served as nightly shelters for children, who return to their homes during the day. Even so, by 2007, the LRA had abducted 38,000 children and 37,000 adults since 1996.

The Ugandan People’s Defense Forces (UPDF) responded to these developments with escalating violence. In March 2002, the government launched Operation IRON FIST, sending 10,000 soldiers into northern Uganda. The offensive met unexpectedly stiff resistance. In response, the LRA attacked refugee camps and targeted international aid workers. Within weeks, LRA soldiers had attacked a refugee camp with automatic weapons and mortars, killing 50 refugees. Other attacks followed, including one in February 2004, which left over 200 dead. Many aid organizations reduced their operations. LRA refuges in Sudan prevented a decisive government victory. The frustrated UPDF was soon accused of having committed war crimes, and suspected guerillas or sympathizers were subject to summary execution or imprisonment. Crops, animals, and other resources that could be used by LRA were also destroyed.

Stymied militarily, the Museveni government turned to diplomatic solutions. In 2000, the government passed the Amnesty Act. Rebels who turned in their weapons were pardoned and allowed to live in peace. By 2005, 10,000 LRA soldiers had turned themselves in. On December 16, 2003, the government referred the prosecution of LRA leaders to the International Criminal Court. After an investigation, on May 6, 2005, the prosecutor for the Court requested arrest warrants for five LRA leaders, including Kony, Vincent Otti, Okot Odhiambo, Raska Lukwiya, and Dominic Ongwen. Their crimes included systematic murder, sexual enslavement, and forcing children to serve as soldiers. Some feared the prosecutions would prevent peace, because the LRA leaders had no chance for amnesty. The Museveni government also reached an agreement with Sudan in 2003 to allow pursuit of LRA soldiers across the border

During the summer of 2007, reports surfaced that some of the LRA leaders had been killed. Although these reports were not confirmed, many Ugandan leaders were anticipating peace. Acholi members of the Ugandan Parliament were compiling a list of war crimes committed by both the LRA and the UPDF, with accompanying evidence. They, and others, called for a public truth commission to examine all crimes, no matter which side committed them. Whether the Museveni government would allow its soldiers to stand trial for war crimes remains unknown.
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Ukrainian Starvation (Holodomor)

Referred to as Holodomor (“killing by hunger” in Ukrainian), the Ukrainian starvation was a man-made famine in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic between 1932 and 1933. During the famine, which is also known as the “terror-famine in Ukraine” and “famine-genocide in Ukraine,” between five and 7 million peasants—most of them Ukrainians living in Ukraine and the traditional Cossack territories of the North Caucasus (now the Krasnodar, Stavropol, and Rostov on the Don regions of the Russian Federation)—starved to death because the government of the Soviet Union seized the 1932 crop and foodstuffs from the population.

The question of genocide in the USSR is inevitably connected with the policies of social engineering carried out under the leadership of Joseph Stalin from the late 1920s until his death in 1953. The main transformations of this period include the forced collectivization of agriculture on the basis of the liquidation of the kulaks as a class, rapid industrialization made possible by the lowering of real labor costs through the drastic reduction in the living standards of free workers and the extensive use of forced labor, the absolute standardization of all spheres of intellectual activity and their strict subordination to state priorities, and the integration of a large and varied collection of national and religious groups into a Russocentric political structure. Moreover, a massive blood purge of real and imagined “enemies of the people” took place.

The famine of 1932–1933 poses particular problems from the standpoint of internationally accepted definitions of genocide, since its focus was geographic rather than discriminatory against specific groups within a given area, and it was clearly not an attempt to destroy all members of a given group. Rather, its national and ethnic target (i.e., genocidal nature) must be inferred from the clarity in which it was geographically focused against areas containing target populations and from the particularly harsh policies of the Soviet authorities in the national sphere as applied to the main victimized group, the Ukrainians.

With the famine and other policies that have been argued to have been genocidal, the issue of intent is particularly difficult because the Soviet state, including Stalin, decreed a massive denial of everyday reality from the very pinnacle of authority to the lowest level of execution and victimization.

After over half a century of denial, in January 1990 the Communist Party of Ukraine adopted a special resolution admitting that the Ukrainian Famine had indeed occurred, cost millions of lives, had been brought about by official actions, and that Stalin and his associates bore criminal responsibility for those actions.

In 1986, the U.S. government created a Commission on the Ukraine Famine, under the leadership of James Mace, formerly of Harvard University. The commission held hearings throughout the nation and heard testimony from 57 eyewitnesses to the famine. The Commission’s Report to Congress with appendices and supporting materials was prepared for publication by the Government Printing Office. The commission also transcribed for publication a supplement of over 200 in-depth interviews with eyewitnesses.

In its concluding report, the commission stated that Stalin and those around him committed genocide against the Ukrainians in 1932–1933. The commission adopted the following findings:

	There is no doubt that large numbers of inhabitants of the Ukrainian SSR and the North Caucasus Territory starved to death in a man-made famine in 1932–1933, caused by the seizure of the 1932 crop by the authorities.
 	Victims of the famine numbered in the millions.
 	Official Soviet allegations of “kulak sabotage,” upon which all “difficulties” were blamed during the famine, are false.
 	The famine was not, as is often alleged, related to drought.
 	In 1931–1932, the official Soviet response to a drought-induced grain shortage outside Ukraine was to send aid to the areas affected and to make a series of concessions to the peasantry.
 	In 1932, following complaints by officials that excessive grain procurements had led to localized outbreaks of famine, Moscow reversed course and took an increasingly hard line.
 	The inability of Soviet authorities in Ukraine to meet the grain quota forced them to introduce increasingly severe measures to extract the maximum quantity from the peasants.
 	In the fall of 1932, Stalin used the “procurements crisis” in Ukraine as an excuse to tighten his control and to further intensify grain seizures.
 	The Ukrainian famine of 1932–1933 was caused by the maximum extraction of agricultural produce.
 	Officials in charge of grain seizures also lived in fear of punishment.
 	Stalin knew that people were starving to death in Ukraine by late 1932.
 	In January 1933, Stalin used the alleged laxity of the Ukrainian authorities in seizing grain to further strengthen his control over the Communist Party of Ukraine and mandated actions which maximized loss of life.
 	Officials had a dual mandate from Moscow: to intensify grain seizures in Ukraine and to eliminate such national self-assertion as Ukrainians had been allowed.
 	While famine also took place during the 1932–1933 agricultural year in the Volga Basin and the North Caucasus Territory, Stalin’s interventions in the Ukraine are paralleled only in the ethnically Ukrainian Kuban region of the North Caucasus.
 	Attempts were made to prevent the starving from traveling to areas where food was more available.
 	Joseph Stalin and those around him committed genocide against Ukrainians in 1932–1933.
 	The American government had ample information about the famine but failed to take any steps which might have ameliorated the situation. Instead, the administration extended diplomatic recognition to the Soviet government in November 1933, immediately after the famine.
 	During the famine certain members of the American press cooperated with the Soviet government to deny the existence of the Ukrainian famine.


In recent years, scholarship in both the West and, to a lesser extent, Russia has made substantial progress in dealing with the famine—although official Russian historians and spokespersons have never given a fully accurate account.

JAMES E. MACE
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Unit 731

Unit 731 was the Japanese Army’s secret biological warfare unit. Established under the command of Lieutenant Colonel Ishii Shiro in Haerbin (Harbin), Manchuria, in August 1936, Unit 731 was officially known as the Epidemic Prevention and Water Purification Bureau. Some 3,000 personnel worked to produce bacteria for anthrax, bubonic plague, cholera, dysentery, tetanus, typhoid, typhus, and other infectious diseases. To develop methods to disperse biological agents and enhance their effectiveness, Unit 731 infected prisoners of war. At least 3,000 of them died in these experiments. Unit personnel referred to the prisoners, who were mostly Chinese, Koreans, and Soviets, as maruta (logs) because the Japanese informed the local Chinese that the Unit 731 facility was a lumber mill. American, British, and Australian prisoners were also used as human guinea pigs.

Unit 731’s activities amounted to outrageous crimes against humanity. After infecting a prisoner with a virus or bacteria, researchers might then cut open his body, sometimes while he was still alive, to determine the effects of the disease. No anesthetics were employed, as these might have affected the results of the experiment. Medical researchers also confined infected prisoners with healthy ones to determine how rapidly diseases spread. In addition, Unit 731’s doctors conducted experiments on compression and decompression and the effects of extreme cold on the body, subjecting limbs to ice water and then amputating them to determine the effects. The Japanese army also repeatedly conducted field tests using biological warfare against Chinese villages.

Japanese aircraft also spread plague-infected fleas over Ningbo (Ningpo) in Zhejiang (Chekiang) Province in eastern China in October 1940, causing 99 deaths. The Chinese government correctly concluded that an epidemic of plague in these areas had been caused by Japanese biological weapons, and it publicized its findings. Japanese troops also dropped cholera and typhoid cultures into wells and ponds. In 1942, germ-warfare units deployed dysentery, cholera, and typhoid in Zhejiang Province.

At the end of the Pacific war, Ishii and other researchers escaped to Japan. They left behind their laboratory equipment, as well as plague-infected mice that produced outbreaks of the disease in the Haerbin area between 1946 and 1948. The U.S. government feared that the Japanese might employ biological warfare against North America via balloon bombs from Japan, but such a plan was never carried out.

After the Japanese surrender, the United States did not bring Ishii and his colleagues before the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (the Tokyo War Crimes Trials) for their crimes. Instead, they were granted immunity in exchange for providing information on the experiments to U.S. authorities, which Washington considered invaluable to its own biological warfare program. The Soviet government did prosecute 12 members of the unit at Khabarovsk in December 1949, all of whom admitted to their crimes. They were convicted and received sentences from 2 to 25 years in a labor camp.

KEN KOTANI
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United States

For more than a century, the United States has been prominent among Western nations in its unequivocal condemnation of both individuals and states who commit wartime atrocities, particularly when such outrages are perpetrated against innocent noncombatants. This extensive record of human rights activism notwithstanding, the United States has also been called to account for instances during the same period when it, too, was accused of engaging in behaviors and activities broadly categorized by the international community as war crimes. Not surprisingly, allegations of this kind, whether verified or not, have collectively operated to challenge the mantel of moral authority the United States routinely evinces in its relations with the rest of the world.

At the outset of the 20th century, the Americans’ heavy-handed prosecution of the Philippine-American War (1899–1902), occasioned the nation’s own war correspondents to regularly accuse the American military of implementing a nefarious program of misconduct and brutality against the Philippine populace. Ranging from reported incidents of robbery and physical abuse to torture and murder, these allegations were typically made in connection with American soldiers’ treatment of both surrendering and already captured enemy regulars and insurgents. That said, claims of unwarranted violence against Filipino civilians were hardly uncommon, the most notorious of which included the purported American massacre of approximately 1,000 men, women, and children in the village of Titatia during the spring of 1899.

In mid-1902, a pair of high-profile court-martial proceedings involving several American officers accused of having directed troops under their respective commands to commit outrages on the island of Samar confirmed the veracity of at least some of these claims. Charged with murder for ordering the execution of 11 Filipino citizens without benefit of due process, Major Littleton W.T. Waller, U.S. Marine Corps, was the first of the two officers to be tried. Shockingly, Waller was acquitted by the members of the court-martial board just weeks after the trial began on March 17, 1902, when he presented to them copies of orders written by his immediate superior, Brigadier General Jacob H. Smith, U.S. Army, that plainly instructed him to take no prisoners and to eradicate all Filipino males over ten years of age. This incriminating testimony not only concluded the Waller case, but it also led directly to the commencement of General Smith’s own court-martial that May. Within a month, the court had convicted Smith, having found him guilty of “conduct to the prejudice of good order and military discipline.” He was subsequently sentenced “to be admonished by the reviewing authority” and forced to retire from the U.S. Army. Although neither Waller’s nor Smith’s courts-martial specifically defined the officers’ offenses as war crimes, both trials illuminated the likelihood that American troops had committed atrocities on Samar and possibly elsewhere during the course of the conflict.

Some 60 years later, perhaps the most infamous act of unlawful aggression perpetrated by American troops against enemy civilians unfolded amid the American involvement in the Vietnam War. On the morning of March 16, 1968, the men and officers of Charlie Company, 1st Battalion, 20th U.S. Infantry, 11th Infantry Brigade (Light) of the 23rd Infantry (Americal) Division rushed into the sleepy South Vietnamese hamlet of My Lai fully expecting to confront and engage elements of the 48th Vietcong Local Force Battalion that reportedly controlled the area. Upon entering the village, what the soldiers actually encountered were hundreds of startled civilians, most of whom were elderly men, women, and children. Controversy still abounds over what Charlie Company’s commanding officer, Captain Ernest Medina, had truly directed the men of his unit to accomplish the next day in My Lai in a briefing conducted the night before. Although Medina later insisted in sworn testimony that he had not ordered his soldiers to kill noncombatants, many of them contradicted this statement, recalling that his instructions had been chillingly emphatic: destroy everything and everyone in My Lai. In any event, almost immediately after arriving on the outskirts of the village, the members of Medina’s company proceeded to indiscriminately fire in all directions. For the better part of the next four hours, the American GIs methodically swept through My Lai, slaughtering innocent villagers of all ages. The 1st Platoon, commanded by Lieutenant William L. Calley Jr., allegedly killed as many as 200 people alone. In addition to the massacre of some 500 Vietnamese civilians altogether, Charlie Company also devastated the town itself by destroying most of it dwellings, livestock, and crops. Thus, at the operation’s end, where My Lai had stood just hours before, only gruesome stacks of bodies and smoking ruins remained.

During the weeks and months that followed the massacre at My Lai, army officials either willfully ignored or, in some instances, actively concealed evidence of what had occurred there. Indeed, despite the desire of a few soldiers who had witnessed, but not participated, in the mass executions to initiate criminal investigations of the operation, the army quickly stifled all such efforts before they could progress. Still, however much the army attempted to suppress them, lingering reports of the atrocities committed at My Lai continued to circulate. Ultimately, between April 1969 and July 1970, the persistence of these rumors prompted the Office of the Inspector General, of the army’s Criminal Investigation Division, and the Investigative Subcommittee of the U.S. House Armed Services Committee, to open formal investigations into the massacre. The combined results of these inquiries directly led to the prosecution of several dozen enlisted men and officers for criminal offenses ranging from dereliction of duty to premeditated murder.

Of these individuals, Calley became the public face of Charlie Company’s rampage through My Lai. Convicted on March 29, 1971, of the premeditated killing of at least 22 Vietnamese civilians, Calley was sentenced to life in prison by the court-martial board that heard his case. Utterly disenchanted with their government’s handling of the Vietnam conflict, most Americans elected to view Calley as a victim of a war gone bad and were consequently incensed by the outcome of his lengthy court-martial trial. To be sure, public support for Calley was so intense that President Richard M. Nixon intervened on his behalf, ordering that the officer remain under house arrest in his Fort Benning quarters while awaiting an appeal of the court’s verdict. Calley subsequently served just three and a half years of his initial sentence, after which the army paroled him on November 8, 1974, in response to an order issued by the Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals that released the former lieutenant on bail.

More recently, U.S. military involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq, the two principal fronts of the nebulous Global War on Terror, has not only provoked sharp international scrutiny of the nation’s foreign policy endeavors, but also numerous allegations of unlawful conduct on the part of American armed forces and intelligence services. Many of these claims are either currently unverifiable or have yet to be fully investigated, including possible atrocities committed at Haditha, Iraq, and the alleged maltreatment of terror suspects housed at the Guantanamo Bay detainment facility in Cuba. At least one instance of American wrongdoing, however, has been thoroughly substantiated. Initially made public in April 2004, the revelation of systematic abuse and torture of detainees confined in Iraq’s Abu Ghraib prison by certain members of the U.S. Army’s 372nd Military Police Company proved to be a bombshell to the U.S. public. As indicated by the official investigations of the matter, the mistreatment of prisoners at Abu Ghraib had been routinely undertaken, ostensibly for intelligence purposes, since Iraq’s liberation from Saddam Hussein’s tyrannical rule by American forces the previous spring. Compelling eyewitness accounts alleged that American soldiers and intelligence officers subjected prisoners to an astonishing array of physical, psychological, and sexual abuse during that one-year period. Moreover, widely circulated photographs depicting the abuse of detainees at Abu Ghraib graphically documented some of the techniques employed as well as two of the scandal’s key participants: Specialists Charles Graner and Lynndie England.

In light of this evidence, the U.S. Department of Defense moved to identify and punish those responsible for the dreadful excesses at the prison. Brigadier General Janis Karpinski, commanding officer at Abu Ghraib, was relieved of command of the 800th Military Police Brigade on April 8, 2005, with a subsequent reduction in rank to colonel. In early May 2005, the commander of the 205th Military Intelligence Brigade, Colonel Thomas Pappas, was also removed from command after receiving non-judicial punishment for dereliction of duty. Eleven enlisted personnel were likewise penalized for their involvement, seven of whom faced court-martial proceedings. Of these, Specialists Graner and England endured the most heavily publicized trials because of their extensive and consistently lewd participation in the photographic portrayals of misconduct at Abu Ghraib. Convicted of multiple offenses, including assault and obstruction of justice, Graner was sentenced on January 15, 2005, to serve 10 years in military prison. England, on the other hand, was similarly found guilty of various charges on September 26, 2005, but received a far lighter sentence of three years confinement.
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V

Videla, Jorge Rafael

Gen. Jorge Rafael Videla led the military junta that ruled Argentina after the overthrow of Isabel Perón, serving as president from 1976 to 1981. During this time, he purged Perónistas from office and led what became known as the Argentine Dirty War against suspected leftists, a campaign that resulted in the illegal imprisonment, torture, death, or disappearance of thousands of innocent Argentineans.

Videla was born on August 2, 1925, in Mercedes, Argentina, in the province of Buenos Aires. He entered the Colegio Militar, Argentina’s military academy, in 1942 and began his military career as an infantry second lieutenant in 1944. After serving a term as an instructor at the Colegio Militar and attending the Escuela Superior de Guerra, in 1956 he went to Washington, D.C., as an aide to the chief of Argentina’s mission to the Inter-American Defense Council. He returned home in 1959. For the next two years, he taught military intelligence courses, and then in 1961, Videla became superintendent of cadets at the Colegio Militar. In 1962, he took an administrative position in the Defense Ministry, leaving in 1964 to study counterinsurgency at the U.S. School of the Americas in the Panama Canal Zone. He was promoted to the rank of colonel in 1965 and was made general in 1971. Appointed chief of the Army General Staff in 1973, in August 1975, he became commander in chief of the army and in November of that same year he was promoted to lieutenant general. In these positions, he removed Perónistas from active duty and masterminded the army’s bitter campaign against Marxist and Perónista guerrillas in the provinces.

Since the 1950s, the once prosperous Argentina had undergone a seemingly permanent economic cycle of boom and bust, and its political developments had added to the turmoil, alternating between military and civilian regimes. In 1973, military leaders demonstrated their exasperation and inability to right the country’s political and economic woes by agreeing to allow the election of a Perónista president and then allowing Juan Perón himself to return from exile after nearly 20 years. For two decades, the military had been working to stamp out Perónista influence; the return of the old caudillo indicated their desperation.

Perón managed to achieve a tentative national reconciliation, but he died in 1974. The presidency went to his vice president and widow Isabel Perón, who was ill prepared to lead a country. Immediately, all the cleavages in Argentine society reassumed their former bitterness, and political struggles took more violent forms.

On March 24, 1976, Videla and other high-ranking officers removed Perón from power during the Argentine Revolution of 1976 with little resistance. Aware of her obvious incompetence and the chaos that had characterized Argentina’s political life, Videla and his fellow officers came into power with more freedom to act than any previous military administration. With Juan Perón dead, his movement partially discredited, the economy suffering dramatic inflation, labor unrest, and even the Marxist and Perónista guerrillas on the run, the country was open to strong measures to restore stability and prosperity. The program put forward by the armed forces was known as the Process of National Reorganization, or simply the Proceso.

Videla led the military in the repression of Perónistas and leftists. An extremely well-organized secret police force coordinated the work of the armed forces and crushed all major guerrilla bands by 1978. Having won the war against armed resistance, Videla had no plan for what came next. He personally favored a restricted democracy, one that would exclude Marxists and avowed Perónistas, as military governments in the late 1950s had attempted. Videla was nonetheless directly involved in the war against “subversion” and the human rights abuses that accompanied it. He justified the actions of the military regime by claiming that subversives had abused their freedoms, and that in order to defend Western civilization, the armed forces had to temporarily suspend liberties and constitutional protections in the interests of the nation. Videla himself said that one of the main goals of the Proceso was to restore “a republican, representative, and federal democracy.”

The Proceso went well beyond the repression of subversives, however, by implementing a policy of state terror that arbitrarily targeted Argentineans from all walks of life. Although young people involved in social work were the majority of the disappeared, the fact that anyone could simply be taken out of his or her home or off the street at any time instilled tremendous fear in the Argentine population, effectively silencing any opposition to the other programs enacted by the military regime.

For the majority of Argentineans, the most painful of these measures was the neo-liberal economic program implemented to lower inflation and improve Argentina’s balance of payments with other countries. The idea was to correct the mistakes made during years of state-run economies by cutting government employment, ending subsidies to inefficient industries, and freezing wages. All other economic indicators floated freely, although labor unions were banned and strikes became illegal. This program generally succeeded at limiting inflation; it also slashed the living standards of the urban working classes and greatly reduced the industrial sector of the economy. By late 1979, however, even Videla and his allies in the government became concerned that perhaps their economic austerity program had gone too far and drew the line at privatization, cuts in subsidies to public corporations, or increases in unemployment. Too late to help many workers, these measures led to renewed inflation and other economic difficulties. By 1981, foreign debt had mushroomed to more than $25 billion, or 42 percent of the gross domestic product.

Videla retired as a lieutenant general in August 1978, turning over command of the army to Gen. Roberto Viola. He continued as the civilian president of Argentina until 1981. Of the non elected Argentine military dictators of this century, he was the only one to serve out his term as initially stipulated by the armed forces and left office in 1981 as previously agreed by the generals. The regime itself lasted only until 1983, when the debacle of the Falkland Islands War and continuing economic difficulties forced the military regime to surrender power and hold elections for a civilian government. The new civilian president, Raúl Alfonsín, promised to hold those who had tortured and killed Argentine citizens responsible for their actions. Although military courts refused to try Videla and others during 1983–1984, Argentina became the only Latin American nation to bring the perpetrators of such massive human rights abuse to trial in civilian courts.

The trial of the former junta leaders began on April 22, 1985, and lasted five months. Videla did not recognize the legitimacy of the civilian court that tried him, boycotted the process by remaining in his cell, and refused to select a counsel to argue in his defense. Despite this protest, on December 9, Videla received a life sentence for his crimes and went to prison. Five years later, on December 28, 1990, he and the other convicted officers were pardoned during a general amnesty.

Although the amnesty reduced the possibility of further military revolt, many Argentineans (especially those who had lost friends and family to the horrors of the Proceso) were dissatisfied with the release of the generals from prison. In the summer of 1998, new evidence was brought forward, and Videla was arrested and indicted again, this time for his part in authorizing the abduction and illegal adoption of the children of those killed by the military regime. Videla remained under house arrest. An Argentinean court later ruled Videla’s prior amnesty invalid, and he was again placed on trial. On July 5, 2012, Videla was found guilty of having orchestrated the mass removal of babies from their parents’ homes. He received a 50-year prison sentence.

On May 17, 2013, Videla died at Marcos Paz prison while serving a life sentence for crimes against humanity.

WAYNE BOWEN
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Vietnam War Atrocities

The Communist insurgents in Vietnam, the Viet Cong (VC), outmatched by the Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) and the United States in a material sense, carried out guerrilla warfare. Evasion of decisive, “set-piece” battles, surprise attacks, and civilian cover served to counterbalance limited resources. The practice of seeking refuge in the guise of civilians frustrated and infuriated American troops and led to misdirected reprisals. Likewise, the VC perpetrated a number of massacres to achieve political ends. Writers on both sides of the conflict have also employed the term “atrocity” to describe every action from bombing raids to American involvement in the war. To avoid such philosophical questions, the present discussion describes only those situations in which an unarmed, non-resisting noncombatant or prisoner died as the result of small-arms fire, beating, or other corporal assault.

Most U.S. atrocities occurred because of the nature of the American response to guerrilla tactics. Search-and-destroy missions, designed to deprive the VC of civilian cover and supplies, replaced conventional large-unit tactics early in the war. A search might reveal hidden weapons caches, rice stores, or a variety of booby traps. Small units patrolled the countryside in pursuit of the VC, who left mines or punji pits in their wake. Viciously efficient, these booby traps killed or maimed many GIs, and left their frightened and angry comrades with no means for revenge. Veterans regaled new soldiers arriving in country with tales of buddies who had been blown up while buying soft drinks or cigarettes from children. Although in truth only a small minority of American soldiers in Vietnam experienced an ambush or encountered mines or booby traps, the stories created an atmosphere of distrust toward all Vietnamese civilians.

Retribution, or “payback” as it was known to GIs, took several forms. Mutilation was by far the most prevalent. Taking an ear or finger from a dead enemy, or emptying a clip of ammunition into an incapacitated foe proved adequate vindication for some. Others were not so easily satisfied. One of the most horrific examples of a U.S. atrocity occurred in 1966 when members of an off-duty battery support unit stopped a passing flatbed truck, claiming that they were out of gas. When the driver consented, the soldiers siphoned fuel from the tank and carried it to the middle of a field where a young Vietnamese girl had been staked to the ground. Soaking her with the gasoline, they set fire to her. Some GIs sought recreation in taking target practice on farmers or their stock. Less random was the torture of captured VC suspects, which ranged from bare-knuckle beatings to forcible ejection from airborne helicopters. Members of the Republic of Vietnam (RVN) police accompanied American units in the field, serving as interpreters and, on occasion, as executioners.

American forces also committed atrocities in a more organized fashion. The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) designed and implemented the Phoenix Program in 1967 to weaken the VC infrastructure and cripple its capacity for espionage and terrorism. Myra MacPherson notes in Long Time Passing that by 1969, Phoenix teams became known as “heads and ears guys” for the decapitations that were their trademark.

Some operations that seemed routine at the outset degenerated into massacres. Early in 1967, two marine companies advanced on Thuy Bo expecting only token resistance. The engagement lasted for three days, however, resulting in heavy casualties for the Americans. Upon withdrawal of the VC, the Marines entered the village and, by their own account, began shooting anything that moved. In 1968, three companies of the Americal Division committed what were probably the best-known atrocities of the war at My Lai. Unlike Thuy Bo, American forces expected heavy resistance, but met with little or none. Estimates of Vietnamese civilian dead, however, ranged from 100 to 400 women, children, and elderly men.

The unpredictable nature of the war dictated tactical adjustments. The method of drawing the enemy out and annihilating him, so effective in two world wars and in the Korean War, no longer sufficed. The Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) thus resorted to a policy of attrition. “Body counts” replaced “area secured” as a measure of progress. As support for the war waned, and pressure for some indication of success mounted, the counts became increasingly inflated. Commanders padded mission reports at every level; some offered extra leave to units with the highest counts. Many GIs, already disillusioned about their role in the conflict, interpreted the incentive as tacit approval for indiscriminate killings. Attrition policy thus gave rise to the philosophy “if it’s dead and Vietnamese, it’s VC.” In this context, such horrendous practices as counting the pregnant dead as two kills became a sort of morbid “bargain.”

The VC engaged in atrocities as well, but in different situations and for different reasons. Emotional outbursts triggered American atrocities, and, excluding some Phoenix operations, few were planned as such. In contrast, the Vietnamese Communists killed systematically, most often with a political end in mind. The VC assassinated village leaders, disemboweling and decapitating them in full view of the rest of the village to demonstrate their primacy in a given area. They also used terror tactics during the 1968 Tet Offensive, most notably in the ancient imperial capital of Hue, where they killed thousands of people judged to be hostile to their side in the war.

Communist operatives abducted “enemies” and either clubbed, shot, or buried them alive. In battle, VC units skinned or eviscerated captured GIs. Hung in the paths of American patrols, the defiled corpses elicited rage in some and fear in others, robbing commanders of control and the entire unit of its focus.

Little evidence exists to suggest that the VC ever committed rape as a matter of course. Unfortunately, the same cannot be said of American soldiers. As early as 1966, a reconnaissance patrol in the Central Highlands embarked on a mission with explicit orders to kidnap a Vietnamese girl. The team commander gave the men instructions to carry the girl along for some “boom-boom,” and then kill her when the operation was completed. In 1968, a company commander in the American division reportedly stood 60 feet away from a group of soldiers who raped and sodomized two Vietnamese nurses. Seven Marines stationed at a hospital in Da Nang murdered a South Vietnamese nurse after raping her repeatedly. Nor did the sexual abuse end there. Women suspected of collaborating with the VC had their vaginas sewn shut or their breasts branded with heated bayonets.

Allied Republic of Korea (ROK) units also contributed to the gruesome litany of human suffering. Like many U.S. atrocities, a surprise mine detonation triggered the Korean action at Phong Nghi, Quang Nam Province, in 1968. After the explosion had destroyed one of their armored personnel carriers, the 2nd ROK Marine Brigade turned on the hamlet. The Koreans leveled the village, and the evidence suggested that they had shot women and children at pointblank range.

Although it is unclear whether the Korean troops involved in the Phong Nghi massacre received disciplinary action, at least some war crimes did not go unpunished. The records of the U.S. judge-advocate general show that between 1965 and 1971 courts martial convicted 201 Army personnel and 77 Marines of murder, rape, and assault. Interestingly, over three-quarters of this number received sentences after public revelation of the My Lai massacre in September 1969. More enlisted men served time than did officers, and few of either group served the entire length of their sentences.

Atrocities in war are axiomatic, perhaps even inevitable. The conflict in Vietnam, however, bears the dubious distinction of having been especially “dirty” and loathsome. Advances in communications technology allowed almost instantaneous dissemination of reports of search-and-destroy missions, torture of prisoners, and other alleged misdeeds. For the first time, national and local news services broadcast a war, concentrated to fit the demands of scheduling, to an already antagonized and confused public.

The U.S. Army may have conducted ground operations with less concern for the civilian population in Vietnam than in the two world wars or Korea. The perception of the Vietnam War as “atrocity-ridden,” however, owes as much to the various sociopolitical contexts of American wars in this century as to any illegal military action.

BENJAMIN C. DUBBERLY

 See also: Hue Massacre; Tiger Force Killings; United States

Further Reading

Karnow, Stanley. Vietnam: A History. Rev. ed. New York: Penguin Books, 1991.

MacPherson, Myra. Long Time Passing. New York: Doubleday, 1984.

Volhynian Poles Massacres 

The region of Volhynia, currently Volyn in Western Ukraine, is the site of the 1943 massacre of tens of thousands of Volhynian Poles by Ukrainians. This is best explained in the context of the interwar period, even though Poles and Ukrainians fought over Volhynia for centuries. After World War I and the establishment of the Second Polish Republic, regional disputes led to the 1923 granting of Volhynia and Eastern Galicia to Poland and the Soviet annexation of Ukraine. President Józef Pilsudski initiated policies of religious and cultural freedom for Jews and Ukrainians living in Poland. With his death in 1935, the Polish state forced the conversion of Orthodox Christians to Catholicism and limited Ukrainian freedoms. This led to Ukrainian terrorist activities and the strengthening of the extremist faction of the Organization of the Ukrainian Nationalists (OUN), led by Stepan Bandera and referred to as OUN-B. Polish repression of the Ukrainians in Poland left nonterrorists dead and exacerbated tensions.

The 1939 German and Soviet invasion into Poland left Volhynia under Soviet control. Soviets deported hundreds of thousands of Poles to Siberia, including Polish Jews. Ukrainian political parties were banned, which forced the extremist OUN-B underground. In 1941, the Germans invaded Volhynia, pushing the Soviets eastward. To avoid slave labor in the German Reich, many Ukrainians enlisted as police or in positions in the German civilian administration, the Reichskommissariat Ukraine. Between 1941 and 1942, thousands of Ukrainian police assisted the Germans in killing approximately 200,000 Volhynian Jews, thereby learning Nazi methods of well-planned, wide-scale murder.

In 1942, the OUN-B formed paramilitary groups, secured its command in Volhynia, and instituted extensive propaganda against Poles. Germans and Poles terrorized Ukrainians who joined the nationalists, but the nationalists, well-armed and well-trained police or administrators, prevailed. With the German defeat at Stalingrad, the situation escalated in March 1943 when the OUN-B formed the Ukrainian Insurgent Army (UPA), and called for a full-scale liquidation of the Poles to ensure a Pole-free Ukrainian Volhynia. Ukrainians surrounded villages across the region, murdered unsuspecting civilians, then destroyed their villages. The UPA gave Ukrainian civilians the choice to join their efforts or risk arrest or death. Nevertheless, some Ukrainians sheltered Poles. Mixed families often lost both Poles and Ukrainians. The Poles counterattacked, murdering thousands of Ukrainians, many of whom were innocent of bloodshed.

The UPA killed some 7,000 unarmed civilians in late March and early April 1943. In July 1943 alone, the UPA attacked 167 towns and villages, slaying an estimated 10,000 Poles. Evidence of wide-scale torture, rape, disembowelment, and murder of the Polish minority population originate from eyewitness accounts, German and Soviet documents, and more recently, from mass grave excavations. The final attack in Volhynia occurred on Christmas of 1943 when hundreds of Poles were burned alive in their churches. The ethnic cleansing then spread south to Eastern Galicia, where it continued into 1945.

Estimates of the numbers of Volhynian Poles the UPA murdered range from 35,000 to 60,000, with several thousand Ukrainians also slaughtered by either Poles or the UPA. Historians and activists debate the numbers. Although the Polish government issued a statement concerning the guilt of individuals rather than of the Ukrainian nation, the Ukrainian government has not apologized.
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World War I Atrocities

Atrocities are omnipresent in war, and World War I was no exception. Although nowhere as extensive as in World War II, random killing of civilians occurred between 1914 and 1918. At the same time there were instances of officially sanctioned extermination policies. Many incidents were exaggerated for propaganda purposes. Other so-called atrocities lacked documentary evidence and witness corroboration. Many were simply ignored, in part because of the realization that all armies sometimes commit horrible acts. Nonetheless atrocities did occur, echoing on the home front the savagery seen on the war’s battlefields.

Allied propaganda portrayed the German invasion of Belgium in August 1914 not as a military campaign but as an attack on civilization. Belgium was a neutral state, protected by an internationally recognized treaty of which Prussia was a signatory in 1839. The Germans invaded Belgium because “necessity knows no law.” German army leaders believed that a rapid invasion of northeastern France through Belgium offered the best chance at victory in the war. Rumors of German brutality against civilians in Belgium added grist to the Allied propaganda mill. Within a few days of the German invasion, stories appeared of Belgian homes being looted and burned, priests being strung up and used as church bell clappers, nuns being raped, and prisoners of war being crucified.

While such stories were purposely exaggerated by the Allied government to enrage their soldiers and recruit volunteers for the front, there was also some truth to them. On August 23, 1914, German soldiers torched the Belgian town of Visé, killing several hundred innocent civilians. More than 700 other residents were forcibly deported to Germany to work as slave labor, while 4,000 fled as refugees to France and Holland. In the town of Dinant, 600 people, including a number of women and children, were lined up in the town square and shot. The Germans also destroyed a number of important medieval buildings in Louvain, including the university library with its priceless collection of manuscripts. More than 200 people were killed and some 600 more deported east.

Similar atrocities occurred in France as the Germans advanced. Random attacks on civilians there revealed the indiscriminate nature of German killing, often in bizarre contexts. Sixteen birders in northern France were summarily executed when German soldiers thought the raptors they kept were pigeons being used to send messages to the French Army.

Excused by some as the infrequent actions of soldiers gripped by war, the reality turned out to be something quite different. In Visé and Dinant, atrocities were committed by German soldiers belonging to primarily rear echelon units that had yet to see any fighting. Moreover, these were deliberate acts, orchestrated or legitimized by the German high command. German military leaders such as Chief of the German General Staff General Helmuth von Moltke adhered to the belief that if a civilian population fully experienced the ravages of war, this would lead to a more rapid enemy capitulation. The diaries and letters of German soldiers confirmed this brutal truth.

Estimates place the number of Belgian civilians wantonly slain by the German army in August 1914 at some 5,500 people. Another 500 died in France. Many of the dead were women and children. Some had been used as human shields, and others had been raped. One account told of an 18-year-old Belgian woman who was bayoneted for resisting the sexual advances of a German soldier. Another detailed the stabbing of babies, still clutched in the arms of their dead mothers.

The German government denied the atrocities. Officials conceded that some people were killed under the German occupation but described the actions of their soldiers as motivated only by self-defense. They labeled all those killed as francs-tireurs, after the irregular French forces who had fought against the Germans during the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–1871. After all, the 1899 Hague Convention permitted the execution of resistance fighters and saboteurs. Stories coming out of Belgium were powerful propaganda, particularly in the neutral United States, and they significantly influenced world opinion in favor of the Allies.

Another powerful propaganda piece was the May 7, 1915, sinking by the German U-20 submarine of the British passenger liner Lusitania. A total of 1,198 died, including 128 Americans. Allied propaganda made much of this action, pointing out that submarine attacks against civilian vessels were unique to the Central Powers. They stressed that the British navy never preyed upon neutral shipping. Again, there was some truth to this claim, certainly in the loss of civilian life. Innocent civilians died on other fronts. By February 1915, Austro-Hungarian soldiers had killed more than 1,000 Serb civilians, whereas Russian soldiers in Galicia had executed only 22 noncombatants in the same time period.

Seeking to capitalize on the far more numerous atrocities committed by the Central Powers, in May 1915 the British government established the Bryce Commission. Its report, printed in 30 languages, detailed the extent of atrocities committed by the Central Powers. The Germans countered the Bryce Commission Report with their own detailed exposé alleging Belgian and French atrocities against German soldiers. The damage, however, had been done, and the Allies had won the first round in the propaganda war. In the eyes of many people, Germany was alone guilty of horrific crimes. This weighed heavily in the U.S. decision to declare war on Germany in April 1917.

Other actions were also labeled atrocities. German bombing raids against Britain and the shelling of civilian centers in France were considered beyond the course of normal warfare. So too was the use of certain weapons in the field, such as poison gas and bullets that expanded on impact. The writer Robert Graves, who fought in the war, said that both sides were guilty of atrocities. He noted the savagery of Canadian soldiers toward prisoners after rumors that the Germans had crucified one of their men. Whose behavior was worse was, Graves observed, was a matter of opinion. The Allies labeled Bulgarian actions aimed at crushing rebellions in Serbia, Macedonia, and Moravia as major war crimes, while British operations to suppress the Easter Rising rebellion in Ireland were not so characterized.

In 1915, the Ottoman Empire began a systematic campaign of genocide against the Armenians who, along with others in the Caucasus region, struggled for independence during the war. Between 600,000 and 1.5 million Armenians died as a result of Turkish government policies. Many were killed, while many more died of disease and malnutrition in the forced relocation of the Armenian population. The extent of the Turkish action prompted the British government to accuse Turkey of “crimes against humanity,” the first time that term was ever officially used by the government of a major state. Russia hoped to profit from the atrocity, believing that, as a result, its own Armenian population would fight the Turks more tenaciously. Even after the war, when Britain successfully forced the defeated Turks to hold war crimes trials to account for the massacre, politics prevailed. Against the backdrop of the nationalist revolution in Turkey and war against Greece led by Mustafa Kemal (Ataturk), the Armenian genocide went largely unpunished. Only two of the nine top Ottoman officials implicated in the genocide were convicted. Although the Treaty of Sèvres, imposed by the Allies on Turkey in August 1920, contained five provisions for dealing with war crimes and that advocated the establishment an independent Armenia, most Turks responsible for the atrocities were never brought to justice.

As with Turkey, the other defeated Central Powers were supposed to be held accountable for wartime atrocities. In the Treaty of Versailles, the Germans were accused of crimes against Belgian and French citizens and Allied prisoners of war. They were also held responsible for specific events, such as the sinking of the Lusitania. Even individual deaths, such as the execution of British nurse Edith Cavell in Belgium by the Germans, were labeled atrocities. However, subsequent war crimes trials held at Leipzig proved to be a fiasco in which few Germans were ever convicted. Almost all atrocities committed in Belgium and France went unpunished.

Not surprisingly, after the war little attention was paid to atrocities committed by Allied soldiers against the Central Powers. These paled in comparison to the offenses committed by the Central Powers, but it is also true that history is written by the victors, and in this respect the extent of Allied crimes was never fully gauged. It is also important to note that identifying all atrocities committed during the war is an impossible task, just as proved to be the case in World War II. One need only consider events in Russia to understand the problem. The Russian Civil War claimed the lives of millions of innocent civilians, many the result of atrocities committed by both the Red (Bolshevik) and White (counterrevolutionary) forces.
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World War I War Crimes Trials

The unprecedented but unsuccessful effort by the victorious Entente powers to conduct postwar trials. Each of the five treaties ending World War I had clauses providing for the trial of defeated leaders and soldiers. Although trials of Germans, Bulgarians, and Turks did take place, these differed from the procedures provided in these treaties.

Throughout the war, a chorus of voices in Allied nations, especially in Britain, called for prosecution of alleged war criminals. Statements from opinion leaders waxed and waned as prospects for victory changed, but they reached a crescendo at dramatic incidents: the German invasions of Belgium and France, with accompanying executions of civilian hostages; U-boat attacks and the sinking of the Lusitania; Young Turk massacres of Armenians; zeppelin raids on London; the executions of Edith Cavell and Charles Fryatt; mistreatment of prisoners; and the deportation and forced labor of Belgian and French civilians. Calls for trials arose partly from vengeful hatreds fueled by atrocity propaganda and partly from idealistic intentions to vindicate the laws of war so recently codified at the 1899 and 1907 Hague Conferences in order to advance international law.

In 1914 French courts-martial sentenced captured German soldiers, and in March 1915 First Lord of the Admiralty Winston Churchill ordered special detention for future trials of captured U-boat crews. But the Germans made hostages of Allied prisoners of war, forcing an end to such measures. Threats of trials, however, continued. A joint Allied statement on May 24, 1915, declared that leaders and subordinates would be held personally responsible for the “crimes of Turkey against humanity and civilization.” British prime minister Herbert Asquith on July 31, 1916, denounced German “terrorism” and said that the British were “resolved that such crimes shall not, if they can help it, go unpunished. When the time arrives they are determined to bring to justice the criminals, whoever they may be and whatever their station.” At the same time, the British unsuccessfully sought French and Russian support for a joint declaration on war crimes trials. Separately, the French Ministry of Justice drafted a plan in 1917 to bring Germans before an inter-Allied criminal court at war’s end. The British and French issued new threats in October 1918. As the war ended, British attorney general F. E. Smith announced on November 7, 1918, the appointment of a Committee of Enquiry into Breaches of the Laws of War. It began drafting legal opinions and drawing up lists of possible prosecutions. Throughout 1919–1920, the French and British arrested accused individuals.

The most wanted man was German kaiser Wilhelm II, who had fled revolution in his homeland to seek refuge in the Netherlands. “Hang the Kaiser” became the most popular slogan of the December 1918 British election. Prime Minister David Lloyd George, wrongly blamed for this demagoguery, wished to bring the kaiser before an international tribunal for having started the war, thus establishing a new precedent and crime in international law. He insistently pressed reluctant cabinet ministers to acquiesce and secured support from French and Italian leaders at a London conference held during the election.

In 1919 the Paris Peace Conference quickly addressed the war crimes issue. Its first major action was the appointment of a Commission on the Responsibilities of the Authors of the War and the Enforcement of Penalties. This commission, however, proved an obstacle to British and French plans. Opposition from its chairman, U.S. secretary of state Robert Lansing, who objected primarily to the unprecedented, ex post facto character of the plans, undermined the whole project. When Allied leaders resolved the dispute, President Woodrow Wilson backed Lansing, despite strong support for an international tribunal among American lawyers and the general public.

The result was Articles 227–230, the war crimes clauses of the Treaty of Versailles, more limited in design than the French and British had proposed. There would be no grand international criminal tribunal to judge individuals accused of violating the laws of war. The kaiser would not be arraigned for violating international law in starting a war of aggression or invading neutral Belgium, or even for ordering or failing to halt violations of the ordinary laws of war. Rather, trials of accused German soldiers and sailors would occur before national military tribunals or if necessary before ad hoc, mixed tribunals of several nations to prosecute an individual whose alleged war crime affected citizens of more than one nation. The kaiser’s trial would be a political rather than a legal proceeding, for the charge leveled against him in Article 227 was “a supreme offense against international morality and the sanctity of treaties.” The famed war-guilt clause, Article 231, blaming Germany for causing the war was not drafted by those who created the war crimes articles but was prepared separately by experts working on reparations in order to justify saddling Germany with the costs of the war. The Germans and other opponents of the treaty, however, often linked Article 231 to Articles 227–230.

The long delay in asking the Dutch to hand over the kaiser and Allied disagreements about bringing him to trial enabled the Dutch to refuse an “extradition” demand in early 1920. The Dutch stood firm on their tradition as a country of political asylum. Opposition by King George V prompted other British leaders and diplomats to secretly undercut Lloyd George, as did messages to the Dutch from prominent figures in France and Italy. Almost alone, Lloyd George remained committed to a trial but in the end was forced to give way. The kaiser remained in the Netherlands. No trial was ever held.

Nor were there Allied trials of Germans as provided for in the Treaty of Versailles. Opposition from conservatives, nationalists, and the military made it virtually impossible for any German government to cooperate with the Allies who came to fear chaos and bolshevism if they strongly pressed fulfillment of war crimes clauses. After an official demand in early 1920 for the surrender of 854 accused persons, including the highest-ranking admirals and generals, the Allies quickly agreed to a compromise that permitted a selected number of cases to be tried before the German Supreme Court at Leipzig.

The Allies requested the trial of 45 individuals, none very prominent. In 1921 the Germans tried 12 persons, finding most of them innocent and secretly paying for the defense of all of the accused. Convicted war criminals received notably light sentences. French and Belgian officials and witnesses who went to Leipzig were met by hostile crowds and left to protest innocent verdicts even before all trials were concluded. The British found the trials more satisfactory, reflecting a more conciliatory attitude and policy toward Germany.

For the development of international law, the most significant verdict at Leipzig came in the Llandovery Castle case. Two U-boat lieutenants were found guilty of firing on survivors of the torpedoed hospital ship, and the court rejected their defense of superior orders.

Repudiating the Leipzig trials, the French and Belgians began to try in absentia all accused Germans. The original French list of alleged criminals, before its reduction in 1920, contained the names of more than 2,000 individuals. They were now prosecuted, case by case, over the next several years. These proceedings came to an end only after the Locarno Pacts of 1925. The French denied visas to convicted Germans until 1929. For years, the Germans also continued proceedings in order to establish the innocence of accused soldiers and sailors and to defend the military and the nation’s honor. Germany’s Supreme Court processed cases until almost all of the 854 individuals whose surrender the Allies had demanded were pronounced innocent. Secretly, the court also reversed the verdict of the Llandovery Castle case.

The greatest failure of this first major effort to hold postwar international war crimes trials was not holding the Young Turks responsible for the deaths of hundreds of thousands of Armenians. Allied focus was largely on Germany. Little heed was given to accusations against Austrians, Hungarians, and Bulgarians; although the peace treaties provided for trials, none were held in Austria or Hungary. There were a small number of war crimes prosecutions in Bulgaria, although most trials initiated by the Bulgarians were political trials of former leaders. There were trials, too, by Turkish authorities in Constantinople in 1919–1920. A few persons were convicted and executed before a nationalist backlash halted these proceedings. To prevent the release or escape of other accused Turks, the British removed them to detention on Malta, where eventually more than a hundred were held. The British undermined the legitimacy of this action by mixing political detainees troublesome to occupation authorities in Turkey with individuals thought truly responsible for the massacres. Article 230 of the Treaty of Sèvres in 1920 provided for a tribunal, possibly to be created by the League of Nations, to deal with persons accused of massacres. No such tribunal was established. Eventually, the British exchanged all individuals held on Malta in 1921 for hostages taken by Kemal Ataturk’s Nationalist movement. After the new Treaty of Lausanne, the last alleged Turkish war criminal was released in 1923 from an Indian prison.

The effort to try individuals for war crimes during World War I, which would have represented a veritable revolution in international law and relations, thus ended largely in failure. Nonetheless, the experience helped pave the way for the International War Crimes Tribunals of World War II.
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World War II Atrocities, European Theater

World War II, officially waged between 1939 and 1945, was the most expansive, destructive, and deadly war in human history. It was a total war, which blurred completely the lines between civilians and combatants, and featured military technology that greatly increased casualties among both civilians and military personnel. It is believed that as many as 60 million people died in the conflict, and for the first time in the history of warfare, there were more civilian deaths (some 35–40 million) than military deaths (some 20 million). The number of atrocities that occurred among the belligerents in Europe was truly staggering, and it is not possible to list them all here or discuss them with any great detail. To further complicate matters, there were at least 20 civil wars going on simultaneously throughout the world, including one in Yugoslavia and one that pitted the Croats and Slovenes against the Serbian Chetnik ultranationalists. This essay will not discuss the Holocaust, which unfolded in Europe and was perpetrated by the Nazis and their collaborators. That cataclysm claimed the lives of 6 million Jews, 200,000 Romani, 200,000–250,000 disabled persons, 5,000–15,000 homosexuals, and 2,500–5,000 Jehovah Witnesses, among others.

What made World War II so genocidal in nature were several developments, which taken together formed a perfect storm of unprecedented carnage. Massive aerial bombardment of civilian areas occurred on a scale never before seen. Civilians were now seen as legitimate targets because many worked in arms factories and were no longer “innocent” bystanders. This upended longstanding understandings and international conventions guiding the terms and conduct of warfare. Also contributing to the peculiarly virulent nature of World War II were stark and competing socio-political ideologies. Although many wars have had their political components, the clash between the right-wing extremism and collectivism of Nazism and Fascism and the left-wing extremism and collectivism of Communism ensured that the conflict would have apocalyptic overtones. Neither ideology believed that it could survive alongside the other, so both sides fought to literally exterminate the other. Finally, World War II had significant ethnic, racial, and religious overtones that set the stage for unimaginable mass murder. Germany especially combined extreme nationalism, racism, and a secular holy war against Jews to form a toxic stew so poisonous that few who fell under its grip were safe.

Among the belligerents in Europe, Germany was, by far, the most genocidal. In addition to killing 6 million civilian Jews, the Germans were also responsible for the deaths of 12–15 million Slavs, Poles, Russians, and other civilians, and at least 1 million prisoners of war (POWs), hostages, partisans, and forced laborers. On the other end of the spectrum, Poland was by far the biggest victim of World War II. Out of a prewar population of 34 million, 6 million Poles died between 1939 and 1945; all but 100,000 or so of that 6 million were civilians. The Poles were killed not only by the Germans, but also by the Soviets. Germany itself lost 5 million (military and civilians) people, out of a population of 78 million.

Soviet troops committed a major atrocity in Poland’s Katyn Forest in the spring of 1940, when some 22,000 Poles were summarily shot to death and buried in mass graves. Most of the victims were Polish army officers who had been captured as POWs. The graves were discovered by the Germans in April 1943, who used this evidence of a Soviet massacre as potent wartime propaganda. The Soviets at first denied involvement in the killings and then later blamed the Germans for the atrocity. Not until the end of the Cold War in the 1990s did the Russians make clear the extent of Soviet involvement.

The September 1941 Babi Yar Massacre, which occurred near Kiev, Ukraine, was a very significant war atrocity. In that tragedy, German troops shot en masse 33,771 innocent Jewish civilians, including women and children. Later, the Nazis tried to cover up the killings, but vestiges of them remained and were uncovered by Soviet troops in November 1943.

In Czechoslovakia, during the June 1942 Lidice Massacre in Czechoslovakia, the Germans summarily executed or deported a number of civilians in retaliation for the assassination of two high-ranking Nazi officials in Prague on May 27. In the end, German soldiers killed 172 males and 71 women at Lidice. Seven other women were taken to Prague, where they were shot to death, and another 184 women were deported to the Ravensbruck concentration camp. Eighty-two children from Lidice were eventually gassed to death while the town itself was completely destroyed. None of the victims had anything to do with the assassinations.

The April-May 1943 Warsaw Ghetto Uprising, involving Warsaw’s interned Jewish community, resulted in the deaths or deportation of at least 300,000 people. That tragedy unfolded after a group of armed Jews, the Jewish Fighting Organization (ZOB), decided to fight the Germans and resist deportation. The German responded with a brutal crackdown. Thousands of Jews were shot and killed while many thousand more were deported to death camps. Of the deportees, very few survived the war.

In September and October 1943, right after Italian dictator Benito Mussolini was deposed and the Italians switched sides in the war to join the Allies, the Germans perpetrated a terrible massacre against Italian POWS on the Greek island of Cephalonia. About 4,750 soldiers were summarily shot in the first phase of the Acqui Division Massacre in September; another 4,000 Italian POWs were either drowned at sea or shot and killed in October. In all, nearly 9,000 Italian POWs perished during one of the war�s greatest atrocities against POWs.

In the March 1944 Ardeatine Massacre, outside Rome, German occupation forces murdered 335 Italian civilians—75 of whom were Jews—in reprisal for a partisan bombing against German police. None of those who were executed had any role in the bombing.

On June 10, 1944, German Waffen-SS forces murdered 218 men, women, and children in the Greek village of Distomo. The atrocity was committed allegedly to avenge a deadly Greek partisan attack against the Germans. German troops went door to door, flushing out residents and shooting them in their homes or when they attempted to escape.

That very same day, German forces committed another atrocity in the French town of Oradour-sur-Glane. Occurring only days after the Allied landings at Normandy, France, German troops entered the sleepy village, separated the men from the women and children, and herded them into a barn and a church. The Germans then tossed grenades into the buildings, burning the French civilians alive. The death toll included 642 victims (only seven villagers escaped death); among the dead were 207 children.

The December 1944 Malmédy Massacre in Belgium witnessed the mass murder of 72 U.S. POWs. The incident, perpetrated by the Germans, occurred during the Battle of the Bulge (December 16, 1944–January 16, 1945). The killings at Melmédy represented the worst atrocity against Americans in the European Theater of war.

Finally, no treatment of World War II atrocities would be complete without mention of the devastating Allied air attacks against Dresden, Germany, in February 1945. During the first two waves of bombings, 2,600 tons of ordnance was dropped over the city; the following day, an additional 700 tons of bombs were dropped on Dresden. The bombings created a raging firestorm that consumed vast portions of the city. The fires became so intense that many people died of oxygen deprivation rather than from burns or smoke inhalation. It is estimated that 45,000 Germans were killed in the bombings.

Clearly, World War II was a conflict without parallel in terms of scope, destruction, and loss of life. Earlier attempts to shield civilians from combat or harm’s way were no longer operable in this total war. Indeed, civilians seemed often to be specifically targeted to produce terror and demoralization among enemy populations. And if they were not consciously targeted, little thought went into protecting them from the depredations of war. Modern technology, meanwhile, made killing on a vast scale an easy and largely impersonal task. Aerial bombardment especially made every civilian in the theater of war a potential casualty. In a very significant sense, the entirety of World War II was one long, nightmarish atrocity.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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World War II Atrocities, Pacific Theater

World War II was not unlike other wars in terms of atrocities and human-rights abuses. In the fog of war, atrocities are often a tragic byproduct of human conflict; some are intentional, while others are not. But what makes World War II stand out from any other war in human history was its scale and scope. It involved more nations and more people than any other recorded war. It was also history’s most expensive, destructive, and deadly conflict. It is believed that as many as 60 million people died in the conflict, and for the first time in the history of warfare, there were more civilian deaths (some 35–40 million) than there were military deaths (some 20 million). Although the majority of those deaths occurred in the European Theater, the Pacific War nevertheless produced horrendous casualties, many of them among civilian populations.

As in Europe, the war in the Pacific often involved civilians on an unprecedented scale. Chinese civilian deaths, dating back to the beginning of the Sino-Japanese War in 1937, were staggering. The Philippines also suffered high civilian casualties at the hands of the Japanese. It is estimated that China and the Philippines alone may have suffered 8–9 million total deaths between 1937 and 1945. The Japanese militarists in fact showed little mercy in their quest to dominate Asia, which besides China and the Philippines also included Indochina and Malaysia. The Soviets, too, were involved in atrocities involving Japanese and Korean prisoners of war (POWs), and many would argue that the U.S. atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japan in August 1945, no matter how militarily necessary they may have been, resulted in a massive atrocity against unarmed civilians.

The Japanese frequently mistreated, abused, tortured, and murdered prisoners of war from all the nations it fought, including the United States. The Japanese refused to abide by international conventions stipulating the humane treatment of POWs, and therefore contributed to untold numbers of deaths among prisoners under their care. Indeed, the war in the Pacific exhibited a virulent racism to it that was perhaps as stark as that of the European war. The Japanese hatred and disdain toward Europeans is grimly illustrated by the low percentage of European POWs who survived captivity: Of the approximately 80,000 European prisoners taken by the Japanese between 1939 and 1945, only 65 percent of them survived. The Japanese themselves lost some 2 million servicemen during the war, while about 500,000 Japanese civilians died, of all causes.

Although the official start of World War II came on September 1, 1939, in Asia the war actually began in 1937, when the Japanese launched an all-out offensive to capture and control as much of China as they could. Thus, the first great atrocity of the war in the east was the Nanjing Massacre of December 1937–January 1938. When Chinese troops refused to surrender the city, Japanese forces unleashed a hellish series of events designed to intimidate and destroy the Chinese. In just six weeks’ time, perhaps as many as 300,000 Chinese soldiers and civilians were killed. The Japanese also subjected some 20,000 Nanjing women to mass rapes. The majority of those victims were later killed.

In January 1942, in Johor, Malaysia, Japan’s Imperial Guards Division perpetrated a massacre against Indian and Australian troops. Following the bloody Battle of Muar, which involved the Australian 8th Division and the Indian 45th Brigade, a number of troops from those units had to be left behind because of injuries. Taken prisoner by the Japanese, some soldiers were shot while others were burned alive. Their bodies were then repeatedly run over by trucks. At least 150 Indian and Australian troops died.

After Singapore, a British colony, surrendered to the Japanese in February 1942, Japanese troops perpetrated another massacre, this one at Sook Ching. That atrocity was aimed at the Chinese population in the area and lasted from mid-February until early March 1942. The operation, which was pre planned, was designed to get rid of all Chinese opposition. Although the casualty figures are still being debated today, it is estimated that the Japanese killed at least 50,000 civilians, the vast majority of whom were ethnic Chinese.

Meanwhile, the collapse of the U.S.-controlled Philippines and the Japanese seizure of the Bataan Peninsula in April 1942 precipitated the infamous Bataan Death March. Japanese troops forced-marched 12,000 American soldiers and 64,000 Filipino soldiers, who were now POWS, some 52 miles through tropical heat virtually without water or food. Along the way, the Japanese kicked and beat stragglers; those who collapsed were shot and killed. The death toll from this notorious incident was estimated at 7,000 to 10,000. Another 1,600 Americans and 16,000 more Filipinos died in the first two months of captivity.

In the Palawan (Philippines) Massacre of December 1944, Japanese troops burned to death some 150 American POWs at a Japanese prison camp to prevent the Allies from reaching the facility and freeing the prisoners. Only 11 men survived the ordeal.

In February 1945, Japanese occupation troops in Manila (the Philippines) perpetrated a ghastly atrocity against that city’s civilian population as Allied troops closed in. In the span of less than a month, it is estimated that the Japanese systematically murdered as many as 100,000 Filipinos. Women were raped, children tortured, and the city itself lay in ruins by the time it was liberated.

On March 9–10, 1945, American B-29 bombers unleashed a fire storm over Tokyo, using massive amounts of conventional incendiary bombs. The air raid involved 325 bombers and 1,600 tons of bombs. Tokyo’s crowded conditions and wooden buildings greatly magnified the destruction. The glow of the firestorm was visible 150 miles away as water literally boiled in canals and glass melted into liquid and ran down the streets. Some 90,000–100,000 people died in the Tokyo Bombing, making it the war’s deadliest air attack, even more deadly than the atomic bomb attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki later that same year.

The U.S. atomic bombings of Hiroshima (August 6, 1945) and Nagasaki (August 9), while viewed as military necessities designed to end the Pacific War quickly and thus save lives, nevertheless involved the deaths of tens of thousands of Japanese civilians. The nuclear weapon dropped on Hiroshima resulted in a mushroom cloud more than 50,000 feet high visible to aircraft more than 350 miles away. Confirmed deaths were 71,000, many of whom were simply vaporized by the bomb; another 20,000 were wounded while 170,000 more were left homeless. Radiation sickness and related diseases killed scores more in the weeks, months, and years following the bombing.

The atomic bombing of Nagasaki, which is more controversial than that of Hiroshima, killed 74,000 people and injured 75,000 more. The mushroom cloud from that detonation rose to 60,000 feet and was visible by aircraft some 400 miles away. One-third of the city was completely leveled, and some 18,000 homes were destroyed. Some historians have argued that this second atomic bombing was unnecessary and that the Allies had not allowed sufficient time for the Japanese to respond to the Hiroshima bombing.

What made World War II so deadly and destructive was not only the scale and scope of the conflict, but also the inclusion of civilians on a large scale. Ever-more deadly weaponry also magnified the casualties. Indeed, modern technology made killing on a vast scale an easy and largely impersonal task. Aerial bombardment especially made every civilian in the theater of war a potential casualty. Long-held cultural biases and ethnic and racial hatred also virtually ensured that the Pacific War would take on apocalyptic overtones that often manifested themselves in war-time atrocities.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Wounded Knee Massacre

For all intents and purposes, the Wounded Knee Massacre of 1890 marked the end of organized American Indian resistance to the white culture that had arrived in the New World four centuries earlier.
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The Ghost Dance, a nonmilitant, quasireligious movement among many Indian tribes during the late 19th century, had a reverse effect on the Lakota Sioux. Militant leaders among the Sioux, angered by the plight of their people who were suffering from hunger and sickness, capitalized on the Ghost Dance fervor by preaching the overthrow of the white man and his rule. They promised that the sacred ghost shirt would protect them from soldiers’ bullets.

Government officials watched with growing concern. At the Pine Ridge Agency and the Rosebud Agency, emotions ran high, and nearby settlements feared an uprising. In response to settlers’ cries for military protection, President Benjamin Harrison ordered the War Department to take control of a rapidly deteriorating situation. Accordingly, in mid-November 1890, army troops occupied both agencies.

Within the Sioux tribe, two factions had emerged: friendlies (those not wanting trouble) and hostiles (the militants). In December, the hostile ghost dancers, numbering perhaps 500 or 600, had come together in the northwest corner of the Pine Ridge Reservation. Elsewhere, other Sioux bands, notably that of Sitting Bull, also appeared threatening. One in particular, that of Big Foot, steadfastly refused the army’s efforts at pacification.

Meanwhile, General Nelson A. Miles, having recently assumed command of the Military Division of the Missouri, ordered the arrest of Big Foot and Sitting Bull. Much to Miles’s chagrin, however, the death of Sitting Bull, killed by Indian policemen attempting to arrest him, further provoked a charged situation, which was beginning to receive considerable media attention. Most of Sitting Bull’s Hunk-papa band agreed to be relocated, but a few hard-liners joined Big Foot’s band. Lieutenant Colonel Edwin Sumner, with orders to arrest Big Foot, deemed it more prudent to hold off temporarily on the execution of his orders to avoid trouble. His delay led to trouble nevertheless.

Although militant, Big Foot had a reputation as a peacemaker and had been asked by some of the Oglalas to come down from his Cheyenne River camp to Pine Ridge to help ease tensions. When Sumner finally decided to carry out his orders, he found that Big Foot and his band had quietly slipped away under cover of night for Pine Ridge. On December 17, an angry Miles took personal charge of a situation that he felt had been bungled. His troops were still trying to persuade the militants to come in from the remote corner of Pine Ridge where they had been holding out, and Miles now sought to keep Big Foot from joining them. Accordingly, elements of the 6th and 9th Cavalry were directed to prevent such a union.

Big Foot, however, managed to elude the cavalry patrols and made his way toward Pine Ridge by way of the Badlands. Along the way, the Oglala leader was stricken with pneumonia. Meanwhile, a frustrated Miles ordered George Armstrong Custer’s old regiment, the 7th Cavalry, now commanded by Colonel James W. Forsyth, to intercept the elusive Oglalas. Forsyth succeeded where the others had failed. On the night of December 28, 1890, his advance units located and surrounded Big Foot’s camp along Wounded Knee Creek.

Surrounded by 500 soldiers and four field pieces, the Sioux, numbering about 100 men and perhaps 200 women and children, readily agreed to be escorted to the railhead for transfer to Omaha. However, when Forsyth demanded surrender of all weapons, the Sioux grew angry and refused to comply. Soldiers, understandably nervous, were sent in among the throng of murmuring Indians to search for concealed weapons. It was a volatile situation. In a disagreement between one of the soldiers and a Sioux, a rifle was discharged. Suddenly both sides were firing at each other. Brutal, close-in fighting ensued, with shooting and stabbing.

As the fighting broke off and the two sides gradually separated, Forsyth’s Hotchkiss guns began firing into the camp with deadly effect, scattering the Indians. When the shooting finally ended, some 150 Sioux including Big Foot lay dead, and another 50 were wounded. Army losses amounted to 25 killed and 40 wounded.

Miles was furious. He considered the massacre totally unnecessary, a blunder, and relieved Forsyth of command (that decision was later overturned). Wounded Knee was a genuine tragedy, but it was not a massacre in the sense that Sand Creek was a massacre, as it was neither deliberate nor indiscriminate. Further violence was averted, due mainly to Miles’s avoidance of dangerous situations. The power and attraction of the Ghost Dance waned after that.

JERRY KEENAN
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Yamashita Trial 

Japanese general Tomoyuki Yamashita petitioned the U.S. Supreme Court to review his case after being sentenced to death for war crimes by a military tribunal. The Court refused to hear Yamashita’s petition, and its majority opinion found that military tribunals comply with the Constitution and that command responsibility may be judged by a strict standard.

Yamashita’s reputation was built on military successes in Malaya and Singapore, and in 1944 he became Commanding General of the Imperial Japanese Army’s Fourteenth Army Group in the Philippines. Forces under Yamashita’s command committed atrocities including killing, rape, torture and other forms of brutality. These events were the basis for 123 war crimes charges against Yamashita. After a military tribunal found him responsible, Yamashita unsuccessfully petitioned the U.S. Supreme Court to review the proceedings. By a 6 to 2 margin, the Court refused to do so, and Yamashita was hung in the Philippines on February 23, 1946.

Yamashita was not charged with intentional war crimes or even with acting recklessly; rather, the charge was that he should have known of the crimes. If the standard of intent imposed wasn’t strict liability, then it was at most a negligence test, stating that a commander acting “reasonably” would ensure that troops under his command wouldn’t commit such crimes.

A five-member military commission composed of U.S. generals without legal training sentenced Yamashita to death in December 1945. In his trial, procedural guarantees of civilian U.S. courts such as the right to a jury trial and standards of evidence were weaker or absent. The tribunal denied a motion for continuance for preparation of the defense case, as well as a motion to allow Yamashita to represent himself. Through his lead defense lawyer A. Frank Reel, Yamashita contended that he had no knowledge of the atrocities, that he would not have approved of them, and that he should not be held accountable. Reel claimed that the result of the military trial was foreordained by General Douglas MacArthur.

At issue, also, was whether President Franklin D. Roosevelt had the authority to set up military courts. The Supreme Court held that he did, at least during wartime. Chief Justice Harlan Fiske Stone’s majority opinion (in which he was joined by Justices Hugo Black, Stanley F. Reed, Felix Frankfurter, William O. Douglas, and Harold H. Burton) found the military war crimes commission legitimately created. Justices Frank Murphy and Wiley B. Rutledge, Jr. sided with Yamashita; both dissents went beyond challenging the propriety of military tribunals to challenge the conception of “command responsibility” under which Yamashita was convicted. Rutledge opined that the decision was the worst in U.S. Constitutional history, even worse than Dred Scott. The majority’s view, however, set a precedent.

ARTHUR W. BLASER
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Yemen

Yemen, a Muslim nation located in the southern Arabian Peninsula, has had a long history of civil and political violence. Since the late 1990s, it has also become caught up in the Global War on Terror, and has been rocked by domestic terrorism and insurgencies against the government, perpetrated chiefly by militant fundamentalist Islamic groups.

In 1918, northern Yemen gained independence under Imam Yahya, of the Hamiddadin family. That family ruled North Yemen until 1962, when a royal succession crisis sparked an army-supported coup d’état.

The coup in turn precipitated a bloody, eight-year-long civil war (1962–1970), which soon involved outside powers. The royalists were backed by Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and Britain, while the republicans were supported by Egypt and the Soviet Union. During the fighting, as many as 200,000 North Yemenis were killed. Egypt lost some 26,000 soldiers, while the Saudis suffered about 1,000 killed.

At the same time, beginning in 1963, the British, who had controlled Aden and Southern Yemen since the late 1830s, faced their own insurgency, known as the Aden Emergency (1963–1967). That crisis began on December 10, 1963, when an unknown assailant threw a grenade at British officials at the Aden airport. The British thereafter declared a state of emergency, but were unable to quell the growing unrest. The insurrection intensified in 1967, aided by Egyptian forces and insurgents in North Yemen, and the British were compelled to withdraw from the south in late November 1967. The People’s Republic of South Yemen was subsequently declared, but not before at least 2,100 people had died during the Aden Emergency.

Thereafter, there was sporadic but generally limited conflict between North and South Yemen, which nevertheless escalated beginning in 1979. Meanwhile, in South Yemen, a civil war erupted during January and February 1986, a result of conflicting factions in the Yemeni Socialist Party. The war became a bloody affair, and even though it lasted for barely a month, it claimed as many as 10,000 lives. The nearly constant fighting in both the North and South hamstrung Yemen’s economy, making them among the poorest nations in the Arab world.

After years of squabbling and fighting, both Yemeni nations agreed on a unification plan, and Yemen became one nation on May 22, 1990. Shortly thereafter, the Persian Gulf War began, and Yemen’s government refused to support the Western coalition against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. This further hobbled the country’s weak economy and compelled hundreds of thousands of Yemenis to leave the country to seek employment in other Arab states. After the war ended in early 1991, a flood of expatriate Yemenis returned to Yemen, which caused nearly insurmountable unemployment and economic chaos. Yemen now found itself at the epicenter of the growing terrorist threat encouraged by radical Islamic groups like Al Qaeda. Indeed, Al Qaeda’s first attack was carried out in Aden, Yemen, on December 29, 1992, when bomb attacks on a hotel killed two Australian visitors and wounded scores more.

Another brief civil war that occurred between May and July 1994 involved supporters of the former North and South Yemen, including members of the Yemeni Socialist Party, and the Yemeni government. The South Yemeni forces were defeated, but 7,000–10,000 people lost their lives in the brief secessionist crisis. In October 2000, Yemen was the site of a terrorist bombing (most likely by Al Qaeda) of the U.S. warship Cole. Seventeen U.S. sailors were killed, and many others injured. The attack not only strained Yemeni-American relations, but also seemed to indicate that radical Islamic extremism was taking firmer hold in Yemen.

In the summer of 2004, a rebellion led by dissident fundamentalist cleric Hussein Badreddin al-Houthi commenced in Yemen. Al-Houthi and his followers sought the overthrow of the Yemeni government and the installation of a new regime based strictly on sharia law. This rebellion is ongoing, and some reports claim as many as 25,000 people have died in the fighting; 9,000 more have been wounded, and the government has arrested at least 3,000 dissidents and rebels. Meanwhile, Yemen has experienced U.S. cruise missile and drone strikes on its territory as American policymakers have tried to zero in on and eliminate terrorists connected to Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula, an off-shoot of Osama bin Laden’s Al Qaeda organization. On December 17, 2009, an American cruise missile attack on suspected Al Qaeda leaders in al-Majala, in southern Yemen, reportedly killed scores of civilians, including, by some reports, 22 children and 5 women. The U.S. government has steadfastly refused to either confirm or deny the casualty reports, but it is believed that others have died in similar U.S. attacks elsewhere in Yemen. Al Qaeda and affiliated groups have also been active in the al-Houthi uprising, and they have perpetrated some grisly human rights abuses. In southern Yemen, where the rebels are strongest, there have been reports of beheadings, crucifixions, and amputations committed against civilians who have allegedly violated sharia law.

As the so-called Arab Spring swept across much of the Middle East beginning in early 2011, demonstrators in the Yemeni capital of Sanaa took to the streets to protest against the government. By February 3, at least 20,000 people jammed the streets and squares of the capital, overwhelming the police force. Initially, the demonstrators were rallying against high unemployment, a bad economy, and government corruption. Soon, however, they began demanding the ouster of President Ali Abdullah Saleh. This prompted large defections from the Yemeni military and police forces and, ultimately, Saleh’s exit in February 2012. On Friday March 18, 2011, Yemeni forces killed 45 people and wounded at least 200 others in a massacre in Sanaa; this was the worst single act of violence during the entire uprising. The uproar became more subdued after Saleh’s departure, but Yemen remains a violent and dangerous place. It is estimated that 2,000 or more people died in the Arab Spring unrest, with as many as 20,000 injured.

Al Qaeda and other extremist groups continue to perpetrate suicide bombings and other acts of terror in which Yemeni civilians have been injured or killed. In early March 2012, the Yemeni government reported the massacre of some 60 Yemeni soldiers in the southern province of Abyan by members of Al Qaeda in the Arabian Peninsula. In May, a suicide bomber struck a military parade in Sanaa, killing 96 soldiers and injuring more than 100 others. The violence in Yemen is not likely to diminish so long as the country remains a haven for Islamic extremists who are able to defy the weak and chaotic government there.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Yokohama Trials

At the end of World War II, the Allied powers conducted war crimes trials involving Japanese defendants primarily through the International Military Tribunal for the Far East (IMTFE) as ‘class A” defendants. Other Japanese officials—5700 in total—were tried as “class B and C” defendants for war-time offenses before Allied military courts throughout Asia-Pacific. There were more than 2,000 regional trials, held before 50 tribunals. One ran between 1946 and 1951 in Yokohama, Japan, before commissions of the U.S. Eighth Army.

One of Japan’s largest cities, a major port, and just 30 miles from Tokyo, Yokohama saw much of the war. It was a target of the famous Doolittle raids in April 1942. In May 1945, nearly half the city was destroyed in incendiary bombing. That August, the Supreme Commander of Allied forces in the Pacific, U.S. general Douglas MacArthur, set up his command headquarters there. Yet in some respects, Yokohama saw even more of the war with the parade of Japanese officials tried before it. Among the accused were military men from all services and ranks, but also medical personnel and bureaucrats. Most crimes involved the abuse of prisoners of war, who endured severe malnutrition, torture, and even summary execution. Whereas only 4 percent of American, British, or Commonwealth prisoners held by the Germans and Italians died in captivity, 27 percent died in Japanese camps. With this in mind it is not surprising that many class B defendants at Yokohama were prison guards. Class C defendants were predominantly senior military officers who ordered or failed to prevent such crimes.

Also in class B at Yokohama were members of Japan’s notorious Kempei-tai, or secret police. Over 1,500 men in this service were tried at regional trials; representing about one-quarter of all Japanese war criminals. Yokohama trials also saw doctors, scientists, and technicians who took part in barbaric experiments on Allied personnel. Many of the accused worked for the Japanese Imperial Army’s Unit 731, which developed biological and chemical weapons. In March 1948, thirty members of Unit 731 were tried at Yokohama for unlawful vivisection and the removal of body parts. Charges of cannibalism against some defendants were also laid. Twenty-three were convicted. Five were sentenced to death. Four received life sentences. Fourteen were given prison terms. However, in September 1950, with the Korean War underway, General MacArthur commuted most of the sentences. By 1958, all were released. Facing increasing Cold War tensions, some believe that senior U.S. officials quietly intervened to free the accused: anxious to use the Unit’s research for similar American programs.

Also tried at Yokohama were Japanese sailors charged in the deaths of more than 1,300 men aboard the ill-fated Oryoku Maru. One of the infamous “hell-ships”—un-marked freighters used to transport prisoners—Oryoku Maru was packed with 1,619 men in abysmal conditions. En route from Manila to Japan in December 1944, the ship was attacked by American planes, unaware of the captives on-board. In the ensuing chaos, Japanese guards killed 286 prisoners. The survivors were re-boarded on the Enoura Maru, which was also hit by an American attack with the loss of several hundred more. Only 490 reached Japan in late-January 1945. One hundred sixty-one more died shortly thereafter of disease and malnutrition. In total, only 271 men survived the affair. At Yokohama, the captain of the guards and an interpreter on Oryoku Maru were sentenced to death, while four others drew prison sentences.

Arraigned as class B criminals, employees of prominent Japanese businesses were also tried at Yokohama. Best known was Kajima Corporation—today one of the largest construction companies in the world—which during the war used thousands of Chinese slave-laborers. In June 1945, at its copper mine facility in Hanaoka, Japan, about 1,000 starving Chinese revolted. Nearly all were savagely hunted down, tortured, and killed. Only three Kajima executives were implicated: they were found guilty and sentenced to death. However, in 1956, all three were released. The Japanese government even compensated the corporation for the loss of its slaves.

As was the case with most regional trials, at Yokohama many of the accused were tried co-jointly on charges stemming from specific incidents. The hearings at Yokohama were also noted for large amounts of documentary evidence submitted by the prosecution; chiefly eye-witness affidavits. The trials, however, may be best remembered for the relatively lenient treatment of many accused. Anxious to re-build Japan and count it as an ally in the Cold War, American officials were evidently willing to forget some of the worst war-crimes in history, just as occurred in Germany.

ARNE KISLENKO
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Historical Dilemmas 

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

Was the Ukrainian Famine (The Holodomor of the Early 1930s) a Genocide?

Introduction

The Holodomor, a major 1932–1933 famine created by Soviet policies in Ukraine, led to an estimated death toll ranging from 3 to 7 million people. The Soviet Union, then under the rule of Joseph Stalin, implemented an array of social, economic, and political reforms across the country. This included the collectivization of agriculture, which meant the removal of the kulaks (small farmers) from Soviet society in an effort to create large state-owned farms. As part of these agricultural reforms, Soviet grain quotas, with much of the crop marked for export, were unusually high. As a result, after poor weather led to a subpar harvest in 1932, Soviet requisitions of Ukrainian grain stocks contributed to a massive food shortage. As part of an ideological drive to expand the Soviet economy and remove “class enemies” from society, collectivization policies also overlooked the realities of Ukrainian food supplies, directly contributing to the famine.

The Holodomor continues to be an issue of historical controversy because there is no consensus within the international community on whether it is an instance of genocide as defined by the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG). Much of this debate is around the issue of whether the Soviet regime implemented these policies with the intention of causing the deaths of Ukrainians through famine or whether it was merely consequential. Thus, this raises the question: Was the Ukrainian famine (the Holodomor of the early 1930s) a genocide?

In his Perspective Essay, Joshua Rubenstein states that the Soviet regime’s collectivization policy and reluctance to assist the victims of famine in Ukraine was illustrative of its intent to murder the population. Rubenstein further argues that ideological considerations on the part of Joseph Stalin and Soviet officials shaped the policies that resulted in the Holodomor. Moreover, inaction, in and of itself, showed that the Soviet regime intended for the deliberate murder of Ukrainians in the famine. In his Perspective Essay, Bohdan Klid argues that the Holodomor fits the criteria of the UNCG. Klid states that one must consider that the wording of in Article 2 (c), “Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part,” fits the characteristics of the Holodomor. Lastly, in his Perspective Essay, Alexander Mikaberidze argues that despite the catastrophic famine in Ukraine, the Holodomor does not constitute an act of genocide given that it does not meet the UNCG legal definition of genocide.

Perspective 1: Deliberate Inaction

The numbers of the dead only begin to suggest the full scale of the horror that the Ukrainian people suffered during the killer famine of the early 1930s. Based on documentation that has become available since the collapse of the Soviet Union, it is now believed that in 1932 and 1933, between 3 to 5 million people died of starvation and diseases associated with the famine in Ukraine and in the northern Kuban, an area of southern Russia with a significant Ukrainian population. The famine was not a natural disaster. It was not the result of a severe drought, which can devastate an otherwise productive agricultural region. The famine that engulfed Ukraine was part of a broader disaster that affected the whole country and resulted in the total deaths of between 6 to 8 million people.

The regime’s policies created this catastrophe. When the Bolsheviks took control of the Russian Empire in 1917, the population was still made up primarily of peasants who worked small plots of land. In order to overcome the country’s economic backwardness, Soviet dictator Joseph Stalin decided to carry out a program of forced industrialization that would require the consolidation of peasant holdings into collective farms, thereby “encouraging” millions of peasants to move to the cities where they would become the workers and builders of a new Soviet industrial landscape. At the same time, the regime targeted richer peasants, the so-called kulaks, who were accused of owning more land and livestock than other peasant households; they were accused of resisting collectivization. With the beginning of the first Five-Year Plan and forced collectivization in 1928 and 1929, agricultural productivity and grain deliveries were already being disrupted, a process that accelerated as the regime collected a greater and greater portion of the harvest, as well as the seed grain that peasants needed to plant for the following year. As the peasants were left with inadequate wheat for themselves, they began to slaughter their livestock, in part for food for themselves but also because with less grain on hand, there was considerably less food for the animals.

Stalin particularly mistrusted Ukraine and the Ukrainian communities in northern Kuban. The Bolsheviks regarded the peasants as their natural opponents. They were culturally and economically backward, resistant to modernization, “counterrevolutionary.” But Ukrainians were deeply attached to their own language and national culture, and it was the peasants who were seen as primarily responsible for celebrating and preserving Ukrainian national traditions.

This made Stalin all the more determined to impose collectivization on Ukraine, both to consolidate its small land holdings, but also to break the political and cultural dominance of the Ukrainian peasants in particular. As the growing lack of grain and food in general spread throughout the republic, starvation took hold. Local officials who were witnessing the spread of famine and starvation appealed to the Kremlin to relax its policies. But Stalin would not relent. On June 21, 1932, Stalin and Vyacheslav Molotov, the chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, made clear to officials in Ukraine that there was no turning back. “No manner of deviation—regarding either amounts or deadlines set for grain deliveries—can be permitted from the plan established for your region for collecting grain from collective and private farms or for delivering grain to state farms,” they wrote. Any peasant who resisted was subject to arrest.

As the famine took hold and brought misery and mass death throughout Ukraine and the northern Kuban, tens of thousands of peasants left the region in search of food, crossing into Russia and other republics. Their presence provoked Stalin who complained that they were “demoralizing our collective farms with their complaints and whimpering.” He ordered the sealing of the borders between Ukraine and Russia, not only to prevent Ukrainian peasants from seeking food supplies elsewhere in the country but also to prevent the rest of the country and the outside world from knowing the full details of the catastrophe. The regime employed draconian measures to enforce the isolation of Ukraine and control victims of the famine who were still alive from seeking assistance. In one typical month, February 1933, large units of secret police troops intercepted and arrested 220,000 Ukrainian peasants who were attempting to escape from their villages. An overwhelming proportion—190,000—were sent back home, essentially condemned to death. The remaining 30,000 were dispatched to the Gulag where the mortality rate was higher than usual during the famine years.

Still, there was the occasional witness. The writer Arthur Koestler had recently joined the communist party and came to the Soviet Union out of ideological commitment. In his 1945 book, The Yogi and the Commissar, Koestler described how he spent the winter of 1932–1933 in Kharkov, which was the capital of Ukraine at the time. “The peasants had killed their cattle, burned or hidden their crops and were dying of starvation and typhoid. . . . the [train] stations were lined with begging peasants with swollen hands and feet, the women holding up to the carriage windows horrible infants with enormous wobbling heads, stick-like limbs, and swollen, pointed bellies.” For Koestler, these famished children “looked like embryos out of alcohol bottles.”

Part of the tragedy was the silence on the part of such witnesses. Koestler and others regarded the famine and other crimes as part of the necessary historical process of building socialism. It took several years before he would write honestly about what he had seen. He first had to quit the Communist Party and acknowledge to himself how and he his former comrades each carried “a skeleton in the cupboard of his conscience.”

The scale of the famine was matched by the regime’s merciless determination to do nothing to ameliorate conditions or to welcome support from outside the country. Even within Ukraine, the regime set up roadblocks to keep peasants away from the cities where there were at least some food reserves. Doctors and nurses were not allowed to treat or feed the starving who reached their clinics. And when famished peasants reached urban areas, they were often so weak that many collapsed and died on the streets. Officials quickly disposed of the bodies in order to insure that concrete evidence of the famine was neither documented nor acknowledged. There were even orders to round up hungry children and keep them out of sight.

Stalin and his colleagues on the Politburo were well aware of the scale of the suffering. In April 1933, when the Soviet writer Mikhail Sholokhov wrote to Stalin directly, urging him to intervene, Stalin dismissed his concerns out of hand. “The fact that this sabotage was silent and appeared to be quite peaceful (there was no bloodshed) changes nothing—these people deliberately tried to undermine the Soviet state. It is a fight to the death Comrade Sholokhov!” In Stalin’s eyes, his victims were always at fault for their own suffering. The regime refused to suspend the export of grain or to release grain reserves, measures that could have limited the number of victims.

The regime’s utter refusal to help the victims even as millions were succumbing to starvation reinforces the charge that the famine was an act of genocide. A dispute among scholars persists, however, on whether or not the Holodomor should be considered an act of genocide within the definition framed by the 1948 United Nations Genocide Convention. But Article 2 of the convention, which refers to the acts “committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group,” includes a clause which forbids “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part.” The famine was the result of government policies and the same government could have taken measures to prevent or at least ameliorate the underlying reasons for such widespread and tragic starvation. Stalin’s regime chose not to do so.

JOSHUA RUBENSTEIN

Perspective 2: Holodomor and UN Genocide Convention Criteria

The famine of 1932–1933 in Ukraine, called the Holodomor (a word coined in the late 1980s, meaning a famine deliberately initiated to cause suffering and death) can be considered genocide according to the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) in light of Article 2 (c). This clause identifies as genocide deliberate actions that create conditions of life leading to the physical destruction in whole or in part of a national, ethnic, religious or racial group.

The famine in Ukraine began in late 1931 during the Soviet Union’s first Five-Year plan, which called for rapid industrialization and the forced collectivization of agriculture. During the collectivization drive that began in 1929, private farms were abolished, and in their place state-owned and collective farms were established. Ostensibly run by the collective farmers themselves, the collective farms were actually controlled and monitored by Soviet or Communist Party officials. At the same time, successful, well off-farmers, labeled kulaks (according to the Soviet regime, these were exploiters of poorer peasants), were persecuted, stripped of their possessions, arrested and deported. Many were sent to far-off lands, and some were even executed. In practice, any farmer opposed to collectivization, even if not well off, was often labeled a kulak or kulak supporter.

Most peasants (subsistence and small-scale farmers) in the Soviet Union were reluctant to give up private farming to join the new collectives. In Ukraine, which had a strong tradition of private farming, resistance was particularly strong. In some cases, Ukrainian peasants and urban dwellers resented collectivization and other policies that emanated from Moscow. Reaction to these policies reinforced sentiment for more autonomy or even independence for Ukraine. Ukrainians had established an independent state in 1918, but this attempt at achieving full-fledged statehood failed by 1920 owing mainly to military intervention from Communist Russia. In 1922, Ukraine became incorporated into the Soviet Union as a republic, retaining nominal forms of statehood and autonomy.

The establishment of state and collective farms in the Soviet Union was justified by its leaders as an essential part of building socialism. Soviet officials also considered them more reliable than individual farms as sources of surplus grain production, which was to fulfill compulsory state grain collection quotas. Grain collected by the state was used to feed the rapidly growing urban population, and for exports to finance purchases of machinery abroad to support the industrialization drive. However, the collectivization of agriculture led to chaos and a drop in farm production in Ukraine, which was a key grain-producing area in the Soviet Union. Despite this, the Soviet leadership maintained high quotas for Ukraine’s farmers to deliver grain to the state.

When famine broke out in Ukraine—triggered by confiscatory measures taken by Soviet officials to fulfill unrealistically high grain collection targets in the wake of the substantial drop in agricultural production—top Soviet Ukrainian government leaders informed the Kremlin of starvation, requesting aid and a reduction in the grain quota for the country. The Soviet leader, Joseph Stalin, called instead for an intensification of grain collection efforts. He also voiced his distrust of Ukrainian officials, suspecting many of them as nationalists, and expressed fear that opposition to his policies in Ukraine could intensify, possibly leading to Ukraine’s secession from the Soviet Union.

Stalin’s response was catastrophic for Ukraine. Under his urging, the Soviet leadership passed draconian laws and adopted punitive and repressive policies, ostensibly to help meet the grain quota. Special teams were sent to the countryside, headed by Stalin’s top lieutenants, to collect more grain, even though farmers had little stored for the winter and spring months ahead. Even seed grain was taken, and fines in meat and potatoes were instituted for those who had not fulfilled the grain collection plan. Other foodstuffs were also confiscated by search squads.

Unsurprisingly, the situation in the Ukrainian countryside became desperate by winter. But the regime did not relent from its policies of confiscation, punishment and repression. On January 22, 1933, in response to large numbers of hungry Ukrainian farmers leaving their villages in search of food, primarily to Russia, the Soviet leadership issued an order prohibiting their departure from the republic. Around the same time, Stalin began replacing some of Ukraine’s leaders and changed state policy that had supported the development and use of the Ukrainian language. A campaign of persecution and destruction of many Ukrainian intellectuals and officials who were accused of being Ukrainian nationalists also began.

The famine in Ukraine subsided in summer 1933 as that year’s harvest was gathered. By that time, resistance in the countryside had been broken. Demographers estimate that close to 4 million residents of Ukraine, mostly Ukrainian peasants, perished as a direct result of starvation.

Any discussion of the famine as genocide should begin with a review of the ideas of Raphael Lemkin, a legal scholar who was the “father” of the UN’s genocide convention. In a speech delivered in 1953, he called the USSR’s policies toward Ukraine under Stalin “the classic example of Soviet genocide.” He viewed the famine in Ukraine as a key component of what he called the “Ukrainian genocide,” which he understood as a series of actions that also included the destruction and subjugation of Ukraine’s intellectuals and political elite, the liquidation of the independent Ukrainian Orthodox Church, and the government-directed settlement of Ukraine’s farmlands by non-Ukrainians, which took place in the wake of the famine of 1932–1933.

In assessing the charge of genocide, one should recognize that it carries legal and political implications, and thus could be controversial. Political figures and entities have sometimes made statements or offered opinions on specific cases where the question of genocide has been raised. This is true of the famine in Ukraine. In 1988, a special commission of the U.S. Congress established to investigate the Ukrainian famine concluded that “Joseph Stalin and those around him committed genocide against Ukrainians in 1932–33.” In 2006, Ukraine’s legislature, the Verkhovna Rada, adopted a law that called the Holodomor genocide. Some countries, like Canada, have adopted resolutions or statements recognizing the Holodomor as genocide. However, Russia’s national legislature, the Duma, stressed in a declaration that famine in these years was a pan-Soviet tragedy and denied that the Ukrainian situation was specific.

Controversy can also occur because of a lack of consensus among scholars. There is general agreement among scholars that the Holodomor resulted from the actions of Soviet authorities and was thus man-made and avoidable. However, some scholars as well as political figures have argued that the charge of genocide in Ukraine cannot be substantiated because famine occurred at the same time in other republics of the Soviet Union, including Russia. It has also been argued that the famine was used as a weapon aimed against peasants as a social group, and not against Ukrainians as an ethnic group. Two scholars of the Soviet Union, Robert E. Davies and Stephen G. Wheatcroft, have argued that the Soviet leadership caused the famine partly through “wrongheaded policies,” but that it was “un-expected and undesirable.” The famine, they argue, was “a consequence of the decision to industrialize this peasant country [the Soviet Union] at breakneck speed.”

The Italian scholar Andrea Graziosi, in support of the genocide interpretation, has argued that in assessing the issue one must take into account the extremely high mortality rate in Ukraine—triple the mortality rate in Russia. This was caused by the additional measures taken by Soviet authorities that intensified the famine in Ukraine. Graziosi also stresses Stalin’s understanding of the peasant and national questions as closely linked in largely peasant-based countries like Ukraine. He thus concludes that the Ukrainian villages were “indeed targeted to break the peasants, but with the full awareness that the village represented the nation’s spine.”

There are other arguments to be made in favor of the genocide interpretation. Grain exports continued during the worst months of the famine, and Soviet government reserves contained enough grain to feed the starving. When aid was first authorized in February 1933, it was selective, and not nearly enough grain was released to save millions from starvation. The mobility of Ukraine’s peasants was blocked through the January 22, 1933, decree depriving them of possible access to food in other regions of the Soviet Union. It is also clear that Stalin in 1932 was worried about losing Ukraine, tied the shortfall in grain collections in Ukraine to perceived failures of the republic’s leadership, and referred to this to justify removing some of Ukraine’s leaders when he replaced them with loyal followers. He also saw resistance in the Ukrainian countryside to grain collection as motivated by both class antagonisms and nationalism. If one considers the anti-Ukrainian measures he promoted, including authorizing persecutions of Ukrainian intellectuals and of the more nationally oriented political leadership, the overall antinational thrust of Stalin’s decisions in 1932–1933 becomes more evident. Finally, news of the famine was suppressed in the Soviet Union, offers of outside aid were refused, and until the late 1980s the Soviet government denied that a famine had even taken place.

BOHDAN KLID

Perspective 3: Intentionality and the Holodomor

The Holodomor was not a genocide. The famine was clearly man-made in the sense that it would not have occurred without unattainable grain procurement quotas that the Soviet authorities established and enforced. However, it does not meet strict legal definition of genocide under the 1948 United Nation’s Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide.

The Holodomor, a large scale famine created by the Soviet government in the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and other parts of the Soviet Union, is estimated to have claimed at least 4 million lives in Ukraine alone. While general outline of events of the Holodomor has been widely acknowledged, interpretation of facts continues to elicit contrasting responses and sustains a bitter divide between Ukraine and Russia. In November 2006 the Ukrainian parliament approved the “Law on the Holodomor in Ukraine in 1932–1933” that declared Holodomor as an “act of genocide against the Ukrainian people.” The Russian Federation condemned this law and issued its statement acknowledging historical facts of mass deaths in Ukraine and other parts of the Soviet Union but rejecting their characterization as a genocide.

So was the Holodomor a genocide? To answer this question, we must first turn to legal definition of a genocide. In 1948, the UN approved the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG). The convention’s Article 2 defined defines genocide as “any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, such as killing members of the group; causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group; deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life, calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part; imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group; forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.”

This article sits at the heart of legal definition of genocide. Listing just five punishable acts, it offers a rather narrow classification of genocide and leaves out many atrocities that due to the nature of their crimes can be easily considered as genocidal. It is, thus, very important to keep in mind these preconditions and limitations because, legally speaking, not all events involving mass slaughter and atrocities can be considered genocides. Everything depends on how strict or relaxed legal interpretation of crime of genocide is.

If we examine the famine through the prism of strict legal definition, we will find that while the constituent elements of genocide—“killing,” “inflicting serious bodily or mental harm,” “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life”—are present in the Holodomor, the event as a whole does not constitute a genocide. In this respect two issues are fundamental to the legal crime of genocide: criminal intent and extent. During the Holodomor, the Soviet government had no “intent to destroy” Ukrainian ethnicity-nationality but rather pursued a series of broad policies that aimed at collectivization, dekulakization, and suppression of nationalist tendencies that could threaten the unity of the Soviet Union. When they initiated the collectivization policy, Joseph Stalin and his colleagues in the Soviet government did not intend to massacre millions of Ukrainian peasants because they were Ukrainian. Instead, Soviet leaders’ ignorance of agricultural reality and peasants’ abilities, not to mention overly optimistic assessment of their own policies, played decisive role in the making of this catastrophe. When discussing the Holodomor, it is important to bear in mind that Stalin and his colleagues had been deeply entrenched in Marxism and subscribed to the class-historical approach. They regarded peasants as “second-class citizens” and genuinely believed in the “class war” waged by “enemy classes” that transcended national, ethnical, racial or religious boundaries.

The UN Convention on Genocide specifies that the crime of genocide involves “intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group.” Yet, the victims of the Holodomor were not limited to just one national, ethnical, racial, or religious group. The Soviet policy of collectivization and dekulakization provoked fierce resistance among many ethnic groups Ukrainians, who had a long tradition of individuality and personal independence. It is certain that the Soviet authorities used these policies to undermine nationalist tendencies (affluent peasants traditionally fostered strong national feelings), but this was not applied exclusively to Ukraine, and other Soviet republics had been subjected to them as well. Although the term Holodomor is associated with in Ukraine, the famine did not spare non-Ukrainians either. Within Ukraine, Moldavian, Russian, Polish, German, and Bulgarian populations suffered in the same proportion as the rural Ukrainian population. Furthermore, the famine was not limited to Ukraine itself but rather extended to the Don and Kuban areas of North Caucasus, the Volga basin, parts of Kazakhstan and Western Siberia; in fact, chronologically Kazakhstan was first to be affected by famine, which caused even greater suffering among the local nomadic herders than among sedentary Ukrainian peasants, though the loss of life in absolute numbers was not as high as in Ukraine.

In the Volga basin, the Soviet policies had a devastating impact on the population of mixed ethnic origins, with the Volga Germans (who had been settled here in the 18th century) being among the most affected. It is estimated that at least 1 million people had perished during the Holodomor in Kazakhstan and North Caucasus. Some of these regions were still recovering from the devastating Povolzhye famine of 1921, which was also largely caused by the Soviet government’s “Prodrazvyorstka” campaign of confiscation of grain and other agricultural produce, and claimed at least 1.5–2 million lives. In rejecting the Holodomor’s characterization as genocide, the Russian government has repeatedly pointed out that among the affected by the famine were non-Ukrainians, including tens of thousands of ethnic Russians. Thus the question is how one should treat these non-Ukrainian victims of the famine since current legal definition of genocide revolves around “national, ethnical, racial or religious” identity of the victim group. This issue becomes particularly important when discussion touches upon the issue of intent. Genocide requires establishing the highest level of specific intent of destroying a particular group. Yet, evidence for such an intent is not solid. For example, the Soviet government did impose a special migration ban on areas largely inhabited by the Ukrainians but the Soviet secret police did not differentiate between Ukrainians and non-Ukrainians, preventing all of them from leaving the famine-stricken areas.

The next question we must consider is whether one can speak of genocide when most of the victim group survives. The UN Convention specifically refers to the destruction of a group “in whole or in part.” The Holodomor claimed at least 4 million lives in Ukraine but, tragic as this number is, it represents a relatively small proportion (roughly a tenth) of the total Ukrainian population. Yet contemporary case law and jurisprudence remain divided on the meaning of “in part” element of the legal definition. In 2001, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia considered the issue of whether the destruction ‘in part’ of the group constitutes a genocide. It ruled that:

“the intent to destroy a group, even if only in part, means seeking to destroy a distinct part of the group as opposed to an accumulation of isolated individuals within it. Although the perpetrators of genocide need not seek to destroy the entire group protected by the Convention, they must view the part of the group they wish to destroy as a distinct entity which must be eliminated as such. A campaign resulting in the killings, in different places spread over a broad geographical area, of a finite number of members of the protected group might not thus qualify as genocide, despite the high total number of casualties, because it would not show an intent by the perpetrators to target the very existence of the group as such.”

This case law thus rules out characterization of the Ukrainian Starvation as a genocide: although the famine involved “a broad geographical area,” it was not an attempt to “target the very existence” of the Ukrainians “as such” and the overwhelming majority of Ukrainians had survived it.

In final analysis, whether the Holdomor was a genocide depends on how “genocide” is defined. Based on a strict legal interpretation of the UN Genocide Convention, this mass atrocity does not meet legal preconditions of a genocide but does clearly constitute a series of crimes against humanity. Current legal definition of genocide is too narrow and most probably it was intentionally designed so. In his recent history of Eastern Europe, Timothy Snyder of Yale University argued that the Soviet government “made sure that the term genocide, contrary to Lemkin’s intentions, excluded political and economic groups.” Thus the Ukrainian famine can be presented as “somehow less genocidal because it targeted a class, kulaks.”

This technicality, however, should not obscure the fact that millions of people had lost their lives as the result of Soviet government’s actions. Genocide or not, the Holodomor represents a human tragedy of enormous scale.

ALEXANDER MIKABERIDZE

Did the Indian Wars Constitute Genocide?

Introduction

On December 29, 1890, a confrontation erupted between soldiers of the U.S. 7th Cavalry, led by Colonel James Forsyth, and a group of Lakota Sioux under Spotted Elk who had been moved to Wounded Knee Creek, South Dakota, and disarmed. When it was all over, more than 150 Indians had been killed, many of them women and children. This image depicts a mass burial of the victims on January 1, 1891.

The Wounded Knee Massacre is generally considered to be the culminating event of the Indian Wars. This protracted conflict, which began in colonial times, saw a precipitous decline in the Native American population, perhaps by as much as 98 percent. Although it is clear that American Indians suffered in the face of first white colonialism and, later, U.S. expansionism, scholars continue to disagree on the question of whether or not the Indian Wars constituted genocide as we understand the term today.

In his essay, Dr. Jim Piecuch asserts that the Indian Wars did indeed constitute genocide. Beginning in colonial times, he highlights a number of important events, including the Pequot War, King Philip’s War, the Trail of Tears, the Sand Creek Massacre, and the Battle of Wounded Knee. Taking a slightly different approach, Dr. Justin Murphy uses Raphael Lemkin’s broader definition to argue that the Indian Wars represent cultural genocide. He examines the ways in which Indians were deprived of land and economic resources and forced to adopt white cultural practices. By contrast, Dr. Jerry Morelock argues that the Indian Wars were not genocide, but rather a clash of two entrenched, incompatible cultures. He believes that to call them genocide is a gross oversimplification and demonstrates a seriously flawed understanding of what was a complex interaction of multiple cultures.

Perspective 1: three Centuries of Genocide

Between 1607 and 1890, one of the greatest acts of genocide in human history occurred as European colonists and their descendants nearly exterminated the native population in the territory of the future United States. In 1492, an estimated 4.4 million Native Americans inhabited the portion of the Americas north of Mexico, with the vast majority living in the area south of present-day Canada. By 1890, the Native population of the United States had been reduced to about 250,000. The attitudes and policies that resulted in the annihilation of millions of the original North American inhabitants, and millions more born during the four centuries since Europeans began colonizing the Americas, was established in the early years of the colonial period and continued virtually without interruption until the last Native resistance was crushed in 1890.

When English colonists established their country’s first permanent settlement in North America at Jamestown, Virginia, in 1607, the natives had already suffered serious population losses. Spanish expeditions into the southeastern United States and Spain’s subsequent colonization of Florida had introduced diseases such as smallpox, to which the natives had no natural immunity, sparking waves of epidemics across the continent. Violent assaults on the natives and slave raids to supply labor for Spain’s Caribbean colonies took a further toll.

Thirteen years later, English settlers at Plymouth encountered a similarly decimated native population. Colonist Robert Cushman estimated that only 1 native out of 20 remained alive in the area. Although the colonists cannot be directly blamed for the epidemics that ravaged the native population, they were able to take advantage of the social and political chaos that such high mortality rates produced in native society.

As they embarked on the colonization of North America, the English had at hand a well-known lesson of how not to treat the natives. Bartoleme de las Casas, the Spanish priest who in the 16th century had fought a long and largely futile battle to defend the natives of Spanish America, had chronicled in gory detail the ruthless violence with which the Spaniards treated the natives. One of Las Ca-sas’s accounts was translated into English with the title Tears of the Indians. English advocates of colonization attempted “to define their colonial ventures in opposition to [the Spanish] model” and urged a policy of kindness toward the natives.

These ideals conflicted with the colonists’ other goals. Although the Virginia settlers had been ordered “not to Offend the naturals,” they were also supposed to establish England’s title to the land and find ways to make a profit. The colonists therefore showed little respect for the Powhatans’ land ownership, considering native rights to the territory no more than “temporary . . . impediments to the superior ‘civil’ claims” of the English.

Violence against the Native Americans and seizure of their lands were justified in English eyes by the natives’ inferiority. John Smith, one of the leaders of the Virginia Colony, described the Powhatan Confederacy that inhabited the shores of Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries as “inconstant in everything but what fear constraineth them to keep. Crafty, timorous, quick of apprehension, and very ingenuous. Some are of disposition fearful, some bold some cautelous [deceitful], all savage . . . They are soon moved to anger, and so malicious that they seldom forget an injury.” As Smith made clear, the natives’ very inferiority—their savagery and cunning—made them dangerous to the English.

The English colonists’ sense of inherent superiority led them to demonstrate a callous disregard for native lives. When their own provisions ran out as a result of laziness and neglecting agriculture in favor of seeking nonexistent gold, the Virginians resorted to force to obtain food from the native Powhatans. Armed parties burned native towns, tortured and killed natives, and carried off what they wanted.

Such practices, along with the seizure of native lands, prompted Powhatan retaliation and resulted in three Anglo-Powhatan wars that ended in 1646 with the complete defeat of the natives. The brutalities committed by the English included throwing native children into the James River and shooting them in the head as they struggled to stay afloat; killing 200 Powhatans during peace negotiations by giving them poisoned wine, and massacring the 50 survivors on May 18, 1623; and repeatedly employing what became customary English practice: devastating the natives’ dwellings and food supplies. Less than 40 years after the English landed at Jamestown, the Powhatans, who had numbered some 14,000 in 1607, were decimated. The English confined the few survivors to small reservations.

A similar attitude of superiority toward the natives prevailed in New England, where

Puritan settlers in the Connecticut River Valley came into conflict with the Pequot Nation of some 3,000 natives. War broke out in 1636, and the next year a New England expedition brutally destroyed a Pequot village. Captain John Mason, leader of the New England troops, noted that “we had formerly concluded to destroy them by the sword,” and he achieved his goal. After setting the village afire, the colonists slaughtered the Pequots as they fled, killing between 400 and 700, including women and children.

The colonists killed more Pequots “in massacres or mass executions,” until the survivors signed the Treaty of Hartford in 1638. The treaty dissolved the Pequot Nation and achieved Mason’s goal “to cut off remembrance of them from the earth.” The destruction of as many as 2,000 Pequots and the dissolution of their nation by the English have been characterized as genocide by many scholars.

Less than 40 years later, the remaining New England tribes were nearly annihilated in King Philip’s War. As the colonies expanded onto native territory and forced the natives to accept English authority, Wampanoag leader Metacom, called King Philip by the English, attempted to defend what remained of his people’s land and autonomy. The war began in June 1675. Despite some success, the natives quickly found themselves facing an English counteroffensive that resulted in several massacres. The largest of these occurred in Rhode Island, where the English surrounded an estimated 3,000 to 4,000 Narragansetts, mostly women and children, and slaughtered as many as 2,000. Fighting subsided with Metacom’s death in August 1676. Hundreds of captured natives were sold into slavery in the West Indies. Many of those who avoided death or capture fled north or west to escape the English. Meanwhile, the English justified the carnage as simple self-defense against a savage enemy.

The destruction of the natives of Virginia and New England in the 17th century, without regard for age or gender, established a pattern that was repeated over the next two centuries. Native nations that responded to English abuse and encroachments with force, such as the Tuscaroras in North Carolina in 1711 and the Yamasees in South Carolina four years later, were ruthlessly crushed. Other conflicts between the English and Native Americans were absorbed into the larger struggle between England and France that began in 1689. Many natives allied with the French, while some believed that the best chance for survival lay in aiding the English. Native involvement in the imperial wars cost thousands of lives, and when France was defeated and ousted from North America in 1763, Native Americans could no longer rely on that nation’s assistance to stem the westward expansion of the British colonies.

In a desperate effort to reverse the British ascendancy, Pontiac of the Ottawa Nation led a coordinated native offensive against British posts in the Great Lakes region in 1763. The natives failed to secure a decisive victory; however, Pontiac’s Rebellion convinced British officials to change their policy toward the natives. The Royal Proclamation of 1763 forbade colonial settlement west of the Appalachians and gave British Indian agents more authority to halt trade abuses. The new British policy earned the goodwill of the natives but incurred the wrath of the colonists whose desire for native land appeared limitless. Britain’s conciliatory efforts resulted in most native nations supporting the British during the American Revolution. Once again, the natives suffered heavy losses in lives and land only to find themselves on the losing side. Yet even those native nations that supported the Americans benefited little. The Oneidas, one of the six nations that composed the Iroquois Confederacy, allied with the revolutionaries only to have most of their land taken by the state of New York without their consent.

Freed from the constraints of British imperial policy, the independent United States resumed westward expansion at the natives’ expense. After two humiliating defeats in 1790 and 1791, American forces triumphed over a coalition of Native American nations in 1794. In the wake of this disaster, Tecumseh of the Shawnees arose as a new native leader. His knowledge of the Americans’ treachery, including the slaughter of 90 Christian natives of the Delaware Nation at Gnadenhutten, Pennsylvania, in 1782, convinced Tecumseh that the natives’ survival depended on uniting to resist the Americans.

Tecumseh succeeded in uniting several native nations and assisted the British in the War of 1812. He was killed at the Battle of the Thames in 1813, and with him died Native American hopes of continuing resistance to the United States in the north. In 1814, Andrew Jackson ended native opposition in the south when he killed some 800 Creeks at Horseshoe Bend, Alabama. Jackson had the assistance of several hundred natives, but this effort to avoid destruction by allying with the Americans proved futile. Jackson imposed a punitive treaty upon the Creeks in 1814, forcing them to cede 23 million acres of land to the United States. He ignored the protests of those Creeks who had aided him in his campaign. When Jackson became president in 1829 he convinced Congress to approve his "Indian removal" policy. Tens of thousands of Creeks, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Seminoles, and Cherokees were relocated to Indian Territory (present-day Oklahoma). The Cherokees, who had labored the hardest to adopt American culture, suffered the most. Some 4,000 Cherokees, perhaps one-fourth of the nation�s population, died while being forcibly rounded up and marched westward along the "Trail of Tears."

Having killed or removed all but a few scattered remnants of Native Americans east of the Mississippi River, Americans turned their eyes farther westward. As settlers, traders, and prospectors began occupying native lands, conflicts resulted. From 1849 to 1881, the U.S. Army fought 1,073 battles against the natives to suppress resistance and force land cessions. Additional battles were fought between natives and settlers and between the army and natives from 1881 to 1890.

Many of these battles were fought without regard for accepted rules of warfare. Little effort was made to distinguish between peaceful and warring Native American nations, or to spare noncombatants or prisoners. Army commanders set the tone for the behavior of their troops. Lieutenant General William T. Sherman, commander of the U.S. Army, declared that his soldiers should “get them [natives] out as soon as possible, and it makes little difference whether they be coaxed out . . . or killed.”

Encouraged by such attitudes, soldiers and civilians slaughtered large numbers of natives. In 1864, troops under Colonel John Chivington attacked a peaceful band of some 650 Cheyennes and Arapahos at Sand Creek, Colorado. The natives, who were ostensibly under the protection of the U.S. government, lost 28 men killed and 105 women and children. Most of the native dead were scalped and many of the bodies mutilated, the soldiers displaying body parts as trophies.

Other Native American nations suffered similar attacks. Learning that some 200 Apaches had surrendered, been disarmed, and were at Camp Grant in present-day Arizona, Tucson residents mounted an attack in 1871 that killed 144 natives, the majority of them women and children. Twenty-eight captured children were sold into slavery in Mexico. Such events continued until the final battle of the Indian Wars at Wounded Knee, South Dakota. There, on December 29, 1890, a Lakota band of some 350 people attempting to surrender were fired on by soldiers after a scuffle broke out while the natives were being disarmed. As many as 300 natives were killed.

Natives who remained peaceful or surrendered found themselves little better off than those who died resisting the Americans. Leaders such as Mangas Coloradas of the Apaches and Crazy Horse and Sitting Bull of the Lakotas were murdered in captivity or on the reservations. Apache leader Geronimo and many of his warriors were imprisoned in Florida, where over 100 died. Thousands of Nez Perce, Cheyennes, Poncas, and others were forcibly relocated to Oklahoma, where large numbers perished. Eventually some native nations were allotted reservations on small portions of their original lands.

When the Wounded Knee Massacre brought the fighting between Native Americans and the United States to a close, the native population had reached its nadir. From an estimated 600,000 in 1800, it had been reduced in the span of 90 years to about 250,000. Of the roughly 4 million people who had inhabited the region that became the United States in 1492, and their descendants born over the next four centuries, only a fraction remained. Much of the destruction of the native population can be attributed to the introduction of Old World diseases. However, any chance at population recovery was eliminated by the English colonists and their heirs in the independent United States, whose policies accelerated the decline. Having characterized the natives as inferior and impediments to their own vision of progress, the newcomers produced a “holocaust of North American Indians” resulting in “millions of deaths.” The destruction of so many native people, carried out over nearly three centuries, constitutes nothing less than genocide. The fact that several thousand natives survived, as did many intended Jewish victims of Nazi genocide in the 1940s, does not mitigate the crime.

JIM PIECUCH

Perspective 2: Cultural Genocide of Native American Peoples

Determining whether the Indian Wars constituted genocide is complicated by the tendency to use the Holocaust as a basis for comparison. It is important, therefore, to begin by examining the definition of genocide as first developed by Raphael Lemkin, a Polish Jewish lawyer who had fled to the United States in 1939 and in 1944 published Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress. Lemkin coined the term “genocide” from the Greek word genos, which means “tribe or race,” and the Latin word cide, which means “killing,” to denote the mass extermination of Jews in the Holocaust. Lemkin did not restrict the definition of genocide to the mass extermination of a race, but instead provided a much broader definition:

Generally speaking, genocide does not necessarily mean the immediate destruction of a nation, except when accomplished by mass killings of all members of a nation. It is intended rather to signify a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at the destruction of essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the aim of annihilating the groups themselves. The objectives of such a plan would be disintegration of the political and social institutions, of culture, language, national feelings, religion, and the economic existence of national groups, and the destruction of the personal security, liberty, health, dignity, and even the lives of the individuals belonging to such groups. Genocide is directed against the national group as an entity, and the actions involved are directed against individuals, not in their individual capacity, but as members of the national group.

By applying Lemkin’s broader definition of genocide and considering the broader policies toward Native Americans, this essay will argue that the Indian Wars constituted cultural genocide.

The policies the United States pursued toward Native Americans followed a pattern similar to that established when the first English colonists arrived in North America. At first Native Americans welcomed colonists for the trade goods they provided, while colonists depended on Native Americans for food. In addition, some tribes saw the English as allies against enemy tribes. For example, when the Puritans began arriving in the Massachusetts Bay Colony in 1629, the Narragansetts and other smaller tribes sought an alliance with the Puritans against the Pequots, a powerful tribe that had recently entered the region and encroached upon Narragansett hunting lands. When the Pequot War broke out in 1636, the Puritans saw the Pequots as enemies of God and descended upon them with a fury that shocked their Indian allies. After surrounding the chief Pequot village on the Mystic River on May 26, 1637, the Puritans and their native allies set fire to the village and killed some 400–700 men, women, and children. The Puritans emerged from the Pequot War as the leading power in New England and, 40 years later in King Philip’s War (1676–1677), effectively destroyed the Narragansetts as an independent tribe. To the extent that the policies of the Puritans toward the Pequots and Narragansetts resulted in their virtual annihilation, they meet the standards of Lemkin’s definition of genocide.

The most important factor that created conflict between English colonists and Native Americans was the seizure of Indian lands as the colonial population expanded westward. Although a few colonial leaders advocated purchasing Indian lands, the overall English practice was simply to take them without compensation. This pattern of land seizure also demonstrates that the English, unlike the French and Spanish, made little effort to incorporate Native Americans into colonial society. Although Puritan missionary John Eliot was an exception in attempting to convert Native Americans to Christianity, it is important to note that native converts were segregated into “praying towns” and forced to adopt English cultural customs. By depriving Native Americans of their ancestral hunting lands, upon which their economic existence and culture depended, or forcing them to convert and adopt white culture in order to remain on their lands, these policies amount to cultural genocide by Lemkin’s standards.

Great Britain’s defeat of the French in the French and Indian War marked a major turning point in the relationship between Native Americans and colonists. With the French forced to cede Canada and all their lands east of the Mississippi to Great Britain and the Louisiana Territory to Spain, all the tribes east of the Mississippi were in a far weaker position. Although the British issued the Proclamation of 1763, forbidding white expansion beyond the Appalachian Mountains in an effort to prevent Indian unrest, enforcing the proclamation was a different matter. White encroachments on Indian land in Kentucky and the Ohio Valley resulted in Lord Dunmore’s War against the Shawnees and their allies in 1774. Although the American Revolution brought a temporary respite for Native Americans, Lord Dunmore’s War clearly demonstrated what would become a recurring pattern over the next century—the inability of governing authorities to prevent white settlers on the frontier from encroaching on Indian lands.

The success of the United States in achieving its independence placed Native Americans in a far more precarious position because, through the Treaty of Paris of 1783, the United States gained sovereignty over the land south of the Great Lakes and east of the Mississippi River (excluding Florida, which went to Spain). Tribes soon discovered that the federal structure of the U.S. Constitution meant that they had to contend not only with the federal government but also with state governments. In addition, the federal government was ineffective in forcing white settlers to abide by treaties negotiated with tribes. States often pursued their own policies against Native Americans, especially in regard to Indian lands, often in contradiction to the federal government.

Perhaps nothing better symbolizes the relationship between the United States and Native Americans than the decision of the first Congress in 1789 to place relations with Indian tribes under the jurisdiction of the War Department rather than the State Department. It clearly revealed that the United States regarded tribes to be in a subordinate position whereby the United States reserved the right to impose terms by military force. With the exception of three military campaigns in the Old Northwest during the early 1790s, however, the War Department generally succeeded in avoiding armed conflict with Native Americans during the first two decades by negotiating treaties that secured title to Indian lands. At the same time, the War Department controlled trade with Native Americans through the so-called factory system, whereby it licensed traders to trade with specific tribes. One of President George Washington’s goals in promoting the factory system was to introduce white culture to tribes and encourage them to turn from hunting to agriculture. Assimilation was therefore a stated objective of federal policy and it involved compelling Native Americans to change their culture so they could coexist with whites.

After President Thomas Jefferson’s administration successfully negotiated the Louisiana Purchase, the prospect of removing Eastern tribes to west of the Mississippi gradually emerged as a new aspect of federal policy. In an 1803 letter to William Henry Harrison, governor of the Indiana Territory, Jefferson expressed the goal of Indian policy to be promoting trade with Native Americans so that their indebtedness would force them to cede lands to the point that they were so surrounded by whites that they would have to choose between becoming citizens or removing west of the Mississippi. At the same time, Jefferson prevailed upon Congress to provide funds whereby Native Americans could be assimilated by inducing them to abandon hunting and adopt agriculture.

In 1819, Congress established the Civilization Fund for Indian education, dispensing funds through missionary organizations such as the American Board of Commissioners for Foreign Missions, which established missions and schools among Native Americans. While many of the tribes of the Old Northwest would resist under the leadership of Shawnee war chief Tecumseh in an attempt to preserve their way of life, the five leading Southern tribes—the Cherokees, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, and Seminoles—actively adopted aspects of white culture, including plantation agriculture, black slavery, schools, churches, newspapers, and written laws and constitutions. These “Five Civilized Tribes,” however, were sharply divided as factions sought to retain their traditional hunting lifestyle. This resulted in conflicts with white settlers, leading to the Creek War during 1813–1814 and a series of Seminole Wars, but also produced what amounted to a civil war within the tribes themselves.

President Andrew Jackson’s election in 1828 made the shift to removal as the preferred policy official with the passage of the controversial Indian Removal Act in 1830. The Cherokees resisted the Indian Removal Act and Georgia’s extension of state jurisdiction over Cherokee lands by filing suit in the U.S. Supreme Court. In The Cherokee Nation v. Georgia (1831), Chief Justice John Marshall ruled that Native American tribes were “domestic dependent nations” that were not sovereign entities but were subject to the jurisdiction of the United States with tribal members being in the position of federal wards.

Although Jackson has been vilified for the tragic “Trail of Tears,” in which approximately 25 percent of Cherokees, Choctaws, Chickasaws, Creeks, and Seminoles died of exposure and starvation during their forced removal to Indian Territory, these deaths were the result of the policy’s flawed implementation rather than a stated objective of the policy per se. In addition, F. P. Prucha forcefully argues in “Andrew Jackson’s Indian Policy: A Reassessment” that Jackson’s policy was not based on hatred of Indians, but was more a practical matter of denying dual sovereignty. Those Indians who were ready to enter white society could remain behind and become citizens, while those who wished to retain their tribal identity could do so by removing to Indian Territory, where they would gain the time to evolve further on the path to civilization, which in Jackson’s view was essential to prevent their extinction. The “Trail of Tears” does not quite meet Lemkin’s standard of genocide, and the extent to which tribes were allowed to retain their identity, albeit by removal, does not quite meet Lemkin’s standard of cultural genocide.

The annexation of Texas in 1845, the acquisition of the Oregon Territory in 1846, and the Mexican Cession following the Mexican-American War marked the beginning of the Indian Wars that ended with the Battle of Wounded Knee in 1890. There were numerous individual actions that in themselves can be considered genocide. By far the most infamous was the Sand Creek Massacre on November 29, 1864, when Colorado militiamen under Colonel John M. Chivington attached Cheyenne chief Black Kettle’s peaceful village of 500 Indians. Even though Black Kettle vainly waved an American flag and white flag from his lodge, Chivington’s troops ruthlessly slaughtered at least 300 individuals.

Although the Indian Wars against the Plains Indians and the Apaches and Navajos in the Southwest do not necessarily meet Lemkin’s standard of genocide in that there was not a systematic attempt of mass extermination, there are many aspects of federal Indian policy that do meet Lemkin’s broader definition in that there was a systematic attempt to destroy Native American culture. Ironically, many of those who promoted this effort were well-intentioned reformers, such as Senator Henry L. Dawes of Massachusetts, Editor Lyman Abbot of the Christian Union, and Reverend F. F. Ellinwood of the Presbyterian Board of Foreign Missions. Along with other reformers, they met numerous times beginning in the 1880s. Committing themselves to save Native Americans from extinction, they launched a “reform” movement designed “to destroy traditional Indian life by dissolving all tribal bonds, ending the practice of communal land ownership, overthrowing native religions, and eradicating traditional social customs.” Their efforts resulted in Dawes’s General Allotment Act of 1887, which divided reservations into individual homesteads with the extension of citizenship to Native Americans.

The Dawes Act resulted in the opening of 90 million acres of excess land left over from individual allotments to white settlers. Succeeding generations of Native Americans saw their land holdings grow smaller because original allotments were divided equally among children and grandchildren, making it impossible for them to be economically viable. Education policy was designed to forcibly eradicate native culture by moving children to off-reservation boarding schools, where they were often punished for speaking their native language, were given Anglo names, and were often placed into white families in an effort to force them to adopt white culture. Meanwhile, clergymen serving as Indian agents made a concerted effort to eradicate native religion. The Curtis Act of 1898, in blatant disregard of treaties with the tribes within Indian Territory, abolished tribal government. In short, reformers sought to save Native Americans from physical extinction by trying to destroy the very characteristics that made them Native Americans. In this regard, these policies meet Lemkin’s broader definition of genocide.

Nevertheless, Native Americans, despite overwhelming odds, resisted efforts to eradicate their culture. During the 20th century, several Native American leaders emerged to champion Indian rights. The Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s led to the Indian Civil Rights Act of 1968, which accepted tribal laws based on tribal culture. More importantly, the Indian Self-Determination and Education Assistance Act of 1975 empowered tribal governments by allowing them to administer federal assistance programs. As a result of their perseverance, Native Americans have managed to survive and retain their cultural heritage, even though the extreme poverty and appalling health conditions on reservations clearly demonstrate that Native Americans continue to suffer the long-term effects of the cultural genocide inflicted upon them.

JUSTIN D. MURPHY

Perspective 3: Clash of Incompatible Cultures

The Indian Wars did not constitute genocide as we understand that term today. Genocide is a conscious, deliberately chosen policy of extermination of a targeted population through organized, state-sanctioned mass murder. What we refer to as the “Indian Wars” was a tragic clash of two entrenched, incompatible cultures in which neither side was willing to accept compromise on the other’s terms. Although Indians adopted some items and elements of European American culture that made their daily lives easier, they were determined to preserve and pursue their way of life. To European Americans, Indians were simply “in the way” of westward expansion—Indian assimilation or removal, not genocidal extermination, was U.S. government Indian policy.

Neither side showed much willingness to understand the other’s culture or to pursue interaction within their opposite number’s very different cultural framework and worldview. One telling indication of this cultural bias is the European Americans’ naive and unrealistic insistence on dealing with the many individual Indian tribes as “nations,” in which tribal chiefs not only spoke for the entire tribe (typically made up of various smaller bands who might have only infrequent contact with each other), but were also expected to force tribal members to abide by treaty provisions. Native Americans violated the treaties more often than European Americans; yet this is understandable and predictable given the individualistic nature of Indian culture and the typically one-sided treaties. European Americans either did not understand the nature of Indian culture or were unwilling to try to understand it and work within the Indians’ frame of reference since it made dealing with the numerous tribes very complicated. Both sides’ cultural blindness was also evident in the way Indians and European Americans retaliated for wrongs against them committed by the other: Indians attacked European Americans who had nothing to do with the act being retaliated for, and European Americans murdered Indians who may not have even been members of the same tribe responsible for the incident that had set the European Americans on a quest for revenge. Both sides could—and did—kill the other’s women and children, mutilate their opponents’ corpses, and perpetrate massacres in brutal “no-quarter” combat.

Applying the term genocide to what transpired in the West during the 19th century is not only an inappropriate use of the term, it also reveals at best a gross oversimplification and at worst a seriously flawed understanding of what was a complex interaction of multiple cultures. Even the term “Indian” is misleading and imprecise, since it implies a monolithic entity with shared values and a single common culture. In fact, “Indian” encompassed numerous different tribes and cultural groupings with often quite different customs, attitudes, and behavior. Many tribes had traditionally warred against other tribes for ages before European Americans arrived on the scene. Indeed, some Indian tribes could be as “imperialistic” as European Americans. For example, the Lakota people erupted from their original Minnesota homeland in the late 18th and early 19th centuries to conquer huge tracts of territory in present-day Montana, Wyoming, and the Dakotas, including the sacred Black Hills, forcibly displacing the Crows and other less powerful tribes that had traditionally occupied that region. The various Western Indian tribes reacted to the aggressive European American encroachment in different ways. Some (e.g., Lakotas, Cheyennes, Comanches, Apaches) fiercely resisted; others (e.g., Crows, Tonkawas, Pawnees) allied themselves with European Americans in wars against other tribes for various reasons. The Western “Indian Wars” was not a single, genocide-motivated war of extermination waged by European Americans against all “Indians”; in fact, it played out as a series of widely scattered, separate campaigns waged against individual tribes in which Indians were allies as well as opponents.

Genocide implies essentially defenseless victims powerless to prevent their mass murder by the irresistible force of those bent on their extermination. This is another reason why “genocide” fails to accurately describe the Western Indian Wars. Those who hold such a view rob Indians of what social scientists and anthropologists refer to as “agency”—the power and ability to influence the events that have an impact on one’s life—by treating them merely as helpless victims of European American aggression and as if nothing any Indians did had any influence on what transpired or on their ultimate fate. This seems an unnecessarily condescending attitude and is simply wrong.

To find only one notable example among many illustrating how Indians were actors in this American tragedy and not merely helpless victims, one need only examine the Comanche people of the Southern Plains region. Numbering perhaps as few as 30,000 individuals with only about one-sixth of this number warriors, the various bands that made up the people known as “Comanche” dominated a huge area (“Comancheria”) stretching from Colorado to Mexico and from central Texas to eastern New Mexico. These “Lords of the Southern Plains” reigned as the region’s true power brokers for over a century—overwhelming and displacing less powerful tribes (Apaches, Tonkawas, etc.); stopping the Spanish colonization of the Plains in its tracks; preventing the French from advancing into the Southwest; and effectively blocking European American settlement of western Texas for a half-century. Comanche power finally ended when their European American enemy, desperate to devise an effective military strategy, ruthlessly targeted and eliminated the key elements of the Comanches’ way of life: the horse and the buffalo. The European Americans’ wholesale slaughter of the immense buffalo herds that provided Comanches and other Plains tribes with sustenance, and the mass killings of Comanche pony herds captured during winter campaigns that robbed the tribe of its mobility, seem today to represent brutal and unnecessarily harsh acts; yet, the draconian strategy’s aim was Indian removal—forcing the tribes onto government-run reservations—not genocidal extermination.

Indeed, the culminating action of the 1874 Red River War, the final campaign that forced the Comanches onto a reservation at Fort Sill, was the September 28, 1874, surprise attack by Colonel Ranald Mackenzie and the 4th U.S. Cavalry Regiment on the tribe’s Palo Duro Canyon sanctuary during which only one soldier and three Indians were killed. Instead of committing a wholesale slaughter of sleeping Indians (Mackenzie had achieved complete surprise), he targeted and destroyed the Indians’ pony herd and winter supplies, which gave the Comanches no choice but to seek shelter and food at the Fort Sill reservation. The fact that European Americans had to resort to such an extreme strategy, born out of frustration and desperation, of eliminating Comanche mobility and sustenance starkly emphasizes the real power the Comanches wielded for over a century. Indians were actors in the American tragedy that was the Western Indian Wars, not helpless victims.

Although today often portrayed as the willing perpetrators of Indian genocide, the U.S. Frontier Army was often caught in the middle in this clash of incompatible cultures. Never numbering more than about 25,000 cavalrymen and infantrymen, the U.S. regular army was scattered in small detachments over an area of about 2 million square miles. Led by a small, mainly West Point–trained officer corps, the U.S. Frontier Army was manned mostly by soldiers recruited from the bottom tier of American society, and drunkenness, desertion, and psychologically numbing isolation were constant plagues that vexed commanders even more than their infrequent armed clashes with Indians. Frontier army service was typically an onerous duty that the army was compelled to perform, carrying out frequently misguided policies originating in Washington, formed by politicians and government officials who usually had no idea of the actual situation on the ground in the West.

One of the most notorious Indian Wars incidents used to justify claims that the U.S. Army pursued genocide is the infamous 1864 Sand Creek Massacre; yet, the wholesale killing of 70–160 Cheyenne men, women, and children at Sand Creek was neither perpetrated by nor condoned by the U.S. Army. Poorly trained, ill-disciplined Colorado territorial militia (many reportedly drunk at the time) under the command of a racist bigot, Colonel John M. Chivington, committed this crime that was later repudiated by the U.S. Congress Joint Committee on the Prosecution of the [Civil] War. Indeed, some U.S. Frontier Army regular officers later became public champions of Indian rights. Probably the most notable of these is Brigadier General George Crook, who was one of the army’s most successful “Indian fighters,” but who spent the last decades of his life fighting for Indian rights and justice for the tribes.

Claims that this clash of incompatible cultures constituted genocide typically focus on only a select few of the more than 1,500 armed clashes—from minor skirmishes to pitched battles to undeniable massacres committed by both sides—between Indians and European Americans in the West from 1850 to 1890. Gregory Michno in The Encyclopedia of Indian Wars calculates that there were about 21,000 total casualties in these armed clashes, with European Americans (soldiers and civilians) accounting for about 6,600 (31 percent) and Indians suffering about 15,000 (69 percent). Although these casualty figures do not include Indian deaths from disease, sickness, or displacement-induced starvation, they are hardly lopsided enough to support claims of genocide. In addition to Sand Creek (committed by civilian volunteers), the other most-often cited example used to support genocide claims does involve the U.S. regular army: the 1890 tragedy at Wounded Knee.

The tragedy that took place December 29, 1890, at Wounded Knee Creek, South Dakota—the final armed encounter that marked the end of the Western Indian Wars—is a compelling illustration of how the clash of Indian and European American cultures could produce a horrific and bloody outcome that neither side intentionally sought. What we today call the Wounded Knee Massacre was set in motion by desperation and fear, not by some desire for “revenge” by the 7th Cavalry Regiment for its losses at the 1876 Battle of the Little Bighorn (a motivation attributed to the troopers after the fact, created by sensationalist Eastern newspaper accounts). The Lakotas, by 1890 confined to a bleak existence on South Dakota reservations and desperate at the loss of their way of life, turned for solace to the Ghost Dance religion. Misunderstanding this new Indian religious movement, reservation agents and the area’s European American settlers feared it was a precursor to a Lakota “uprising” and sent panicked pleas to Washington to send troops. In turn, the arrival of U.S. Army soldiers spread corresponding fear among the Lakotas, and some bands, including one of about 350 men, women, and children led by Big Foot (Spotted Elk) fled the reservation.

Intercepted by 7th Cavalry troopers, Big Foot’s band was being escorted back to the reservation when, at a campsite on Wounded Knee Creek, the soldiers’ attempt to disarm the Lakotas went horribly wrong. Surrounded by armed troopers but refusing to reveal and surrender the numerous repeating rifles they had been seen carrying when they surrendered the day before, about 100 Lakota warriors were being harangued by a medicine man, Yellow Bird, to resist: “Do not be afraid . . . their bullets will not penetrate you!” As the soldiers grabbed the rifle of an unstable Indian named Black Coyote, the weapon discharged; simultaneously, Yellow Bird threw a handful of dust into the air. At this signal, several Lakota warriors threw back their blankets, raised their Winchester rifles, and fired a volley into the troopers’ ranks, killing and wounding several soldiers and possibly hitting women and children in the Lakota camp beyond. The troopers fired back and, supported by four rapid-firing Hotchkiss Guns, delivered an overpowering fusillade that struck down Lakota warriors, women, and children. Once the shooting started, it was difficult to stop; the end result was tragically inevitable: 84 Lakota warriors, 44 women, and 18 children were killed. Yet, soldier casualties were also heavy, totaling 64 (25 killed and 39 wounded).

Some accounts claim that the high soldier casualties were mainly due to “friendly fire,” but the evidence to support this claim is sketchy and inconclusive. In the wake of the shooting, 7th Cavalry troopers loaded surviving Lakotas (51 were found in the area) into wagons and transported them to shelter and to receive medical treatment at the reservation hospital—hardly the actions of soldiers who were intent on killing all the Indians.

Claims that the Western Indian Wars constituted genocide grossly misread and incorrectly label a complex clash of incompatible cultures. Calling the American tragedy that was the Indian Wars “genocide” not only condescendingly idealizes and oversimplifies Indian culture while unfairly demonizing European American culture, it demeans the experience of the victims of actual genocide in the 20th century.

JERRY D. MORELOCK



Appendix II: International Law and Organizations

As the scale of human rights violations and incidents of mass murder increased in the 19th and 20th centuries, so did the attempts of the international community to address them. Through various international legal conventions and organizations, international law evolved in an attempt to define genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. Key international organizations, notably the United Nations (UN), and international legal conventions, such as the 1948 UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, were crucial in the development of the prevention and prosecution of war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. Nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), such as Amnesty International, and international figures, such as UN ambassador Samantha Power, have also worked to draw international attention to episodes of violence that have the potential to escalate into genocide in an effort to prevent future occurrences. This section includes individuals, organizations, conventions, and concepts important in understanding the relationship between international law and genocide.
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	United Nations
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	Coalition for International Justice
	Human Rights Watch
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	European Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory Limitations to Crimes
	Geneva Convention, Protocol I
	Geneva Convention Protocol II (1977)
	Responsibility to Protect (R2P)
	United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG)
	Universal Declaration of Human Rights
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Amnesty International

Amnesty International is a worldwide movement that works to free prisoners of conscience, assist political prisoners, abolish the death penalty, and end extrajudicial executions and disappearances through education, grassroots efforts, and letter-writing campaigns.

The organization was founded in May 1961, when Peter Benenson, a lawyer in London, England, read in the London Observer about a group of students in Portugal who had been jailed for proposing a toast to “freedom” in a public restaurant. Benenson launched a campaign called “Appeal for Amnesty 1961,” which kept the issue in the columns of the Observer for a year and encouraged people to write letters to officials in all countries where people were imprisoned for their political beliefs. The campaign was a great success, even spreading to other countries. By the end of 1961, Amnesty International was formed to organize these efforts.

Amnesty International based its principles on the United Nations’ Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which had been adopted by the United Nations General Assembly in 1948. Defining “prisoners of conscience” as people unjustly imprisoned solely because of their beliefs, race, gender, or ethnic origin, the agency began by investigating the cases of individual prisoners. Those who were indeed prisoners of conscience would be adopted by the agency, and a letter-writing campaign would commence. When it was deemed safe, the families of such prisoners were also contacted and assistance offered. The early emphasis was on freeing individuals, not on changing political systems.

By the late 1960s, Amnesty International had expanded some of its efforts into education, grassroots fund-raising, and reaching out to churches, schools, businesses, and labor unions to spread awareness of its campaigns. After some trial and error, the agency adopted the rule that organization members could only work on cases outside their own country. This helped to preserve impartiality in the investigations of human rights abuses and thereby maintained the reputation of the organization. Despite growing international opposition by human rights abusers, Amnesty International was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1977.

Many of the first members of Amnesty International were professors, but during the 1980s the number of students grew rapidly. The student membership did not adopt prisoners but instead organized publicity about unjust political systems and helped to write letters for prisoners adopted by other groups. The tendency to call attention to particular injustices became even more pronounced as prominent musicians and artists adopted Amnesty International as a special cause. Concerts and other events not only provided a major boost to the organization’s budget, they expanded the reach of educational campaigns.
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The organization remains independent of any government, political party, religious faction, or economic interest. Its emphasis on accuracy and impartiality has established its reputation as a credible source of information. A good part of the budget of the International Secretariat, in the central headquarters based in London, goes toward careful research into the situations of political prisoners.

Amnesty International has more than a million members, supporters and subscribers in more than 150 countries and territories, and it has offices in more than 70 countries. The organization is headed by an International Council that meets every two years and has representatives from each section (a section is a group of members in a given country). The International Executive Committee meets at least twice a year and includes the treasurer, a representative from the International Secretariat staff, and seven regular members. The International Executive Committee appoints the organization’s secretary-general. The organization is funded by its membership, as well as by donations and fund-raising.

The group’s Urgent Action Network conducts letter-writing campaigns on behalf of people who are in grave danger. The group issues an annual newsletter as well as reports and studies, annuals, and audiovisual resources. Amnesty International has been successful in getting 50 percent of designated “prisoners of conscience” released within a short time.

PAUL R. BARTROP

 See also: Egeland, Jan; Save Darfur Coalition; United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide
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Annan, Kofi 

Kofi Annan was the 7th secretary-general of the United Nations (UN), serving between 1997 and 2006. He was born in Kumasi, in what was then the British Gold Coast colony (now Ghana), on April 8, 1938. He came from an upper-class merchant family that had descended from tribal chiefs.

As a teenager, Annan attended a local boarding school and in 1958 entered the Kumasi College of Science and Technology (now Kwame Nkrumah University), where he studied economics. Whilst there, he received a grant to complete his studies at Macalester College, St. Paul, Minnesota. Between 1961 and 1962, he undertook a degree in international relations at the Graduate Institute of International and Development Studies in Geneva, Switzerland, and also studied at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology’s Sloan School of Management, where he earned an MSc degree in management in 1972.

In 1962, Annan joined the World Health Organization (WHO) before returning to Ghana, where he worked as the country’s director of tourism between 1974 and 1976. By 1987, he had become a key bureaucrat with the UN in New York, serving successively in senior positions in a diverse range of departments, including Human Resources Management (1987–1990), Budget and Finance (1990–1992), and Peacekeeping (March 1992–December 1996). One of his special assignments saw him given the task in 1990 of facilitating the repatriation of international staff and citizens of Western countries from Iraq after that country, led by Saddam Hussein, invaded Kuwait.

As head of the Department of Peacekeeping Operations (DPKO), Annan presided over an undertaking that at one time saw nearly 70,000 military and civilian personnel deployed in UN operations around the world. While many of these operations were successful, everything else during his tenure paled when measured against the UN’s unproductive handling of the crisis in Rwanda prior to, during, and after the genocide that took place there in 1994.

The UN’s efforts in halting the tragedy were thoroughly inadequate, a point subsequently acknowledged by Annan on a number of occasions. He in fact later apologized for the UN’s role during the genocide, expressing “deep remorse” that more was not done to stop it. Annan was criticized by many, both at the time and later, for adopting a passive approach to pleas for help from the commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda, Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire, who argued that Annan wavered over whether or not to reinforce the mission or try to arrange a new mandate that would allow for more effective action. Dallaire also claimed that Annan refused to respond to his repeated calls for authority to take action on the ground. In this, some have asserted, Annan was restricted by the lines of demarcation within the UN bureaucracy and was overruled by his immediate superior, Iqbal Riza, and, further up the chain, the then-secretary-general, Boutros Boutros-Ghali.

In 2004, Annan said he could and should have done more to stop the genocide in Rwanda and acknowledged that he did not push hard enough for action to be taken by UN member states or the Secretariat. The painful memory of this inaction was profound, and he became determined from this point on never to allow a repetition of what had happened to again occur on his watch. Rwanda thus influenced many of Annan’s later decisions once he became secretary-general.

After Rwanda, Annan served as UN under-secretary-general between March 1994 and October 1995, prior to an appointment as special representative of the secretary-general (SRSG) for the former Yugoslavia from November 1995 to March 1996. He resumed his position as under-secretary-general in April 1996. On December 13, 1996, Annan was recommended by the UN Security Council to be the next secretary-general. Succeeding Boutros-Ghali, he would be the second successive African to serve in the post, and the first from sub-Saharan Africa. He was also the first secretary-general to be elected from the ranks of the UN bureaucracy. His five-year term began on January 1, 1997; this was renewed after Annan was reappointed in June 2001 for a second term that began on January 1, 2002.

As secretary-general, Annan negotiated or presided over a number of highly delicate situations, including an attempt in 1998 to gain Iraq’s compliance with Security Council resolutions and a mission that same year to promote the transition to civilian rule in Nigeria. In 1999, he helped to resolve a stalemate between Libya and the Security Council and to forge an international response to preindependence violence in East Timor.

Much of his work in the international arena focused on issues related to global health, in particular HIV/AIDS, and he took a leading role in mobilizing the global community in the battle against the AIDS pandemic. In April 2001, he proposed a Global AIDS and Health Fund to help developing countries confront the crisis, and for this both he and the UN were awarded the 2001 Nobel Peace Prize.

Annan was secretary-general during the first four years (2003–2006) of the genocidal crisis in Darfur, Sudan, during which the UN did little that was effective in stopping the killing. Annan supported the sending of a UN peacekeeping mission and worked with the government of Sudan (GOS) to accept a transfer of power from an African Union monitoring force to one under the authority of the UN.
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On April 7, 2004, in a speech in Geneva commemorating the 10th anniversary of the genocide in Rwanda, Annan launched a five-point Action Plan to Prevent Genocide. This included: (1) preventing armed conflict, which usually provides the context for genocide; (2) protection of civilians in armed conflict, including a mandate for UN peacekeepers to protect civilians; (3) ending impunity through judicial action in both national and international courts; (4) information gathering and early warning through a UN special adviser for genocide prevention making recommendations to the UN Security Council on actions to prevent or halt genocide; and (5) swift and decisive action along a continuum of steps, including military action.

The fourth point, the future appointment of a special adviser on genocide prevention, was a pledge to designate an official who would collect data and monitor any serious violations of human rights or international law that have racial or ethnic dimensions that could lead to genocide. By July 14, 2004, the appointment was made. Juan E. Méndez, an Argentinean lawyer, took up the position, charged with the task of acting in an early-warning capacity that would advise the secretary-general and the Security Council about potential genocidal situations. Once this determination was made, he would then make recommendations to the Security Council about how the UN could prevent these events.

As secretary-general, Annan gave priority to strengthening and revitalizing the UN’s work and to improve its image through a comprehensive program of reform. This included strengthening the UN’s traditional work in the areas of development and the maintenance of international peace and security; advocating human rights, the rule of law, and the universal values of equality, tolerance, and human dignity; and restoring public confidence in the UN by reaching out to new partners.

To help achieve this, in April 2000 he issued a report that considered what the UN’s role should be in the 21st century. The so-called Millennium Declarations that followed were adopted by many of the world’s leaders attending the UN Millennium Summit that September. These “Millennium Development Goals” set specific targets to end poverty and inequality, improve education, protect vulnerable groups from violence, combat HIV/AIDS, and protect the environment.

On December 31, 2006, Annan retired as secretary-general, to be succeeded by South Korean statesman Ban Ki Moon. He returned to Ghana but has maintained an active role as one of Africa’s senior statesmen through to the present day.
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Bassiouni, M. Cherif

Mahmoud Cherif Bassiouni is a distinguished research professor of law emeritus at DePaul University College of Law in Chicago, Illinois (where he has taught since 1964). He has also been president emeritus of DePaul’s International Human Rights Law Institute on two occasions (1990–2006 and 2007–2009). In addition, since 1988 he has been president of the Istituto Superiore Internazionale di Scienze Criminali (International Institute of Higher Studies in Criminal Sciences, or ISISC), in Siracusa, Italy, and honorary president of the International Association of Penal Law in Paris (1989–2004).

A visionary in the field of international law, Bassiouni, through his writings and speeches, was an early and strong advocate of the establishment of an international criminal tribunal to try major crimes against the human person. Ultimately, he played a major role in the establishment of both the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Court (ICC).

Born in Cairo in 1937, Bassiouni was educated in Egypt (University of Cairo), France (University of Burgundy), Switzerland (University of Geneva), and the United States (Indiana University, John Marshall Law School, and George Washington University). He was a Fulbright-Hays professor of international criminal law at the University of Freiburg, Germany, in 1970, and then a visiting professor of law at New York University Law School in 1971. In 1972 he was a guest scholar at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington, D.C. He served as a consultant to the U.S. Departments of State and Justice on projects relating to international drug trafficking (1973) and international control of terrorism (1975 and 1978–1979). Bassiouni also acted as a consultant to the U.S. Department of State regarding the U.S. hostages in Iran between 1979 and 1980.

Between 1975 and 2005, Bassiouni served in a number of important United Nations positions. These saw him act as honorary vice-president of the Fifth United Nations Congress on Crime Prevention (1975); co-chairman of the Independent Committee of Experts on Drafting the Convention on the Prevention and Suppression of Torture (1978); consultant to the Southern African Commission on Human Rights from 1980–1981 (in this capacity he prepared a draft statute for the creation of an international criminal court to prosecute apartheid); consultant to the Sixth and Seventh United Nations Congresses on Crime Prevention (1980 and 1985); chairman of the United Nations Commission of Experts Established Pursuant to Security Council 780 (1992) to Investigate Violations of International Humanitarian Law in the Former Yugoslavia (1993–1994), and the Commission’s Special Rapporteur on Gathering and Analysis of the Facts (1992–1993); vice-chairman of the General Assembly’s Ad Hoc Committee on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court (1995); vice-chairman of the General Assembly’s Preparatory Committee on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court (1996–1998); chairman of the Drafting Committee, United Nations Diplomatic Conference on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court (1998); independent expert on the Rights to Restitution, Compensation and Rehabilitation for Victims of Grave Violations of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms (1998–2000); and independent expert on the Commission on Human Rights in Afghanistan (2004–2005).

As chairman of the United Nations Commission of Experts investigating the Former Yugoslavia, and the Commission’s Special Rapporteur on Gathering and Analysis of the Facts (1992–1993), Bassiouni’s team compiled 65,000 pages of evidence. The Commission’s report, issued in June 1994, concluded that 80 percent of the victims of the war crimes investigated were Bosniaks, and 80 percent of the perpetrators were Serbs; that mass rapes perpetrated by Serbs took place as a matter of policy; and that Serb-directed ethnic cleansing amounted to “crimes against humanity” which the United Nations is committed to punish.

Earlier, it had been suggested in some quarters that Bassiouni had established strong qualifications to become the first prosecutor of the ICTY, a position that was assumed by South African judge Richard Goldstone. When the vote was taken in the UN Security Council, the first ballot saw Bassiouni’s candidature supported by seven member states, with seven opposing him and one abstention. His failure was believed to be due to political pressure from the United Kingdom, which was concerned that Bassiouni would not be impartial, and inclined to charge Serbs ahead of other actors in the former Yugoslavia such as Croats and Bosniaks.

While this setback was of course noticed in international circles, the high esteem in which Bassiouni was held saw him nominated for the 1999 Nobel Peace Prize for his work in the field of international criminal justice and for his contribution to the creation of the International Criminal Court.

One of the most eminent and well-credentialed of United Nations war crimes experts, Bassiouni’s written works run to well over 200 legal articles and nearly 80 books as author and editor, published in Arabic, Chinese, English, Farsi, French, Georgian, German, Hungarian, Italian, Russian, and Spanish. He has written seminal works in the field of international law, particularly as they apply to the issues of human rights, crimes against humanity, and genocide. His published works have been cited by the International Court of Justice, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia, and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda.

In 2007, he was awarded the Hague Prize for International Law, a prize awarded every two years to individuals and/or organizations who have made, through publications or achievements in the practice of law, a special contribution to the development of public international law, private international law, or to the advancement of the rule of law in the world. Considered to be “without peer when it comes to the advocacy of international criminal justice,” especially through his promotion of the establishment of an International Criminal Court, the Hague Prize jury assessed him as one of the world’s most authoritative experts in the field of international law.
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Boutros-Ghali, Boutros

Boutros Boutros-Ghali is a former Egyptian statesman who served as United Nations secretary-general during one of its most challenging periods, between January 1, 1992, and December 31, 1997. He was born in Cairo to an elite Coptic Christian family on November 14, 1922. His grandfather, Boutros Ghali, had been prime minister of Egypt from 1908 until his assassination in 1910. His uncle, Wassif Ghali Pasha, served as Egypt’s foreign minister.

Boutros Boutros-Ghali graduated from Cairo University in 1946, and obtained a PhD in international law from the University of Paris in 1949 with a thesis on the study of regional organizations. Much of his early career was in academic scholarship. He was a Fulbright Research Scholar at Columbia University (1954–1955), director of the Centre of Research of The Hague Academy of International Law (1963–1964), and a visiting professor in the faculty of law at the University of Paris (1967–1968). In 1979, he was appointed professor of international law and international relations at Cairo University, a position he held until 1999.

Between 1974 and 1977 he was a member of the central committee of the Arab Socialist Union, and in the latter year was appointed by Egyptian president Anwar Sadat to the position of Minister of Foreign Affairs, a position he held until 1991. In September 1978 he attended the Camp David Peace Conference and had a role in negotiating the subsequent Camp David Accords between Egypt and Israel, signed between Sadat and Israeli prime minister Menachem Begin on March 26, 1979. He led many Egyptian delegations to meetings of the Organization of African Unity (OAU) and the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, as well as to the summit conference of French and African heads of state. He also headed Egypt’s delegation to the General Assembly sessions in 1979, 1982, and 1990. He became a member of the Egyptian parliament in 1987, and a member of the National Democratic Party secretariat from 1980. Until assuming the office of secretary-general of the United Nations, he was also vice president of the Socialist International.

On December 3, 1991, Boutros-Ghali was appointed by the UN General Assembly to become its sixth secretary-general, his five-year term to commence on January 1, 1992. That year, he was the architect and author of the UN’s Agenda for Peace, which, at the time, was considered to be one of the most comprehensive statements vis-à-vis the role of the United Nations relative to violent conflict in the post–Cold War period. By his own admission, expressed later, he was under the illusion that the UN’s role in the future would be to find a solution that would manage the post–Cold War situation. In doing so, however, the UN became involved in a number of peacekeeping fiascos during the early 1990s which cast doubt over its effectiveness as the world’s preeminent decision-making body. Looked at in this light, the Agenda for Peace was a solid piece of academic scholarship, though not sound practically.

It was Boutros-Ghali’s misfortune that he oversaw the UN at a time when two major genocidal crises, in the former Yugoslavia (1991–1995) and Rwanda (1994), threatened the very bases upon which the UN rested—nonintervention, realpolitik, and the authenticity of the contemporary states system. His term also included a disastrous peacekeeping mission in Somalia in 1993, when 24 UN peacekeepers from Pakistan were killed in a firefight with members of warlord Mohammed Farrah Aideed’s militia. Sent to help keep the peace and distribute aid in Somalia, these troops were followed on October 3, 1993, by U.S. Army Rangers and Delta Special Forces, who were ambushed by this same militia. Eighteen U.S. soldiers were killed, 73 wounded, and a Black Hawk helicopter crashed, the pilot kidnapped. Newscasts around the world showed the members of the militia dragging the naked, dead body of a U.S. Ranger through the streets of the capital, Mogadishu. Both the attack and the brutal aftermath caused such great consternation amongst U.S. citizens that it impacted future U.S. foreign policy decisions. More specifically, U.S. foreign policy makers became extremely tentative about deploying any U.S. troops in violent conflicts far from home in which the United States ostensibly had little to no direct strategic interests. Ultimately, due in large part to this “Somalia Factor,” U.S. president Bill Clinton decided not to attempt to prevent, or even halt, the 1994 Rwandan Genocide a few months later.

In a 2004 interview for the U.S. documentary Ghosts of Rwanda (dir. Greg Barker, 2004), aired on the program Frontline, Boutros-Ghali reflected on his term as secretary-general during the period of Bosnia and Rwanda, and concluded, in relation to the latter, that it was one of his greatest failures in view of the fact that he was unaware of the degree of the disaster. (He also said as much in public interviews reported in U.S. news magazines at the time.) Further, he argued, it was an added failure that he was not able to convince the members of the UN Security Council to intervene. That acknowledgement made, he was criticized for the UN’s failure to act during the genocide, as well as for his inability to generate sufficient support for other UN peacekeeping activities from among member states. In his defense, he argued later—quite accurately—that the United Nations, being comprised of individual sovereign states, runs in accordance with the principle of national interests. Given that, states can choose whether or not to intervene in a situation, and cannot be compelled to do so even for the sake of the greater good.

However, Boutros-Ghali identified a larger issue that was holding back effective UN intervention in genocidal situations, an institutionalized racism particularly regarding Africa and other Third World regions. In his view, genocide in Africa does not receive the same priority in world capitals that genocide in Europe or elsewhere does. In his view, this certainly hampered endeavors for effective intervention in Rwanda and other African crises during his term as secretary-general. What he referred to as a “marginalization of Africa” led to what he saw as a hierarchy of assistance that siphoned off much larger amounts of assistance money to Bosnia than to Africa—whether to Sierra Leone, Rwanda, Burundi, Angola, Liberia, or elsewhere. He also bemoaned the fact that international peacekeeping appeared to be dominated by U.S. interests and priorities, rather than being even-handed and impartial.

As Boutros-Ghali’s administration was forced to confront war in Bosnia and genocide in Rwanda, this inevitably had an impact on how his tenure played out. While a tradition was developing within the UN that a secretary-general would have the opportunity of serving two terms, an active lobby developed that Boutros-Ghali should not serve more than one. In 1996, 10 member states in the Security Council sponsored a resolution supporting him for a second term as secretary-general, but this was vetoed by the United States supported by a number of other influential states. Boutros-Ghali turned out to be the only secretary-general not to be elected to a second term in office, and on January 1, 1997, he was succeeded at the UN by Kofi Annan.

After his term at the United Nations, Boutros-Ghali served as secretary-general of the French equivalent to the British Commonwealth, La Francophonie (1997–2002), and in 2003 he was appointed as director of the Egyptian National Council of Human Rights.
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Brauman, Rony 

Rony Brauman was the president of Médecins Sans Frontières (Doctors without Borders, or MSF) from 1982 to 1994. Born of French nationality in Jerusalem on June 19, 1950, he was educated at Lakanal de Sceaux secondary school and the medical faculty of Cochin-Port-Royal de Paris, where he qualified as a doctor in tropical medicine, public health, and epidemiology.

Between 1975 and 1978, he was shipboard doctor on a vessel laying underwater cables along the African coast. Joining MSF as a medical officer in 1978, he became a physician, and from then until 1982 oversaw a number of field missions, both in the direct line of fire in conflict situations and in refugee camps in Asia, Africa, and Central America. In 1982 he became president of MSF.

As president from then until 1994, Brauman’s experience unfolded primarily in medical relief in crisis situations, particularly civil strife, war, famine, and refugee issues. His term coincided with the collapse of communism and the end of the Cold War, and saw the greatest spread of intensive MSF work in wartorn Bosnia-Herzegovina and Rwanda. His effectiveness as an administrator, despite the challenges facing MSF at this time, saw the organization both increase its activity and expand its budget tenfold in the space of 12 years.

Brauman elaborated a doctrine of humanitarian action that outlined both the promise and limits of humanitarianism, and unraveled its inherent dilemmas. This saw the introduction of the term “humanitarian space” (espace humanitaire) as a way of describing “a space of freedom in which we are free to evaluate needs, free to monitor the distribution and use of relief goods, and free to have a dialogue with the people.” In effect, this is an operating environment in which humanitarian agencies and organizations can establish and maintain a regime conducive to the humanitarian operating environment in which they are deployed when they go out into the field. The preservation of humanitarian space has since become an issue of concern to the United Nations (UN), particularly the department of peacekeeping operations. There is a fear that this space is shrinking, particularly in integrated UN peacekeeping missions.

One of the major areas in which international aid organizations have addressed themselves to issues relating to humanitarian space has been the question of impartiality, as most civilian or military actors, whether working for state or non state agencies, seek to comply with the principles dictated by the need to remain neutral in order to act as an intermediary between conflicting parties, be accepted by all parties, and recognized as having a specific role without identifiable political or military ambitions. The irony of this for Brauman is that this is specifically expected of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC), though not of MSF—which was one of the key elements leading to Bernard Kouchner and other French doctors breaking away from the ICRC during the Nigeria-Biafra War (1967–1970) and then forming MSF in December 1971.

From 1984 to 1988 Brauman served as cofounder and director of a new organization, Liberté sans Frontières (Freedom without Borders), working on issues concerning underdevelopment and helping to shed light on many of the connections between autonomy and civil society, the democratization movement, and economic development.

In 1994, Brauman left MSF and became a professor at the Institut d’études politiques in Paris, where he remained until 1997. While there, he also worked as research director at the Doctors without Borders Foundation, helping to raise funds to continue the work for the organization to which he had already devoted so much of his time and energy. In 1997, he received the highly prestigious Prix Henry Dunant, awarded to individuals or organizations that have made significant contributions to the study, spread, and renewal of the ideas and achievements of Henry Dunant, the founder of the ICRC in 1863. It was recognized that Brauman overcame numerous obstacles on the road to transforming MSF into the organization it became under his leadership, and that he had in addition established Freedom without Borders to work for the cause of human dignity.

In 1999, MSF created the Centre de réflexion sur l’action et les savoirs humanitaires, or CRASH. Its objective is to encourage debate and critical reflection on MSF’s humanitarian practices so as to improve the organization’s effectiveness. CRASH carries out in-depth studies and analyses of MSF’s activities. The aim of its work is to contribute to ongoing discussions concerning the challenges, constraints, and limits of humanitarian action. Brauman is the current research director of CRASH, helping to direct its training and evaluation processes.

Brauman’s concern regarding the provision of government assistance in crisis situations has seen him call on states to make use of the instruments of international humanitarian law they have ratified. He is concerned that too much is left to the efforts of humanitarian organizations when governments can themselves be doing a great deal to help affected populations. Thus, in 2010, Brauman protested against the fate of the Foundation of France (Fondation de France), a private, independent organization founded in 1969 that helps to implement philanthropic, educational, scientific, social, and cultural projects and provides assistance to people in need. Brauman saw that the government was hiding behind the foundation’s work as a mask for its own inaction, and that funds management and the use of mass media was part of a “propaganda” campaign to mobilize donors in the face of humanitarian disasters.

A member of the National Consultative Commission of Human Rights, Brauman has also turned his attention to movies. In 1999, he and Israeli director Eyal Sivan co-directed The Specialist, a documentary on the 1961 trial of Adolf Eichmann.
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Coalition for International Justice

The Coalition for International Justice (CIJ) was an international, not-for-profit organization formed in 1995 and initially designed to support war-crimes trials for the Rwandan Genocide and the atrocities committed in the former Yugoslavia. The CIJ later supported criminal-justice initiatives in East Timor, Sudan, Sierra Leone, and Cambodia. The CIJ was headquartered at The Hague in the Netherlands and maintained an office in Washington, D.C. Among other things, the CIJ provided legal and technical assistance to international tribunals as well as individual governments, conducted outreach and public-education programs related to war crimes and atrocities, and compiled analyses and critiques of cases being assembled by tribunals in order to maximize the effectiveness of prosecutorial teams.

The CIJ also worked to educate and reach out to world leaders and decision-makers and maintained an archive of all reports from various war-crime trials held between 1995 and 2006. In 2000, the organization branched out and began covering war-crime happenings in Africa and Cambodia. During 2004–2005, the CIJ sponsored a team of historians and other experts who conducted some 1,200 interviews with refugees in Chad who had sought a safe haven from the violence in Darfur, Sudan. The organization was also involved in gathering information on atrocities in Sierra Leone, East Timor, and Cambodia. The CIJ ceased its operations on March 31, 2006. Its board issued a statement at that time stating that the organization was not designed to be a permanent group.
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Egeland, Jan

Jan Egeland is a former United Nations (UN) undersecretary-general for Humanitarian Affairs and emergency relief coordinator, having served in this role between June 2003 and December 2006. He was born on September 12, 1957, in the small Norwegian city of Stavanger and educated at the University of Oslo. He has been a Fulbright Scholar at the University of California, Berkeley, and a fellow at both the International Peace Research Institute, Oslo, and the Truman Institute for the Advancement of Peace, Jerusalem.

In 1980, Egeland became chairman of Amnesty International in Norway. During his tenure in that office, he was elected as vice-chairman of the International Executive Committee of Amnesty International. He remained in both positions until 1986. Then, between 1990 and 1997, Egeland was state secretary in the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, engaged in humanitarian relief work. He joined the UN as the secretary-general’s special adviser on Colombia from 1999 to 2002. In August 2003, he was appointed by Secretary-General Kofi Annan as undersecretary-general for Humanitarian Affairs and emergency relief coordinator, making him also head of the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA). He served in that post until December 2006, after which, in September 2008, he became Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s special adviser for conflict prevention and resolution. During the period 2001–2003 he also served as secretary-general of the Norwegian Red Cross.

As a young diplomat in 1992, Egeland helped establish the back-channel diplomacy that started negotiations between representatives of Israel and the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). These initiatives would lead eventually to the Oslo Agreement between Israel and the PLO (the so-called Declaration of Principles) in September 1993. Later, in 1996, he helped facilitate the UN-led peace talks leading up to a cease-fire agreement between the government of Guatemala and the Unidad Revolucionaria Nacional Guatemalteca (Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity, or URNG) guerrillas—an agreement signed at Oslo City Hall. A further success saw the Ottawa Treaty to ban landmines negotiated and adopted in Oslo in 1997, with Egeland as the Norwegian delegation leader.

In December 2003, soon after becoming UN undersecretary-general for Humanitarian Affairs, Egeland was forced to address the new humanitarian crisis in Darfur, Sudan. He relentlessly tried to bring the situation in Darfur to the world’s attention, just as Mukesh Kapila, in Khartoum, was attempting closer to the scene. In 2004, Egeland went to Darfur, where already there were a million people in need. Within three years, this had risen to 4 million. In short time, Egeland was warning of a possible collapse of humanitarian assistance programs in Darfur and neighboring areas, due to what he referred to as a “meltdown in security.” He was desperate for urgent action to be taken, although he was all too aware that the response of the international community was haphazard, uneven, and, all too often, feeble.

By 2006, Egeland’s criticisms of the regime in Khartoum and the international community’s response had led to an unlikely outcome: the most senior humanitarian officer of the UN, appointed directly by the secretary-general, was forbidden entry by the Sudanese government. His accusations against Sudan of deliberately hindering relief aid in Darfur, attacking villages, and arming the Janjaweed militias were made at a terrible cost to the local population in Darfur, as the killing continued and there was still little in the way of effective action forthcoming from the international community.

As well as addressing the crisis in Darfur, Egeland also coordinated relief efforts in what would have been otherwise neglected emergency situations, such as in northern Uganda (where the Lord’s Resistance Army, under Joseph Kony, had been murdering tens of thousands for decades), in Somalia, and in the Democratic Republic of the Congo. He traveled to the frontlines of conflicts, meeting with Kony and his deputy, Vincent Otti, in November 2006, as well as other sites of human catastrophe such as Colombia, Lebanon, and the Palestinian Territories. And while he sought to draw international attention at all times to the need to alleviate distress, he was often just as critical of local conditions and leaders and their part in the crisis situations he was attempting to ease.

Apart from manmade disasters such as these, during his period with OCHA Egeland was also confronted by natural calamities and the need to provide desperately needed relief in these situations. These included earthquakes, droughts, the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, and the 2005 Atlantic hurricane that devastated large parts of the southern United States and the Caribbean, Hurricane Katrina.

In July 2006, Egeland launched a huge U.S. appeal to aid the reconstruction of Lebanon following the destruction of parts of the country by Israeli forces and the displacement of many thousands of refugees. Although critical of Israel, referring to its invasion of Lebanon as a violation of humanitarian law, he drew the intense ire of Hezbollah, lashing out at the movement for its use of women and children as human shields, and effectively blaming it for much of the loss of life through this tactic.

During Egeland’s tenure at the UN, he oversaw the creation of the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF), a humanitarian funding mechanism established to enable more timely and reliable assistance to victims of natural disasters and armed conflicts. It was approved by the General Assembly on December 15, 2005, when the former Central Emergency Revolving Fund (a loan facility of $50 million established by the General Assembly in 1991) was upgraded by adding a grant element for the disbursement of further emergency assistance. The CERF, which allocates one-third of its resources to core, life-saving activities in chronically underfunded crises, was launched in March 2006.

On September 1, 2007, Egeland returned to Norway to take up the position of director of the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs. He also became a professor at the University of Stavanger, established in 2005, while remaining an adviser to the UN secretary-general. In 2008, Egeland published a memoir, A Billion Lives: An Eyewitness Report from the Frontlines of Humanity, dealing with his time at the UN between 2003 and 2006.
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European Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory Limitations to Crimes

Similar to the United Nations (UN) convention of the same name introduced in 1968 and ratified two years later, the European convention, concluded on January 25, 1974, draws its legality from the post-World War II Nuremberg Trials, the 1948 UN Convention on Genocide, and the 1949 Geneva Conventions. It declared that war crimes and crimes against humanity have no statutory limitations. A key difference between the European and UN conventions is that the former specifically mentions apartheid as a crime against humanity while the UN convention does not. None of the member nations of the European Council at that time ratified the UN convention because European nations were uncomfortable with classifying apartheid as a crime against humanity, fearing that their former colonies might use it to prosecute former imperial officials.

Although thinkers such as Cesare Beccaria and John Locke had argued for a legal definition of crimes against humanity as early as the 17th century, the atrocities of the Holocaust and World War II brought renewed interest to the topic. At the end of World War II, Allied powers prosecuted major German and Japanese war criminals at the Nuremberg and Tokyo trials. While there was consensus in Europe to punish former German officials, there was a great deal of ambivalence concerning the prosecution of their own domestic war criminals. European nations that had been occupied by Germany during the war had little interest in opening the wounds of the past by prosecuting citizens for collaboration with Nazi officials, specifically for aiding and abetting the transportation of individuals to certain death in concentration camps. The issue was complicated by Cold War politics and a fear of giving the Soviet Union any propaganda victories.

France provides an excellent example of this ambivalence. After the war, the French government granted amnesty to officials of the German-allied Vichy government. In 1964, France added a domestic law that made war crimes and crimes against humanity a criminal act. This seeming reversal was more than offset by the reluctance of the French government to use the law as a basis of prosecution. In the 1980s, Klaus Barbie was brought to trial for participation in the Holocaust. Many charges against him were dismissed under the pre-1964 statutes, although he was ultimately convicted of war crimes. The trial of Maurice Papon, which lasted from 1981 until 1998, likewise demonstrated the ambiguity of prosecuting war crimes in France. Like Barbie, Papon was found guilty, but only served three years of his sentence.

In 1965 the parliamentary assembly of the European Council recommended that a convention be drawn up to bring consistency and order to the subject of war crimes and crimes against humanity. In the meantime, the UN began work on a similar convention. Nine years later, on January 25, 1974, the European convention declaration that there were no statutory limitations to war crimes and crimes against humanity was concluded in Strasbourg, France.

The convention required the ratification of three nations before it would enter into force. Despite this fairly low threshold, it would be 29 years before it was ratified. France signed the treaty in 1974, but never ratified it. The Netherlands was the first country to ratify the convention in 1981. The collapse of the Iron Curtain in 1989 breathed new life into the convention, however. Nineteen years after the Netherlands, Romania became the second nation to ratify the convention. In 2003, Belgium ratified the treaty, enabling it to finally enter into force. Since then, the convention has been ratified by Ukraine (2008), Bosnia and Herzegovina (2009), Serbia (2011), and Montenegro (2011).

Other European nations objected to the convention for several reasons. Some claimed that existing agreements already rendered the convention irrelevant. This position was clearly stated in 1983 by the French Supreme Court when it ruled that the nonstatutory limitation to crimes against humanity and war crimes was an accepted international legal standard that required no further legislation. Some legal scholars questioned the retroactive nature of domestic laws and international conventions related to the nonapplicability of statutory limitations to war crimes and crimes against humanity.

The Strasbourg Convention has been superseded by Article 29 of the Rome Agreement of 2002, which explicitly states that there are no statutory limitations to war crimes and crimes against humanity. The Rome Agreement also created an International Criminal Court (ICC) to adjudicate cases under this law. Unlike the Strasbourg Convention, which evoked little interest, most European countries have signed the Rome Agreement.
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Geneva Convention, Protocol I

The additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 1949, which applies to international armed conflicts and the protection of war victims, was adopted in 1977 following a four-year negotiating process. As of May 11, 2011, 170 states were party to Protocol I; this group does not include the United States or Israel.

Protocol I was negotiated during and in the immediate aftermath of the Vietnam Conflict and constituted an attempt to update both the Geneva Convention of 1949 concerning the protection of victims and the 1907 Hague Convention concerning methods and means of war. The 102 articles are divided into six parts: part 1 (Articles 1–7) general provisions; part 2 (Articles 8–34) wounded sick and shipwrecked; part 3 (Articles 35–47) methods and means of warfare and combatant and prisoner of war status; part 4 (Articles 48–79) civilian population; part 5 (Articles 80–91) execution of the conventions; and, the protocol, part 6 (Articles 92–102) final provisions.

One particularly contentious issue during the negotiating process was the scope of application of the protocol, in particular whether it should apply exclusively to traditional interstate armed conflicts or also to some or all conflicts involving liberation movements of various types. Indeed, some delegations favored the development of a uniform body of law applicable to all conflicts. In the end, the conference adopted Article 1 (4) whereby Protocol I was regarded as applicable to traditional interstate armed conflicts and also to “armed conflicts in which peoples are fighting against colonial domination and alien occupation and against racist regimes in the exercise of their right of self-determination.” The adoption of this provision probably ensured that some countries would not immediately ratify the protocol, but it does not appear to have had a substantial long-term effect.

Combatant and prisoner of war status was another contentious issue during the negotiation process, and the issue continues to be regarded as contentious in some circles. Under the older law, as embodied in Article 4 of the 1949 Geneva Prisoner of War Convention, members of organized resistance movements had to meet several criteria, including requirements to wear some kind of uniform and to carry their arms openly, in order to be regarded as prisoners of war upon capture; members of resistance movements, however, found it difficult both to meet these criteria and remain effective. Article 44 of Protocol I eliminates the requirement that resistance fighters wear some kind of uniform; it also modifies the arms obligation, so that arms now are required to be carried openly only during each military engagement and while the fighter is visible to an adversary when engaged in a military deployment prior to an attack.

Parts 3 and 4 of the protocol substantially update the old body of law concerning the conduct of hostilities; many of the provisions in these parts are regarding as stating current customary law. In brief, the protocol defines the expression “military objective” and then states that military commanders are required not only to direct their operations against military objectives, but also to ensure that losses to the civilian population and damage to civilian property are not disproportionate to the concrete and direct military advantage anticipated. Attacks that are not directed against military objectives, particularly attacks directed against the civilian population, and attacks that cause disproportionate civilian casualties or civilian property damage may constitute the offense of unlawful attack. In determining whether or not such an offense has been committed, the following duties of commanders must be considered. Military commanders must: a) do everything practicable to verify that the objectives to be attacked are military objectives; b) take all practicable precautions in the choice of methods and means of warfare in order to avoid or minimize incidental civilian casualties or civilian property damage; and c) refrain from launching attacks that may be expected to cause disproportionate civilian casualties or civilian property damage.

The protocol imposes obligations on defenders as well as attackers. In particular, defenders are obligated to take precautions to protect civilians under their control against dangers resulting from military operations and, to the extent practicable, to avoid undertaking military operations where civilians and civilian property are present.
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Geneva Convention Protocol II (1977)

Protocols I and II Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 were negotiated at a diplomatic conference held in Geneva between 1973 and 1977; both were adopted in 1977. Protocol II applies to noninternational armed conflicts and, as of May 2011, 165 states were party to it. The United States is a nonparty. Protocol II consists of 28 Articles in five parts: part 1 (Articles 1–3) scope of application; part 2 (Articles 4–6) humane treatment; part 3 (Articles 7–12) wounded, sick, and shipwrecked; part 4 (Articles 13–18) civilian population; and part 5 (articles 19–28) final provisions.

Protocol II is a truncated document because of its negotiating history. As indicated above, both additional protocols were negotiated at the same diplomatic conference; one of the main issues at the conference, which occurred during and in the aftermath of both the Vietnam War and the decolonization process, was the treatment of national liberation movements. A variety of options were explored and kept open until late in the negotiation process, including: a) producing a single protocol for all conflicts; b) classifying national liberation conflicts as international conflicts; and c) classifying national liberation conflicts as internal conflicts. As long as option (c) above remained open, the draft Protocol II remained a substantial document. Once it became apparent that conflicts involving national liberation movements would be classified as international conflicts because of the adoption of Article 1(4) of Additional Protocol I, many delegations, particularly those from developing countries, attempted to jettison some or all of Additional Protocol II. The present Additional Protocol II is the result of a partially successful salvage operation conducted in the final phase of negotiations. As a result, it contains an oddly assorted grab bag of provisions.

Protocol II is the first treaty instrument devoted exclusively to noninternational armed conflicts. Its content and scope of application must be considered in relation to Common Article 3 of the Geneva Conventions of 1949, the only provision of the Conventions that applies to non-international armed conflicts. This article does not define noninternational armed conflict, but it is generally regarded as having a low threshold of application. It is also regarded as restating the core of the Geneva Conventions, a set of minimum standards applicable to all armed conflicts.

Protocol II has a narrower scope of application than Common Article 3 and applies to armed conflicts between government armed forces and dissident armed forces or organized armed groups, which meet certain criteria. It does not apply to situations of internal disturbances and tensions, such as riots or isolated and sporadic acts of violence, not does it apply to armed conflicts between organized armed groups or dissident armed forces. The involvement of government armed forces in the conflict is an essential element.

In addition to restating, updating, and amplifying the provisions of Common Article 3 related to the protection of victims of war, Protocol II briefly addresses conduct of hostilities issues. The provisions related to these issues, Articles 13–18, are similar to almost randomly selected provisions in Protocol I. For example, Article 13(2) of Protocol II states: “The civilian population as such, as well as individual civilians, shall not be the object of attack. Acts of, or a threat of, violence the primary purpose of which is to spread terror among the civilian population, is prohibited.” This is identical to Article 51(2) of Protocol I, but Protocol I also contains several other provisions that are related to or amplify this statement.
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Hague Conventions

The Hague Peace Conferences originated from the desire to codify certain principles of justice that existed in the public conscience and that were often manifested by general customs in the international community. There are multiple parallels between The Hague Convention of 1899 and the Brussels Declaration of 1874; therefore, many scholars believe that Brussels was the inspiration for 52 of the 60 Hague Convention articles (1899). The Oxford Manual of 1880 is also mentioned as a possible influence, but Brussels is considered the most significant predecessor to the Hague Convention of 1899. Another Hague Convention was held in 1907, which dealt primarily with establishing international norms for warfare, including crimes against humanity.

The conference that directly preceded the Hague Conventions was convened on the initiative of Czar Nicholas II of Russia and was meant to include all the nations of Europe and the United States. All of the formal invitations were accepted, and 26 nations sent 100 delegates to the peace conference. Although the majority of Europe, the United States, Russia, Mexico, Turkey, Siam, and Bulgaria were all in attendance, there were numerous omissions (such as the whole of South America and Korea), which caused some resentment. The Netherlands was chosen as the seat of the Conference because it was seen at the time as a neutral country, had hosted international conferences in the past, and Queen Wilhelmina was free from international scandal because of her short time on the throne. The conference opened at The Hague on May 18, 1899, and continued for more than two months, until the final plenary session on July 29, 1899.

The total number plenary sessions held was ten, but nearly all of the vital work of the Hague Conference occurred within its committees or commissions. The first commission addressed the limitation of armaments and the “humanizing” of war; it was deemed to be the most relevant and crucial of all commissions at the time. The second commission dealt with maritime warfare and the laws and customs of war. It was the third commission that addressed the subjects of mediation and arbitration, which would leave a lasting legacy for international jurisprudence. The fourth commission, generally designated as a subcommittee of the third commission, was developed to promote good relations within the commissions themselves.

The primary objective of the conference was to seek “the most effectual means of insuring to all peoples the benefits of a real and durable peace.” A general theme was the peaceful settlement of disputes between sovereign and equal states, which would be achieved through the creation of mechanisms for the judicial settlement of disputes. The third commission handled this undertaking with the establishment of the Permanent Court of Arbitration. This tribunal was designed to utilize methods of conciliation, mediation, arbitration, and judicial settlement in order to avoid armed conflict between and among nations. The Permanent Court of Arbitration gave rise to the most contentious debate during the Hague Conference, with Germany and the United States pitted against the rest of the nations. The German kaiser was strongly opposed to the Court, and relented to its creation only after much pressure from his inner circle of advisers forced his hand. The United States reneged at the last minute, fearing that the Court might precipitate a war between Europe and the United States sometime in the future. Eventually, the Americans did comply with the establishment of the Court, however.

Another aspiration of the 1899 Hague Peace Conference was the global reduction in armaments, or military charges, as it was termed at the time. The first commission handled this subject and termed armaments to be a serious economic burden on the international community. In the final act of 1899, the first commission promoted the restriction of military charges as extremely desirable in order to increase the material and moral welfare of mankind. The commission explored the desirability of limited war budgets and quotas for land and sea troops in an effort to limit the global economic burden of war and war preparations. The goal to reduce armaments was also grounded in the belief that the cruelty of war could be minimized through arms control and prohibitions on specific categories of weapons.

The third major goal of the Hague Peace Conference of 1899 was rooted in humanitarian purposes and focused on the restriction of the means and methods of warfare. The second commission determined that the primary purpose of war was to gain territory and not to inflict pain and suffering on the general populace; therefore, any acts that did specifically target civilian populations could not be justified and had to be avoided on humanitarian grounds. This reasoning was justified only if civilians did not take up arms, in which case the restriction of military action against those civilians would be null and void. The second commission also determined that warfare did not require the unnecessary maiming of the enemy, only enough injury to disable the soldier so he could no longer participate in an armed contest. This idea was derived from the formulations of the St. Petersburg declaration of 1868, which had espoused that the only legitimate object of the state at war was to weaken the military forces of the enemy by disabling as many combatants as possible.

The Hague Peace Conference focused on the reduction of the horrors of war and emphasized that combatants do not have limitless means available to them in order to neutralize the enemy. Consequently, the second commission solidified the restriction of some weapons and established the complete prohibition of other weapons, thereby establishing precedence for modern just rules of warfare. The launch of projectiles and explosives from balloons and any other similar methods was banned because the risk to the unarmed civilian population was deemed unnecessary. The Hague Peace Conference of 1899 also banned the “dum-dum bullet,” which would expand or flatten easily in the human body. Finally, the Conference of 1899 banned the use of projectiles that could diffuse asphyxiating or deleterious gases, because they were deemed to be unnecessary and cruel in nature.

The 1899 Hague Peace Conference was the first such meeting that was not assembled after a major global conflict. The Conference also represented the start of an international era in which a diverse array of global players was invited to the meeting table, not just the European powers. Moreover, the Conference established the first global tribunal and took the first step toward establishing permanent institutions for promoting international peace. Although the Permanent Court of Arbitration was not a permanent judicial body, this tribunal provided a precedent for the Permanent Court of International Justice founded by the League of Nations in 1920. The United Nations later revised the statute of the World Court in 1945 and changed the official name of the Permanent Court of International Justice to the International Court of Justice. Although modern international judicial developments can be traced to the First Hague Peace Conference of 1899, the avowed purpose of the Conference was to promote peace, and so many scholars therefore consider it a failure. Indeed, the armaments race was not checked, and the arbitration agreements established in 1899 did not prevent World War I.

Another global peace conference would not convene at The Hague until Russia proposed an international meeting following the conclusion of the 1904–1905 Russo-Japanese War. In 1907, delegates from 46 countries gathered at The Hague with the primary goal of establishing a world court. This new court would function in an entirely different capacity than the Permanent Court established during The Hague Peace Conference of 1899, which largely dealt with arbitration issues. The world court would function as a supreme international tribunal and would issue decisions based on international law and precedent. However, a world court did not emerge from the Hague Conference of 1907 because of an impasse over the selection of judges for the court. The meeting was successful in defining some rules of conduct in modern warfare, but many nations failed to ratify the resolutions, so they became largely moot. Moreover, the delegates agreed to the wording of a model arbitration treaty that did not consider sovereignty, vital interests, or national honor. Perhaps the most lasting and relevant portion of the Hague Convention of 1907 was the development of the concept of “crimes against humanity,” taken from the Martens Clause. This clause stated in cases not otherwise covered by the convention that “the inhabitants and the belligerents remain under the protection and the rule of the principles of the law of nations, as they result from the usages established among civilized people, from the laws of humanity, and the dictates of public conscience.” Ultimately, the legacies of The Hague Conventions did promote the growth of international humanitarian law, which have become a vital part of modern international jurisprudence.
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Human Rights Watch

Human Rights Watch (HRW) is a human rights organization based out of New York, New York, with a staff of 150 workers. It investigates human rights problems around the world and leads campaigns against particular abuses.

HRW was founded as Helsinki Watch in 1978. Its original mission was to make sure the Soviet Union adhered to the human rights provisions of the Helsinki Accords, signed in 1975. Various other “Watch” committees formed over the next few years, including Americas Watch in 1981, Asia Watch in 1985, the Prison Project in 1987, and Africa Watch in 1988. That year the groups assembled into one organization called Human Rights Watch.

One of HRW’s main missions is fact gathering. Every year HRW sends researchers to investigate human rights abuses. It compiles facts and publishes reports in the news media and in books. Part of its goal in making media reports is to embarrass governments that abuse citizens. During crises, HRW makes multiple daily reports on dangerous situations. Members of HRW also meet with government representatives to discuss human rights abuses and suggest changes. The organization uses its reports to persuade governments and international organizations to take action against abuses, and recommends appropriate responses.

HRW currently follows human rights events in 70 countries, including issues of women’s rights, child abuse and exploitation, the sale of arms to abusive armies, international justice, prisons, drugs, refugees, and academic freedom. It has called international attention to genocide and ethnic violence in Rwanda, Serbia and Croatia, Kosovo, Israel and Palestine, Indonesia, and Sudan. It has also identified human rights abuses within the United States. HRW has led efforts to formalize an international treaty against the use of child soldiers. It campaigned for an international ban on landmines. It has provided evidence for tribunals in the former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and Chile.

About 150 people work for HRW. They include journalists, scholars, lawyers, and cultural experts. Numerous volunteers help the organization with its projects. HRW is based in New York and maintains offices in Washington, D.C., San Francisco, Los Angeles, Toronto, London, Brussels, Moscow, Tashkent, and Hong Kong. To maintain its fairness in reporting, HRW does not accept money from any government or government-funded agency. It is funded entirely by donations from individuals and private groups.
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International Court of Justice

Also known as the World Court, the International Court of Justice (ICJ) sits at The Hague in the Netherlands. As the principal judicial organ of the United Nations, the ICJ adjudicates disputes between states that have recognized its competence.

Created in the wake of World War II, the ICJ provides a mechanism for states to resolve their differences peacefully, without resort to war or violence. The ICJ endeavors to fulfill the primary goal stated in the United Nations (UN) Charter: “to bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations that might lead to a breach of the peace.” The ICJ also provides advisory opinions on legal questions referred to it by the organs and agencies of the UN.

Although the ICJ itself was founded as part of the United Nations system in 1945, its history extends back to 1919, when the Permanent Court of International Justice (PCIJ) was created. The PCIJ was the first body of its kind to offer states a permanent body for dispute resolution that also allowed for consistent interpretation and development of international law. Active between 1919 and 1940, the PCIJ rendered 29 decisions in contentious cases and 27 advisory opinions. With the onset of World War II, however, the PCIJ fell into disuse. As World War II drew to a close and steps were taken to establish the United Nations, the future of the PCIJ was questioned. The PCIJ had been affiliated with the now-defunct League of Nations. The founders of the UN wanted to maintain an international court, but believed it necessary to distance themselves symbolically from the PCIJ. The ICJ, based largely on the statute of the PCIJ, provided a judicial forum for dispute resolution within the United Nations.

There have been few formal changes in the structure of the ICJ since its creation in 1945. Informal changes include increased membership and caseload, greater diversity of subject matter, modification of the rules of the court regarding the creation and composition of chambers, and new patterns of mobilization.

Not only has the ICJ increased in membership as more states have joined the United Nations, but since the end of the Cold War in 1991 many countries have withdrawn their reservations to the arbitration clauses of various treaties requiring the submission of disputes to the ICJ. This change makes it much easier to bring disputes arising under these treaties before the ICJ. It also encourages greater use of such clauses in future treaties. With more members and more functioning treaties, the ICJ has seen a steady increase in its caseload since 1986. Since 1993 the ICJ has gained or solidified authority over various policy areas, most notably human rights and the law of the sea. Early ICJ cases focused on land frontiers and maritime boundaries; more recently, the court has also reviewed cases relating to nuclear testing and nuclear weapons, self-determination, and genocide.

The ICJ revised its rules in 1978 to give litigants the option of bringing cases before chambers of the ICJ. The use of chambers allows disputing parties to indicate which judges they prefer to hear their case. The parties, in consultation with the ICJ, can determine the composition of the chamber, as well as the chamber’s procedural rules. Proponents of chambers argue for their political and practical value; states that would otherwise avoid the ICJ make use of chambers and thereby increase the ICJ’s overall workload. Chambers encourage states to bring controversial or sensitive cases to the ICJ, but, critics argue, they also tend to lower trust in the ICJ as a whole. These critics are encouraged by the renewed use of the full body of the ICJ, which they believe increases the legitimacy of the body and returns the rule of law to the proceedings.

The mechanisms of the ICJ have been increasingly mobilized in new and creative ways. Historically, states have turned to the ICJ as a last resort. Now the court is a natural step in the process of resolving international disputes. Many more cases are being settled before reaching the end of the dispute settlement process. States parties are turning to the ICJ earlier, using it as a resource for advice and a mechanism for leverage. Disputing states refer specific legal questions to the ICJ even as they engage in political negotiations to resolve the dispute on their own.

The ICJ decides cases in accordance with international law. Article 38, paragraph 1 of the statute of the court states that international law may be derived from the following sources: international conventions; international customs; general principles of law; and, as a secondary source, “judicial decisions and the teachings of the most highly qualified publicists of the various nations.” It is clear from the ICJ’s decisions that this is not an exhaustive list. Nevertheless, the ICJ relies heavily on treaties, conventions, and established state behavior to decide cases that come before it.

Only states parties to the statute of the court may submit contentious cases. Member states of the UN are automatically parties to the statute of the court. Switzerland is also a party to the statute of the court. However, the ICJ does not have compulsory jurisdiction over these parties. It obtains jurisdiction over a state in one of three ways: two or more states agree to submit a dispute to the ICJ; states are party to a treaty that refers disputes to the ICJ; or disputing parties have made prior declarations recognizing as compulsory the jurisdiction of the ICJ. In the last case, states are bound only insofar as their declarations coincide. Organs and agencies of the United Nations may also submit legal questions to the ICJ for advisory opinions. Requests must fall within the scope of the activities of the requesting agency. Advisory opinions are nonbinding in nature.

A case may be lodged with the ICJ either by a single state or by states parties to a dispute. Once a case has been brought before the ICJ, it is registered by the registry of the court, communicated to the respondent party and to the press, and placed on the ICJ’s docket. The ICJ then works with the parties to establish guidelines and time limits for written pleadings and considers any preliminary objections challenging the ICJ’s jurisdiction in the case.

Once it has been established that the ICJ has jurisdiction, the case continues through the written phase of the proceedings. The parties to the case submit extensive written arguments to the ICJ. These pleadings are confidential, pending the outcome of the case. Oral hearings make up the next phase of the case. Each party to a case presents oral arguments at a public hearing of the ICJ, which then has an opportunity to ask questions and request further information from the parties, if necessary. The judges meet privately to discuss the case and then render the written judgment of the ICJ. Judges may also submit concurring and dissenting opinions. The decision of the court is binding.

The ICJ consists of 15 judges who are elected by the United Nations General Assembly and Security Council to nine-year terms. All states parties to the statute of the court may propose candidates to the ICJ. Judges are eligible for reelection. According to the statute of the court, judges must be persons of “high moral character, who possess the qualifications required in their respective countries for appointment to the highest judicial office or are jurisconsults of recognized competence in international law.” No two judges may be from the same country, and the body as a whole must represent “the main forms of civilizations and the principal legal systems of the world.”

Members of the ICJ act in their individual capacity to uphold the law. When a case comes before the ICJ in which nationals of one or both of the states parties to the dispute do not sit on the court, the party may choose a person to sit independently as an ad hoc judge in the case. This is done to guarantee fairness and to assure that the complexities of the state’s domestic law are fully understood.

The registry of the court supports the judges in their work. Members of the registry are chosen for their administrative, legal, or linguistic skills. Registry officials must be proficient in both English and French, the ICJ’s two official languages.

Since 1984, the ICJ has experienced an increased caseload and a notable shift in the issues brought before it. Patterns of mobilization vary for all courts over time. During the late 1970s and early 1980s, the ICJ experienced diminished use, but has since experienced a steady increase in its workload. The current level of use exceeds the ICJ’s previous period of increased mobilization (1971–1975) and represents a greater diversity of litigants.

Beginning in 1978, the ICJ revised its rules to allow parties to bring questions before a chamber of the court. The ICJ works with the parties to establish the composition of the chamber and determine the rules governing the proceedings. This practice increased the ICJ’s workload at a critical juncture, but no chamber has been convened since 1992.

The ICJ lacks any enforcement powers and is dependent on the will of the parties to a case for implementation. The statute of the court provides for enforcement of court decisions by the United Nations Security Council; but the viability of such an enforcement mechanism is questionable because of the veto powers of Britain, China, France, Russia, and the United States. Enforcement was not possible during the Cold War, and this possibility has not since been pursued. Nevertheless, the parties to a case have implemented the vast majority of the ICJ’s decisions without recourse to the Security Council.

Controversy surrounds the question of the ICJ’s efficacy. Critics of the ICJ argue that the court’s relatively light caseload is an indication that the ICJ is not effective. They also contend that the ICJ is too steeped in a Western legal tradition, that it is too accommodating of the parties, that it has no enforcement powers, and that the process takes too long. Proponents counter that the ICJ is only one of several options states might legitimately pursue in their efforts to attain a peaceful settlement to a dispute; as long as the ICJ assists states in the peaceful resolution of disputes, then it is successful, regardless of the number of cases it hears. Stephen Schwebel, a member of the court from 1981 to 2000, provides the example of a border dispute between Botswana and Namibia. He contrasts the peaceful settlement of this dispute with a similar dispute between Ethiopia and Eritrea that has led to a great deal of violence and unnecessary bloodshed. Proponents further argue that the increased use of the ICJ by non-Western states indicates that the criticism of a Western bias is no longer appropriate. They also note that little is gained if the ICJ extends a ruling that the parties will not follow and that a high measure of implementation belies the need for enforcement powers. Finally, a lengthy process is necessary not only to resolve the complex issues that come before the court but also to accommodate differences in legal traditions that emphasize either extensive written pleadings or oral pleadings. It should also be noted that the average length of the court’s proceedings is not significantly longer than comparable institutions dealing with dispute resolution, such as arbitration.

The ICJ serves the interests of the international community. In many ways, the tribunal exemplifies the community’s commitment to consistency, predictability, and the development of a coherent body of international law. The ICJ has not always been a huge success, but it has served to elaborate upon the ever-burgeoning field of international law and is growing into the role of a “supreme court” similar to those found in the UN’s member states. And, like every “supreme court,” the ICJ experiences periods of growth, stagnation, and even decline. Through it all, the ICJ reflects the international community’s need for a legitimate, trustworthy, independent tribunal. The current change in the ICJ’s agenda, that is, its enhanced jurisdiction and use, is itself a reflection of an expanded global agenda.
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International Criminal Court 

The first permanent international institution to address the most heinous international crimes. Critics of the International Criminal Court (ICC) maintain that such an institution threatens state sovereignty and advocate further limitations of the Court’s jurisdiction. Proponents of the institution view the Court as a potential deterrent and as a tool to empower and provide legal proceedings to victims of the gravest breaches of international law.

On July 1, 2002, the ICC became a reality with more than one 120 nations attending the final convention of the Rome Statute. The Rome Statute required 60 states to become signatories by December 31, 2000 (Article 126), for the statute to enter force. That goal was far exceeded with 139 state signatories at the closing date. The endorsement of the Rome Statute requires states to be signatories and ratified members. The ratification of a state’s signature varies with each state’s domestic legal system. For example, the United States would need the approval of the Senate for the international signature to be ratified. Support of the ICC stands to become stronger as the 139 states that have endorsed the Rome Statue with their signature become ratified members; as of March 2006, 100 states had become ratified members in accordance with their domestic legal systems. A few states have failed to become signatories because of domestic strife, but are willing to participate in the ICC, such as Kazakhstan, Indonesia, and Malaysia. Other states are adamantly opposed to the ICC, such as the Libyan Arab Jamchiriya, India, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Iraq, and Myanmar.

The idea of an international court to adjudicate disputes over international law is not a new idea. Throughout the late 19th and 20th centuries, the idea had been pursued and explored within the international arena. One of the founders and acting president of the International Committee of the Red Cross, Gustave Moynier, was the first to formally propose an international criminal court in 1872. The Franco-Prussian War was plagued by mass atrocities committed by both sides, despite obligations under the First Geneva Convention of 1864. Moynier, distraught at the violations of international treaties, proposed an international criminal court to try persons accused of war crimes. The proposed international court never received support from international lawyers or state parties. The concept of an international criminal court was not revisited again until after World War I; the framers of the 1919 Treaty of Versailles revived the vision of an international criminal court to try the Kaiser Wilhelm and German war criminals. The call for an international criminal court was compromised, however; punishment for war crimes was to be handled by existing national military tribunals. The failure of the proposed court resulted in trials held in Leipzig, where 888 of the 901 persons accused of war crimes were acquitted, released, or not tried.

In 1937, the League of Nations attempted to establish an international criminal court. Two international conventions were concluded in Geneva, Switzerland, on November 16 of that year: the Prevention and Repression of Terrorism and the Creation of an International Criminal Court. The charter for the creation of an international criminal court required the ratification of the Prevention and Repression of Terrorism Treaty. Neither convention, however, obtained sufficient support for ratification.

World War II postponed any collective interest in an international criminal court. As the war was coming to an end, however, the Allied powers directed their attention to the creation of an international institution to try individuals for the most heinous crimes of war. The need for and call to international justice resonated throughout the world. Some had hopes that with the end of the League of Nations and the development of the United Nations (UN), the world was a step closer to instituting a permanent criminal court. The outcome was not an international criminal court, however, but international military tribunals instituted to address crimes against humanity. Nonetheless, this collective drive produced the Nuremberg Principles, which would sit as the foundation of future international law directed at war crime and crimes against humanity. But the hope of a permanent international criminal court was again discouraged.

Although efforts to establish an international criminal court continued over the next several decades by institutional reformers and civil society actors, it was not until 1989 that the international society began to seriously reconsider the establishment of an international criminal court. In 1989, Trinidad and Tobago approached the UN with a proposal for an international criminal court as a device to address drug trafficking and terrorism. Contemporaneously, the International Institute of Higher Studies in Criminal Sciences, in conjunction with the UN, prepared a draft statute that proposed an international criminal court with jurisdiction over all international crimes. This draft was submitted to the Eighth United Nations Congress on Crime Prevention and Treatment of Offenders in 1990, recommending that the International Law Commission (ILC) consider the draft. The ILC completed its report, which the UN General Assembly had assigned it in 1989, and submitted it to the 45th session of the General Assembly. The report did not limit the concept of a court to drug trafficking but was expanded to include a more universal criminal court that would cover other forms of international crimes. Although there were states that would strongly resist this court, an overwhelming number of nation-states appeared ready for the concept and reality of an international criminal court.

The following nine years proved to be challenging as the UN General Assembly, preparatory committees, and nongovernmental agencies worked on a proposal for an international criminal court: the Rome Statute. During this time, state representatives, international lawyers, and nongovernmental organizations prepared many drafts stating their preferences for what role the court should play and what crimes would fall within the court’s jurisdiction. Ultimately, many compromises had to be made. On July 18, 1998, a final vote on the Final Act of the Diplomatic Conference was taken: 120 delegations voted in favor of the Rome Statute, 7 voted against, and 21 abstained. The final vote represented the end of years of efforts to establish a statute for an international criminal court. As a result, the Rome Statute was officially opened for state signatures on July 18, 1998.

During the process of negotiations, significant conflicts occurred over issues of the Court’s jurisdiction and its ability to exercise that jurisdiction. States held incompatible views regarding the role of the Court. Many states supported universal jurisdiction of the Court, ensuring universal justice, whereas other states (mainly the United States) insisted that the acceptance of the ICC’s jurisdiction by states was a necessary precondition to jurisdiction. These two positions were heavily debated and resulted in a compromise that was not fully satisfactory to either of the conflicting forces: the like-minded states (LMS), which wanted universal jurisdiction, and the United States (the main challenger), which wanted a system based on compliance at will.

Although there was a general consensus that crimes of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity should be covered by the court’s jurisdiction, there were conflicts over the scope of crimes covered under war crimes, crimes against humanity, and the definition for crimes of aggression. Despite the fact that precedence had been set for the definition of aggressive crimes during the International Military Tribunal of the Nuremberg defendants after World War II and in the General Assembly Resolution 3314 of December 1974 (passed with a consensus for the definition of aggression), it remained an irresolvable issue for the committee meeting members.

Crimes of aggression were not the only controversial crime debated during the conference. For example, U.S. delegates insisted that the Court’s jurisdiction should only occur if a state was a signatory when war crimes were committed on a large scale. This would mean that war crimes would essentially also have to be crimes against humanity before the Court could interject its jurisdiction. The United States was triumphant in this debate, and the condition of jurisdiction over war crimes was included in Article 8 (1) as a part of Part 2 Jurisdiction, Admissibility and Applicable Law. Article 8 (1) states, “the Court shall have jurisdiction in respect of war crimes in particular when committed as part of a plan or policy or as part of a large-scale commission of such crimes.”

In summary, during the process of negotiations of the plenipotentiaries meeting, no one state (including the United States) was a monolithic obstacle. The proceedings were divided rather conspicuously between those like-minded states—more than 60 states, led by Canada, Australia, and the United Kingdom—that wanted universal jurisdiction, expanded definition of war crimes, an empowered prosecutor, and the exclusion of the Security Council in the court’s decision, versus the non-like-minded states, such as the United States, Iraq, Qatar, and China. One of the major concessions made upon the insistence of the United States was the inclusion of a complementary court. This ensured that the concept of universality would be diminished by the recognition of the primacy of domestic courts. Another major compromise made at the insistence of the United States was the need for a state to be a signatory. This ensured state willingness to participate in the court versus a court empowered under a universal system of international law governing all of international society.

The ICC consists of over 120 states (as of 2012) forming the Assembly of States Parties (ASP) to the Rome Statue. The Assembly of States Parties is the management oversight and legislative body of the ICC. It is composed of representatives of the states that have ratified and acceded to the Rome Statute. The ASP has a main bureau, consisting of a president, 2 vice presidents, and 18 elected members for a three-year term. The ASP’s role is to decide on issues including the adoption of normative texts, the budget, and the election of the judges, the prosecutor, and the deputy prosecutor(s). According to Article 112:7 of the Rome Statute, each state party has one vote, although every effort has to be made to reach decisions by consensus both in the ASP and the bureau. If consensus cannot be reached, decisions are taken by vote.

The Court consists of four chambers: (1) the Presidency; (2) Registry; (3) Judicial Court (made up of the Appeals Chamber, Trial Chamber, and a Pre-Trial Chamber); and (4) Office of the Prosecutor. Each of these plays a significant role in the Court’s processes. The Presidency is an elected office with a term of three years, and it holds responsibility for the administrative duties of the Court, excluding the Office of the Prosecutor. The Presidency coordinates and seeks the concurrence of the Office of the Prosecutor on all matters of mutual concern. The president serves a six-year term on the Appeals Court. The first and second vice presidents serve nine-year terms in the Trial Division. The judges composing the Presidency also serve on a full-time basis. The president and first and second vice presidents are to elected by an absolute majority of the 18 judges of the Court.

The Registry is solely responsible for the administrative and nonjudicial aspects of the Court and for creating a Victims and Witness Unit that provides protective and security measures for witnesses, victims, or others at risk due to testimony given to the court. More specifically, the registrar is responsible for the administration of legal aid matters, court management, victims and witness matters, defense counsel, detention unit, finances, translation, and personnel. In relation to victims, the registrar is responsible for providing notice of the case to victims, assisting them in obtaining legal advice and representation, and, if necessary, providing agreements for relocation and support services (Rule 16 of the Rules of Procedure). The registrar is also responsible for receiving, obtaining, and providing information with states and as the main channel of communication between the Court, states, intergovernmental organizations, and nongovernmental organizations. The ASP by an absolute majority elects the registrar.

The functions of the Judicial Court are divided into chambers, which allow the judges to be on more than one chamber if it serves the functioning of the court in a more efficient manner. The Appellate Chamber is exempt from this, as an appellate judge is prohibited from serving on other chambers (Article 39). The judges constitute a forum of international experts that represents the world’s principal legal systems. After the election of the judges, the Court organized itself into Appeals, Pre-Trial, and Trial Chambers.

The Office of the Prosecutor is a separate division of the Court with the responsibility for the investigation of referrals on crimes covered by the ICC. The prosecutor has full authority over the administration of the Prosecutorial Division (Article 42, Rome Statute). Cases brought to the ICC are handled independently by this office, unlike the system used by the UN Security Council, where there must be joint agreement to charges brought forth against individuals for crimes covered under international laws and treaties. A state may refer cases to the Office of the Prosecutor, or the prosecutor may initiate the investigations based on information of a crime being committed within the jurisdiction of the Court (Articles 14 and 15, Rome Statute). The prosecutor may start an investigation upon referral of situations in which there is a reasonable basis to believe that crimes covered by the Rome Statute have been or are being committed. Such referrals must be made by a state party or the UN Security Council. In accordance with the Rome Statute and the Rules of Procedure and Evidence, the chief prosecutor must evaluate the material submitted to him before making the decision to proceed. In addition to state party and Security Council referrals, the chief prosecutor may also receive information on crimes within the jurisdiction of the Court provided by other sources, such as individuals or nongovernmental organizations.

The prosecutor then conducts a preliminary examination of the information in every case. If the prosecutor decides not to pursue a case due to lack of credible information or facts, he or she must provide prompt notice informing the state or states that referred the situation under Article 14 or the Security Council under Article 13 (b). If the chief prosecutor decides that there is a reasonable basis to proceed with an investigation, he or she will request the Pre-Trial Chamber to authorize such. The prosecutor evaluates the information and investigates to determine whether there is sufficient basis to prosecute. The prosecutor is solely responsible for the retention, storage, and security of all information and physical evidence obtained during the course of investigation (Rule 10, Rules of Procedure and Evidence). If the prosecutor decides to proceed with the investigation, he or she must first obtain authorization from the Pre-Trial Chamber. Formal prosecution then begins once a Pre-Trial Chamber judge issues an arrest warrant or summons for the accused individual to appear before the Court based on the charges filed by the prosecutor.

Once the accused appears, a hearing is held to determine whether sufficient evidence exists to proceed to the trial stage. It is at this point that the domestic states of those individuals may appear at the Court to challenge its jurisdiction or the admissibility of the case based on state primacy to prosecute.
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Kuper, Leo

Leo Kuper was a South African lawyer, sociologist, teacher, and eminent genocide scholar.

Kuper was born in Johannesburg, South Africa on November 28, 1908, and was of Lithuanian-Jewish ancestry. After studying law, he commenced legal practice in South Africa, joining the British Army at the beginning of World War II. He eventually worked as a British intelligence officer. After the war, he settled in Britain and took a position teaching sociology at the University of Birmingham. He later held a faculty position at South Africa’s University of Natal, where he published work that was critical of South Africa’s apartheid government. His books Passive Resistance in South Africa and An African Bourgeoisie, published in the early 1960s, were both outlawed by South African officials. Kuper took a faculty position at the University of California-Los Angeles (UCLA) in 1961, and remained there for much of the remainder of his career. He also headed UCLA’s African Studies Center for a number of years.

At UCLA, he continued researching and writing about South Africa, garnering numerous awards and accolades for his work. His most influential books in this field include Race, Class, and Power, The Pity of it All: Polarisation of Racial and Ethnic Relations (edited with M. G. Smith), and Durban: A Study in Racial Ecology. Kuper’s satirical novel The College Brew, set in a fictitious tribal university in South Africa, was also well-received. One of Kuper’s most outstanding contributions to the field of modern South African studies occurred when he identified ways in which marginalized or subjugated groups could reorder their relationships with elites and ruling groups short of violence or war.

Beginning in the 1970s, Kuper’s intellectual curiosity and knack for synthesizing complex sociological ideas led him to the study of genocide. In 1981, Kuper published his first major work on the subject, the path breaking Genocide: Its Political Use in the Twentieth Century. In it, he brought to light the commonality of genocide throughout disparate cultures and devised a classification system of genocide that helped explain the subject as a whole. The book was heralded for its research and insight both by academics and generalists. In 1985, Kuper published The Prevention of Genocide, which was similarly praised. In it, he articulated the international community’s chief impediments to preventing genocide, with a particular focus on the United Nations, and offered ways in which to circumvent those obstacles.

Kuper was a co-founder of the Institute on the Holocaust and Genocide and frequently published in its journals and proceedings. He also played a vital role in the establishment of International Alert, a supranational organization headquartered in London that monitors situations that may devolve into genocide. Kuper remained active in the organization until his death.

Upon his death in Los Angeles on May 23, 1994, Kuper was considered one of the best and most influential genocide scholars of the late 20th century.
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League of Nations 

In 1919, the victorious nations in World War I called for the establishment of an international organization in which countries could meet to discuss their differences and resolve their problems without resorting to war. The resulting League of Nations, whose greatest champion was U.S. president Woodrow Wilson, would also establish a tribunal to try individuals responsible for war crimes in the event a war did occur. The League was based in Geneva, Switzerland. The articles of the covenant forming the organization’s charter and laying out its mandate were incorporated into every peace treaty that ended World War I. Because of political wrangling and President Wilson’s refusal to accept any compromises concerning the League, however, the United States never joined the organization. The first meeting of the League Council was held in Paris on January 16, 1920, and the first Assembly was held on November 15, 1920, in Geneva.

The League was formed principally to promote international cooperation, allow for open relations among nations thereby avoiding the secret alliances that had contributed to the outbreak of World War I, establish a basis of international law as it governed conduct among governments, and maintain respect for all treaty obligations. The League had little success in any area, however. When a nation submitted a dispute to the League, the process of adjudicating it tended to be long and drawn out. The League could settle disputes only among member nations, and Germany did not become a member until 1927. Most of the major interwar disputes in fact involved German reparations, borders, etc., so there was little the League could do. Most often, the great powers of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Germany proceeded as they always did, settling issues among themselves. Furthermore, The important treaties of the era, Locarno, Rapallo and Kellogg-Briand, were all settled outside of the League’s purview. The main function of the League seemed to be to serve as a central repository for treaties, and enforcement of them was left up to the individual nations involved.

The League did not become more effective in the 1930s, when faced with significant international crises. For example, when Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia in 1935 resulted in a vote of sanctions against Italy by the League, Italy simply withdrew from the League, releasing it from its obligations to follow the League’s mandates. Meanwhile, Germany re-militarized the Rhineland and denounced the Treaty of Versailles in 1936. Again, the League protested, but did nothing of substance to reverse these provocative actions. Germany quit the League that same year. With Germany rearming, the League became increasingly ineffective; meanwhile, the great powers continued to act as the arbitrators of international action, very imperfect ones at that.

In September 1939, Germany invaded Poland, sparking World War II. The League of Nations was now effectively neutralized. Although technically continuing in existence throughout the war, the Allies fought without a League mandate or even a reference to it. After the war began, U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt called for a stronger organization, and the United Nations (UN) became a reality in October 1945. One of its first acts was to terminate the League and turn over all its functions to the newly created UN. The League failed in its purpose principally because of a lack of will and enforcement powers.
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Pilger, John

John Pilger is an Australian-born journalist and documentary filmmaker who has examined the genocides in Cambodia and East Timor.

John Pilger was born outside Sydney, Australia, on October 9, 1939. Interested in journalism from an early age, he participated in a four-year training program for journalists with an Australian newspaper before taking a position with the Daily Telegraph in Sydney. In 1962, he moved to the United Kingdom, where he eventually joined the staff of the Daily Mirror, with which he has been long associated. A consistent critic of American and British foreign policies, he produced several television documentaries on the Vietnam War beginning in 1970. He also hosted a number of shows on the BBC covering foreign events.

Immediately following the Cambodian Genocide of 1975–1979, Pilger went to Cambodia with a photographer and documentary film producer. Pilger was among the first Western journalists to document the horrors of the genocide, and went on to co-produce a well-received television documentary on it (Year Zero: The Silent Death of Cambodia). Pilger has also been a long-term critic of Australian government policies toward its indigenous population, and he has made several documentaries on that issue as well.

In 1993, Pilger and a skeletal film crew clandestinely visited East Timor, where he shot Death of a Nation: The Timor Conspiracy. The documentary was credited for having turned the world’s attention to the ongoing tragedy there. Pilger has also done television exposés on the Palestinian situation as well as the British government’s policies toward the inhabitants of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.

More recently, Pilger was a strong critic of U.S. president George W. Bush and British prime minister Tony Blair, whom he once characterized as a war criminal. Pilger has supported the actions of international whistle-blower Julian Assange, even helping him raise bail in late 2010. The journalist has long criticized the mainstream media for its failure to probe thorny issues and for virtually backing wrong-headed policies, including the Iraq War. His uncompromising positions and harsh rhetoric aimed largely at the United States has won him as many critics as supporters, but it is undeniable that Pilger has delved into issues that most journalists dare not take on.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Power, Samantha

Samantha Power is a special assistant to U.S. president Barack Obama, administering the Office of Multilateral Affairs and Human Rights as senior director of multilateral affairs on the staff of the National Security Council (NSC). She is also the Anna Lindh Professor of Global Leadership and Public Policy at Harvard University and the founding director of Harvard’s Carr Center for Human Rights Policy.

An award-winning journalist and writer, Power was born on September 21, 1970, in Dungarvan, Waterford, Ireland. She migrated to the United States in 1979 and grew up in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and Atlanta, Georgia. Although originally aspiring to become a newspaper sports reporter, upon graduation from Yale University her journalistic career took her down a different path. She began covering genocidal conflicts and gross human rights violations in a number of the world’s hot-spots, including Bosnia, Burundi, Darfur, East Timor, Kosovo, Rwanda, and Zimbabwe. Seeing first-hand the all-too-often impotence of international efforts to combat genocide, particularly those of the United States, led in 2002 to her Pulitzer Prize–winning book “A Problem from Hell”: America and the Age of Genocide, for which she also received the 2003 National Book Critics Circle Award for general nonfiction and the 2003 Council on Foreign Relations Arthur Ross Prize for the best book on U.S. foreign policy. She followed this up with an article in the New Yorker in August 2004 titled “Dying in Darfur: Can the Ethnic Cleansing in Sudan be Stopped?,” which won the 2005 National Magazine award for best reporting.

As a working journalist as well as a scholar and government official, Power continues to write on foreign policy issues and matters for a number of major periodicals syndicated throughout the world. In 2000, she coedited, with Graham Wilson, Realizing Human Rights: Moving from Inspiration to Impact. Her most recent major project was a biography of Sergio Vieira de Mello, the United Nations (UN) envoy killed by a suicide bomber in Iraq along with 14 others in 2003. Entitled Chasing the Flame: Sergio Vieira de Mello and the Fight to Save the World, this study appeared in early 2008.

Prior to the release of A Problem from Hell, Power wrote “Bystanders to Genocide” in Atlantic Monthly, which in many ways summarized the arguments that would follow in the larger work. In this lengthy article—the result of a three-year investigation—she criticized the administration of President Bill Clinton for its ongoing failures to do anything substantive to halt the genocide in Rwanda in 1994. Power asked a range of questions that would frame her investigation regarding the lack of past U.S. involvements in previous cases of genocide. These included: Why did the United States not do more for the Rwandans at the time of the killings? Did the president really not know about the genocide, as marginal comments in his memoranda suggested? Who were the people in Clinton’s administration who made the life-and-death decisions that dictated U.S. policy? How did they arrive at their decisions? Were any voices inside or outside the U.S. government demanding that the United States do more? If so, why were they not heeded? And, most crucially, what could the United States have done to save lives? In response to such concerns, Power would later admit that her own moral passion when she wrote both of her early articles, and at the time of the appearance of A Problem from Hell, reflected her own naiveté with regard to political realism and the affairs of states.

Rejecting claims of ignorance over what was happening in Rwanda, of a lack of compassion, or a lack of concrete action as to what could have been accomplished, Power’s research conclusively showed that an absence of U.S. involvement was not a case of inactive “bystanderism,” but instead the result of active noninvolvement. The scenario of “active noninvolvement,” in fact, was consistent with what Power regarded as the “major findings” of A Problem from Hell relating to U.S. policy responses to genocide.

Power wrote this book, she said later, for “the screamers,” those persons in positions of responsibility who choose to speak out against government policies, often at great personal and professional sacrifice (a number of whose stories are told throughout the book), as well as in the hope that the learning curve concerning what is and what is not genocide—and what can and what cannot be done in the future—will prove far less difficult to surmount than it has been in the past.

Power was an early and outspoken supporter of Obama’s presidential campaign and spent 2005–2006 working in his office as a foreign policy fellow. Her support for Obama was prompted in part by his advocacy of U.S. and UN action over the ongoing genocide in Darfur. Until March 2008, Power was a senior adviser to Obama, until she resigned after a controversial swipe at Obama’s main political rival (and later, his secretary of state), Hilary Clinton. After the 2008 presidential election, Power returned to work for Obama, where she became a member of the transition team and worked for the Department of State. In January 2009, President Obama appointed Power to the NSC staff.

During 2011, Power was held by many to be the most important figure within the Obama administration pushing for military intervention in Libya and in persuading the president to intervene on moral and humanitarian grounds.

Overall, it can be said that Power is an important critical voice in policies regarding genocide. She continues to bring to the table the intellect and insights of a scholar, the eye and talents of a journalist, and the moral passion of a human being truly concerned about others caught in the grip of a crime that shows few signs of abating. She has not been without her detractors, some of whom have argued that her reliance on an idealized vision of “political will” as a way to stop genocide does not take into account the actuality of a world system that is still founded on political realism. Her influence, however, has been widespread, with a broad readership in the nonspecialized general community embracing her ideas and taking her theoretical perspectives on international action to a new level of direct action when meeting with their elected representatives.

PAUL R. BARTROP

See also: Upstander

Further Reading

Power, Samantha. Chasing the Flame: Sergio Vieira de Mello and the Fight to Save the World. New York: Penguin, 2008.

Power, Samantha. “A Problem from Hell”: America and the Age of Genocide. New York: Harper Perennial, 2007.

Prevent Genocide International

Prevent Genocide International is a nonprofit organization dedicated to ending genocide by educating the world’s inhabitants about the crime. It was founded in 1998. Its Web site contains a vast amount of information on genocide and ethnic cleansing.

Prevent Genocide uses the Internet as its primary means of disseminating information. The group believes that the Internet is a good means of organizing a group of individuals and local, national, and international organizations, and persuading them to use their influence to help stop genocide. It hopes that by spreading information about genocide, individuals and groups will speak out in their own localities and thus mobilize the general public all over the world.

The organization’s Web site contains a great deal of information on genocide all over the world. It includes various definitions of genocide and ethnic cleansing, the elements of the crime of genocide as defined by the International Criminal Court, and links to numerous articles on ethnic cleansing and what makes people mass murderers. The “Law” page of the Web site contains links to a vast amount of legal information. It includes links to the United Nations Genocide Convention and a list of the parties to it, a report on the convention’s first 50 years of existence, and information on genocide laws in several different nations. The “Education” section has links to numerous resources on the nature of genocide and ethnic cleansing, accounts of 20th- and 21st-century genocides, and information on conferences and courses on the subject.

Prevent Genocide International wants to prevent genocide. It has assembled several links to documents related to this topic, including the text of the Stockholm Declaration on Genocide Prevention from 2004, United Nations Documents on Genocide Prevention, articles on preventing genocide, and a link to a global news monitor that follows cases of genocide. In order to give visitors a concrete way to fight genocide, the organization posts regular action alerts that provide visitors with letters to send to their elected officials demanding the end of particular genocides. Prevent Genocide International is a founding member of the International Campaign to End Genocide, established at The Hague in 1999; this group is a coalition of human rights organizations dedicated to ending genocide and ethnic cleansing.
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Proxmire, William

(Edward) William “Bill” Proxmire was a U.S. senator for Wisconsin from 1957 to 1989. The son of a wealthy surgeon, he was born in Lake Forest, Illinois, on November 11, 1915, and educated at Yale and Harvard universities. He served as a member of the Military Intelligence Service of the U.S. Army during World War II, assigned to counterintelligence work. He was discharged in 1946 with the rank of first lieutenant.
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After the war he moved to Wisconsin to take up a position as a reporter, viewing this as a form of access to a political career. A member of the Democratic Party, he served as a member of the Wisconsin State Assembly during 1951–1952 and attempted to become state governor in 1952, 1954, and 1956. He finally achieved high office in 1957 when he was elected to the U.S. Senate to fill the vacancy caused by the death of Senator Joseph R. McCarthy. He was reelected in 1958, 1964, 1970, 1976, and 1982, always by wide margins.

A member of the United Church of Christ, Proxmire was a strong supporter of civil rights. Soon after his election, in his first term, he clashed with the Senate majority leader (and later U.S. president), Lyndon B. Johnson, on account of what he perceived to be Johnson’s blocking of civil rights legislation. Then, during the Vietnam War, Proxmire was an early critic of U.S. involvement in that conflict. He used his seat on the Senate Armed Services Committee to spotlight wasteful military spending, and frequently criticized President Johnson and his successor, Richard Nixon for their conduct of the war and foreign policy decisions.

During the period 1967 to 1986, Proxmire came to see that there was a massive anomaly in the United States holding itself up as the world’s arbiter of freedom and democratic values, but at the same time not being a signatory to the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG). At the urging of a Milwaukee lawyer and leading supporter of the United Nations (UN), Bruno Bitker, Proxmire began his campaign with the words that the Senate’s failure to approve the treaty to that point was a “national shame.” From that first day, January 11, 1967, he took a personal responsibility to bring U.S. ratification of the UNCG to fruition. Using his position as a U.S. senator to draw attention to the issue, he made repeated and frequent speeches calling for Senate ratification. These speeches became a daily occurrence across every day that the Senate was in session across the 20-year period he waged his campaign. Proxmire’s dedication to the cause he championed knew few bounds. He never missed a sitting day in the Senate, as a result of which he still holds the record for the greatest consecutive roll call of votes cast. Between April 20, 1966, and October 18, 1988, he cast 10,252 consecutive votes, and delivered a total of 3,211 speeches on genocide to the floor of the Senate—an average of 168 for every year of his campaign. Each speech was unique, focusing variously on the historical context that led to the drafting of the treaty, the treaty’s provisions, its negotiating history, and contemporaneous events germane to the treaty.

Treaty ratification in the U.S. Senate requires the votes of two-thirds of senators for approval. Proxmire, and his allies Jacob Javits and Claiborne Pell, were tireless in their devotion to their cause, but they were opposed by equally determined adversaries in Senators Sam Ervin and Jesse Helms. Proxmire’s speeches kept the question of ratification an open sore for the Senate, but with memories of his wartime experience and his horror at news from such overseas situations as those in Biafra, Bangladesh, Uganda, and Cambodia, he remained totally committed to the issue and enthusiastic to see the issue resolved in favor of ratification.

Proxmire gave his last speech on the matter early in 1986. On February 19 of that year, the Senate ratified the UNCG by a vote of 86–11, but only after incessant wrangling and with reservations that Proxmire reluctantly agreed to accept. Implementation legislation, named the “Proxmire Act,” was passed two years later and signed by President Ronald Reagan. On November 25, 1988, only weeks before the 40th anniversary of the convention’s 1948 approval by the UN General Assembly, the United States deposited instruments of ratification at UN headquarters in New York. The Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1988 would make genocide a crime punishable in the United States, with legal sanctions of life imprisonment and fines of up to $1 million.

While passage of the Genocide Convention Implementation Act was hailed as a milestone, many saw it as tainted. Certain senators insisted that a reservation be attached to the ratification, stating that before the United States could be called before any international tribunal the president of the United States would have to consent to that court’s jurisdiction. The reservation resulted in the U.S. being the only country in the world that would decide whether or not it would appear before a court determining guilt for the crime of genocide. It is noteworthy that some 97 nations had ratified the convention ahead of the United States.

Proxmire retired from the Senate in 1988. In 1998 he announced his treatment for Alzheimer’s disease, and, after struggling with the disease for several years, he died in a nursing home in Sykesville, Maryland, on December 15, 2005, aged 90.
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Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 

The Responsibility to Protect, often abbreviated as R2P, is a relatively new set of international guidelines designed to prevent genocide and to suggest ways in which to deal with genocide once it is underway. R2P is considered an international norm, rather than an international law, although it is predicated on previously established international law. The genesis of R2P may be traced to the Canadian government, which created the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) in September 2000. That effort brought together genocide and legal experts from around the world, and the ICISS published a far-reaching report entitled The Responsibility to Protect in December 2001. The Canadians’ chief reason for establishing the ICISS was to prevent a repeat of the 1994 Rwanda Genocide, in which nearly 1 million Rwandans were slaughtered in just a few short months while most of the rest of the world stood idly by.

The United Nations (UN) World Summit unanimously approved the ICISS report in 2005. The R2P embraces three major premises. First, it asserts that every nation is responsible for avoiding genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing, and crimes against humanity within its own borders. Second, it states that the international community has an obligation to ensure that every nation adheres to the first guideline and that the international community should assist in helping any state that is facing circumstances that may bring about genocide, etc. Third, it stipulates that the international community must be prepared to act in a decisive and timely manner, in accordance with the UN Charter, to protect any population threatened by genocide and the like.

It is understood that military intervention designed to prevent or halt such activities should be used only as a last resort, after diplomacy as well as political and/or economic sanctions have been thoroughly exhausted. The UN has further stated that the use of military force must only be invoked by the UN Security Council, rather than on an ad hoc basis by individual states.

R2P has given birth to a number of international initiatives, both within and outside of the UN, to fine-tune and further the message of the ICISS. These include the Working Group on R2P, a joint task force of the U.S. Holocaust Memorial Museum, the Brookings Institution, and the U.S. Institute of Peace; the Genocide Prevention Task Force; and the International Coalition for the Responsibility to Protect (ICRtoP).

R2P has not been fully embraced by everyone, however. Some detractors fear that the obligation to intervene might invite unnecessary use of force and might embolden some nations to undertake military force in an effort to further their own goals rather than to stop genocide per se. Others have argued that any use of outside force to prevent genocide is a de facto infringement of state sovereignty. Still others claim that R2P does not go far enough. The situation in Syria has certainly tested R2P, as has the violence in the Central African Republic (CAR). In 2013, France asserted that the carnage in the CAR warranted international intervention, but to date the UN Security Council has not approved such action.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Truth Commissions

The international community has principally used two methods to establish and evaluate the record of grave human rights crimes following an international conflict or civil war. The first method is international prosecutions, such as those conducted at Nuremberg and Tokyo following World War II, and, more recently, at The Hague, Netherlands, and in Arusha, Tanzania, following the conflict in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. The second method is the establishment of commissions of inquiry, now commonly referred to as “truth commissions,” which investigate incidents and submit reports on their findings.

The first international truth commission was established by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace to investigate alleged atrocities committed against civilians and prisoners of war during the Balkan Wars of 1912–1913. In 1919, after World War I, the allies created the Commission on the Responsibility of the Authors of the War, and on Enforcement of Penalties, which investigated German and Turkish atrocities committed during the war. After World War II, the Allies established the United Nations War Crime Commission to investigate German war crimes, and the Far Eastern Commission to investigate Japanese war crimes. In 1978, the parties to Additional Protocol I to the Geneva Conventions of 1949 set up an International Fact-Finding Commission to investigate serious violations of the Geneva Conventions. During the 1990s, the international community, via the United Nations, established truth commissions in several countries, including El Salvador, Guatemala, Somalia, the former Yugoslavia, and Rwanda. Moreover, in the past decade over a dozen states have set up their own domestic truth commissions to document atrocities within their borders and to facilitate national reconciliation.

Truth commissions are, in most cases, officially sanctioned, authorized, or empowered by the state. They focus on the recent past and investigate politically motivated repression and patterns of widespread abuse rather than a single event. Truth commissions are unavoidably affected by their internal makeup and resources, as well as by outside factors such as the continued power of perpetrators, the strength of civil society, the attention of the international community, and the wider political and social culture within which they operate. Among the more critical mandates of truth commissions are: reaching out to victims; documenting and corroborating cases for a reparations program; arriving at firm and irrefutable conclusions on controversial cases and patterns of abuse; engaging the country in a process of national healing; contributing to justice; producing an accessible public report; outlining possible reforms; and giving victims a voice.

The work of truth commissions has implications for justice, reconciliation, historical understanding, political transformation, institutional reform, accountability, and even personal healing. Truth commissions address both conceptual issues, that is, how the pursuit of truth affects the pursuit of justice, and practical matters, that is, precisely how data should be collected, organized, and evaluated. Key questions in establishing a commission include: What level of funding is adequate? What type of training might staff members need? Should testimony be public? Should perpetrators be named?

Truth commissions are not courts, and they are not a replacement for criminal prosecutions. While truth commissions have fewer powers than courts, cannot compel testimony, put anyone in jail, or enforce recommendations, truth commissions are free of some of the narrower rules of evidence and restricted focus on individual responsibility that often characterize court systems. The purpose of criminal trials is not to expose the truth, but to find whether the criminal standards of proof have been satisfied on specific charges. A measure of truth may emerge in this process, but criminal trials are limited in the truth they are able to tell as they must comply with rules of evidence, which often exclude important information.

The mandates of truth commissions are much broader, examining larger patterns, discerning the responsibility of the state, and helping to establish accountability and a shared understanding of history. Truth commissions explore not only the facts and figures, but also the underlying causes of past repression. If properly constructed (e.g., in El Salvador) truth commissions may be strong even where judiciaries are quite weak, corrupt, or compromised.

While truth commissions are not courts and should not be a replacement for criminal prosecutions, the difficult decision is whether or not to grant amnesty. Truth Commissions granting amnesty are often viewed as an alternative to prosecutions. For example, the same day the Haitian parliament established a seven-member truth commission to investigate and document human rights crimes committed in Haiti during President Jean-Bertrand Aristide’s exile, it enacted an amnesty for members of the military regime responsible for those abuses. Following the publication of the El Salvador truth commission’s report, El Salvador’s government enacted an amnesty preventing the prosecution of those named in the report. Similarly, the South African truth commission itself was empowered to grant amnesty as an inducement for the giving of testimony before the commission.

Viewing truth commissions as a substitute for prosecutions exposes two problems. First, in some situations, the granting of amnesty may be in violation of international legal instruments, such as 1949 Geneva Convention, the Genocide Convention, the Torture Convention, and, in the case of South Africa, the Apartheid Convention, which contain an absolute obligation to prosecute the crimes enumerated therein. Additionally, a blanket amnesty may violate general human rights conventions such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the European Convention on Human Rights, and the American Convention on Human Rights, which obligate states to “ensure” or “secure” the rights enumerated therein. As Article 27 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of the Treaties provides, “a party may not invoke the provisions of its internal law as justification for failure to perform a treaty.” Second, even when amnesties do not run afoul of these treaties, the creation of impunity through an amnesty can have the effect of encouraging future violations of the law. The granting of amnesty may erode the rule of law by blurring the norms of right and wrong while encouraging victims to resort to vigilante justice; and, most worrisome of all, an amnesty that has the imprimatur of the international community encourages a repetition of similar abuses by perpetrators throughout the world. The issue of amnesty can best be resolved by including a statement in the originally document emphasizing that the truth commission is intended to be complementary to national and international prosecutions, not a substitute for them.

This is not to suggest that a country should rush ahead with prosecution at the cost of political instability and social upheaval or that every single perpetrator must be brought to justice. By documenting abuses and preserving evidence, a truth commission can enable a country to delay prosecutions until the international community has acted, or a new government is secure enough to take such action against members of the former regime, paramilitary, or guerrilla movements. International law recognizes the legitimacy of prosecutorial discretion, both in terms of the selection of defendants and the timing of prosecutions, as long as the criteria are not arbitrary.

A long-term goal of truth commissions is to facilitate reconciliation. Many elements contribute to reconciliation: an end to violence or threat of violence; reestablishment of respectful relations; acknowledgments of and reparations for wrongdoing; projects that bring former opponents together; correction of structural inequalities; meeting of material needs; and the passage of time. However, the role truth commissions play in reconciliation is fundamental to the previously mentioned elements. Truth commissions have the task of forging a single shared account of the past, making the varied and often contradictory stories compatible, consistent, and accepted. While there is rarely, if ever, one truth, there are facts that are fundamental enough that broad acceptance of the truth is necessary before reconciliation can take place. This is a fundamental responsibility of truth commissions.

Creating a single shared account of the past may lead to long-term reconciliation, but generate further trauma in the short term. Truth commissions give victims an opportunity to recount their stories, helping them to deal with their trauma. Short- and long-term studies on the psychological impact of truth commissions on survivors have not yet been conducted. Truth commissions do not offer long-term therapy or any psychological support services. The entire process of truth finding can also generate further trauma. For example, discovering the identity of individual perpetrators can reawaken enormous pain and anger. The issue of how to handle the potential for retraumatization has not been addressed by truth commissions. Priscilla Hayner writes, “perhaps more important than the lack of personnel or resources is the point that Western psychology may not be appropriate means of response in some cultures. The impact of culture on how people respond to and recover from extreme trauma is not yet well understood.” It is possible that local community organizations, civic groups, traditional healers, churches, or extended families might contribute more to the complex process of healing trauma than truth commissions can, depending on the character of the society.

Acknowledging the problems facing truth commissions is a positive step toward a full and inclusive national memory. Allowing the voices of the victims and survivors to be heard is a crucial step in transitional processes. The overall record of past truth commissions has been positive. Despite political constraints and pressures, most have documented the testimonies of thousands of victims and witnesses, producing strongly worded and politically unbiased reports.
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United Nations

The United Nations’ charter, finalized on June 26, 1945, makes the United Nations (UN) the only international organization with a global reach on matters of war and peace; even many nonmembers states follow UN rules (article 2 (6) UN Charter). According to article 1 of the Charter, it is the organization’s principal aim to “maintain international peace and security, and to that end to take effective collective measures for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations which might lead to a breach of the peace.”

Apart from activities of auxiliary UN institutions, like the Economic and Social Council, there have been three main avenues of UN action concerning the strengthening of rules and procedures of international law as they pertain to war crimes. First, the General Assembly has adopted several resolutions (GA res.) which are relevant to the prevention and prosecution of war crimes. The most important ones are GA res. 3 (I) and 170 (II) of 1946 and 1947 on the extradition and punishment of war criminals, 95 (I) of 1946 on the principles of international law according the Charter of the International Military Tribunal (IMT) of Nuremberg, 96 (I) of 1946 on genocide being a crime under international law, 2184 (XXI) and 2202 (XXI) of 1966 declaring the violation of the rights of indigenous populations and the policies of apartheid crimes against humanity, and 3074 (XXVIII) of 1973 on the principles of international co-operation in the prosecution of persons guilty of war crimes and crimes against humanity. In these resolutions, the GA has successively broadened the legal foundations of the Nuremberg Tribunal of 1945–1946, including the IMT definitions of war crimes and crimes against humanity as parts of general international law.

The second manner of UN action on war crimes has been conventions, that is, international treaties among states, created by international cooperation and negotiation, chiefly via the UN General Assembly. The three most important ones are the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 1949 (entered into force in 1951); the Convention on the Non-Applicability of Statutory Limitations to War Crimes and Crimes against Humanity of 1968; and the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (ICC) of 1998 (entered into force in 2002). According to the Genocide Convention, “genocide means any . . . acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group” (article 2). Punishable acts not only include genocide itself, but also all kinds of genocide preparations (article 3). Contrary to traditional international law, the Genocide Convention stipulates that any person guilty of genocide is to be punished by the state in which the act was committed, or by an international penal tribunal (article 6), including “constitutionally responsible rulers” (article 4). Additionally, article 1 and 3 of the Convention of 1968 assert that no statutory limitation shall apply to war crimes and crimes against humanity, including genocide, and that the states undertake all necessary domestic measures in order to make extradition of war criminals possible. Because national prosecutions and extradition have generally prevailed, however, only the recent Rome Statute of the ICC has established a permanent international court for genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and aggression.

Finally, the UN Security Council has adopted several resolutions (S/RES) concerning war crimes. While GA resolutions are only proposals from a formal point of view, and conventions are in principle only legally binding for their member states, Security Council resolutions are generally binding according to article 25 of the charter of the UN. The most relevant resolutions are S/RES/688 condemning Iraqi atrocities against the Iraqi Kurdish minority (1990), S/RES/827, the International Tribunal for the Prosecution responsible for Serious Violations of International Humanitarian Law committed in the Territory of the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and its annex on the Statute of the Tribunal (1993), and S/RES/955 establishing the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), including the annex on its Statute (1995). Until early 2002, 118 and 62 persons were indicted at the ICTY and ICTR, respectively, with about 900 war crimes suspects recorded in prosecution files of the ICTY.

Although the UN has intensified its activities concerning legally binding and enforceable international rules against war crimes after the end of the Cold War, there are still fundamental problems concerning its role in that matter. First, there remains the core problem of exact and detailed legal definitions of war crimes and crimes against humanity, especially in the case of genocide. In September 1998, for example, the ICTR decided that the Genocide Convention definition was meant to protect all “stable” groups that “constituted in a permanent fashion and membership of which is determined by birth, with the exclusion of the more ‘mobile’ groups which one joins through individual voluntary commitment, such as political or economic groups.” This leaves the obvious problem that changes of religion and nationality are possible, which might make individuals potential victims of atrocities. Second, there is the central role of major nations, especially the United States, which is indispensable to the functioning of UN institutions and the promotion of UN action against war crimes, whose effectiveness depend on the participation of those states. This has been demonstrated by the restricted global relevance of the ICC because the United States, Russia, Israel, and China did not ratify the Rome Statute in 2002. Third, because the General Assembly has no legally binding power and negotiations about conventions may take years or even decades, the most efficient way to promote the international law on war crimes is through Security Council Resolutions, as demonstrated in the case of the ICTY and ICTR. The structure of the Security Council, however, again links progress in this field to the goodwill and interests of its member states, especially the permanent ones. An example of this structural problem was the Security Council’s hesitation in April and May 1994 to use term the “genocide” in describing the massacre of Rwandan Tutsis. According to the UN General Secretary Boutros Boutros-Ghali, this over caution was out of fear that the Security Council would have no alternative but to intervene militarily against such a genocide, which was not in the interest of the Western powers at that time.

RALPH ROTTE

See also: Annan, Kofi; Boutros-Ghali, Boutros; United Nations Commission of Experts; United Nations Commission on Human Rights; United Nations War Crimes Commission; Universal Declaration of Human Rights

Further Reading

Fasulo, Linda. An Insider’s Guide to the UN. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003.

Gutman, Roy, ed. Crimes of War: What the Public Should Know. New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1999.

Roberts, Adam, and Richard Guelff. Documents on the Laws of War. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

United Nations Commission of Experts

In 1992, the United Nations (UN) Security Council requested that the secretary-general of the UN establish a Commission of Experts in connection with conflicts in Eastern Europe and Africa. By Resolution 780 of October 6, 1992, a Commission of Experts was duly established to review available information and to provide the secretary-general with evidence of violations of international humanitarian law committed in the territory of the former Yugoslavia. By Resolution 935 of July 1, 1994, a similar Commission of Experts was established concerning Rwanda and the genocide there.

The Commission of Experts for the former Yugoslavia was, in theory, except for the chairman, a group working on a part-time basis; it filed interim reports on February 9 and October 5, 1993, and a final report on May 24, 1994, together with a wide range of subsidiary reports. Extremely productive for an entity that functioned only on a part-time basis and that depended to a large extent on trust-fund donations, the commission’s work was partially responsible for the creation of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) by Security Council Resolution 827 on May 25, 1993. The archives of the commission, which were turned over to the Tribunal after the final report was submitted, provided useful leads for the ICTY’s prosecutors in its early days.

In contrast, the Commission of Experts for Rwanda was composed of members working on a full-time basis and was given a temporally defined mandate; the secretary-general was requested to report to the Security Council on the commission’s conclusions within four months of its establishment. The Rwanda Commission submitted a preliminary report on October 1, 1994, followed by a final report on December 9. The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) was established by Security Council Resolution 955 of November 8, 1994, and the work of the Rwanda Commission contributed to its creation.

The Security Council has neither directed the secretary-general to establish commissions of experts nor established new ad hoc international tribunals since 1994. The International Criminal Court, as conceptualized in the Rome Statute adopted on July 1, 1998, came into existence on July 1, 2002, and is the international criminal tribunal wave of the future, as the Security Council can refer situations directly to it.

Although commissions of experts were created before the ICTY and the ICTR were established, the commissions and their work, at most, provided some support for the establishment of the ad hoc tribunals. For example, the Security Council decided to establish the ICTY when it adopted Resolution 808 on February 22, 1993; by that time, the Yugoslav Commission of Experts had filed its first preliminary report but was over a year away from filing its final report. Further, neither the Yugoslav nor the Rwanda Commission had the resources to conduct the in-depth investigations necessary to prepare indictments or inform trials. The commissions did, however, make useful first efforts to construct model procedures to be followed by the ICTY and the ICTR.
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United Nations Commission on Human Rights

The United Nations (UN) Commission on Human Rights (UNCHR), established in 1946, became the first international body empowered to promote global human rights. The founders of the Commission assumed that improved respect for human rights would serve the primary goal of the UN, namely peacekeeping, by eliminating repressive practices that promoted war.

The UNCHR, which fell under the aegis of the Economic and Social Council of the UN, was led initially by former U.S. first lady Eleanor Roosevelt. The Commission had no permanent members. Instead, members were appointed for three-year terms. Long-time members were the Soviet Union, the United States, the United Kingdom, France, India, Chile, and Uruguay. Most nations had membership on the UNCHR at some point.

During its first 20 years, the Commission established most of the contemporary standards of human rights. It scrutinized practices that previously had been within national governments’ sovereign jurisdiction. However, it had no power to take any action in regard to human rights complaints and declined to review specific complaints by individuals. Governments would receive a copy of a complaint, with the author’s name concealed, and could respond to these complaints. The complainants were informed that their communications had been received and that the UNCHR had no power to act. The vast majority of the complaints received in the 1940s and 1950s focused on political persecution, with a small number devoted to genocide, freedom of assembly and association, trade union rights, and the rights of minorities. Most governments did not respond to the complaints. The Commission’s chief success in its early history was the drafting of a Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1947.

Increased social awareness in the 1960s enabled the UNCHR to shift focus to enforcement activities. It responded to specific complaints from individuals and non-governmental organizations and pressured more than 70 offending governments by using various measures that ranged from exhortation and mediation to sanctions designed to isolate violators. This change in focus increased the Commission’s visibility and dramatically transformed its operation. At the same time, however, it exacerbated differences among UN members over whether individual or collective rights deserved priority.

National self interests and the struggle for power were issues for the Commission from its very beginning. The Soviet Union, an original member, clashed with Western powers over economic rights, with the United States and its supporters preferring to focus primarily on civil and political rights. As representatives of governments, the UNCHR’s members operated to varying degrees on instructions from their own governments. As a result of such control, the Commission often became a forum for political conflict.

African and Asian representatives joined the Commission for the first time in 1967. Determined to combat racial discrimination and advance the right of self determination, they sought enforcement powers to halt egregious human rights violations. Thus, the Economic and Social Council gave the Commission investigative powers. Several African countries then challenged South Africa’s apartheid policy while Arab states complained about human rights violations in the territories occupied by Israel. The Soviet Union complained about American Jewish organizations composed of dissident exiles protesting on behalf of Soviet Jewry. The Non-Aligned Movement, consisted of countries from Asia, Africa, and Latin America, constituted a majority of Commission members and made self determination, South African apartheid, and Israeli violations the exclusive concerns of the Commission.

The United States was ousted from the Commission in 2001, while countries with notorious human rights histories, including Libya, Algeria, Cuba, and Syria, remained. American diplomatic officials blamed the ouster on American willingness to focus world attention on violations of human rights and European Union unwillingness to risk offending possible trade partners with public condemnations. By that time, the UNCHR had become discredited among most human rights activists. It seemed to be used mostly for finger-pointing and criticism rather than constructive efforts to further human rights. The Commission held its final meeting in Geneva on March 27, 2006. Earlier that month, the UN had overwhelmingly voted to replace the UNCHR with the Human Rights Council, which consists of representatives from 47 countries. It also has the goal of addressing human rights violations and making recommendations about how to address them.
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United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) 

The United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) is a comprehensive, international legal convention that details the definition and meanings of genocide and that provides very general guidelines for the punishment of genocide perpetrators. The UN General Assembly officially enacted the UNCG on December 11, 1948, when 22 member states signed the declaration to proceed to ratification by their own home governments. The Convention, which remains in force, recognizes that genocide is a crime under international law.

The UNCG’s definition of genocide has not been without its critics. Some have argued that it is unnecessarily expansive, as it enumerates behaviors that are not necessarily lethal. That seems to fly in the face of the very term “genocide,” which literally means the killing of people. Others detractors have asserted that the Convention does not go far enough, because it does not include the killing of people on the basis of political or social affiliations in the definition of genocide. This was the result of several nations’ efforts, including those of the United States and Soviet Union, to exclude politics and social affiliations from the definition for specific internal political reasons. Despite these concerns, however, the UNCG has remained an important component of international law and has been invoked many times since 1948.


[image: The president of the United Nations General Assembly, Dr. Herbert Evatt of Australia, signs the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide on behalf of his government. Standing by is Jehan de Noue, chief of Protocol. The Convention was held in Paris, France, on December 11, 1948. (UN Photo/MB)]
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The UNCG would probably not have been approved when it was had it not been for the herculean effort of one man: Raphael Lemkin. Lemkin, a Polish Jew, was a lawyer and historian who had fled Poland in 1939 and settled in the United States in 1941. By then, he had already spent much time contemplating mass murder and its implications for the international community. He published and lectured widely on the subject, and in 1944 he was credited with coining the term “genocide” in his Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress. That book made Lemkin famous, but more importantly, it placed his quest to enact an international convention against genocide in the public spotlight. In 1945, he published an article, “Genocide—A Modern Crime,” which was read widely and lent even more credence to his efforts.
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In 1945–1946, Lemkin served as a legal adviser to the Nuremberg war-crime trials in Germany, and he redoubled his efforts to push for a global convention against genocide. In 1946, Lemkin was told that his idea of a genocide convention would be formally considered by a UN committee. Although the proposal encountered some turbulence early on, the UN General Assembly unanimously approved a convention banning genocide on December 11, 1948. By then, however, Lemkin had seriously undermined his own health in his quest to establish a genocide convention. The convention went into effect on January 21, 1951, and until the end of his life in 1959, Lemkin worked tirelessly to secure U.S. ratification of the measure. That would not occur until November 4, 1988, however, when President Ronald Reagan signed the ratification agreement.

Today, there are still only 41 signatories to the UNCG. Nevertheless, it is regarded as the bedrock of international law dealing with war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide. A number of courts that have since been established to indict and prosecute such crimes—including the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda—owe at least part of their jurisdiction to the UNCG.
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United Nations War Crimes Commission

The creation of United Nations War Crimes Commission (UNWCC) was announced in a joint declaration on October 7, 1942, by the British lord chancellor, Lord Simon, and U.S. president Franklin D. Roosevelt. The UNWCC was initially called the United Nations Commission for the Investigation of War Crimes. The aim of the UNWCC would be to collect and assess all available evidence with a view toward establishing the responsibility of the those individuals guilty of war crimes and to limit the number of people to be tried at the end of World War II. The constituent meeting of the commission finally took place on October 20, 1943, at the Foreign Office in London. The most important members appointed on that day were Cecil J. B. Hurst for Great Britain, Herbert Pell for the United States, André Gros for France, Vaclav Benes for Czechoslovakia, Marcel de Baer for Belgium, and Stefan Glaser for Poland. Later, Baron Robert Wright of Durley joined the commission as a member for Australia. Hurst became the first chairman of the commission and was succeeded by Baron Wright when he retired in January 1945.

The final establishment of the UNWCC was delayed because many governments were reluctant to embark on measures that might have led to a fiasco similar to the one that occurred at the end of World War I, after which virtually no war crime trials were held. The fact that the Soviet government was suspicious of Western intentions pertaining to the punishment of war crimes was also a factor. The Soviet government finally decided not to take part in the deliberations of the UNWCC, citing that its demand for representation from all the Soviet republics touched by the war had been refused. Because no precise rules for the organization and structure of the UNWCC had been laid down prior to the constituent meeting, the commission decided to establish its own organization and set up three committees concerned with the investigation of war crimes, the question of enforcement, and technical advice.

The first committee was headed by Marcel de Baer for almost the whole period of its existence and was concerned with the coordination of the efforts of national offices for the punishment of war crimes. These national offices were organs of their respective governments, but affiliated with the UNWCC. Their main aim was to collect any available information on war crimes and to set up lists of persons who should be indicted at the end of the war. The main efforts of the second committee, headed successively by Herbert Pell and Colonel J. Hodgson, were directed at the elaboration of clauses to be inserted into the expected armistice with Germany to ensure the apprehension of war criminals, the provisioning of draft conventions for the establishment of courts for the trial of war criminals that could not be judged conveniently by national courts, and the creation of war crimes offices in occupied nations for the detection and arrest of war criminals. The third committee was made up of legal experts and handled several important items, including the definition of a war crime, the issue of superior orders at trial, gaps in national legislation, and collective responsibility. On November 29, 1944, the UNWCC set up a Far Eastern and Pacific Sub-Commission, which focused on war crimes in the Far East.

The history of the commission falls into four principal phases. First was the preparatory phase while the war was still in progress, during which important questions of principle and procedure were debated. The second phase was characterized by the support given by the UNWCC to the constitution of tribunals for the punishment of war crimes and to the trials against the major war criminals at Nuremberg. In the third phase, which extend to the latter part of 1947, the commission examined and reported on numerous problems of law arising from treaties and charges in the context of the trials of war criminals by courts set up by the Allied powers. Finally, the latter part of 1947 and the spring of 1948 formed the fourth phase of UNWCC, which focused on winding up the commission’s activities, transferring them to other bodies, and writing a history. The commission was dissolved in May 1948.
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Universal Declaration of Human Rights

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted on December 10, 1948, by the United Nations (UN) General Assembly. Although not legally binding, the declaration sought to codify and protect five categories of human rights: civil rights, political rights, economic rights, social rights, and cultural rights. Serving as the foundation of future human rights statements, over the interceding decades, this declaration has significantly affected the international political atmosphere through its emphasis on equality and the right to life, liberty, and security.

The declaration largely focuses on the category of civil rights. This first section seeks to protect individuals from discrimination, the depravation of life, liberty, and security, slavery, inhuman treatment, arbitrary arrest, and other various infringements. These protections served as foundations for later UN resolutions and programs including the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights, the Declaration on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women, and the Universal Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger and Malnutrition.

Further rights that are to be protected are listed in the sections pertaining to political, economic, social, and cultural rights. Many of these rights and goals require positive action on the part of states. Stemming from a belief that poverty, exploitation, and discrimination are not only threats to human welfare, but also the welfare of the state, the enumerated rights seek to ameliorate and end these exploitations through positive governmental action. Seeking full equality, the document argues against the favoring of any group over another, in order to bring about greater prosperity and promote human welfare.

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights serves as the foundation of the United Nations’ system. Its structure and emphasis on equality and human rights at all levels of life has brought about progressive legislation over the last half century, which has sought to better the lives of all humans worldwide.

ALEXANDER MIKABERIDZE
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Upstander

An upstander is an individual, group, or institution that performs a positive action in order to aid a person or group of people who are the victims of injustice and/or are in distress. The term is most commonly associated with those who have stood up to help the victims of genocide and persecution, sometimes at great personal risk. But there are in fact different types of upstanders, including those who help the poor and disadvantaged and civil rights activists, among many others. Common tactics employed by upstanders include bringing attention to the plight of victims, advocating for government policies to help those being persecuted, and directly intervening in situations in order to protect and save lives. An example of this would be the people in German-occupied countries during World War II who let Jews hide in their homes in order to protect them from the Nazis. This is in contrast to a bystander, who knows that someone is suffering injustice but takes no action. In more recent years, the term upstander has been employed to counter bullying, mostly in primary and secondary schools. In this case, upstanders can play a wide variety of roles, from directly challenging a bully, protecting a person or group from bullying, or promoting an atmosphere in which bullying is discouraged.

The Nazi-inspired Holocaust of the late 1930s and early 1940s spawned countless upstanders who assisted Jews in one way or another or helped hide them. There were upstanders in every nation touched by the Holocaust, and many tried to help or intervene at great peril to themselves, as most countries occupied by the Germans had passed laws that made aiding or hiding Jews a very serious crime. In some cases, the death penalty could result. Some of the more famous Holocaust upstanders, whom the world Jewish community and Israel often refer to as Righteous Gentiles, or Righteous Among the Nations, include: Miep Gies, who hid Anne Frank, her family, and several other Jews in Amsterdam between 1942 and 1944; Raoul Wallenberg, who helped rescue thousands of Jews from near certain-death in Hungary; and Oskar Schindler, who shielded some 1,200 Jews from deportation or death by employing them in his manufacturing business.

Examples of upstanders who in some way intervened in other genocides include: Nicholas D. Kristof an American journalist who helped publicize the recent genocide in Darfur; Paul Rusesabagina, a hotel manager in Kigala who shielded some 1,300 mostly Tutsi refugees during the 1994 Rwandan Genocide; Rigoberta Menchú, who wrote passionately about her experiences during the Guatemalan Genocide, thus focusing world attention on it; and Dith Pran, a Cambodian journalist who revealed fully to the world the horrors of the genocide in Cambodia. Upstanders not tied to a genocide per se are legion, and they include civil and human rights activists in the United States and abroad, women’s rights activists, antiwar activists, antipoverty activists, and even environmental activists. People involved in these activities are considered upstanders because they adopt a positive stand toward a particular wrong or problem, and are acting on behalf of others or themselves.

In recent years, upstanders have been linked with anti-bullying efforts in U.S. primary and secondary schools. Indeed, in states like Texas, educators have gone even further, teaching about genocide within the context of bullying. Upstanders in antibullying programs can include students who positively defend themselves or others from bullies; individuals who report bullying to teachers, parents, or others in authority; or those who attempt to change social and cultural attitudes to ensure that bullying is discouraged or eliminated. There are currently a number of Web site and organizations that focus on upstanders and bullying, such as the National School Climate Center, the Holocaust Memorial Resource and Education Center of Florida, Stomp out Bullying, and the National Bullying Center.
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War Crimes Tribunals 

International War Crimes Tribunals have been established on an ad hoc basis in response to violations of the laws of war and other serious violations of international humanitarian law.

Following World War I, a 15-member commission appointed by the Allies recommended to the Paris Peace Conference that “violations of the laws and customs of war and the laws of humanity” be punished. The Treaty of Versailles provided for the trial of Kaiser Wilhelm II “for a supreme offense against international morality and the sanctity of treaties,” and for trial of Germans accused of violating the laws and customs of war before allied tribunals. However, the Allies did not hold any trials and the Kaiser was never put on trial. Instead, a dozen defendants accused of war crimes were prosecuted before the German Supreme Court in Leipzig but were given minimal sentences.

The Nuremberg tribunals established after World War II is the most significant war crimes tribunal in history. Under the Allies’ November 1943 Moscow Declaration, minor Nazi war criminals were to be judged and punished in the countries where they committed their crimes, while the major war criminals would be tried and punished by joint decision of the governments of the Allies. On August 8, 1945, the Allies signed the London Agreement by which they adopted the Charter of the International Military Tribunal (IMT), setting for the jurisdiction substantive law and procedure governing the Nuremberg Tribunal. The International Military Tribunal for the Far East, commonly known as the Tokyo Tribunal, was created by order of Gen. Douglas MacArthur. The jurisdiction, powers, and procedures were similar to the Nuremberg Tribunal.

The IMT at Nuremberg established the principle of individual responsibility for acts committed by persons against their own nationals and foreigners during wartime. The major leaders of the Axis efforts were brought to trial and sentences including death were imposed.

The charter establishing the Nuremberg Tribunal also established the procedures to be followed. Proceedings were initiated by indictment against defendants who had been designated by the Committee of the Chief Prosecutors as major war criminals. Procedure before the Nuremberg Tribunal war was based on the Anglo American adversarial system, and defendants were granted specified rights, including the right to counsel, to testify on their own behalf, to present evidence, and to cross-examine witnesses. Trials in absentia were authorized and the death penalty could be and was imposed.

The judgment of the IMT stated that the IMT Charter establishing the Nuremberg Tribunal “was the exercise of the sovereign legislative power by the countries to which the German Reich unconditionally surrendered.” The charter granted the tribunal jurisdiction over individuals who, as individuals or as members of organizations, committed crimes against peace, war crimes, or crimes against humanity. In addition, responsibility was imposed on leaders, organizers, instigators, and accomplices for all acts performed in execution of a common plan or conspiracy. The jurisdiction of the tribunal was limited to those war criminals whose crimes had no particular location and did not prejudice the jurisdiction of any of the national or occupation courts. The jurisdiction, powers, and procedures of the Tokyo Tribunal were essentially similar to the Nuremberg Tribunal.

Despite the efforts to create a fair and impartial tribunal, the Nuremberg Tribunal was criticized. It was argued that the trials violated the principle against ex post facto laws particularly with respect to the charges pertaining to crimes against the peace. Additionally, it was argued that the tribunals tried only the vanquished and that the judges, all allied nationals, were not impartial. Similar criticisms were directed to the Tokyo Tribunals.

The Nuremberg tribunal consisted of four judges, one appointed by each of the Allied powers, Britain, France, the Soviet Union, and the United States. The chief prosecutor was Justice Robert H. Jackson.

The Tokyo Tribunal consisted of 11 judges, from 11 countries, Australia, Canada, China, France, Britain, India, the Netherlands, New Zealand, the Philippines, the Soviet Union, and the United States, all appointed by Gen. MacArthur.

The Nuremberg Tribunal initially indicted 24 defendants and ultimately tried 22 of them, one in absentia. Of the 22 tried, the tribunal convicted 19 defendants. In addition, several thousand Nazi war criminals were tried before national courts or before tribunals administered by the Allies after the war.

The post-World War II tribunals were important not only because they brought to justice those accused of the most heinous crimes but also because they served an educational purpose, bringing to widespread public attention the atrocities committed by the Axis powers during World War II. In addition, several important principles called the Nuremberg Principles emerged and were adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations on December 11, 1946. These included: the principle that an individual could be held responsible for violating international law, that reliance on domestic law does not excuse an individual of responsibility, that heads of state are not immune from prosecution, and that following superior orders is not a defense.

The United Nations has been involved with efforts to create an international criminal court almost from its inception. In 1948, the General Assembly requested the International Law Commission to examine the establishment of an international criminal court with jurisdiction over genocide and other crimes. These efforts, however, fell casualty to the Cold War, and efforts to create such a court were held in abeyance.

Following these tribunals, no international war crimes tribunals were established until the 1990s. In response to evidence of serious violations of international humanitarian law taking place in the conflict in the former Yugoslavia, the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) was established by a Security Council Resolution on May 25, 1993. The jurisdiction of the court is limited to serious violations of international humanitarian law committed in the former Yugoslavia since 1991 and includes war crimes, genocide, and other crimes against humanity.

The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) is similar to the Yugoslav War Crimes Tribunal. It was established by the Security Council of the United Nations to prosecute persons responsible for genocide and other serious violations of international humanitarian law committed in the territory of Rwanda between January 1, 1994, and December 31, 1994. It may also prosecute Rwandan citizens charged with such crimes committed in the territory of neighboring states during the same period.

The International Law Commission, as mandated by the United Nations General Assembly, issued a draft statute for an international criminal court in 1994, and a diplomatic convention was convened in Rome in 1998 to adopt a statute for the creation of an international criminal court. On July 17, 1998, the UN diplomatic conference adopted the statute for a permanent international criminal court (ICC) by a vote of 120 in favor, 7 against, and 21 abstentions. The international criminal court will come into existence when 60 states ratify the statute.

The Yugoslav and Rwanda Tribunals were created by a resolution of the Security Council acting under Chapter VII of the Charter United Nations and sets forth the substantive jurisdiction of the courts. Rules of Procedure were adopted by the judges of tribunal pursuant to the statute. Some states have voiced criticism of the courts, arguing that the creation of the courts exceeded the power of the Security Council.

The ICTY and ICTR were created by a resolution of the United Nations Security Council and bind all member states of the United Nations. Their jurisdiction extends to natural persons, and states are required to cooperate with the tribunals in the investigation and prosecution of persons accused of committing serious violation of international humanitarian law.

The ICTY is situated in the Hague and enjoys primacy over national courts. The statute prohibits double jeopardy, except that the tribunal may try a person who has been tried by a national court where the relevant act was characterized as an ordinary crime or where the national court proceedings were not impartial or independent, were designed to shield the accused from international criminal responsibility, or were not diligently prosecuted. The statute requires that trials be fair and expeditious and guarantees suspects and the accused internationally recognized rights. Thus, the accused is presumed innocent and among the rights guaranteed are the right to be informed promptly and in detail of the charges against him, to have adequate time and facilities for preparation of a defense, and to communicate with counsel of his own choosing, to have legal counsel provided if he cannot afford it, to be tried without undue delay; to cross-examine witnesses; to remain silent; and to obtain disclosure of certain evidence.

The ICTY is composed of three organs, the prosecutor, the Chambers, and the Registry. The prosecution acts independently as a separate organ of the tribunal to investigate the crimes within the tribunal’s jurisdiction, prepare charges, and prosecute accused persons. She may request a state to arrest a suspect provisionally and to seize evidence. Upon sufficient evidence of reasonable grounds to believe that the suspect committed a crime, the indictment is submitted to a trial chamber judge, who, if he concurs, confirms the indictment and may issue any necessary orders, including order for the arrest, surrender, and transfer of the accused.

The defendant then enters a plea and the parties may make preliminary or other motions, including dismissal for lack of jurisdiction and exclusion of evidence.

Trials begin with optional opening statements followed by presentation of the evidence. Witnesses are examined by the parties, though judges may call witnesses and pose questions. In addition to the parties, the tribunal may invite or permit any state, organization, or person to appear before it and make submissions. After presentation of the evidence, the parties may present closing arguments.

Although a trial in absentia is not permitted, if the custody of the accused cannot be obtained, the prosecutor may nevertheless present the case to the trial chamber and if the chamber finds that there are reasonable grounds to find that the defendant committed the crime, an international arrest warrant can be issued. Penalties include imprisonment.

Upon conviction, penalties of imprisonment restriction can be imposed but the death penalty cannot be imposed. Both the defendant and the prosecution can appeal judgment.

The Rwanda War Crimes Tribunal is appended to the Yugoslavia Tribunal, and its statute is closely based on the latter’s. It is situated in Arusha, Tanzania. Like the ICTY it is technically a subsidiary, though independent, organ of the Security Council. Its organization is identical to that of the Yugoslav Tribunal, with separate prosecutorial, judicial, and administrative organs. Although its trial chambers are separate from those of ICTY, the organization and procedure of the trial chambers are basically identical, and the two tribunals share a common appellate chamber, as well as a common prosecutor and some common prosecutorial staff.

The Rwanda Tribunal’s jurisdiction extends to genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. Jurisdiction is concurrent with national courts, although the tribunal has primacy over national courts. The statute’s provisions on individual responsibility, defenses, immunities, and double jeopardy are identical to those in the ICTY statute.

In accordance with the tribunal’s statute, the ICTR’s judges adopted the Rules of Procedure and Evidence of the ICTY, with only minor changes. Both the ICTY rules and the ICTR rules have been revised on several occasions to enhance efficiency and reflect tribunal practice.

The Yugoslav War Crimes Tribunal is composed of 16 permanent independent judges and a maximum of nine ad litem independent judges. No two judges may be nationals of the same state. Each trial chamber is composed of three permanent judges and a maximum of six ad litem judges. The appeals chamber is composed of seven permanent judges, two of whom are appointed from the International Tribunal for Rwanda. The qualifications of the judges are set forth in Article 13 of the International Tribunal Statute and require that:

The permanent and ad litem judges shall be persons of high moral character, impartiality and integrity who possess the qualifications required in their respective countries for appointment to the highest judicial offices. In the overall composition of the Chambers and sections of the Trial Chambers, due account shall be taken of the experience of the judges in criminal law, international law, including international humanitarian law and human rights law.

Judges of the ICTY and ICTR are nominated by member states of the United Nations. The General Assembly then elects the permanent judges from a list of candidates submitted by the Security Council for a term of four years and there are no term limitations for reelection.

The permanent judges of the International Tribunal elect a president from among their number. The president is a member of the appeals chamber and assigns four others to work with the appeals chamber and nine to work with the trial chamber. The permanent judges of each trial chamber elect a presiding judge from among their number, who oversees the work of the trial chamber as a whole.

The prosecutor is appointed by Security Council on nomination by the secretary-general for a four-year term and can be reelected. The prosecutor must be “of high moral character and possess the highest level of competence and experience in the conduct of investigations and prosecutions of criminal cases.”

The acceptance of the Nuremberg Principles was the first step in the development of international human rights law. These principles were elaborated on and embodied in the International Human Rights Conventions that followed. The international community affirmed that how a nation treated its own nationals is of concern to the international community and that governments would be held accountable.

Further, the principle of individual responsibility for violation of international law has been developed and strengthened by the ad hoc tribunals established in Nuremberg, the former Yugoslavia, and Rwanda.

ELIZABETH F. DEFEIS

See also: International Criminal Court; Kuper, Leo; Proxmire, William; United Nations War Crimes Commission

Further Reading

Aldrich, George. “Jurisdiction of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia.” American Journal of International Law Vol. 64 (1996): 90.

Bassiouni, M. Cherif, and Peter Manikas. The Law of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia. Irvington-on-Hudson, NY: Transnational Publishers, 1996.

Bassiouni, M. Cherif. Crimes Against Humanity in International Criminal Law. 2nd Rev. ed. Boston: Kluwer Law International, 1999.

Bassiouni, M. Cherif, ed. International Criminal Law. Ardsley, NY: Transnational Publishers, 1999, 3 vols.

Ferencz, Benjamin B. An International Criminal Court: A Step toward World Peace. New York: Oceana Publications, 1980, 2 vols.

Taylor, Telford. The Anatomy of the Nuremberg Trials. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1992.

Whitaker Report 

The Whitaker Report was a wide-ranging special report on genocide, which was formally submitted to the United Nations (UN) Sub-Commission on Prevention and Discrimination and Protection of Minorities (Commission on Human Rights of the UN Economic and Social Committee) on July 2, 1985. The report was compiled and written by now-retired British Labour Party politician Benjamin Whitaker, whom the UN had tasked with writing the comprehensive report. The Whitaker Report was formally entitled Revised and Updated Report on the Question of the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. Because of problems with a 1978 UN report on genocide, known as the Ruhashyankiko Report, in 1983 the Sub-Commission requested that the United Nations Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) permit a new and revised report to be compiled, and Whitaker was given the title of special UN rapporteur that same year.

The Whitaker Report consisted of a Forward, Introduction, Appendix, and a four-part analysis. Part I provided an Historical Overview; Part II provided a detailed analysis of the existing United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG); Part III discussed the future of genocide and the prevention of it; and Part IV listed recommendations and conclusions.

In Part I, Whitaker discussed past genocides, and made specific reference to the 1915–1923 Armenian Genocide, which earlier UN reports had failed to do. This was the first written document from the UN that acknowledged those tragic events. In Part II, Whitaker took up the deficiencies of the UNCG of 1948. Here he tackled a number of issues, some of them quite controversial. They included the determination of groups that were not then protected by the UNCG, the intent to commit genocide, the definition of the acts that constitute genocide, UNCG enforcement, and the statute of limitations involving genocidal crimes. In Part III, Whitaker prescribed the need to institute mechanisms by which genocides may be predicted, prevented, or stopped once they begin. He also discussed the need for an international court of human rights, where those accused of war crimes and crimes against humanity may be tried in a supranational criminal tribunal.

Part IV of Whitaker’s report was perhaps the most illuminating but also the most controversial. Among other things, he urged that the UNCG be expanded to include groups who had been previously left out of the Convention because of political or cultural considerations. Those groups included political groups as well as groups targeted because of their sexual orientation. He also suggested that ecocide (the purposeful destruction of the natural environment), and cultural genocide be studied further and, perhaps, added to the UNCG.

The Sub-Commission formally accepted Whitaker’s report, although it failed to “approve” it because of political considerations. Indeed, a number of its suggestions and recommendations were virtually ignored. The establishment of the International Criminal Court (ICC) at The Hague in 2002, however, was a significant vindication of Whitaker’s work, as he had specifically called for such a tribunal in Part III of his report. In 1993–1994, the Sub-Commission revisited the issue of genocide and vowed to institute some of Whitaker’s other recommendations.

PAUL G. PIERPAOLI JR.
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Historical Dilemmas 

The Historical Dilemma section introduces students and researchers to debates and controversies in the study of certain genocides and atrocities. It presents a historical question with different perspectives on the issue, showing users not only how scholars utilize evidence to present their respective arguments, but how certain topics in genocide studies continue to be debated.

What Are the Most Effective Ways to Prevent Future Genocides?

Introduction

In an attempt to draw attention to a conflict and garner enough international attention and action before the situation turns into an episode of mass murder, potential genocide prevention strategies are compiled by various scholars, organizations, government officials, politicians, activists, and international institutions—sometimes working in tandem or separately. Those who are familiar with the criteria necessary for a conflict to escalate to a genocide have found it essential to research, analyze, and present information to draw attention to and shape international opinion on these events as well as propose potential solutions in order to quell such scenarios prior to them becoming genocide.

Genocide prevention activism in the late 20th and early 21st centuries has been successful in creating international awareness of gross human rights violations and violent conflicts that could potentially turn into genocidal events. However, despite these successes, genocidal actions were conducted in Bosnia, Rwanda, and Darfur, as the world watched and did little in response. Nonetheless, genocide prevention models and strategies provide a valuable set of tools for forecasting potential hotspots and providing solutions to major powers and international organizations so they can take action. In light of this, it is fair to ask the question: What are the most effective ways to prevent future genocides?

In the first Perspective essay, Gregory H. Stanton argues that organizations dedicated to genocide prevention can make a significant difference in preventing genocidal incidents. Stanton uses his personal experience through his work with Genocide Watch as an example of how such activism can be successful in drawing attention to and encouraging responses from the international community. In the second Perspective essay, Henry C. Theriault argues that while genocide prevention can be successful in certain instances, more often than not, complications arise that can make it difficult for international action to be prompt in responding to instances of genocide. However, Theriault still thinks it is possible and necessary to bring attention to and educate the public about the potential for genocide. In the third Perspective essay, Colin Tatz discusses the limits of genocide prevention. Tatz argues that despite the best attempts at international intervention through sanctions or military action, prevention schemes often overlook the political and social factors which created the context for potential genocidal events.

Perspective 1: Genocide Watch

Genocide Watch has developed an early warning system using our understanding of the genocidal process to predict and recommend policies to prevent genocide. Through the International Alliance to End Genocide, the first anti-genocide coalition (founded in 1999), we maintain close relations with policy makers who can take preventive action. Rapid response by regional alliances has prevented or stopped several genocides: in East Timor, Kosovo, Ivory Coast, Ethiopia, and Sierra Leone.

We have created international tribunals to try genocidists in former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, East Timor, and Cambodia. And we finally have an International Criminal Court (the ICC). The UN Security Council has referred the situation in Darfur to the ICC. It has indicted President Omar al-Bashir, Abdul Rahim, and Ahmed Harun for crimes against humanity and genocide in Darfur. But al-Bashir has just laughed. He even appointed Harun (one of those indicted) to be Governor of South Kordofan where he is leading another genocide against the people of the Nuba Mountains.

The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) has finished 50 trials and convicted 29 persons. The Cambodian Tribunal has sentenced Comrade Duch, the commander of the Tuol Sleng Prison that tortured and killed 14,000 Cambodians, to life in prison. And the surviving leaders of the Khmer Rouge are finally on trial, 30 years after I founded the Cambodian Genocide Project while still a student at Yale Law School in 1982.

In 30 years of work against genocide, I have learned two things about genocide prevention. The first lesson is the direct result of our own human incapacity to comprehend or feel sympathy for large groups of people half way around the world. Because individuals cannot do that, we need permanent institutions established that will watch out for precursors of genocide, take action to prevent it, intervene to stop it, and arrest and prosecute those who commit it.

Institutions are necessary to overcome the fleeting nature of our concern. That is why in 2000, I proposed and the International Alliance to End Genocide lobbied, and in 2004 the UN Secretary General created the UN Special Advisor for the Prevention of Genocide. It is why we support President Barack Obama’s U.S. Atrocities Prevention Board and the creation of similar institutions in Britain, France, Germany, India, Nigeria and other nations around the world. But warning is not enough.

We must also create institutions for action. Unfortunately, President Obama has not matched his promise of “Never again” with any concrete action to stop the Sudanese government’s genocide in the Nuba Mountains and Darfur. President Obama should impose a NO FLY Zone over the Nuba Mountains. Any Sudanese bomber or helicopter gunship that attacks a Nuba village should be allowed to land and then destroyed (when their crews have left at night) by cruise missiles fired from American warships in the Indian Ocean. And their runways should be destroyed. North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) airstrikes in Libya took control of the skies from Muammar Gaddafi. The same should be done with Omar Hassan Ahmad al-Bashir’s Sudan.

The UN has completely failed to prevent or stop genocide, largely because of paralysis by threatened vetoes by one or more of the permanent members so the Security Council, but also because of the UN’s continuing unwillingness to offend member states. Regional alliances like NATO, ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), the OAS (Organization of American States) and ECOWAS (the Economic Community of West African States, led by Nigeria), have been effective interveners. The UN Charter specifically authorizes regional intervention.

The International Criminal Court needs an Optional Protocol to create an international police force with the sole mandate to arrest leaders indicted by the ICC. This police force could be created without any action by the UN—through a treaty among the Assembly of States-Parties to the ICC.

The second lesson I have learned is that genocide prevention must start and be led by people from countries at risk. It cannot be led by an American organization in Washington D.C., led by a pacifist director, that is unwilling to advocate the use of force to stop genocide. Prevention must especially begin from the ground up in countries at risk of genocide. A true International Alliance to End Genocide can support such local efforts and create an international mass movement to end genocide. The best example is Liberia.

Leemah Gbowee, a fish seller in Monrovia, Liberia had a strange dream one night. She dreamed that the market women of Monrovia should begin each week with an hour of prayer for peace in Liberia, a country then torn apart by civil war between Charles Taylor’s government and the Revolutionary United Front (RUF). Both sides cut off arms and hands, raped women, conscripted child soldiers and turned them into killers on drugs—they committed every war crime. She told her dream to a Muslim friend who also sold fish in the market, and they began the weekly prayer meetings in the fish market. More and more women joined until 5,000 women were praying every week. Taylor’s entourage drove blithely by in their Mercedes limousines.

Then Leemah Gbowee and the other women demanded a meeting with Taylor and with the leaders of the RUF. When they met them, the women demanded an immediate ceasefire and negotiations to end the war. Both sides agreed; and talks began in Accra, Ghana. But the women did not trust the men to make peace. They pooled their nickels and quarters, rented buses, and went to Accra themselves. They slept outside, sometimes in the rain, while the men slept in four-star hotels. The talks between the men, led by a former Nigerian President, went nowhere.

Finally, fed up, the women walked into the building where the talks were underway and sat down in the hallways. The Ghanaian police threatened to arrest them. One of the senior women said she would make it easy for them by removing all her clothes. (One of the most humiliating things that can happen to a man in Ghana is for a grandmother to disrobe in front of him.) The police backed off.

Finally the Nigerian ex-President told the men that if they did not come to agreement in three days, he would turn the talks over to the women. The agreement they reached included the exile of Charles Taylor to Nigeria.

Peace returned to Liberia and in the next election, with the women’s crucial votes, Dr. Ellen Johnson Sirleaf become the first woman elected President of an African country. Leymah Gbowee, Ellen Johnson Sirleaf, and the Yemeni woman human rights activist, Tawakkul Karman won the Nobel Peace Prize in 2011. Charles Taylor was tried for his crimes and convicted. He will likely spend the rest of his life in prison.

GREGORY H. STANTON

Perspective 2: Studies and Recommendations for Prevention

Recently, scholars, policy makers, and human rights activists have focused on intervention against genocides. For instance, many organizations entreated the United Nations and individual countries to stop the 1994 Rwandan Genocide and the 1992–1995 Bosnia Genocide. Scholars and activists continue today to urge intervention against Sudan government’s nine-year genocide in Darfur and violence against groups in the Nuba Mountains and South Kordofan since 2011. In case after case, however, little or nothing has been done to intervene. Furthermore, even in cases of intervention, it occurred only after much death and suffering. The 1999 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bombing of Serbia to prevent escalating violence in Kosovo happened after 100,000 to 200,000 Bosnians and others had been murdered and countless raped in the Bosnia Genocide. Intervention in East Timor came only when the same government that had already killed 250,000 people a few years earlier started killing thousands more.

Because intervention happens only too late or not at all, many scholars, activists, and policy makers now emphasize prevention. Governments and organizations outside a country that might commit genocide as well as citizens and political leaders inside that country can try to stop a genocide before it even begins.

There are, unfortunately, many difficulties with prevention. First, it requires making an educated guess whether genocide is truly going to happen. Since we cannot predict the future accurately, this requires “judgement calls” by qualified experts based on “early warning signs.” For instance, some scholars have said that national identification cards that record an individual’s tribal, ethnic, or religious group are a genocide warning sign, because the cards help mark off potential victims from potential perpetrators. Some scholars also point to violence by a government, particularly one that is not democratic: if a government believes that it is acceptable to commit violence against its own or another society’s people, it might come to think that mass murder of such people is acceptable.

Yet, even when the warning signs of genocide seem reasonably clear, that does not mean outside or inside groups will act to prevent genocide. Often, nonexperts and even some experts disagree that genocide is a threat or tell themselves that it is not even though they should know better. And, when many people agree that there is a danger of genocide, the question becomes, what can be done to prevent it? Should military forces from other countries go in and remove the potentially genocidal government from power? But, in a world where we are supposed to be innocent until proven guilty, unless we can be 100 percent sure that a government is about to commit genocide, what gives us the right to remove it from power? Also, often outside groups are not willing to risk the deaths of their own citizens to stop a genocide against some other group. What is more, if there is military action, this could lead to a big war in which many people are killed on all sides, including in the victim group that outsiders were trying to save from genocide.

Prevention is also complicated because the earlier in time we are, the harder it is to see warning signs and have some level of certainty that they are leading to genocide. For all of these reasons, genocide prevention is a very difficult issue even for the most experienced scholars and policy makers.

That does not mean, however, that we should not try to prevent genocide. Because genocide is so constant in our world—it is difficult to think of a period in the past 520 years, for instance, in which there has been no genocidal activity in the world—and destroys so many people—R. J. Rummel of the University of Hawai’i estimates that between 170 and 360 million people were killed by governments from 1900 to 1987—most people would agree we must try.

Some policy makers have made concrete proposals. The Genocide Prevention Task Force led by former U.S. secretary of state Madeleine Albright and former U.S. secretary of defense William Cohen, in 2008’s Preventing Genocide: A Blueprint for U.S. Policymakers, discuss many prevention strategies. For instance, outside powers can use incentives such as increased trade to gain better treatment of potential victim groups, or they can use consequences, such as trade embargoes or denial of favorable trade status, to coerce a government into better treatment. Such approaches have the potential to work well when a genocide is motivated by economic or national security concerns, for instance, as is the case with the destruction of indigenous peoples in the Amazon Basin area during the past four decades.

Another method promises even better results than the Albright-Cohen piecemeal approach. This takes recognizing that the United States and other great powers are not simply bystanders to genocides that happen somewhere else, but are sometimes active participants themselves. The United States provided military and political support to Guatemala’s government as it murdered approximately 200,000 members of its indigenous Mayan population in the 1970s-1990s and to the Indonesian government as it killed about 500,000 “communists” in 1965–66 and 250,000 East Timorese starting in 1975. Support has included guns, help from U.S. Navy ships, efforts in the UN to prevent discussion, etc. One very good prevention strategy is to withdraw military and political support from governments that appear to be heading toward genocide. In this way, such governments might have fewer guns to commit genocide and will not have political support to hide from the consequences of genocidal acts.

This discussion has been about prevention in other societies, as if our own has no chance of committing genocide. But it has committed genocide, for instance, against Native Americans. How can we prevent our own society—and how can other societies prevent themselves—from committing genocide in the future? Psychologist Ervin Staub has argued that an important concern for genocide prevention is how we educate and “socialize” people in our society, particularly children. If people grow up learning that prejudice and violence are acceptable, they are more likely to participate in genocide. As Staub says, there is always an extremist leader or group in any society; genocides occur when people follow that extremist. By educating and socializing people against violence and prejudice, we can reduce the number of people willing to follow such leaders and commit genocide. If we make sure our society is truly committed to nonviolence and human rights, we can make it much less likely to commit genocide.

There is still another level of prevention. It is easy not to notice, but our current world has come about through past genocides and other mass human rights violations such as slavery, as much as by any other force. The land of the United States was depopulated of its 10 million native inhabitants largely through genocide and the bulk of the labor that build the colonies and then United States in their first 250 years was from slaves. A similar situation exists around the world, from Ireland to Australia. The awful truth is that genocide usually helps those committing it a great deal. They get land, wealth, and power. What is more, genocide has become part of the very way we do politics and fight wars. Real prevention of genocide will require us to change the way we do politics and fight wars. Perhaps the way to start this is to recognize the wrongs of the past and try to address them, so that genocide no longer is a benefit for perpetrators.

HENRY C. THERIAULT

Perspective 3: Reservations about Genocide Prevention

The concept of prevention is in the forefront of both suicide and genocide studies. I am a student of both. We do not know the precise causes of self-death or of mass death, and so the word prevention is misleading and pretentious. Neither case is like measles or smallpox, and no inoculation or prophylactic is to hand. Early detecting of symptoms, perhaps deflecting and intervening are possible—but not obviating, precluding, excluding or pre-empting the phenomena.

Genocide is never spontaneous. Always incremental, it is an accretion of ideas and actions like a set of building blocks or an engine assembly. There is always a context which allows for diagnosis and analysis, perhaps an autopsy, of what has gone before—the terrain, the antecedent events, precursory signs and actions. Two scholars—Yehuda Bauer on the Judeocide and Richard Dekmejian on the Armenian Genocide—talk of five factors that produce or occasion genocidal events: an ancient hatred or ideological imperative, a brutal dictatorship, a war setting, a compliant bureaucracy and a use of technology. Their paradigm derives from European experiences, but when we look at Rwanda, as one example, some of these elements are missing, or are different. Post-Holocaust research has also shown that democracies, like Australia, can commit genocide, even outside of a war setting.

We can try to predict a genocidal event by a focus on at-risk factors, early warning signs and symptoms, cries for help (as with suicide). But when or what precisely is “early” and what is a “warning sign”? American scholars Ted Gurr and Barbara Harff have done fine service in producing politico-sociological analyses of “at-risk” societies, assigning graduated weightings to the most likely to the less likely victim groups. With their checklist, we may get it right in some instances. Yet coming from South Africa, as I did, one could see all the outward signs, the “downstream factors”—of authoritarianism, race hatred and division, oppression, suppression, violence, censorship, exile of citizens, imprisonments without trial, politically motivated murders; assessors would have been right in defining crimes against humanity but they would have been wrong in diagnosing genocide.

The Carnegie Commission on Preventing Deadly Conflict (1994–1999) outlined two broad strategies: operational prevention and structural prevention. The former is really intervention, of how to respond to an immediate crisis. The latter is intended as keeping crises from occurring. In essence, that means trying to teach people about the rule of law, democratic processes, open economies and social “safety nets.” Unashamedly American, these structural proposals are essentially about democracy as the antidote to all, or most, conflicts.

The topic here is prevention, that is, the quick extinguishment of the sparks that may, or are likely to, cause something to flare, or which has begun to show actual signs of escalating into that ultimate crime. What exactly can hinder, impede, frustrate or forestall what German author Christian Pross calls the use of “ideological tools for a biological solution to a social [or political] problem.” That is an accurate and astute description of what genocide is, and so the question is, how do we stop that mindset?

Outlawing the crime of genocide has not stopped it, and punishment has been absent, or tardy and slow enough, or so bogged down in technicalities, as to be seen as an insufficient, even a poor, deterrent to potential génocidaires. The Turkish courts-martial in 1919, the Leipzig trials in Germany after World War I, the Nuremberg Trials and over 100,000 “smaller” trials that followed in the two Germanys and Austria after the International Military Tribunal, and the Rwanda and Former Yugoslavia special tribunals of more recent times have not produced a sufficient fear of public trial and punishment to prevent repetition.

Sanctions of arms, fuels, finance, goods and services, have not proven prophylactic enough, whether against murderous Italy in Abyssinia (Ethiopia) or neo-genocidal Japan in China’s Nanking in the 1930s. Sanctions against Syria some 77 years later did not stop the death of some 60,000 civilians by the end of 2012, with many more dead to come.

We need a close look at “upstream” factors or signs. First, at political geography, a lens of great value but too rarely used. Who, for example, blocks the pathway to expanded territorial boundaries; which domains, like Kashmir, frustrate the ambitions of powerful neighbors? Where do we find valued resources, like crops or cattle or minerals, seemingly in the hands of minorities who will not share the goods? Who has grain and who does not in a climate change vortex? Where do potential victims have assets which others covet and which would be available readily if the owners were simply not there, as in many Amazonian cases? Where have populations been moved across earlier maps, where have populations disappeared from such maps? What exactly have been the factors in what look like (and often are not) voluntary migrations?

Landscape is a good a place to begin. The political maps drawn in the 19th century “scramble for Africa” produced fatal results because of the casting aside of tribal boundaries and affiliations in favor of “desirable” or neat political units. Some units in Asia (and Britain) have had to resort to partition because conflicting groups have been unable to coexist within a new political domain. Landscapes are as important as the examination of local history, politics, and sociology. It is not difficult to find evidence of both episodic and chronic violence as a means of resolving disputes, of enslavement or deportation or exile as evidence that a biological remedy has been adopted as a solution to “problems.”

An “upstream” examination of the physical place and plight of Christian minorities in the Near East (circa 1880–1915), at their lack of a “homeland” shield, at the history of their vilification—politically, culturally, linguistically and religiously—would have signaled the events to come, especially after the massacre of some 200,000 Armenians in 1894 by Sultan Hamid II. “Upstream” factors were always visible in modern Europe in relation to Jews and Romani peoples, and there was no shortage of evidence that these were “undesirable” people. The homicidal texts underlying both Christian and “racial science” doctrines were not that difficult to detect. The genocidal engines that finally destroyed them did not land in a Nazi space ship in 1933: they were built, by accretion, with each engine part or building block evident “upstream” in time. That people, including the victims, did not want to see “things” is not to say that those “things” were not present. Kurds in Turkey, Iraq and Iran today are the obvious case of landscape and history leading to genocide in embryo. Extra lessons in democracy are neither curative nor preventative.

The CIA World Factbook offers a good starting point. It details 267 political entities, listing their physical attributes, population composition, geography, history, systems of government, economies, communications, transport systems and the like. Applying a template of past genocides and neo-genocides, it cannot be that difficult to locate “sparks” or even “embers,” let alone “fires.” But having found something indicative, what is missing, and will always remain missing, is the concerted political will to avert the possibly avertable. One need look no further than the attitudes of Belgium, France and the United States as the Rwandan events of 1994 began to unfold—especially against the landscape-history of what happened in Burundi in 1972. The world gets better at intervening, as with “no-fly” zones in Iraq in 1991 to further protect Kurds from chemical and bacterial weapons already used. But intervening and stopping are not synonyms for preventing.

COLIN TATZ

Can Humanitarian Intervention in Countries Suffering from Genocidal Violence be Justified, Even though Such Intervention Conflicts with International Law?

Introduction

The incidence of genocide in the contemporary world often raises the question of whether humanitarian intervention is a viable option to quell the situation. While the international community observes such deteriorating situations and attempts diplomatic solutions to prevent the violence from escalating, quite often, this does little to nothing in ending the slaughter of innocents. Despite the instruments of international law designed at ensuring military action to stop genocidal policies, international disagreements over intervention, the primacy of domestic politics, and military considerations over national interests, often shape the desire or reluctance to become involved in humanitarian intervention. Moreover, questions of national sovereignty and its infringement by international military actions are frequently raised by proposed humanitarian interventions. Recent genocides, most notably Rwanda and Bosnia, resulted in limited international intervention under the support of the United Nations and/ or the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which limited the damage to some extent, but were often controversial due either to inaction or questionable military strikes. Moreover, the sanctity of national sovereignty as upheld by international law conflicts with the existing international instruments of law to ensure military action to prevent and end genocidal policies. Can humanitarian intervention in countries suffering from genocidal violence be justified, even though such intervention conflicts with international law?

In his Perspective essay, Henry C. Theriault argues the international principle of national sovereignty is sacrosanct and should not be violated, lest it set a precedent for interventions that would violate the precept that protects the existence of nation-states. While international legal instruments exist to prevent genocidal excess, these are typical in conflict with international law in certain instances. Moreover, major world powers have often used genocidal violence as an excuse to engage in aggression abroad. Lastly, sometimes intervention creates more problems than it solves, unleashing greater instability in already troubled world regions. In contrast, in his Perspective essay, Henry Carey maintains that saving human lives trumps national sovereignty and the international community has a responsibility to intervene to stop genocidal violence. Carey recognizes that much needs to be done in the realm of international law to create more concrete guidelines for intervention, but that noninvolvement is not an option when a genocide is clearly being undertaken by a regime against people under its power. Lastly, in his Perspective essay, Alexander Mikaberidze traces the complex history of international intervention in genocidal episodes and how international law has evolved over time. He concludes that these events should be stopped by the international community only when warranted and not as an excuse to begin aggression against a particular nation-state (i.e., U.S. 2003 invasion of Iraq). Only through the proper channels of international order, namely through cooperation with the United Nations (UN) should interventions be exercised. In this manner, national sovereignty is not violated, but sanctioned by the necessity of saving the civilian population of a rogue regime bent on their death.

Perspective 1: Military Intervention not Justified

“ Intervention” can mean military or nonmilitary intervention. However, in most cases, nonmilitary intervention, that is, intervention that does not use violence or other force, does not conflict with international law. For instance, under most conditions, any country is free to choose to invoke economic sanctions against another country; it is only a violation of international law if force is used without United Nations (UN) or other international legal sanction. Similarly, any country can send relief aid to another country, which can accept or refuse it as it wishes; it is only a violation of international law if force is used to impose the relief aid on the country in question.

Military intervention is use of force to protect victims and/or to prevent perpetrators from committing violence, whether by degrading their ability to commit the violence or defeating them and taking them out of power. Military intervention can be authorized by, for instance, a United Nations Security Council resolution, or it can be unauthorized, such as the unilateral 1999 North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) bombing of Serbia in response to violence against Kosovo Albanians.

Is military intervention that is not authorized legally justifiable in cases of genocide? It goes without saying that, if a genocide can be prevented or stopped by nonmilitary means that do not conflict with international law, then clearly military action is not justified. What of cases in which it appears that military intervention is the best option, however? If it is the case that international law is flawed or has gaps that allow genocides that should be prevented based on international human rights law, then unauthorized intervention might be justified.

But international law does not seem to be flawed or incomplete, at least for more than a decade, with the general acceptance of the concept of the “responsibility to protect.” This principle has two core elements. First, a government that enjoys sovereign rule over its population also has the responsibility to protect the human rights of that population from others and to promote rather than abuse those human rights itself. Second, when a government fails in its responsibility toward its own people, not only do other governments have the right to intervene, but they have the responsibility to intervene. The “responsibility to protect” is now generally understood as an interpretation of the implications of current international law. Thus, in cases of serious human rights abuse such as genocides, international law allows for intervention even when this will violate state sovereignty.

Even if the formal legal mechanisms for intervention despite state sovereignty exist, however, military intervention might still be justified if in practice, due to political manipulations, the “responsibility to protect” is not enforced when it should be. This seemed to happen, for instance, in the case of Rwanda. In recent years, the view that failures such as Rwanda show that there should generally be much more military intervention than there is has become prevalent. As an example, Samantha Power’s A Problem from Hell (2003) can, in fact, be read as an extended, emotionally manipulative polemic aimed at convincing readers that the United States should be intervening militarily much more than it does. While Power certainly and rightly exposes UN inaction on genocides as a serious problem, she also appears to advocate unilateral military action as a response to UN and other failures, as in Kosovo.

But, as much as there are cases in which formal legal mechanisms are not applied to authorize legitimate humanitarian intervention, the opposite is true as well: there appear to be many cases in which humanitarian reasons have been asserted in cases in which the goal might not have been the protection of human rights but the subversion of state sovereignty by the invading power to gain its own economic, political, and/or military advantages. This, for instance, is a criticism often made of the U.S. invasion and occupation of Iraq, which has installed a pro-U.S. government in place of an anti-U.S. government. Herb Hirsch also points out that the promotion of humanitarian military intervention gives great power militaries, especially the United States’, continued legitimacy in the post–Cold War era, when questions arise about why the United States and other countries are maintaining the massive military spending levels of the Cold War.

The principle of sovereignty is an important protection against external military and political intrusions of the sort that were the global rule in the age colonialism. It cannot be set aside without good reason. The imperfect application of international law to human rights issues can be seen to work in both directions, that is, to produce some cases in which intervention should have occurred and others in which it should not have but did. Once we remove the moral force of international legal protections against unilateral military actions, we are likely to increase the number of human rights-abusing interventions at least as much as those that protect human rights, while weakening the very international legal structures that are the foundation of human rights protections in the first place. If the law is not applied perfectly, this is because the tension between sovereignty and the responsibility to protect is (1) subject to political manipulation and (2) is complex and uncertain. The solution to this problem is not to do away with state sovereignty, but to stop political manipulation of international law regarding human rights crises.

There is another issue regarding unlawful intervention. Cases for morally justified unlawful military intervention assume that military intervention is effective at stopping genocidal violence and the only problem is that sometimes international law stands in the way of intervention. But, is even legal military intervention generally successful in stopping or reducing violence? According to genocide scholar Alan Kuperman, military as well as other forms of intervention, such as economic sanctions, can in fact increase the level of violence in a human rights crisis. For instance, it can provoke a backlash by a government that is committing genocide or on a path to do so. It can also embolden armed rebel groups to increase their level of violence, with the result that civilians are caught between government and rebel troops. We can add further that intervention can destabilize a society. As I have argued, in many cases of authorized intervention, intervening forces have also committed significant violations of human rights. If legally authorized military intervention is not morally justified in cases in which it has a reasonable chance of not being effective, then certainly neither is unauthorized military intervention.

What is more, genocide scholar Daniel Feierstein has argued that the problem is not too little intervention, but too much intervention. His main example is the United States. He points out that the United States has been involved in human rights abuses in various Latin American countries, including direct involvement in the Guatemalan Genocide. The solution for him is ending military and other intervention, not increasing it. This is borne out by evidence from other areas of the world. For instance, the second phase of the East Timor Genocide was prevented when the United States, Britain, and Australia withdrew their military and political support for the Indonesian government, support that made the first phase of the genocide starting in 1975 possible.

In sum, not only does unauthorized military intervention undermine the very legal foundations of human rights themselves, but the assumption that it will stop or prevent an on-going or potential genocide is not well-supported. Unauthorized military intervention is, therefore, not justified.

HENRY C. THERIAULT

Perspective 2: Humanitarian Intervention and National Sovereignty

The debate over legalizing “humanitarian intervention” has occurred over the past century, since the Balkan Wars in the early 20th century, when a Christian empire like Britain intervened to protect Christians from attack by the Muslim Ottoman Empire. Initially, there was some acceptance by states that international law would accept armed intervention to protect fellow citizens whose lives were threatened in a foreign country. When the United Nations (UN) Charter became the basis for international law in 1945, the legal prohibition against any armed intervention not sanctioned by the UN Security Council (UNSC) was strengthened, except for unilateral state intervention for individual or collective self-defense, which as regarded by the Charter as an ‘inherent’ right, that is part of customary international law. States have conducted unilateral military interventions which halted or prevented genocide but violated international law. Humanitarian interventions in the 1970s, such as in Tanzania to stop Idi Amin in Uganda, India to stop Pakistan in East Pakistan (what subsequently became Bangladesh), and Vietnam in to stop mass murder by the Khmer Rouge in Cambodia in the 1970s has been limited and selective. Section 139 of the 2005 “World Summit” Resolution of the UN General Assembly authorizes armed intervention only via UNSC authorization.

In addition, the UN Charter permits armed intervention for “individual and collective self-defense.” Self-defense does not legally extend to armed intervention to protect citizens of a foreign government in that foreign country, and assertions that human rights, which are a main Purpose of the UN as stated in its Charter, armed intervention to protect human rights as a legal remedy remains controversial. Even in cases of genocide, legalizing humanitarian intervention remains challenged by legal scholars.

The UN General Assembly passed a recommendation in 2005 for the Responsibility to Protect (R2P), defined as, “the responsibility (of each state) to protect its populations from genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity.” However, that R2P doctrine, which was also controversial because the Charter seems to require a threat to international peace, which is not present in genocide, required UN Security Council authorization, whereas humanitarian intervention, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s (NATO’s) 1999 humanitarian intervention against Serbia to halt the incipient genocide in Kosovo, lacked the UNSC endorsement, which was provided for NATO’s intervention in Libya. It is a responsibility that extends to the international community as a whole. In the event an individual state cannot or will not protect its population R2P requires that appropriate action be taken through the UNSC. While genocide, as the “crime of crimes,” might naturally seem to make sense as a near-automatic exception to prohibitions against intervention, there remain questions about methods and motives. The Charter requires the exhaustion of peaceful methods of dispute resolution prior to recourse to force—though time is of the essence in halting or preventing genocide. Even where successfully preventing genocide and other crimes against humanity, as in Libya, NATO went beyond protecting the ethnic groups in the eastern part of the country to effecting regime change, thereby violating Article 2(4), by changing the government’s “political independence.” Even when a humanitarian intervention has UNSC authorization, it must “[bear] in mind the principles of the [UN] Charter and international law,” according to the 2005 General Assembly Resolution from the “World Summit Outcome.”

Australian scholar Luke Glanville and others suggest that humanitarian intervention has been asserted by proponents like Ellary Stowell, who in the early 20th century argued that sovereignty was not a legal absolute, under the “universally recognized principles of decency and humanity.” As the 2005 UN World Summit indicates, the “collective responsibility to act to protect populations in instances where states fail to do so.”

Perhaps most vexing about genocide is that it is an “intent crime,” which can occur so long as there is a plan to perpetrate genocide. Thus, even before large number of murders of racial, religious, ethnic groups, a genocide has legally occurred. However, the early stages of genocide are the time when diplomacy to avoid war—and thus greater numbers of deaths in the short run, are a distinct possibility, especially if a humanitarian intervention is less than quickly successful. Moreover, the initial crisis may turn out to be less than what are conventionally regarded as genocides—after the murders have been perpetrated—in other words, after it is too late.

The argument in favor of humanitarian intervention is based on the human right to life, as the overriding right that permits all other human rights. Humanitarian intervention is necessary, proponents argue, because the UN Genocide Convention provides not merely for the discretion to intervene, the obligation of states parties to prevent and punish genocide. Furthermore, the four 1949 Geneva Conventions, at the heart of international humanitarian law, require states to facilitate and/or seek disaster relief, a nonviolent form of intervention, in all international armed conflict to curtail the loss of life. Most legal scholars feel these requirements also extend to internal wars, which are typical of many genocides. Strengthening international law to ensure that states meet their obligations makes both armed and aid-based humanitarian interventions, with or without UNSC authorization, as desirable under specific conditions.

Among the necessarily legal conditions for success would include: a) the need to act quickly before more people die; b) the futility of continuing diplomatic and other voluntary measures of conflict resolution; c) the high probability of success of military and aid-based interventions; d) acting through multilateral sanction through the UN or other international organizations or coalitions of willing states, where possible. Of all these requirements, the sine qua non is the probability that attempting to stop a genocide will succeed and not produce more deaths than it prevents, not only in the short, but also in the long run.

There always remains, given the reality that humanitarian intervention usually has a strategic or political motive, in addition to the altruistic one, that the humanitarian motive is less significant to political-military calculations of the intervening parties. Legal scholar Stuart Ford argues that, “It seems futile to rely on the state to prevent crimes that it is committing, and encouragement by the international community [as in the case of Myanmar] is unlikely to be of much use either.” There could be other situations where other states might conduct forcible interventions against the wishes of host states, particularly when the host state might claim it was not responsible, such as natural disasters, like tsunamis, earthquakes, hurricanes and even deforestation where sovereign governments may not appear responsible, but they may still retain good faith desires to utilize international assistance on their own, without dictates by the international community.

It is possible that humanitarian interventions could not save lives, just as state actions may not lead to genocide or crimes against humanity. Syria, Yemen, Bahrain, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo are potential genocides, at the time of writing, where humanitarian intervention might have been used to stop mass repression and murder in recent years. They may not have led to further deaths, however, only because repressive states halted uprisings. Genocides usually or always have occurred during war when states feel most threatened and rebellions have the greatest chance of success. In such situations, calculations about humanitarian intervention are difficult and also can be ethically murky, given this uncertainty. Still, the stakes are greatest during war and failure to act, can appear to be immoral, even though humanitarian intervention may not succeed, epitomized by the current humanitarian dilemma in Syria, where both sides are backed by strong powers.

To become legal, humanitarian intervention will require a reconceptualization of the concepts of national sovereignty and human security. Legal scholar J. Benton Heath suggests that a distinction should be made between internal and external sovereignty. Internal sovereignty derives from external sovereignty and pertains to the obligations leaders owe to their citizenry. Humanitarian intervention under the aforementioned restrictions would not violate sovereignty as sovereignty is commonly understood (e.g., as external sovereignty). Moreover by signing treaties and joining international and regional organizations for example, states are placing limitations on their sovereignty. Seen in this light, humanitarian intervention is just an extension of this trend.

HENRY CAREY

Perspective 3: the Complex History of International Law and Humanitarian Intervention

On April 6, 1994, President Juvénal Habyarimana of Rwanda and several senior government officials were killed when their plane was shot down by a surface-to-air missile near the Kigali airport. Within hours of this event, leading members of the Hutu-dominated government, police, and military started rounding up and executing opposition Tutsi politicians. Special lists of prominent Tutsi community leaders were drafted and “every journalist, every lawyer, every professor, every teacher, every civil servant, every priest, every doctor, every clerk, every student, every civil rights activist were hunted down in a house-to-house operation.” Once the Tutsi leadership was killed, the Hutu-dominated army and militia, along with numerous thugs, hunted down anyone identified as Tutsi. Over the subsequent 100 days, as the world stood by and watched, large scale massacres occurred across Rwanda: 5,500 were killed in Cyahinda, 43,000 Tutsis in Karama Gikongoro and some 100,000 in Butare. By early May, one mutilated body plunged over the Rusomo Falls on the Kagera River every minute. In just 100 days (from April 6 to mid-July) this genocidal mass slaughter claimed over 800,000 lives in Rwanda. And all the while the international community did nothing to stop this massacre. In fact, this tragedy might have continued if not for the military victory of the Rwandan Patriotic Front, a Tutsi force that rallied in the north of Rwanda and successfully counter-attacked. In the wake of this tragedy, many pondered the question of whether the international community should have intervened to stop the carnage? Did it have a legal right to do so? And what about a moral duty to intervene?

Although we tend to think of “humanitarian intervention” as a modern-day matter, the issue of protecting human rights and safeguarding human security has long beleaguered the international community. Its history did not begin in the post–Cold War era and can be traced at least two centuries back. The term itself dates from the 19th century but remains subject of continued debate. Broadly speaking, humanitarian intervention refers to involvement across state borders by a state or international community of states aimed at preventing or ending grave violations of fundamental human rights and suffering or death among inhabitants. The vague nature of the term means that, in practice, it can be difficult to differentiate between different types of involvement in another state’s affairs since there are so many diverse diplomatic and economic activities that may constitute intervention. Nevertheless, in most cases, the term implies the threat or actual use of force inside a given state, an act that necessarily implies violation of international law since it requires action without the permission of the state within whose territory force is applied. So the central question is whether such interventions can be justified.

From ethical and moral considerations, humanitarian intervention can be fully justified where violations are intentional, widespread and systematic. Moral conceptions are important dimensions of human life and teach us differences between right and wrong and responsibility to do the right thing to become a better person. Ancient Greek philosophers argued that the only true harm we can suffer is the harm of doing wrong. Major religions advise believers that moral worthiness is the basis on which God would judge them in afterlife and urge them to cherish their fellow human beings. In this respect, humanitarian intervention can be styled as a product of the duty of beneficence—Leviticus 19:16, for example, contains biblical injunction that “thou shalt not stand idly by the blood of thy neighbor”—and of the responsibility to use force to protect the innocent. rights. To use an oft -cited but instructive example, it is generally accepted that the Allies were morally justified in fighting the Nazis in World War II not simply by virtue of repulsing an aggressor, but also in morally opposing and condemning radical Nazi ideology that sanctioned widespread atrocities.

Timeliness constitutes an important element in this discussion. Intervention must be directed at preventing or ending ongoing humanitarian crisis. Recent events in Iraq offer a good example of this point. American invasion of Iraq in the spring of 2003 was oftentimes justified on the basis of Iraq’s past atrocities. It is true that Saddam Hussein’s regime had a well-documented history of atrocities, including the famous al Anfal Campaign (1988) in which some 100,000 Kurds were slaughtered. However, by 2003, the level of the Iraqi government’s human rights abuses had declined significantly, largely due to the protective no-fly zones enforced by the international community. Thus, the 2003 invasion could not be justified on the basis of Iraq’s past humanitarian atrocities—it may well have been morally permissible in 1988 but a “punitive” intervention 15 years after the event fails to justify the deaths of tens of thousands of Iraqi civilians that have perished in the decade-long violence this invasion unleashed.

Legal concepts can also be used in support of intervention. If we are to discuss the justification for the existence of the modern state, it would be for the protection and enforcement of the natural rights of its citizens. Whenever the state fails in its duties to protect its citizens and their rights, it makes intervention permissible. Natural law that contends that all human beings have certain natural rights and moral duties that are universal and immutable. If persons have certain rights, one legal scholar argues, “then surely one ought not only to respect persons’ rights by not violating them. One ought also to contribute to creating arrangements that will ensure that persons’ rights are not violated. To put the same point somewhat differently, respect for persons requires doing something to ensure that they are treated respectfully.” Natural law proponents argue that our moral obligations to others are not “limited to people with whom we are bound in community by contract, political ties, or common locale. We are obliged to help whoever we can . . . This general duty to help others is the most basic ground within this common morality for interference in the internal affairs of one nation by outsiders, including other nations and international bodies.”

Indeed, one of the founding fathers of international humanitarian law, the great 16th century Dutch jurist Hugo Grotius argued that, where a tyrant “should inflict upon his subjects such treatment as no one is warranted in inflicting, “other states have the right to intervene. Grotius justified such action based on the natural law notion of universal community of humankind. The Dutch jurist argued that government has the right to prosecute not just those who commit crimes against itself or its subjects/citizens, but “also on account of injuries which do not directly affect them but excessively violate the law of nature or of nations in regard of any person whatsoever.” Similarly, St. Thomas Aquinas, the 13th century Christian theologian who wrote a series of influential treatises on war and government, argued that tyranny was the worst of crimes and could be legitimately opposed, including by military action. Starting in the 19th century, proponents of Utilitarianism, which promotes actions that maximize human well being and reduce suffering, also advocate interventionism, arguing that justice of any humanitarian intervention depends entirely on its ultimate results. If it helps increase aggregate well-being, then it is just; and if its direct effect is to decrease aggregate well-being, then it is unjust. Therefore, argue modern day proponents, “allow-ing humanitarian intervention . . . would promote overall well-being.”

The most important international document regulating the exercise of armed force in the international community is the United Nations (UN) Charter. Although Article 2 safeguards states’ absolute sovereignty and territorial integrity, the Charter does contain other provisions that create legal grounds for intervention. For example, some legal scholars point to a technical loophole in Article 2 forbidding threat or use of force against states only when it affects their territorial integrity or political independence. Humanitarian intervention, one may argue, does not seek territorial conquest or political subjugation but rather strives to uphold other fundamental goals of the United Nations—the protection of human rights (Articles 1(3); 55 and 56). Indeed, Article 39 of the UN Charter specifically states that the use of force can be sanctioned in response to “any threat to the peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression.” Thus, large scale massacres, like in Rwanda, Cambodia or Sudan, can be interpreted as threats to international peace, which would constitute legal grounds for violating state’s sovereignty. The United Nations, in fact, had done this in the past and its interventions in Somalia (1992), Rwanda (1994), and Haiti (1994) were sanctioned under Chapter VII of the UN Charter to use military force to end massive human rights abuses.

ALEXANDER MIKABERIDZE

Should Military Personnel be Treated Differently from Other Perpetrators in Cases of Genocide?

Introduction

During the 20th century, the role of military personnel in genocide has been a particularly complex issue in international law. While it is understood that military forces operate under a command structure that limits their individual level of decision making, they are also to be held accountable under international legal conventions. The conduct of military forces in relation to civilians, established in a variety of international legal conventions, most notably the Geneva Conventions of the late 19th and early 20 centuries, have been heavily regulated. However, the development of technology and warfare in the 20th century has blurred the lines between armed combatants and civilians. As a result, regimes, such as the Young Turks in the Ottoman Empire, and the Nazis in Germany, used the pretext of attacking civilians to deter treason. Later genocides, in Bosnia, Cambodia, Guatemala, and Rwanda also showed how military forces, under orders from civilian authorities, perpetrated war crimes.

In the major genocides of the 20th century, military forces, despite operating under the command of their superior officers, arguably made the personal decision to commit murder. However, it is also arguable that they could be held accountable to their respective civilian and military authorities, and thus were acting under coercion. Moreover, some individuals could have been acting under loyalty to the regime or their code of honor, which many in the German Wehrmacht argued was the case in their actions against Jews and the peoples of Eastern Europe during World War II. Nonetheless, these actions raise the question: Should military personnel be treated differently from other perpetrators in cases of genocide?

In her Perspective Essay, Sarah E. Brown states that military personnel should be held accountable for acts of genocide, considering they have received special training on warfare and the rules of war. Moreover, they also enjoy a unique position in their respective societies that sets a standard. Thus, their actions can set a bad precedent for the rest of society to follow, particularly in cases of war crimes and genocide. In his Perspective Essay, Henry Carey sustains that military forces should not be treated differently from other genocide perpetrators since they are accountable to the Nuremberg Principles. The Nuremberg Principles are considered a higher legal authority by the international community that exceeds any national directive to commit acts deemed as war crimes or genocide. As such, the “following orders” defense is not applicable to military personnel. Lastly, in his Perspective Essay, Alexander Mikaberidze similarly argues that soldiers and officers are subject to the rule of international law and should be held accountable for their actions. Much like Carey, Mikaberidze argues that international standards for individual conduct and action override any command that leads to genocidal violence against civilian populations.

Perspective 1: Specialized Training and Personal Responsibility

From Rwanda to Srebrenica to the Holocaust, military personnel have played an active role in facilitating and perpetrating genocide; oftentimes, genocide would not have been possible without their participation. In the instance of genocide, military personnel should be held culpable for crimes of genocide and given no leniency. This rationale is built upon the fact that military personnel receive special training on warfare and the rules of war and enjoy a unique position of authority in society. As such, their participation in the perpetration of genocide is especially heinous.

New recruits to the military receive extensive training on warfare, weaponry, and on the Law of War, otherwise referred to as International Humanitarian Law, which is founded upon the Geneva Conventions. These treaties and laws dictate conduct during violent conflict and ensure that noncombatants, including the wounded and sick, shipwrecked, prisoners of war, and most importantly, civilians, are treated with dignity and respect. Additional protocols were added in 1977 that account for international (inter-state) and noninternational (intra-state) violent conflict and further elaborate on the protection of civilians. Unlike many civilians, military personnel, as members of a trained body responsible for violent conflict, have a heightened awareness of the rules that dictate violent conflict and their responsibility to protect and respect civilians. As such, when they target noncombatants for annihilation as part of a policy of genocide, they do so with the knowledge that they are violating international humanitarian law.

During the Rwandan Genocide, Colonel Théoneste Bagosora played a crucial role in inciting and perpetrating genocide. When he was caught, Bagosora was brought before the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) and charged with genocide, conspiracy to commit genocide, crimes against humanity, and violation of the Geneva Conventions. Bagosora was a high ranking officer who received extensive military training in Rwanda as well as in Belgium and France. There is little doubt that during the course of his extensive training, Bagosora was instructed on the Geneva Conventions, the very foundation of the laws of war. Nevertheless, he chose to violate those very laws and perpetrate genocide against Rwanda’s Tutsi population.

At the same time, not knowing the details of the Geneva Conventions and the additional Protocols that comprise international humanitarian law does not exempt a perpetrator of genocide from punishment by law. Ignorance is not a defense. The attempt to eradicate a population based upon their race, religion, ethnicity, or nationality is genocide and the perpetration of such crimes, by civilians and soldiers alike, is a crime punishable by law.

Being in a position of authority with clearly identifiable uniforms, military personnel often serve as role models, examples of how an ideal citizen should behave. In addition, due to their training in warfare and weapons, military personnel often command a certain degree of power over the civilian population. This can have a detrimental impact in instances when military personnel participate in genocide. When a soldier decides to participate in genocide, they set an example for their citizens and sanction genocidal violence due to their position of authority.

Colonel General Ratko Mladic, a military commander of the Bosnian Serb Army (VRS), directed the forces that perpetrated genocide at Srebrenica. Mladic and his rank were easily identifiable due to his military uniform and various decorations. During the violence that took place in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Mladic was renowned by fellow Serbs as a war hero and regularly featured by Serbian media outlets. Since 2013, Mladic has been on trial at the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) for his role as commander of a force that murdered 7,000 to 8,000 Bosnian Muslim men from Srebrenica. But for many in Serbia, Mladic remains a hero, with videos, publications, and media propaganda extolling his virtues and heroism. As a highly visible military commander, not only did Mladic perpetrate genocide, he served as a role model for others who followed his example.

Worse still, as a high ranking military officer, Mladic commanded authority, even over members of the United Nations Protection Force (UNPROFOR) tasked with protecting civilians in the region. Therefore, when Mladic said, “I am in charge here. I decide what happens. I have my plans and I’m going to carry them out. It will be best for you if you cooperate,” he was obeyed. Up to 8,000 Bosnian Serb men were loaded onto buses and slaughtered without interference from UNPROFOR.

Oftentimes, military personnel claim that they were “following orders” issued by their superiors who commanded them to perpetrate genocide and are therefore not responsible for their actions. This line of defense was dismissed by the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, the court established by the Allied Powers following World War II and the Holocaust to try suspected Nazi war criminals. Article 8 of its Constitution specifically states that following orders did not free a perpetrator from responsibility. When trying perpetrators of the Holocaust, the court decided that the agency exercised by the individual, meaning their capacity to choose one action over another, took precedence over the orders of a commanding officer. The “following orders” defense does not ease the responsibility born by a soldier who commits genocide.

Each individual, be they a soldier or a civilian, has a choice. In the instance of a trained member of the military, that decision making process is aided by knowledge of international humanitarian law which instructs them to protect noncombatants, not mass murder them. Therefore, when a soldier attempts to destroy, in whole or in part, a portion of their population, they are violating the laws of war and perpetrating genocide. As mentioned above, soldiers, easily identifiable and respected as authoritative figures in society, are often role models for citizens. Should a member of a military force participate in genocide, they are setting an example and sanctioning the perpetration of crimes that may result in the destruction of a population. This sanctioning of genocide has a detrimental impact on society, as can be seen by the example of Ratko Mladic who mass murdered nearly 8,000 individuals and is still hailed as a war hero by many Serbians. Many soldiers claim that they were “following orders” and are therefore not accountable for their genocidal crimes. This is not an accepted line of defense. Due to their training and their position of authority, military personnel should be held especially culpable and given no leniency when they choose to perpetrate genocide.

SARA E. BROWN

Perspective 2: International Law and Military Personnel

Military personnel should not be treated differently from other genocide perpetrators. While all known genocides have occurred during war, that does not mean that genocide is a militarily specific crime. The 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) bans genocide during either armed conflict or peacetime and is therefore not intended to have any double standards about the context for its perpetration or its perpetrators. The degree of culpability of military personnel would reflect the facts in question, not their employment status. A soldier has the obligation under the Nuremberg Principles, which are accepted as binding under customary international law, to disobey manifestly illegal orders.

It might be that civilian leaders would be more culpable and deserving of greater criminal responsibility for genocide if they were in superior positions giving orders to a subordinate military, such as the Serbian genocide in Bosnia (for which Serbian president Slobodan Milosevic was arguably even more guilty than those military officers who were convicted of genocide by the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY), but the late President died before his trial ended). In other factual situations, such as a military dictatorship (such as the Armenian Genocide), the greater culpability might have been with the military leaders. As part of the trial of Bosnia v. Serbia at the International Court of Justice, two “provisional protective measures” were issued in April and September 1993. The then Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY, later renamed Serbia and Montenegro) was ordered explicitly “to do everything in its power to prevent the crimes of genocide and to make sure that such crimes are not committed by military or paramilitary formations operating under its control or with its support.” At that trial’s conclusion, Serbia was absolved of genocide, but it was found guilty of not preventing the genocide, a violation of the Genocide Convention that fell upon FRY leaders like Milosevic. (Bosnia and Herzegovina v. Serbia and Montenegro (“Case concerning the application of the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide”) In this particular case, the ICJ suggested that military officers and civilian leaders were guilty, but only missing was the requisite level of proof, much of which was denied to the ICJA because that Supreme Defense Council records of Serbia had been granted to the ICTY on the condition that they would not be revealed publicly to anyone else. While the Bosnian Serb military leadership was financed and directed by Serbia, the court did not hold either the Serbian military and civilian leaders of their country implicitly not guilty of genocide, though guilty of violating the UNCG’s genocide provisions mandates when they were so clearly in the position to stop such acts, if only be halting the financing of genocide, which would have been considered genocide of greater evidence of intent were present.

Another category where soldiers might not be prosecuted for genocidal crimes because of the specific facts would include situations where the particular atrocities occurred in combat and not in detention where the “acts may speak for themselves” as genocide. In combat, the motive of soldiers might be that the enemy were killed because they were the enemy. Some ostensibly noncombatant civilians might number among the victims, but because of the combat context, there might not be independent witnesses and other evidence form which “guilt beyond a reasonable doubt” could not be achieved. In Bosnia v. Serbia, the ICJ accepted that acts of genocide certainly were perpetrated by Serb forces, but could not find conclusive evidence of the specific intent to destroy the ethnic Bosniaks as a group in whole or in part. In other words, the civilians killed were perceived to be as combatants because they were of “fighting age.” What made the soldiers less likely to be prosecuted is that the test of the mental element of the crime of genocide is subjective, as determined by the UNCG. Instead of the presumptive objective test for the mens rea (guilty mind), based on what the reasonable person would have thought, this statute asserts that what matters is the subjective mind of any defendant. Thus, it would not matter that a reasonable person would have or should have known about the protective status of civilians killed in combat, so long as the defendant thought that they were enemy combatants and not members of racial, ethnic, religious, or national group being killed to destroy it in whole or in part.

Soldiers are more often involved in acts of ethnic cleansing than are civilians. While such expulsions under threats or acts of violence are certainly war crimes and crimes against humanity under most circumstances, they often do not constitute genocide (though in some factual situations, they might so constitute genocide. In the European Court of Human Rights case, Jorgic v. Germany on July 12, 2007, the court held that rendering an area “ethnically homogeneous,” is not genocide unless the mental element of an intent “to destroy, in whole or in part” a particular group is required. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) found under the heading of “intent and ‘ethnic cleansing’” § 190 Displacement or deportation of members of such a group, even if effected by force, is not necessarily equivalent to that group’s destruction. Only if the ethnic cleansing met the UNCG requirement of “‘deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part,” would violate Article II, paragraph (c), of the UNCG, provided that the mental element was also present. Similarly, the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia held (Krstić, IT-98–33-T, Trial Chamber Judgment, 2 August 2001, para. 562), that while “there are obvious similarities between a genocidal policy and the policy commonly known as ‘ethnic cleansing,’ a clear distinction must be drawn between physical destruction and mere dissolution of a group. The expulsion of a group or part of a group does not in itself suffice for genocide.”

The ICJ’s holding effectively concluded that Serbia was legally complicit in genocide by not preventing it, while having both the duty and the power to do so. Under this ruling, the civilian leaders of Serbia are absolved when they violate the UNCG. As a result, civilians, in practice, have not been held guilty for genocide more often than military officers have, even though the civilian leaders were more responsible for the conditions that enabled the crime of genocide to take place. The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) did convict some civilian leaders, including Rwandan prime minister Jean Kabanda, and a Mayor, Akeyesou. However, the majority of ICTR defendants convicted of genocide were paramilitary and military officials. The reason that, so far in practice, that military officers have been convicted more often is that there are more of them who can more easily be identified as having killed civilians in detention without due process, a situation where it is far easier to prove the mental element of the crime of genocide. By contrast, a civilian leader would have to be linked to a plan, based on eye witness testimony or written document that indicated what may be clear, but hard to prove beyond a reasonable doubt, that the civilian leader intended to eliminate a part of a group.

HENRY CAREY

Perspective 3: Responsibility of Military Personnel and International Law

One of the fundamental concepts in the contemporary democratic order revolves around the supremacy of the law which means that all persons—individuals, institutions, and government—must be subject to the rule of law without an exception. Contemporary international criminal law is based on this principle and speaks of duty of every state to prosecute those responsible for international crimes.

In international criminal law, the supremacy of the law manifests itself in the principle of individual responsibility whose origins can be traced to the mid-20th century. The international community was appalled by the vast and horrific nature of atrocities committed during World War II and felt the responsibility to act. The war was still underway when the Allied powers agreed to create a new legal system to prosecute perpetrators of war crimes and crimes against humanity. The Moscow Declaration of October 30, 1943, signed by the United States, Britain and the Soviet Union, called for dual responsibility of state and individuals involved in atrocities and specified that “German officers and men and members of the Nazi Party who have been responsible for or have taken part in the . . . atrocities, massacres and executions will be sent back to the countries in which their abominable deeds were done in order that they may be judged and punished according to the laws of these liberated countries and of free governments which will be erected therein.”

The subsequently established International Military Tribunal (IMT) and International Military Tribunal for the Far East (IMTFE) developed clear provisions for the prosecution of individuals, including military personnel, with the IMT charter’s article 6 explicitly referring to the tribunal’s power to try and punish any persons who whether as individuals or as members of organizations committed crimes against peace and crimes against humanity. Both tribunals argued that these individuals’ official positions, whether as heads of state, ministers or members of armed forces, should not negate their responsibility or mitigate their punishment for crimes committed. In calling for individual responsibility for war crimes and crimes against humanity, IMT and IMTFE entered new legal grounds since there was no judicial precedent for it. Nevertheless, IMT’s chief prosecutor Justice Robert Jackson argued that “un-less we are prepared to abandon every principle of growth for international law, we cannot deny that our own day has the right to institute customs and to conclude agreements that will themselves become sources of a newer and strengthened international law.”

The IMT and IMTFE charters represented the first attempt to establish individual responsibility for war crimes and crimes against humanity. Over the last seven decades international criminal law had grown exponentially as many European states set up special courts and military tribunals to prosecute suspected perpetrators of genocides and war crimes while international community had established new mechanisms of enforcement, most notably the International Criminal Court (ICC) that serves as a permanent tribunal to prosecute perpetrators of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes. The ICC embraces the notion of individual responsibility and its charter targets any person committing crimes against humanity or war crimes would be “individually responsible and liable for punishment.” In fact, Article 27 of the ICC charter explicitly state that the court’s authority applies “equally to all persons without any distinction based on official capacity.” Thus, the ICC devotes a separate provision to the responsibility of the military personnel but here it once again emphasizes individual responsibility of any military commander whose forces committed atrocities and war crimes whether as a result of his/ her direct orders or failure to exercise proper control and supervision.

This last element is particularly noteworthy because it is directly connected to one of the most widely debated and controversial issue in international criminal law: the notion of “superior orders.” Armed forces represent a unique institution that is based on distinct and strict principles, one of which emphasizes obedience. Soldiers are duty bound to accept authority of their superiors and obey orders without questioning their legality. This concept of “duty and obedience,” however, makes it very difficult to determine the guilt of individuals who have been involved in an atrocity and can claim that they did not commit offenses of their own free will but were instead acting under orders of their superior. During an armed conflict, a soldier can face a crucial predicament—should he/she obey the order at the risk of being held responsible for a crime or should he/she disobey this order and risk being court-martialed? This situation is well illustrated by the case of a German officer who had been tried for atrocities in a Belgian village during World War I. When asked about his crimes, the officer replied, “Yes, I know it was contrary to the law of nations for I am a doctor of law. I did not wish to do it, but I did it in obedience to the formal order of the Governor General of Brussels.” The question here is who should be held responsible for a crime—a soldier who commits it, an officer who commands it, a superior officer who initiated the order or all of them? And what share of responsibility for a crime do they bear?

The atrocities of World War I and World War II had a major impact on legal approach to “superior orders” defense, with the IMT and IMTFE embracing the principle of “absolute liability,” also known as the “Nuremberg Model.” This approach holds military personnel directly responsible for crimes committed while following orders because it argues that a soldier is a rational individual who is capable of appraising circumstances and orders he/she has received. In the wake of genocidal massacres in Rwanda and Yugoslavia, this approach has been embraced in the statutes of the two tribunals that the United Nations had established to prosecute the perpetrators in the affected regions. But this approach has been modified over the years and nowadays many states (e.g., Denmark, The Netherlands, Germany, Israel, Switzerland, Italy, etc.) have reverted to the conditional liability. For example, the U.S. Department of the Army Field Manual specifies that a soldier would not be held responsible for criminal acts he had performed on an order of a superior authority as long as he “did not know and could not reasonably have been expected to know that act ordered was unlawful.” However, some states adopted a “mixed” system applying two sets of standards in cases of international crimes. Norway, for example, the doctrine of “conditional liability” is applied to war crimes committed by Norwegian citizens while “absolute liability” is employed for “enemy” nationals.

During the drafting of the statute of the ICC, a key source of contemporary international criminal law, national delegates had long argued over “conditional” and “absolute” approaches, with the German delegation calling for the latter and the U.S. delegates strongly advocating the former. A compromise was eventually reached. While Article 28 clearly speaks of responsibility of commanders and other superiors for any actions committed by their forces, Article 33 focuses on the actions of their subordinates. This provision argues that when it comes to war crimes military personnel cannot be treated differently from other perpetrators unless they satisfied three legal requirements: 1. they were under a legal obligation to obey orders; 2. They did not know that the order was unlawful; 3. The order was not manifestly unlawful. Yet, Article 33 makes an important distinction in the responsibility of military personnel for war crimes and crimes against humanity. It argues that while military personnel may claim “the superior orders” defense in some instances of war crimes, it can never be done to charges of genocide and crimes against humanity since orders to commit these crimes are always “manifestly unlawful.”

The “conditional” and “absolute” approaches are not mutually exclusive. The former, as expressed in national laws and the ICC statute, is aimed at minor violations of the laws of warfare when military personnel can justify its actions by referring to superior orders and may seek mitigation of its responsibility of crimes. In effect, it seeks to ensure the ability of the military personnel to carry out combat operations without constantly interrupting them to consider potential international criminal responsibility for orders issued. Yet, when it comes to the crimes against humanity and war crimes—widespread, systematic and willful murder, extermination, enslavement, forcible deportation, rape and sexual slavery, torture, etc.—when illegality of orders is manifest and any rational being can anticipate the ill effects of his/her actions, military personnel cannot excuse their action through the “superior orders” defense and should be held responsible under the doctrine of individual responsibility to the full extent of the law.

ALEXANDER MIKABERIDZE

Why did it Take the United States Almost 40 Years to Ratify the 1948 UN Convention on Genocide?

Introduction

With the end of World War II, as the Nazi regime’s Final Solution was revealed to the world in all its details, the effort to codify a set of international laws to prevent this from ever occurring again became a priority for the newly formed United Nations (UN). The resultant 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) became the standard definition of what constituted the crime of genocide, accepted by many of the member states of that international body. However, the United States, one of the major Allied powers, did not immediately ratify the UNCG. Rather, it took 40 years of debates and deliberations before ratification.

Despite the initial support of the Harry S. Truman administration and many members of Congress at the time of its draft ing, political and military considerations, many of them arising out of the Cold War, hindered the ratification of the UNCG for four decades. While the aft ermath of the Holocaust was one of the myriad reasons many of the advocates of the UNCG used to press for Senate ratification, issues over national sovereignty, past U.S. actions that might be considered genocide, and/or potential redundancy with existing international laws, were argued by critics of ratification. This raises the question: Why did it take the United States almost 40 years to ratify the 1948 UN Convention on Genocide?

In his Perspective Essay, Roger W. Smith provides the broad contours for the reasons that the United States was hesitant to ratify the UNCG. Foreign policy, domestic politics, redundancy, racism, and national sovereignty were among the various factors considered by critics of ratification, factors that held for four decades. In his Perspective Essay, Henry C. Theriault states many of the same reasons brought up by Smith, and further argues that the United States was also hesitant to ratify due to past or present actions that might be used to bring up charges in accordance with the UNCG.

Perspective 1: Reluctance to Ratify

When the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) was ratified by the U.S. Senate in 1986, it had been before that body longer than any other treaty in U.S. history. Drafted by the United Nations (UN) as a response to the Holocaust, and with active support from the U.S. representatives, it was adopted by the UN General Assembly without opposition on December 9, 1948. After sufficient ratifications, it went into effect in January 1951. The Convention defined the crime of genocide, specified the acts that constitute it, provided (inadequate) means for enforcing the rule, and assigned questions of interpretation, application, and fulfillment of the Convention to the International Court of Justice.

President Harry S. Truman sent the Convention to the Senate for approval in 1949 with every expectation of ratification. The hearings in 1950, however, were acrimonious in the extreme, characterized by charges that the Convention was a “sell-out” to the Communists, an attack on civil liberties, a subversion of U.S. sovereignty, a grab for power by the president, and a threat to the powers of the states within the federal system. There was also the claim that there was no need for the Convention since genocide was murder and laws against murder were already in place, and the United States as a righteous nation would never commit genocide. These arguments set the stage for all other hearings and subsequent debates. Opponents also had the support, until 1976, of the American Bar Association (ABA), which lent respectability to arguments that, though legal in form, were the embodiment of political conservatism, not excluding racism.

For 20 years, no new hearings were held: opposition in the Senate persisted, the Convention did not receive the support of President Dwight D. Eisenhower, and Presidents John F. Kennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson did not give ratification concerted attention. President Richard Nixon, however, did offer strong support for ratification, and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee held a series of hearings beginning in 1970, but to no avail. In 1984, when President Ronald Reagan announced his support for the Convention, a crucial step since by the 1980s, most of the opposition to ratification lay within the Republican Party. Finally, after almost 40 years and seven hearings, the Convention was ratified in 1986 by a vote of 83 to 11. Ratification, however, was conditional: there were reservations and understandings that became an integral part of the treaty. Many of the provisions were defensible, but the rejection of compulsory jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) left no doubt that the United States had serious misgivings about the adequacy and fairness of international legal institutions.

Racism was a motive for opposition, which was aided by carelessness by the UN in drafting the Convention. Many opponents of the Convention, for example, feared that the United States could be charged with genocide for its harsh treatment of African Americans and Native Americans. They reasoned that lynching could be construed as genocide since it involved the killing of a “part” of a group for racial reasons, and that discrimination could be equated with “mental harm” to a group, an act defined under the Convention as genocide. Accordingly, two “understandings” were produced: “part of a group” now became a “substantial part,” and “mental harm” was defined as “permanent impairment of mental faculties through drugs, torture, or similar techniques.”

What led to the delays, acrimony, and conditional ratification of the Convention? Racism, suspicion of the Soviet Union and any role it may have had in crafting the Convention, the desire to limit both presidential and federal power, and a sense that the Convention was simply not needed. However, suspicion of international organizations, especially courts and the UN, was also crucial, buttressed by that peculiar American sense of righteousness (the City on the Hill complex).

In the end, when approval came, there was no unified vision of why the Convention should be ratified; rather, there was a range of answers. During the final debate on the treaty, proponents gave the following reasons for ratification: morality requires it, it will demonstrate the U.S. commitment to human rights and the rule of law, it will help recall the Holocaust, it will end unfair criticism of the United States on human rights, and ratification will help prevent future genocides. Others who supported the Convention thought that ratification was important as a “symbol,” but that this must be followed by “action.” What this action must be they did not specify, but this is surely the crucial issue: ratification of a treaty does not in itself translate into protection of rights.

ROGER W. SMITH

Perspective 2: International and Domestic Factors Hindering Ratification

The United Nations General Assembly passed the Genocide Convention on December 9, 1948, and President Harry S. Truman submitted it to the U.S. Senate in June 1949. Yet, the Senate did not consent to ratification of the Convention until February 19, 1986, with President Ronald Reagan not signing enabling legislation until November 5, 1988. The obvious question is: Why did it take the United States nearly 40 years to ratify the Genocide Convention?

There are two challenges that any attempt to answer this question faces. First, the U.S. government, and even just the Senate, are complex institutions involving many different political and social forces and agendas, all the more when considered over a 40-year period. Any comprehensive analysis of this issue would require looking in great detail at all of the people, groups, offices, institutions, and historical context involved, which would surely require hundreds if not thousands of pages just to summarize. Second, when considering the actual reasons causing individual political leaders as well as political institutions to make certain decisions, stated reasons and official documents, while useful, should never be taken at face value. A politician refusing to support ratification of the Genocide Convention for immoral reasons, for instance, could hardly state those in public, but would have to rationalize his/her refusal in acceptably moral terms. Similarly, if, say, U.S. Department of State opposition had been based on fears that ratification would interfere with U.S. support for the genocide perpetrated without our help in Guatemala in the early 1980s, its spokespeople could not come out and say this. By necessity, then, this short essay is limited to sketching out the main possible reasons for the 40-year delay and discussion of the available evidence for or against the relevance of each reason.

When we consider the question of why the United States took nearly 40 years to ratify the UN Genocide Convention, eight general reasons appear possible.

	Arguably, U.S. leadership was indifferent to the issue of genocide. In this period, genocide was not a priority for U.S. leaders, nor was there the kind of popular concern that could have pushed leaders to action. While at the end of World War II some attention was given to the genocide of Jews and others, this was not a focal issue of the Nuremberg Trials. The Holocaust had some public prominence with the Adolf Eichmann trial of the early 1960s, but it was only from the late 1970s on that the Holocaust began gaining the significant importance in the U.S. press, education system, and political discourse that it has today. It is likely no coincidence that ratification occurred as the prominence of the Holocaust, and to a lesser extent genocide more generally (in the aftermath especially of the Cambodian Genocide), rose. It is worth noting that this indifference is evidence against any claim that the United States rejected the Convention out of fear that it would require the United States to act against genocide if it occurred, as this principle did not emerge until much later, particularly with the 2001 Responsibility to Protect (R2P) report.
 	U.S. leadership did not see support for the Convention as politically expedient. The 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s saw dramatic antiwar, anti-racism, antisexism, and other prodemocracy movements shake the United States politically and culturally. Yet, while the civil rights movement as well as the antiwar movement routinely cited human rights concerns, including the problem of mass killing and imperialism, genocide was not a major or really even a minor issue in any of these movements. The 1980s saw the United States particularly criticized for its military and political participation in anticommunist civil wars and related mass violence, including the prevalence of death squads, in Central America as well as its stalwart support for South African apartheid. In this context, political leaders, including President Reagan, might have seen ratification of the Genocide Convention as a useful public relations move. Genocide scholar Samantha Power argues that Reagan’s participation in a wreath-laying ceremony for about 2,000 German soldiers, including about 50 from the Schutzstaffel (SS), on May 5, 1985, created such a public relations crisis that he began supporting the Convention in order to appease critics.
 	The United States had been dissatisfied with the specifics of the Convention, such as its definition or punishments, for altruistic reasons. The general lack of policy interest in genocide means, of course, that there was no resistance from policy makers to the Convention. Political leaders did not support the Convention because they were largely indifferent to genocide, not because they focused a great deal of attention on the issue and had principled objections to the specific formulation of the UN Genocide Convention.
 	The U.S. government was dissatisfied with the specifics of the Convention, such as its definition or punishments, because it was perceived not to serve the global interests of the United States. The only partial exception to the foregoing point is regarding “political groups.” Because of political maneuvering during the negotiation of the Convention, political groups were excluded from the list of possible targets of UN-defined genocide. This exclusion had long been strongly criticized by scholars, the press, and, in 1985, even UN Special Rapporteur Benjamin Whitaker. And, when the U.S. Senate finally did consent to ratification of the Convention, it voted 93 to 1 to direct the Reagan administration to try to get the Convention changed to include political groups. But selection of this sole issue from many points of criticism of the Convention suggests a political rather than altruistic motive. It was the Soviet bloc that successfully pushed for removal of political groups from the UN definition, which then clearly exempted the mass killings under Joseph Stalin and other Soviet leaders from coverage by the Convention. Given the Cold War, it is no surprise that, once U.S. policy makers actually did focus on genocide, the main concern regarding the Convention was that it did not include political groups and therefore was not applicable to communist regimes. Thus, while the exclusion of political groups were not the reason that the United States did not ratify the Convention for so long, it is virtually assured that, had political groups been included in the definition, U.S. policy makers even in the 1950s would have recognized the political utility of the Convention for advancing U.S. interests against the Soviet Union, and this might have been sufficient to drive ratification much earlier than 1988.
 	U.S. leaders felt that felt the Convention alone to be inadequate to impact genocide. A corollary argument to that given in 3 applies to this issue as well, so it was unlikely a factor. Only after the 1992–1995 Bosnia Genocide and the 1994 Rwanda Genocide did the criticism of inaction against genocide despite the Convention become widespread.
 	U.S. policymakers viewed the Convention as redundant for U.S. law. There is a hint of this discussed by scholar Leo Kuper, but the argument in point 3 also applies to this issue.
 	. U .S. leaders opposed subjecting the United States to international human rights law of any sort. Early on, this does seem to have been a factor. At the same time, this does not seem to have been a central factor for most of the nonratification period. It was only with the UN peacekeeping activities of the 1990s and the U.S. refusal to sign the 1998 Rome Statue creating the International Criminal Court (ICC) that U.S. rejection of subjugation of citizens, particularly in the armed forces, to international authority and to international legal structures, respectively, emerged.
 	Lastly, U.S. policymakers feared application of the Convention to past or future actions of the United States. While Power recognizes that early in the nonratification period, the fear that, if the United States ratified the Convention, it would be used to investigate U.S. treatment of Native Americans in the 19th century, she does not consider this a significant factor in the nonratification. But Ward Churchill argues that fear of application of the Convention to U.S. actions was the key factor preventing ratification. He cites the U.S. reaction to the 1951 240-page report submitted to the UN by the American Civil Rights Congress, on forced sterilization of African Americans (a form of genocide according to the UN definition) that specifically charged genocide against the United States, as one example of the U.S. attitude. Churchill also cites the major impact of the tribunal sponsored by one of the most important and respected public figures of the 20th century, philosopher Bertrand Russell, and presided over by one of the other most important and respected public figures of the 20th century, French philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre, which found the United States guilty of genocide in Southeast Asia through pursuit of the Vietnam War. One might add the U.S. participation in genocides in Bangladesh, East Timor, and Guatemala in the 1970s and 1980s as further reasons for why the policy establishment did not want to strengthen the Convention by having the United States ratify it.


Churchill pointed out that Senate debates over the Convention did not discuss Native Americans at all, but he argues that this was because to have merely mentioned this elephant in the room in the context of discussion of genocide would have opened the Pandora’s Box of not only the 20th century genocidal use of boarding schools against Native Americans but the widespread, undeniable mass extermination campaigns of the 19th century.

Given the foregoing, the explanation of why the United States did not ratify the UN Genocide Convention for nearly 40 years includes a combination of factors. Certainly the fact that genocide itself was neither a major political or popular issue was crucial in preventing the kind of public debate that might have fostered broad support for such an obvious human rights-supporting step. One reason for the lack of political interest was the fact that the specifics of the Convention were of little use in the Cold War, which was the focus of U.S. international (and much domestic) policy in the nonratification period. If these two factors produced a lack of movement toward ratification, the final factor, fears of the United States’ own historical and contemporary susceptibility to charges of genocide, seems to have repelled policy makers away from ratification.

HENRY C. THERIAULT

Is the United Nations' 1948 Definition of Genocide Still Viable Given More Recent Genocidal Events?

Introduction

The 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (UNCG) was a major attempt by the international community to define genocide, created in the aft ermath of World War II, when the Holocaust had shocked much of the world in terms of its scale and severity. The United Nations, established in 1945 to replace the impotent League of Nations, sought to create a standard of international law to which such crimes could be attributed and defined. Taking the Holocaust and the subsequent Nuremberg Trials as a template, the UNCG became the accepted piece of international legislation to define genocide.

However, critics of the UNCG definition were not content with the arguably ambivalent language in the passage, “deliberate and systematic destruction, in whole or in part, of an ethnic, racial, religious, or national group.” Questions were raised about “intention” to kill “part” or the “entirety” of a group. As the call to “never again” repeat the egregious mass murder of the Holocaust became unheeded and newer cases of genocide emerged in the later 20th century, such as those in Bosnia, Cambodia, Darfur, East Timor, Iraqi Kurdistan, and Rwanda, the UN definition of genocide was further questioned. Therefore, it is fair to ask the question: Is the United Nations’ 1948 definition of genocide still viable given more recent genocidal events?

In his Perspective Essay, Roger W. Smith argues that while the scope of the UN definition is unsatisfactory, it still serves an important purpose. Moreover, Smith contends that further acts of international law, such as the Rome Statute (1998), continue to add to what acts are considered genocide. In contrast, Colin Tatz argues in his essay that the language of the Convention, complicates its effectiveness in defining genocide. Lastly, Henry Theriault argues in his essay that the Convention stands as a product of its time and that current developments in world affairs illustrate the needs to update international legal standards in regards to genocide.

Perspective 1: the Concept of Genocide

What we term “genocide” has a long history and continues into the present, but the concept dates only from 1944 when introduced by the international lawyer Raphael Lemkin. The term was based on the Greek “genos” (race, group) with the Latin “cide” (killing). For Lemkin the emphasis was on the destruction of groups rather than on the individuals who formed the group. But with so many genocides, different motives, victim groups, and consequences, it has been difficult to define “genocide” in ways that everyone would accept. Nevertheless, the definition of genocide that is contained in the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide, though widely criticized, is the one that prevails among scholars, and is the international legal standard. Yet the question arises “Is the United Nations’ 1948 definition of genocide still viable, or does it need to be revised based on genocidal events that have occurred since that time?”

I would go further, was the definition in the Convention ever satisfactory? No. Can the Convention be revised extensively? No, because of the structure of the UN and the complex interests of the members of that body.

Nevertheless, in some ways the international courts have, through interpretation, clarified and expanded the Convention. A single example: it is now settled international law under the Convention that systematic rape, when committed with the intent to destroy a group in whole or in part, constitutes genocide. And do recent events, the many atrocities that have occurred since the Convention went into effect, require a revision of the concept of genocide? No, but it does require a new set of laws that have now come into being under the Rome Statute (1998) that deal with “crimes against humanity.” The latter include genocide, but go well beyond it to touch on acts that are similar to genocide, and perhaps equally horrible, but about which the Genocide Convention is silent. The argument then is that we need both the Genocide Convention, despite its defects and limitations, and the Rome Statute with its potential to prosecute, and perhaps deter, other crimes against humanity.

The Convention makes genocide a crime under international law, “whether committed in time of peace or in time of war.” But the heart of the Convention is found in Article II, where the crime of genocide is defined, and where many of the problems with the concept begin:

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

	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.”


Many important issues arise from this conception of genocide. First, not all groups are protected; political and social groups, such as classes, are not included. Second, the intent to destroy a group must be “specific intent,” that is, the intent to destroy the group must be because of its specific characteristics (national, ethnical, racial, or religious). Destroying such a group for economic reasons, for example, would not count as genocide. Third, the question, now more or less resolved, about destroying a group “in part,” raised the issue of how large a part, and whether this was a matter of numbers or a percentage of the overall group that counts. These issues are now seen as involving a “substantial part,” leaving it to courts to draw the boundary. Fourth, why there such be a focus on the destruction of the group rather than the members who constitute the group is not touched upon in the Convention nor has it been dealt with to any extent by scholars. There may be justification for the emphasis on the group, but so far no one has given a compelling argument for it as a result, a mystery lies at the heart of the Convention. Finally, of the five acts listed, any one of which constitutes genocide, only one of them actually involves killing, though all aim at the destruction of the group. The UN definition focuses on intent not results. That genocide could occur with few or no deaths, is a surprising conceptual outcome of the UN’s approach and contrary to both scholarly analysis and public understanding of what is meant by genocide.

If there were space, one could deal with how other concepts bear a resemblance to “genocide,” but can be differentiated from it: war, massacre, and ethnic cleansing. For example, “ethnic cleansing” is often part of a genocidal process, but in theory it means using violence, rape, terror, and forced deportation to drive out or remove a particular group from a common territory. The emphasis is on creating a homogenous society through fear and expulsion, not as in genocide on annihilating the group.

There are also legal and instructional developments that relate to the status of genocide under international law. In 1998, the Rome Statute created an International Criminal Court (ICC), with the following crimes within its jurisdiction: genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and the crime of aggression. In the statute, crime against humanity is defined in terms of a number of particular acts, including murder, extermination, and forcible transfer of population, but more widely to include torture and “other inhumane acts of a similar character intentionally causing great suffering, or serious injury to body or mental or physical health.” Any of these acts “when committed as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population” constitutes a crime against humanity. The key category here is “civilian population,” not particular groups as indicated in the Genocide Convention; and the question of intent is different from that required under the Convention: here no “specific intent” is required.

Though one can differentiate “genocide” and “crimes against humanity” in important respects, the two concepts overlap in many ways. But it is much easier to prosecute actions as crimes against humanity than as genocide; the former also have a wider reach, not being restricted to crimes against particular groups named in the Convention. Some international legal scholars suggest that with the increased emphasis on crimes against humanity, the international community could dispense with the Genocide Convention. Prosecution of crimes against humanity would thus provide alternatives to the conceptual confusions and limitations of the Convention. Yet the Rome Statute seems to indicate a different perspective: it retains the definition of genocide that the UN specified in 1948.

ROGER W. SMITH

Perspective 2: the Definition Problem

Apart from the incomparable American Webster’s, dictionaries have made a mess of defining genocide. Britain’s Shorter and Greater Oxford confine the meaning to “annihilation of a race.” Australia’s Macquarie Dictionary follows in that vein: “extermination of a national or racial group as a planned move.” Webster’s comes closest to what international law has defined as genocide: “the use of deliberate systematic measures (as killing, bodily or mental injury, unlivable conditions, prevention of births) calculated to bring about the extermination of a racial, political or cultural group or to destroy the language, religion, or culture of a group.” Webster’s has added a few cultural aspects not found in the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide (hereafter GC), but it does convey the substance and essence of the crime as recognized internationally.

Scholars have rightly railed against the flawed GC definition, agreed to by the United Nations in 1948 and operational from January 1951. The identical wording has been adopted in the scheduled crimes in the Statute of the International Criminal Court, 2002, at Articles 6 and 25(e):

GC Article II

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

	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Article III

The following acts shall be punishable:
Genocide;
Conspiracy to commit genocide;
Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
Complicity in genocide.

The flaws are many and of serious concern. First, the context of the Convention—war-torn, ravaged and homicidal Europe—leads to a legitimate assumption that “intent to destroy” is baleful, malevolent and indeed murderous. But the nature of the intent is not specified and so it is left open to argue that genocide can be committed with “good intent.” There is historical evidence for this, particularly the forcible removal of Australian Aboriginal children, said to have been “in their best interests.” Second, we intuitively understand what “in whole” is, but what exactly (or inexactly) constitutes “in part”? How small a number warrants examination for a probable crime?

Third, the targeted groups are listed as national, ethnical (ethnic), racial or religious. Groups defined as “political” do not appear, mainly because of Soviet Union opposition to such inclusion. Thus, the 50 million kulaks (peasants) and “enemies of the people” who died by intent between 1917 and 1939 are excluded from the purview of the new law. So, too, are the 500,000 victims of Indonesia’s genocidal purge of the “Communists” in 1965–1966.

Fourth, the acts of genocide must be intended against these groups “as such”—that is, because they are those groups. Thus, in 1974 the case brought against Paraguay for the killing of Guayaki Indians came to nought because of the defense that while there were victims and perpetrators, there was no intent to kill these people because they were Guayaki. They died in the way of agricultural and other acts of “progress.”

Perhaps the greatest fault lies in the co-equating of non-synonymous acts. Physical killing is understood easily enough. Causing people “serious bodily or mental harm” is ambiguous—not so much the physical aspect as the mental. How does one arrive at a universal concept of “mental harm”? Inflicting deleterious and destructive conditions of life—like slavery, or banishment to a remote gulag—is heinous, but again there is no median line to indicate any degree of severity. These first three acts are suggestive of short, sharp events, such as the fate of Armenians, Assyrians, and Pontian Greeks between 1915 and 1922, of Jews between 1939 and 1945, of Tutsi in Rwanda in 100 days in 1994. But the two remaining acts of genocide, Article II(d) on sterilization and II(e) on forcible child removal, suggest a quite different time-scale, a much longer range vision of “annihilation of a race.”

The early drafting committees of the United Nations Convention, 1946 to 1948, wanted to divide genocide into three types: physical, biological, and cultural. They decided to exclude the cultural category (which Webster’s includes by way of language) but, by the smallest of margins, included as “cultural” genocide the forcible remove of children from one group to another. The draft ers may have had in mind the coercive “Turkification” of Christian minorities in the Ottoman Empire, or of East European children kidnapped by the Nazis for “Germanization.” [Jewish children were destined for death, not transfer.] By any subjective or objective yardsticks, killing people, causing them harm, inflicting life-threatening actions and even resorting to sterilization is not quite the same as “transferring” children. This is not to say that forcible removal, child abuse, lifelong scarring is less than atrocious, but it is the equation of that behavior with killing that remains problematic.

Other flaws lie in Article III which equates conspiracy, incitement and complicity with the very crime itself. Most criminal justice systems differentiate between an attempt to commit a crime and its physical act of commission (or sometimes omission).

Despite some scholarly attacks on the “narrowness” of the UN definition, it is the breadth of the wording that bedevils this “crime of crimes.” English-speaking scholars have railed against the GC definition since 1948 and have produced a sometimes bewildering array of new wording. Raphael Lemkin, the Polish jurist who coined the term “genocide” in 1944, was clear enough: he saw it as “the destruction of the essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the aim of annihilating the groups themselves.” In 1959, Pieter Drost confined the concept to “deliberate destruction of physical life.” In 1976, Irving Louis Horowitz saw the crime as the “structural and systematic destruction of innocent people.” In 1988, Henry Huttenbach talked of “any act that puts the very existence of a group in jeopardy.” In 1993, Helen Fein called it “the sustained purposeful action . . . to physically destroy a collectivity directly or indirectly, through interdiction of the biological and social reproduction of group members.” Others, like Frank Chalk and Kurt Jonassohn, Jennifer Balint, and Israel Charny in the 1990s were almost as one in emphasizing the physical killing of a targeted group.

Whatever their merits, chipping away by academic criticism is unlikely to change matters. The harsh reality is that we have been saddled with the UN Convention definition since 1948, and we are likely to be stuck with it for perhaps another 50 years in the ICC Statute. When a U.S. delegate to the Rome discussions on the ICC Statute tried to revisit the definition issue, it became clear soon enough that re-opening of the definition would lead several key states—including the United States, Australia and some former colonial empires—to say that they would not ratify any new broader, more encompassing and better definitions, lest, it seems, they found themselves accused of the crime.

Judicial decisions may well be an answer to some of these problems. The 1998 Akayesu case in Rwanda has helped liberate some of the constraints imposed by the GC and ICC definitions. The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) declared that it is possible to deduce a genocidal intent in a particular act from the general context of other culpable acts directed against a particular community, in short, evidence from the circumstances. Courts have now declared rape in such circumstances as an act of genocide because it contributes to the degradation and destruction of a people.

COLIN TATZ

Perspective 3: Definition of Genocide Still Viable?

To address this question, it is important to understand how the United Nations definition was first formulated. There are two key influences. First, Raphael Lemkin coined the term and offered a detailed account of its meaning in Axis Rule in Occupied Europe (1944). Second, as Leo Kuper details, in the post–World War II context, various powers negotiated the United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide through a process heavily influenced by political considerations.

Lemkin’s concept of genocide represents a tension between his specific, detailed, and brilliantly insightful analysis of how the Nazis were destroying Jews and others in Europe and a more general pre-Holocaust study of a range of historical cases, going back from the Armenian Genocide to ancient times. It would be a mistake to misunderstand the Holocaust element of Lemkin’s concept as narrowing; quite the contrary, Lemkin’s analysis at once held Poles and others to be victims of genocide under the Nazis and engaged a variety of elements and techniques of which direct killing was only one. For instance, Lemkin discussed the undermining of national cohesion by imposed moral degradation through pornography, alcohol consumption, and gambling, as well as by separation of women and men of victim populations to lower birthrates.

In the opposite direction, Lemkin’s historical survey, though penetrating and foundational, was empirical and limited to three main forms of genocide, the destruction of captive or defeated populations, as in the cases of Melos and Carthage; the destruction of national patterns of social and individual life by colonizers or conquerors; and the combination of the first two forms, especially by the Nazis. If Nazi methods of genocide, including an industrial concentration camp “liquidation” system integrated into finance and manufacturing capitalism, were highly innovative, the overarching form of genocide—who it targeted and why, not simply in the sense of biological racism but also including populations that had been conquered—were much less so, even atavistic.

This is not a problem at all. Even setting aside his coining of the term, one would be hard-pressed to find a scholar or international lawyer who would dispute the claim that Lemkin remains the figure who has contributed the most to the field of genocide studies and law. But Lemkin worked in the 1920s to 1950s and had only available to him the history and conceptual tools that existed in that era. It would have required prescience more than simple extrapolation from existing cases to anticipate some of the dimensions of genocide that have emerged in the seven decades since Lemkin.

Similarly, it would be a mistake to see the compromise UN definition resulting from the highly politicized process of great and small power negotiations as simplistically limited and flawed. That definition in fact has allowed for a significant range of applicability and has been used, though with some Ptolemaic stretching, to fit cases such as Cambodia and the Ukraine famine—cases of a form that was originally meant to be excluded from applicability. The exclusion of political groups has been a hindrance but not debilitating for the definition, especially given the influence of the 1985 Whitaker Report arguing against exclusion of political, gender, and other groups as targets and what William Schabas has claimed to be a recent history of case law that has adequately expanded the applicability of the legal definition to fit all recent cases that it should have. While Schabas’s own restricted application of the term weakens this point a good deal, it is still the case that the UN definition has not so far been excessively limiting when applied in an objective manner.

This does not mean that we can answer the opening question affirmatively. In fact, the UN definition is no longer viable because it was never viable as a universal definition. Neither was Lemkin’s or any other fixed definition proposed since his initial formulation. This is especially clear regarding Lemkin. As Chalk and Jonassohn point out, while Lemkin’s definition could be applied to “domestic genocide,” that is, a genocide launched by one segment of a society against another segment of the same society, Lemkin’s focus, especially early on, was not on this form and his later work does not seem to include this as a specific type. Thus, the general concept of genocide Lemkin developed was broader than his own understanding of its potential applicability. This is good, but ultimately that broadness is limited by the grounding understanding of its applicability. The same is true of the UN definition, which is different from Lemkin’s mainly in that it narrows the methods of genocide used and shifts his balanced emphasis on many elements to a focus on direct and indirect destruction of the physical lives of victim group members. Greater and greater effort is required to fit more and more recent cases of genocide into the range of applicability. One result is that application of the term requires more and more time, so that the term becomes applicable only after the bulk of the destruction has taken place, as in the Rwanda case. What is more, contemporary cases such as Bosnia and Darfur continue to be contested based on definitional concerns that cannot be reduced to simple, cynical denialism. Because of the limits of the UN definition, these cases remain open to debate. In the case of Darfur, this is a contributing factor in the continuation of the genocide as well as the ability of the al-Bashir government to engage in mass violence on a path to genocide against the peoples of South Kordofan and the Nuba Mountains today.

The UN definition is not keeping up because it cannot. The forms of genocide have evolved historically and any attempt to define the term must capture this evolution. To date, all definitions, including Lemkin’s and the UN definitions, have been fixed (if flexible and open) definitions that at the very best (and most do not achieve this) combine a summary of past cases gathered under the term defined and extrapolations to future cases from past cases. Such definitions simply cannot anticipate future changes in the forms of genocide. This is especially true as sophisticated perpetrators intentionally construct their actions to just not fit the UN definition as they attempt to prevent their actions being labeled “genocide.” As an example, even though a definition of genocide might anticipate new groups to be targeted, such as homosexuals, it cannot anticipate kinds of groups that do not yet exist or whose existence is not understood adequately when the definition is developed. Could the framers of the UN definition, for instance, have conceptualized the group “Queer Nation,” which is a subset of homosexuals self-defined in a complex contemporary manner? On the UN definition even expanded to include homosexuals as a social group, a perpetrator could easily argue that in destroying “Queer Nation” it was not targeting people as homosexuals as a social category.

Fixed definitions also cannot keep pace with innovations in scholarship. Re-reading Lemkin’s work on genocide, one is struck as much by its representation of the scholarship and political situation of a particular time as of the bold innovations carrying his work beyond those limits. “Intent” in the UN definition, as interpreted in case law, is an individual and specific form of intent that depends on the notion that the decision to commit genocide (or continue in the case of an organic process of increasing violence that reaches the threshold of genocide) is in some way is housed in individual human consciousnesses. While this approach is appropriate to standard criminology and its concern with assessing the guilt and innocence of particular individuals, it is not especially useful for determining that a genocide is occurring or has occurred when intervention or group reparations is the concern, rather than individual prosecution. It ignores newer, more complex and subtler concepts of social causation that recognize genocide as the produce of a social process in which various actors participate but none has an overarching intent of the individual and explicit form. Thus, new intellectual insights into the elements even of past genocides require modifications of the definition.

Ultimately, some kind of evolving concept of genocide should replace the fixed definition of the UN. The challenge is to create a process for the evolution that will still allow legal action based on the definition. One solution might be regularly scheduled revisions. The problem with that, of course, is that it could lead to renewed efforts by members to manipulate the definition to protect themselves, as in the original process developing the 1948 definition.

HENRY C. THERIAULT

Documents 

1. Raphael Lemkin Introduces the Concept of Genocide

Though somewhat ironically a small chapter in this overall volume of 674 pages, totaling only 17 pages, and not a central focus of the book, Lemkin (1900–1959) would ultimately embrace this concept as his life’s mission and saw its realization in the 1948 UN Convention on the Punishment and Prevention of the Crime of Genocide. The chapter itself is subtitled “A New Term and New Conception for Destruction of Nations,” and begins “New conceptions require new terms. By ‘genocide,’ we mean the destruction of a nation or of an ethnic group.” (This would later be expanded to include racial and religious groups and though originally including political groups as well, this last reference was omitted due to the political machinations of the Soviet Union.) Often overlooked in Lemkin’s chapter was his first footnote where he wrote that would be equally comfortable with the word “ethnocide” to denote the same crime. The chapter then goes on to explore the various techniques of genocide in these fields—political, social, cultural, economic, biological, physical, religious, and moral, and ends with a series of recommendations for the future, addressing genocide in both war and peace and pressing for “international control of occupation practices.”

Chapter IX Genocide

1. Genocide—A New Term and New Conception for Destruction of Nations

New conceptions require new terms. By “genocide” we mean the destruction of a nation or of an ethnic group. This new word, coined by the author to denote an old practice in its modern development, is made from the ancient Greek word genos (race, tribe) and the Latin cide (killing), thus corresponding in its formation to such words as tyrannicide, homocide, infanticide, etc.1 Generally speaking, genocide does not necessarily mean the immediate destruction of a nation, except when accomplished by mass killings of all members of a nation. It is intended rather to signify a coordinated plan of different actions aiming at the destruction of essential foundations of the life of national groups, with the aim of annihilating the groups themselves. The objectives of such a plan would be disintegration of the political and social institutions, of culture, language, national feelings, religion, and the economic existence of national groups, and the destruction of the personal security, liberty, health, dignity, and even the lives of the individuals belonging to such groups. Genocide is directed against the national group as an entity, and the actions involved are directed against individuals, not in their individual capacity, but as members of the national group.

The following illustration will suffice. The confiscation of property of nationals of an occupied area on the ground that they have left the country may be considered simply as a deprivation of their individual property rights. However, if the confiscations are ordered against individuals solely because they are Poles, Jews, or Czechs, then the same confiscations tend in effect to weaken the national entities of which those persons are members.

Genocide has two phases: one, destruction of the national pattern of the oppressed group: the other, the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor. This imposition, in turn, may be made upon the oppressed population which is allowed to remain, or upon the territory alone, after removal of the population and the colonization of the area by the oppressor’s own nationals. Denationalization was the word used in the past to describe the destruction of a national pattern.(1a) The author believes, however, that this word is inadequate because: (1) it does not connote the destruction of the biological structure; (2) in connoting the destruction of one national pattern, it does not connote the imposition of the national pattern of the oppressor; and (3) denationalization is used by some authors to mean only deprivation of citizenship.2

Many authors, instead of using a generic term, use currently terms connoting only some functional aspect of the main generic notion of genocide. Thus, the terms “Germanization,” “Magyarization,” “Italianization,” for example, are used to connote the imposition by one stronger nation (Germany, Hungary, Italy) of its national pattern upon a national group controlled by it. The author believes that these terms are also inadequate because they do not convey the common elements of one generic notion and they treat mainly the cultural, economic, and social aspects of genocide, leaving out the biological aspect, such as causing the physical decline and even destruction of the population involved. If one uses the term “Germanization” of the Poles, for example, in this connotation, it means that the Poles, as human beings, are preserved and that only the national pattern of the Germans is imposed upon them. Such a term is much too restricted to apply to a process in which the population is attacked, in a physical sense, and is removed and supplanted by populations of the oppressor nations.

Genocide is the antithesis of the Rousseau-Portalis Doctrine, which may be regarded as implicit in the Hague Regulations. This doctrine holds that war is directed against sovereigns and armies, not against subjects and civilians. In its modern application in civilized society, the doctrine means that war is conducted against states and armed ‘forces and not against populations. It required a long period of evolution in civilized society to mark the way from wars of extermination3, which occurred in ancient times and in the Middle Ages, to the conception of wars as being essentially limited to activities against armies and states. In the present war, however, genocide is widely practiced by the German occupant. Germany could not accept the Rousseau-Portalis Doctrine: first, because Germany is waging a total war; and secondly, because, according to the doctrine of National Socialism, the nation, not the state, is the predominant factor.4 In this German conception the nation provides the biological element for the state. Consequently, in enforcing the New Order, the Germans prepared, waged, and continued a war not merely against states and their armies5 but against peoples. For the German occupying authorities war thus appears to offer the most appropriate occasion for carrying out their policy of genocide. Their reasoning seems to be the following:

The enemy nation within the control of Germany must be destroyed, disintegrated, or weakened in different degrees for decades to come. Thus the German people in the post-war period will be in a position to deal with other European peoples from the vantage point of biological superiority. Because the imposition of this policy of genocide is more destructive for a people than injuries suffered in actual fighting6, the German people will be stronger than the subjugated peoples after the war even if the German army is defeated. In this respect genocide is a new technique of occupation aimed at winning the peace even though the war itself is lost.

For this purpose the occupant has elaborated a system designed to destroy nations according to a previously prepared plan. Even before the war Hitler envisaged genocide as a means of changing the biological interrelations in Europe in favor of Germany7. Hitler’s conception of genocide is based not upon cultural but upon biological patterns. He believes that “Germanization can only be carried out with the soil and never with men.”8

When Germany occupied the various European countries, Hitler considered their administration so important that he ordered the Reich Commissioners and governors to be responsible directly to him.9 The plan of genocide had to be adapted to political considerations in different countries. It could not be implemented in full force in all the conquered states, and hence the plan varies as to subject, modalities, and degree of intensity in each occupied country. Some groups-such as the Jews-are to be destroyed completely.10 A distinction is made between peoples considered to be related by blood to the German people (such as Dutchmen, Norwegians, Flemings, Luxemburgers), and peoples not thus related by blood (such as the Poles, Slovenes, Serbs). The populations of the first group are deemed worthy of being Germanized. With respect to the Poles particularly, Hitler expressed the view that it is their soil alone which can and should be profitably Germanized.11

II. Techniques of Genocide in Various Fields

The techniques of genocide, which the German occupant has developed in the various occupied countries, represent a concentrated and coordinated attack upon all elements of nationhood. Accordingly, genocide is being carried out in the following fields:

Political 

In the incorporated areas, such as western Poland, Eupen, Malmédy and Moresnet, Luxemburg, and Alsace-Lorraine, local institutions of self-government were destroyed and a German pattern of administration imposed. Every reminder of former national character was obliterated. Even commercial signs and inscriptions on buildings, roads, and streets, as well as names of communities and of localities, were changed to a German form.12 Nationals of Luxemburg having foreign or non-German first names are required to assume in lieu thereof the corresponding German first names; or, if that is impossible, they must select German first names. As to their family names, if they were of German origin and their names have been changed to a non-German form, they must be changed again to the original German. Persons who have not complied with these requirements within the prescribed period are liable to a penalty, and in addition German names may be imposed on them.13 Analogous provisions as to changing of names were made for Lorraine.14

Special Commissioners for the Strengthening of Germanism are attached to the administration, and their task consists in coordinating all actions promoting Germanism in a given area. An especially active role in this respect is played by inhabitants of German origin who were living in the occupied countries before the occupation. After having accomplished their task as members of the so-called fifth column, they formed the nucleus of Germanism. A register of Germans (Volksliste)15 was established and special cards entitled them to special privileges and favors, particularly in the fields of rationing, employment, supervising enterprises of local inhabitants, and so on. In order to disrupt the national unity of the local population, it was declared that non-Germans, married to Germans, may upon their application be put on the Volksliste.

In order further to disrupt national unity, Nazi party organizations were established, such as the Nasjonal Samling Party in Norway and the Mussert Party in the Netherlands, and their members from the local population were given political privileges. Other political parties were dissolved.16 These Nazi parties in occupied countries were also given special protection by courts.

In line with this policy of imposing the German national pattern, particularly in the incorporated territories, the occupant has organized a system of colonization of these areas. In western Poland, especially, this has been done on a large scale. The Polish population have been removed from their homes in order to make place for German settlers who were brought in from the Baltic States, the central and eastern districts of Poland, Bessarabia, and from the Reich itself. The properties and homes of the Poles are being allocated to German settlers; and to induce them to reside in these areas the settlers receive many privileges, especially in the way of tax exemptions.17

Social

The destruction of the national pattern in the social field has been accomplished in part by the abolition of local law and local courts and the imposition of German law and courts, and also by Germanization of the judicial language and of the bar.18 The social structure of a nation being vital to its national development, the occupant also endeavors to bring about such changes as may weaken the national spiritual resources. The focal point of this attack has been the intelligentsia, because this group largely provides national leadership and organizes resistance against Nazification. This is especially true in Poland and Slovenia (Slovene part of Yugoslavia), where the intelligentsia and the clergy were in great part removed from the rest of the population and deported for forced labor in Germany. The tendency of the occupant is to retain in Poland only the laboring and peasant class, while in the western occupied countries the industrialist class is also allowed to remain, since it can aid in integrating the local industries with the German war economy.

Cultural

In the incorporated areas the local population is forbidden to use its own language in schools and in printing. According to the decree of August 6, 1940,19 the language of instruction in all Luxemburg schools was made exclusively German. The French language was not permitted to be taught in primary schools; only in secondary schools could courses in that language continue to be given. German teachers were introduced into the schools and they were compelled to teach according to the principles of National Socialism.20

In Lorraine general compulsory education to assure the upbringing of youth in the spirit of National Socialism begins at the age of six.21 It continues for eight years, or to the completion of the grammar school (Volksschule), and then for three more years, or to the completion of a vocational school. Moreover, in the Polish areas Polish youths were excluded from the benefit of liberal arts studies and were channeled predominantly into the trade schools. The occupant apparently believes that the study of the liberal arts may develop independent national Polish thinking, and therefore he tends to prepare Polish youths for the role of skilled labor, to be employed in German industries.

In order to prevent the expression of the national spirit through artistic media, a rigid control of all cultural activities has been introduced. All persons engaged in painting, drawing, sculpture, music, literature, and the theater are required to obtain a license for the continuation of their activities. Control in these fields is exercised through German authorities. In Luxemburg this control is exercised through the Public Relations Section of the Reich Propaganda Office and embraces music, painting, theater, architecture, literature, press, radio, and cinema. Every one of these activities is controlled through a special chamber and all these chambers are controlled by one chamber, which is called the Reich Chamber of Culture (Reichskulturkammer).22 The local chambers of culture are presided over by the propaganda chief of the National Socialist Party in the given area. Not only have national creative activities in the cultural and artistic field been rendered impossible by regimentation, but the population has also been deprived of inspiration from the existing cultural and artistic values. Thus, especially in Poland, were national monuments destroyed and libraries, archives, museums, and galleries of art carried away.23 In 1939 the Germans burned the great library of the Jewish Theological Seminary at Lublin, Poland. This was reported by the Germans as follows:

For us it was a matter of special pride to destroy the Talmudic Academy which was known as the greatest in Poland. . . . We threw out of the building the great Talmudic library, and carted it to market. There we set fire to the books. The fire lasted for twenty hours. The Jews of Lublin were assembled around and cried bitterly. Their cries almost silenced us. Then we summoned the military band and the joyful shouts of the soldiers silenced the sound of the Jewish cries.24

Economic

The destruction of the foundations of the economic existence of a national group necessarily brings about a crippling of its development, even a retrogression. The lowering of the standard of living creates difficulties in fulfilling cultural-spiritual requirements. Furthermore, a daily fight literally for bread and for physical survival may handicap thinking in both general and national terms.

It was the purpose of the occupant to create such conditions as these among the peoples of the occupied countries, especially those peoples embraced in the first plans of genocide elaborated by him-the Poles, the Slovenes, and the Jews.

The Jews were immediately deprived of the elemental means of existence.25 As to the Poles in incorporated Poland, the purpose of the occupant was to shift the economic resources from the Polish national group to the German national group. Thus the Polish national group had to be impoverished and the German enriched. This was achieved primarily by confiscation of Polish property under the authority of the Reich Commissioner for the Strengthening of Germanism. But the process was likewise furthered by the policy of regimenting trade and handicrafts, since licenses for such activities were issued to Germans, and only exceptionally to Poles. In this way, the Poles were expelled from trade, and the Germans entered that field.

As the occupant took over the banks a special policy for handling bank deposits was established in order to strengthen the German element. One of the most widely patronized Polish banks, called the Post Office Savings Bank (P.K.O.), possessed, on the day of the occupation, deposits of millions of Polish citizens. The deposits, however, were repaid by the occupant only to the German depositors upon production by them of a certificate of their German origin.26 Thus the German element in Poland was immediately made financially stronger than the Polish. In Slovenia the Germans have liquidated the financial cooperatives and agricultural associations, which had for decades proved to be a most efficient instrumentality in raising the standard of living and in promoting national and social progress.

In other countries, especially in Alsace-Lorraine and Luxemburg, genocide in the economic field was carried out in a different manner. As the Luxemburgers are considered to be of related blood, opportunity is given them to recognize the Germanic elements in themselves, and to work for the strengthening of Germanism. If they do not take advantage of this “opportunity,” their properties are taken from them and given to others who are eager to promote Germanism.27

Participation in economic life is thus made dependent upon one’s being German or being devoted to the cause of Germanism. Consequently, promoting a national ideology other than German is made difficult and dangerous.

Biological

In the occupied countries of “people of non-related blood,” a policy of depopulation is pursued. Foremost among the methods employed for this purpose is the adoption of measures calculated to decrease the birthrate of the national groups of non-related blood, while at the same time steps are taken to encourage the birthrate of the Volksdeutsche living in these countries. Thus in incorporated Poland marriages between Poles are forbidden without the special permission of the Governor (Reichsstatthater) of the district; and the latter, as a matter of principle, does not permit marriages between Poles.28

The birthrate of the undesired group is being further decreased as a result of the separation of males from females29 by deporting them for forced labor elsewhere. Moreover, the undernourishment of the parents, because of discrimination in rationing, brings about not only a lowering of the birthrate, but a lowering of the survival capacity of children born of underfed parents.

As mentioned above, the occupant is endeavoring to encourage the birth-rate of the Germans. Different methods are adopted to that end. Special subsidies are provided in Poland for German families having at least three minor children.30 Because the Dutch and Norwegians are considered of related blood, the bearing, by Dutch and Norwegian women, of illegitimate children begotten by German military men is encouraged by subsidy.31 Other measures adopted are along the same lines. Thus the Reich Commissioner has vested in himself the right to act as a guardian or parent to a minor Dutch girl if she intends to marry a German.32 The special care for legitimation of children in Luxemburg, as revealed in the order concerning changes in family law of March 22, 1941,33 is dictated by the desire to encourage extramarital procreation with Germans.

Physical 

The physical debilitation and even annihilation of national groups in occupied countries is carried out mainly in the foIlowing ways:


[image: ]

	I. Racial Discrimination in Feeding. Rationing of food is organized according to racial principles throughout the occupied countries. “The German people come before all other peoples for food,” declared Reich Minister Göring on October 4, 1942.34 In accordance with this program, the German population is getting 93 per cent of its pre-war diet, while those in the occupied territories receive much less: in Warsaw, for example, the Poles receive 66 per cent of the pre-war rations and the Jews only 20 per cent.35 The following shows the difference in the percentage of meat rations received by the Germans and the population of the occupied countries: Germans, 100 per cent; Czechs, 86 per cent; Dutch, 71 per cent; Poles (Incorporated Poland), 71 per cent; Lithuanians, 57 per cent; French, 51 per cent: Belgians, 40 per cent; Serbs, 36 per cent; Poles (General Government), 36 per cent; Slovenes, 29 per cent; Jews, 0 per cent.36
 The percentage of pre-war food received under present rations (in calories per consumer unit) is the following:37 Germans, 93 per cent; Czechs, 83 per cent; Poles (Incorporated Poland), 78 per cent; Dutch, 70 per cent; Belgians, 66 per cent; Poles (General Government), 66 per cent; Norwegians, 54 per cent; Jews, 20 per cent.
 As to the composition of food, the percentages of required basic nutrients received under present rations (per consumer unit) are as follows:38
 The result of racial feeding is a decline in health of the nations involved and an increase in the deathrate. In Warsaw, anemia rose 113 per cent among Poles and 435 among Jews.39 The deathrate per thousand in 1941 amounted in the Netherlands to 10 per cent; in Belgium to 14.5 per cent; in Bohemia and Moravia to 13.4.40 The Polish mortality in Warsaw in 1941 amounted in July to 1,316;41 in August to 1,72942 and in September to 2,160.43

 	2. Endangering of Health. The undesired national groups, particularly in Poland, are deprived of elemental necessities for preserving health and life. This latter method consists, for example, of requisitioning warm clothing and blankets in the winter and withholding firewood and medicine. During the winter of 1941, only a single room in a house could be heated in the Warsaw ghetto, and children had to take turns in warming themselves there. No fuel at all has been received since then by the Jews in the ghetto.44
 Moreover, the Jews in the ghetto are crowded together under conditions of housing inimical to health, and in being denied the use of public parks they are even deprived of the right to fresh air. Such measures, especially pernicious to the health of children, have caused the development of various diseases. The transfer, in unheated cattle trucks and freight cars, of hundreds of thousands of Poles from Incorporated Poland to the Government General, which took place in the midst of a severe winter, resulted in a decimation of the expelled Poles.

 	3. Mass Killings. The technique of mass killings is employed mainly against Poles, Russians, and Jews, as well as against leading personalities from among the non-collaborationist groups in all the occupied countries. In Poland, Bohemia-Moravia, and Slovenia, the intellectuals are being “liquidated” because they have always been considered as the main bearers of national ideals and at the time of occupation they were especially suspected of being the organizers of resistance. The Jews for the most part are liquidated within the ghettos,45 or in special trains in which they are transported to a so-called “unknown” destination. The number of Jews who have been killed by organized murder in all the occupied countries, according to the Institute of Jewish Affairs of the American Jewish Congress in New York, amounts to 1,702,500.46



Religious 

In Luxemburg, where the population is predominantly Catholic and religion plays an important role in national life, especially in the field of education, the occupant has tried to disrupt these national and religious influences. Children over fourteen years of age were permitted by legislation to renounce their religious affiliations,47 for the occupant was eager to enroll such children exclusively in pro-Nazi youth organizations. Moreover, in order to protect such children from public criticism, another law was issued at the same time imposing penalties ranging up to 15,000 Reichsmarks for any publication of names or any general announcement as to resignations from religious congregations.48 Likewise in Poland, through the systematic pillage and destruction of church property and persecution of the clergy, the German occupying authorities have sought to destroy the religious leadership of the Polish nation.

Moral

In order to weaken the spiritual resistance of the national group, the occupant attempts to create an atmosphere of moral debasement within this group. According to this plan, the mental energy of the group should be concentrated upon base instincts and should be diverted from moral and national thinking. It is important for the realization of such a plan that the desire for cheap individual pleasure be substituted for the desire for collective feelings and ideals based upon a higher morality. Therefore, the occupant made an effort in Poland to impose upon the Poles pornographic publications and movies. The consumption of alcohol was encouraged, for while food prices have soared, the Germans have kept down the price of alcohol, and the peasants are compelled by the authorities to take spirits in payment for agricultural produce. The curfew law, enforced very strictly against Poles, is relaxed if they can show the authorities a ticket to one of the gambling houses which the Germans have allowed to come into existence.49

III. Recommendations for the Future

Prohibition of Genocide in War and Peace

The above-described techniques of genocide represent an elaborate, almost scientific, system developed to an extent never before achieved by any nation.50 Hence the significance of genocide and the need to review international law in the light of the German practices of the present war. These practices have surpassed in their unscrupulous character any procedures or methods imagined a few decades ago by the framers of the Hague Regulations. Nobody at that time could conceive that an occupant would resort to the destruction of nations by barbarous practices reminiscent of the darkest pages of history. Hence, among other items covered by the Hague Regulations, there are only technical rules dealing with some (but by no means all) of the essential rights of individuals; and these rules do not take into consideration the interrelationship of such rights with the whole problem of nations subjected to virtual imprisonment. The Hague Regulations deal also with the sovereignty of a state, but they are silent regarding the preservation of the integrity of a people. However, the evolution of international law, particularly since the date of the Hague Regulations, has brought about a considerable interest in national groups as distinguished from states and individuals. National and religious groups were put under a special protection by the Treaty of Versailles and by specific minority treaties, when it became obvious that national minorities were compelled to live within the boundaries of states ruled by governments representing a majority of the population. The constitutions which were framed after 1918 also contain special provisions for the protection of the rights of national groups. Moreover, penal codes which were promulgated at that time provide for the protection of such groups, especially of their honor and reputation.

This trend is quite natural, when we conceive that nations are essential elements of the world community. The world represents only so much culture and intellectual vigor as are created by its component national groups.51 Essentially the idea of a nation signifies constructive cooperation and original contributions, based upon genuine traditions, genuine culture, and a well-developed national psychology. The destruction of a nation, therefore, results in the loss of its future contributions to the world. Moreover, such destruction offends our feelings of morality and justice in much the same way as does the criminal killing of a human being: the crime in the one case as in the other is murder, though on a vastly greater scale. Among the basic features which have marked progress in civilization are the respect for and appreciation of the national characteristics and qualities contributed to world culture by the different nations-characteristics and qualities which, as illustrated in the contributions made by nations weak in defense and poor in economic resources, are not to be measured in terms of national power and wealth.

As far back as 1933, the author of the present work submitted to the Fifth International Conference for the Unification of Penal Law, held in Madrid in October of that year in cooperation with the Fifth Committee of the League of Nations, a report accompanied by draft articles to the effect that actions aiming at the destruction and oppression of populations (what would amount to the actual conception of genocide) should be penalized. The author formulated two new international law crimes to be introduced into the penal legislation of the thirty-seven participating countries, namely, the crime of barbarity, conceived as oppressive and destructive actions directed against individuals as members of a national, religious, or racial group, and the crime of vandalism, conceived as malicious destruction of works of art and culture because they represent the specific creations of the genius of such groups. Moreover, according to this draft these new crimes were to be internationalized to the extent that the offender should be punished when apprehended, either in his own country, if that was the situs of the crime, or in any other signatory country, if apprehended there.52

This principle of universal repression for genocide practices advocated by the author at the above-mentioned conference, had it been accepted by the conference and embodied in the form of an international convention duly signed and ratified by the countries there represented in 1933, would have made it possible, as early as that date, to indict persons who had been found guilty of such criminal acts whenever they appeared on the territory of one of the signatory countries. Moreover, such a project, had it been adopted at that time by the participating countries, would prove useful now by providing an effective instrument for the punishment of war criminals of the present world conflict. It must be emphasized again that the proposals of the author at the Madrid Conference embraced criminal actions which, according to the view of the author, would cover in great part the fields in which crimes have been committed in this war by the members of the Axis Powers. Furthermore, the adoption of the principle of universal repression as adapted to genocide by countries which belong now to the group of non-belligerents or neutrals, respectively, would likewise bind these latter countries to punish the war criminals engaged in genocide or to extradite them to the countries in which these crimes were committed. If the punishment of genocide practices had formed a part of international law in such countries since 1933, there would be no necessity now to issue admonitions to neutral countries not to give refuge to war criminals.53

It will be advisable in the light of these observations to consider the place of genocide in the present and future international law. Genocide is, as we have noted, a composite of different acts of persecution or destruction. Many of those acts, when they constitute an infringement upon honor and rights, when they are a transgression against life, private property and religion, or science and art, or even when they encroach unduly in the fields of taxation and personal services, are prohibited by Articles 46, 48, 52, and 56 of the Hague Regulations. Several of them, such as those which cause humiliations, debilitation by undernourishment, and danger to health, are in violation of the laws of humanity as specified in the preamble to the Hague Regulations. But other acts falling within the purview of genocide, such as, for example, subsidizing children begotten by members of the armed forces of the occupant and born of women nationals of the occupied area, as well as various ingenious measures for weakening or destroying political, social, and cultural elements in national groups, are not expressly prohibited by the Hague Regulations. The entire problem of genocide needs to be dealt with as a whole; it is too important to be left for piecemeal discussion and solution in the future. Many hope that there will be no more wars, but we dare not rely on mere hopes for protection against genocidal practices by ruthless conquerors. Therefore, without ceasing in our endeavors to make this the last war, we must see to it that the Hague Regulations are so amended as expressly to prohibit genocide in any war which may occur in the future. De lege ferenda, the definition of genocide in the Hague Regulations thus amended should consist of two essential parts: in the first should be included every action infringing upon the life, liberty, health, corporal integrity, economic existence, and the honor of the inhabitants when committed because they belong to a national, religious, or racial group; and in the second, every policy aiming at the destruction or the aggrandizement of one of such groups to the prejudice or detriment of another.

Moreover, we should not overlook the fact that genocide is a problem not only of war but also of peace. It is an especially important problem for Europe, where differentiation in nationhood is so marked that despite the principle of political and territorial self-determination, certain national groups may be obliged to live as minorities within the boundaries of other states. If these groups should not be adequately protected, such lack of protection would result in international disturbances, especially in the form of disorganized emigration of the persecuted, who would look for refuge elsewhere.54 That being the case, all countries must be concerned about such a problem, not only because of humanitarian, but also because of practical, reasons affecting the interest of every country. The system of legal protection of minorities adopted in the past, which was based mainly on international treaties and the constitutions of the respective countries, proved to be in-adequate because not every European country had a sufficient judicial machinery for the enforcement of its constitution. It may be said, in fact, that the European countries had a more efficient machinery for enforcing civil and criminal law than for enforcing constitutional law. Genocide being of such great importance, its repression must be based not only on international and constitutional law but also on the criminal law of the various countries. The procedure to be adopted in the future with respect to this matter should be as follows:

An international multilateral treaty should provide for the introduction, not only in the constitution but also in the criminal code of each country, of provisions protecting minority groups from oppression because of their nationhood, religion, or race. Each criminal code should have provisions inflicting penalties for genocide practices. In order to prevent the invocation of the plea of superior orders, the liability of persons who order genocide practices, as well as of persons who execute such orders, should be provided expressly by the criminal codes of the respective countries. Because of the special implications of genocide in international relations, the principle of universal repression should be adopted for the crime of genocide. According to this principle, the culprit should be liable to trial not only in the country in which he committed the crime, but also, in the event of his escape therefrom, in any other country in which he might have taken refuge.55 In this respect, genocide offenders should be subject to the principle of universal repression in the same way as other offenders guilty of the so-called delicta juris gentium (such as, for example, white slavery and trade in children, piracy, trade in narcotics and in obscene publications, and counterfeiting of money).56 Indeed, genocide should be added to the list of delicta juris gentium.57

International Control of Occupation Practices

Genocide as described above presents one of the most complete and glaring illustrations of the violation of international law and the laws of humanity. In its several manifestations genocide also represents a violation of specific regulations of the Hague Convention such as those regarding the protection of property, life, and honor. It is therefore essential that genocide procedures be not only prohibited by law but prevented in practice during military occupation.

In another important field, that of the treatment of prisoners of war, international controls have been established in order to ascertain whether prisoners are treated in accordance with the rules of international law (see Articles 86 to 88 of the Convention concerning the Treatment of Prisoners of War, of July 27, 1929).58 But the fate of nations in prison, of helpless women and children, has apparently not seemed to be so important as to call for supervision of the occupational authorities. Whereas concerning prisoners of war the public is able to obtain exact information, the lack of direct-witness reports on the situation of groups of population under occupation gravely hampers measures for their assistance and rescue from what may be inhumane and intolerable conditions. Information and reports which slip out from behind the frontiers of occupied countries are very often labeled as untrustworthy atrocity stories because they are so gruesome that people simply refuse to believe them. Therefore, the Regulations of the Hague Convention should be modified to include an international controlling agency vested with specific powers, such as visiting the occupied countries and making inquiries as to the manner in which the occupant treats nations in prison. In the situation as it exists at present there is no means of providing for alleviation of the treatment of populations under occupation until the actual moment of liberation. It is then too late for remedies, for after liberation such populations can at best obtain only reparation of damages but never restoration of those values which have been destroyed and which cannot be restored, such as human life, treasures of art, and historical archives.

Source: Raphael Lemkin, Axis Rule in Occupied Europe: Laws of Occupation, Analysis of Government, Proposals for Redress. Chapter IX, pp, 79–95 with footnotes. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 1944. Available online at http://ess.uwe.ac.uk/genocide/Lemkina.html.

2. UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide

In the aftermath of the horrors of World War II, though not specifically referencing the genocidal tragedy of the Jews of Europe between 1939 and 1945, this legally affirmed UN Convention defines what constituted genocide against which groups as punishable acts, and further details the process by which it would become international law. Though not without controversy and critique even today by both the academic and legal communities, it remains the only legal instrument possessing international standing. It should also be noted that the United States, while originally affi rming its validity under President Harry Truman (1884–1972), hindered its own ratification until 1988 under the presidency of Ronald Reagan (1911–2004).

Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide

Adopted by Resolution 260 (III) A of the United Nations General Assembly on 9 December 1948.

The Contracting Parties,

Having considered the declaration made by the General Assembly of the United Nations in its resolution 96 (I) dated 11 December 1946 that genocide is a crime under international law, contrary to the spirit and aims of the United Nations and condemned by the civilized world;

Recognizing that at all periods of history genocide has inflicted great losses on humanity; and

Being convinced that, in order to liberate mankind from such an odious scourge, international co-operation is required;

Hereby agree as hereinafter provided.

Article 1. The Contracting Parties confirm that genocide, whether committed in time of peace or in time of war, is a crime under international law which they undertake to prevent and to punish.

Art. 2. In the present Convention, genocide means any of the following acts committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial or religious group, as such:

	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Art. 3. The following acts shall be punishable:

	(a) Genocide;
 	(b) Conspiracy to commit genocide;
 	(c) Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
 	(d) Attempt to commit genocide;
 	(e) Complicity in genocide.


Art. 4. Persons committing genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in Article 3 shall be punished, whether they are constitutionally responsible rulers, public officials or private individuals.

Art. 5. The Contracting Parties undertake to enact, in accordance with their respective Constitutions, the necessary legislation to give effect to the provisions of the present Convention and, in particular, to provide effective penalties for persons guilty of genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in Article 3.

Art. 6. Persons charged with genocide or any of the other acts enumerated in Article 3 shall be tried by a competent tribunal of the State in the territory of which the act was committed, or by such international penal tribunal as may have jurisdiction with respect to those Contracting Parties which shall have accepted its jurisdiction.

Art. 7. Genocide and the other acts enumerated in Article 3 shall not be considered as political crimes for the purpose of extradition.

The Contracting Parties pledge themselves in such cases to grant extradition in accordance with their laws and treaties in force.

Art. 8. Any Contracting Party may call upon the competent organs of the United Nations to take such action under the Charter of the United Nations.

Source: A/RES/260 (III). December 9, 1948. http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=a/res/260-(III). Used by permission of the United Nations.

3. Principles of the Nuremberg Tribunal, 1950

A set of precepts emerging from the Nuremberg Trials of 1945–1946 was adopted by the United Nations International Law Commission in 1950, the essential implication being that every person is responsible for his or her own actions, and that, as a result, no one stands above international law. By these principles, the defense of “following superior orders” is nullified. The Nuremberg Principles have been incorporated into a number of multilateral treaties, most notably that which established the International Criminal Court.

Principle I

Any person who commits an act which constitutes a crime under international law is responsible therefor and liable to punishment.

Principle II

The fact that internal law does not impose a penalty for an act which constitutes a crime under international law does not relieve the person who committed the act from responsibility under international law.

Principle III

The fact that a person who committed an act which constitutes a crime under international law acted as Head of State or responsible Government official does not relieve him from responsibility under international law.

Principle IV

The fact that a person acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior does not relieve him from responsibility under international law, provided a moral choice was in fact possible to him.

Principle V

Any person charged with a crime under international law has the right to a fair trial on the facts and law.

Principle VI

The crimes hereinafter set out are punishable as crimes under; international law:

Crimes against peace:

	(i) Planning, preparation, initiation or waging of a war of aggression or a war in violation of international treaties, agreements or assurances;
 	(ii) Participation in a common plan or conspiracy for the accomplishment of any of the acts mentioned under (i).


War crimes:

Violations of the laws or customs of war which include, but are not limited to, murder, ill-treatment or deportation to slave-labor or for any other purpose of civilian population of or in occupied territory, murder or illtreatment of prisoners of war, of persons on the seas, killing of hostages, plunder of public or private property, wanton destruction of cities, towns, or villages, or devastation not justified by military necessity.

Crimes against humanity:

Murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation and other inhuman acts done against any civilian population, or persecutions on political, racial or religious grounds, when such acts are done or such persecutions are carried on in execution of or in connection with any crime against peace or any war crime.

Principle VII

Complicity in the commission of a crime against peace, a war crime, or a crime against humanity as set forth in Principles VI is a crime under international law.

Source: Report of the International. Law Commission covering its Second Session, June 5—July 29, 1950, Document A/1316. Available online at http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/full/390.

4. The Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court, July 17, 1998

This legal document from 1998 is divided into the following parts: I. Establishment of the Court, II. Jurisdiction, Admissibility, and Applicable Law, III. General Principles of Criminal Law, IV. Composition and Administration of the Court, V. Investigation and Prosecution, VI. The Trial, VII. Penalties, VIII. Appeal and Revision, IX. International Cooperation and Judicial Assistance, X. Enforcement, XI. Assembly of States Parties, XII. Financing, XIII. Final Clauses. Of particular important are Articles 6 Genocide, 7 Crimes against Humanity, and 8 War Crimes, further spelling out what categories of crimes are to be addressed. It should be noted that President Bill Clinton (b. 1946) signed onto the Rome Statutes, President George Bush Jr. (b. 1961) reversed that decision, and, as of this date (2014), President Barack Obama (b. 1961) has yet to urge the United States to become a signatory.

Part 1. Establishment of the court

Article 1

The Court

An International Criminal Court (“the Court”) is hereby established. It shall be a permanent institution and shall have the power to exercise its jurisdiction over persons for the most serious crimes of international concern, as referred to in this Statute, and shall be complementary to national criminal jurisdictions. The jurisdiction and functioning of the Court shall be governed by the provisions of this Statute.

Article 2

Relationship of the Court with the United Nations

The Court shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations through an agreement to be approved by the Assembly of States Parties to this Statute and thereafter concluded by the President of the Court on its behalf.

Article 3

Seat of the Court

	The seat of the Court shall be established at The Hague in the Netherlands (“the host State”).
 	The Court shall enter into a headquarters agreement with the host State, to be approved by the Assembly of States Parties and thereafter concluded by the President of the Court on its behalf.
 	The Court may sit elsewhere, whenever it considers it desirable, as provided in this Statute.


Article 4

Legal status and powers of the Court

	The Court shall have international legal personality. It shall also have such legal capacity as may be necessary for the exercise of its functions and the fulfilment of its purposes.
 	The Court may exercise its functions and powers, as provided in this Statute, on the territory of any State Party and, by special agreement, on the territory of any other State.


Part 2. Jurisdiction, admissibility and applicable law

Article 5

Crimes within the jurisdiction of the Court

	The jurisdiction of the Court shall be limited to the most serious crimes of concern to the international community as a whole. The Court has jurisdiction in accordance with this Statute with respect to the following crimes: 	(a) The crime of genocide;
 	(b) Crimes against humanity;
 	(c) War crimes;
 	(d) The crime of aggression.


 	The Court shall exercise jurisdiction over the crime of aggression once a provision is adopted in accordance with articles 121 and 123 defining the crime and setting out the conditions under which the Court shall exercise jurisdiction with respect to this crime. Such a provision shall be consistent with the relevant provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.


Article 6

Genocide

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

	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.


Article 7

Crimes against humanity

	For the purpose of this Statute, “crime against humanity” means any of the following acts when committed as part of a widespread or systematic attack directed against any civilian population, with knowledge of the attack: 	(a) M urder;
 	(b) Extermination;
 	(c) Enslavement;
 	(d) Deportation or forcible transfer of population;
 	(e) Imprisonment or other severe deprivation of physical liberty in violation of fundamental rules of international law;
 	(f ) T or ture;
 	(g) Rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy, enforced sterilization, or any other form of sexual violence of comparable gravity;
 	(h) Persecution against any identifiable group or collectivity on political, racial, national, ethnic, cultural, religious, gender as defined in paragraph 3, or other grounds that are universally recognized as impermissible under international law, in connection with any act referred to in this paragraph or any crime within the jurisdiction of the Court;
 	(i) Enforced disappearance of persons;
 	(j) The crime of apartheid;
 	(k) Other inhumane acts of a similar character intentionally causing great suffering, or serious injury to body or to mental or physical health.


 	For the purpose of paragraph 1: 	(a) “Attack directed against any civilian population” means a course of conduct involving the multiple commission of acts referred to in paragraph 1 against any civilian population, pursuant to or in furtherance of a State or organizational policy to commit such attack;
 	(b) “Extermination” includes the intentional infliction of conditions of life, inter alia the deprivation of access to food and medicine, calculated to bring about the destruction of part of a population;
 	(c) “Enslavement” means the exercise of any or all of the powers attaching to the right of ownership over a person and includes the exercise of such power in the course of trafficking in persons, in particular women and children;
 	(d) “Deportation or forcible transfer of population” means forced displacement of the persons concerned by expulsion or other coercive acts from the area in which they are lawfully present, without grounds permitted under international law;
 	(e) “Torture” means the intentional infliction of severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, upon a person in the custody or under the control of the accused; except that torture shall not include pain or suffering arising only from, inherent in or incidental to, lawful sanctions;
 	(f) “Forced pregnancy” means the unlawful confinement of a woman forcibly made pregnant, with the intent of affecting the ethnic composition of any population or carrying out other grave violations of international law. This definition shall not in any way be interpreted as affecting national laws relating to pregnancy;
 	(g) “Persecution” means the intentional and severe deprivation of fundamental rights contrary to international law by reason of the identity of the group or collectivity;
 	(h) “ The crime of apartheid” means inhumane acts of a character similar to those referred to in paragraph 1, committed in the context of an institutionalized regime of systematic oppression and domination by one racial group over any other racial group or groups and committed with the intention of maintaining that regime;
 	(i) “Enforced disappearance of persons” means the arrest, detention or abduction of persons by, or with the authorization, support or acquiescence of, a State or a political organization, followed by a refusal to acknowledge that deprivation of freedom or to give information on the fate or whereabouts of those persons, with the intention of removing them from the protection of the law for a prolonged period of time.


 	For the purpose of this Statute, it is understood that the term “gender” refers to the two sexes, male and female, within the context of society. The term “gender” does not indicate any meaning different from the above.


Article 8

War crimes

	The Court shall have jurisdiction in respect of war crimes in particular when committed as part of a plan or policy or as part of a large-scale commission of such crimes.
 	For the purpose of this Statute, “war crimes” means: 	(a) Grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, namely, any of the following acts against persons or property protected under the provisions of the relevant Geneva Convention: 	(i) W ilful killing;
 	(ii) Torture or inhuman treatment, including biological experiments;
 	(iii) Wilfully causing great suffering, or serious injury to body or health;
 	(iv) E xtensive destruction and appropriation of property, not justified by military necessity and carried out unlawfully and wantonly;
 	(v) Compelling a prisoner of war or other protected person to serve in the forces of a hostile Power;
 	(vi) Wilfully depriving a prisoner of war or other protected person of the rights of fair and regular trial;
 	(vii) Unlawful deportation or transfer or unlawful confinement;
 	(viii) Taking of hostages.



 	(b) Other serious violations of the laws and customs applicable in international armed conflict, within the established framework of international law, namely, any of the following acts: 	(i) Intentionally directing attacks against the civilian population as such or against individual civilians not taking direct part in hostilities;
 	(ii) Intentionally directing attacks against civilian objects, that is, objects which are not military objectives;
 	(iii) Intentionally directing attacks against personnel, installations, material, units or vehicles involved in a humanitarian assistance or peacekeeping mission in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, as long as they are entitled to the protection given to civilians or civilian objects under the international law of armed conflict;
 	(iv) Intentionally launching an attack in the knowledge that such attack will cause incidental loss of life or injury to civilians or damage to civilian objects or widespread, long-term and severe damage to the natural environment which would be clearly excessive in relation to the concrete and direct overall military advantage anticipated;
 	(v) Attacking or bombarding, by whatever means, towns, villages, dwellings or buildings which are undefended and which are not military objectives;
 	(vi) Killing or wounding a combatant who, having laid down his arms or having no longer means of defence, has surrendered at discretion;
 	(vii) Making improper use of a flag of truce, of the flag or of the military insignia and uniform of the enemy or of the United Nations, as well as of the distinctive emblems of the Geneva Conventions, resulting in death or serious personal injury;
 	(viii) The transfer, directly or indirectly, by the Occupying Power of parts of its own civilian population into the territory it occupies, or the deportation or transfer of all or parts of the population of the occupied territory within or outside this territory;
 	(ix) Intentionally directing attacks against buildings dedicated to religion, education, art, science or charitable purposes, historic monuments, hospitals and places where the sick and wounded are collected, provided they are not military objectives;
 	(x) Subjecting persons who are in the power of an adverse party to physical mutilation or to medical or scientific experiments of any kind which are neither justified by the medical, dental or hospital treatment of the person concerned nor carried out in his or her interest, and which cause death to or seriously endanger the health of such person or persons;
 	(xi) Killing or wounding treacherously individuals belonging to the hostile nation or army;
 	(xii) Declaring that no quarter will be given;
 	(xiii) Destroying or seizing the enemy’s property unless such destruction or seizure be imperatively demanded by the necessities of war;
 	(xiv) Declaring abolished, suspended or inadmissible in a court of law the rights and actions of the nationals of the hostile party;
 	(xv) Compelling the nationals of the hostile party to take part in the operations of war directed against their own country, even if they were in the belligerent’s service before the commencement of the war;
 	(xvi) Pillaging a town or place, even when taken by assault;
 	(xvii) Employing poison or poisoned weapons;
 	(xviii) Employing asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and all analogous liquids, materials or devices;
 	(xix) Employing bullets which expand or flatten easily in the human body, such as bullets with a hard envelope which does not entirely cover the core or is pierced with incisions;
 	(xx) Employing weapons, projectiles and material and methods of warfare which are of a nature to cause superfluous injury or unnecessary suffering or which are inherently indiscriminate in violation of the international law of armed conflict, provided that such weapons, projectiles and material and methods of warfare are the subject of a comprehensive prohibition and are included in an annex to this Statute, by an amendment in accordance with the relevant provisions set forth in articles 121 and 123;
 	(xxi) Committing outrages upon personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading treatment;
 	(xxii) Committing rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy, as defined in article 7, paragraph 2 (f), enforced sterilization, or any other form of sexual violence also constituting a grave breach of the Geneva Conventions;
 	(xxiii) Utilizing the presence of a civilian or other protected person to render certain points, areas or military forces immune from military operations;
 	(xxiv) Intentionally directing attacks against buildings, material, medical units and transport, and personnel using the distinctive emblems of the Geneva Conventions in conformity with international law;
 	(xxv) I ntentionally using starvation of civilians as a method of warfare by depriving them of objects indispensable to their survival, including wilfully impeding relief supplies as provided for under the Geneva Conventions;
 	(xxvi) Conscripting or enlisting children under the age of fifteen years into the national armed forces or using them to participate actively in hostilities.


 	(c) In the case of an armed conflict not of an international character, serious violations of article 3 common to the four Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, namely, any of the following acts committed against persons taking no active part in the hostilities, including members of armed forces who have laid down their arms and those placed hors de combat by sickness, wounds, detention or any other cause: 	(i) Violence to life and person, in particular murder of all kinds, mutilation, cruel treatment and torture;
 	(ii) Committing outrages upon personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading treatment;
 	(iii) Taking of hostages;
 	(iv) The passing of sentences and the carrying out of executions without previous judgement pronounced by a regularly constituted court, affording all judicial guarantees which are generally recognized as indispensable.



 	(d) Paragraph 2 (c) applies to armed conflicts not of an international character and thus does not apply to situations of internal disturbances and tensions, such as riots, isolated and sporadic acts of violence or other acts of a similar nature.
 	(e) Other serious violations of the laws and customs applicable in armed conflicts not of an international character, within the established framework of international law, namely, any of the following acts: 	(i) Intentionally directing attacks against the civilian population as such or against individual civilians not taking direct part in hostilities;
 	(ii) Intentionally directing attacks against buildings, material, medical units and transport, and personnel using the distinctive emblems of the Geneva Conventions in conformity with international law;
 	(iii) I ntentionally directing attacks against personnel, installations, material, units or vehicles involved in a humanitarian assistance or peacekeeping mission in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, as long as they are entitled to the protection given to civilians or civilian objects under the international law of armed conflict;
 	(iv) Intentionally directing attacks against buildings dedicated to religion, education, art, science or charitable purposes, historic monuments, hospitals and places where the sick and wounded are collected, provided they are not military objectives;
 	(v) Pillaging a town or place, even when taken by assault;
 	(vi) Committing rape, sexual slavery, enforced prostitution, forced pregnancy, as defined in article 7, paragraph 2 (f), enforced sterilization, and any other form of sexual violence also constituting a serious violation of article 3 common to the four Geneva Conventions;
 	(vii) Conscripting or enlisting children under the age of fifteen years into armed forces or groups or using them to participate actively in hostilities;
 	(viii) Ordering the displacement of the civilian population for reasons related to the conflict, unless the security of the civilians involved or imperative military reasons so demand;
 	(ix) Killing or wounding treacherously a combatant adversary;
 	(x) Declaring that no quarter will be given;
 	(xi) Subjecting persons who are in the power of another party to the conflict to physical mutilation or to medical or scientific experiments of any kind which are neither justified by the medical, dental or hospital treatment of the person concerned nor carried out in his or her interest, and which cause death to or seriously endanger the health of such person or persons;
 	(xii) Destroying or seizing the property of an adversary unless such destruction or seizure be imperatively demanded by the necessities of the conflict;


 	(f) Paragraph 2 (e) applies to armed conflicts not of an international character and thus does not apply to situations of internal disturbances and tensions, such as riots, isolated and sporadic acts of violence or other acts of a similar nature. It applies to armed conflicts that take place in the territory of a State when there is protracted armed conflict between governmental authorities and organized armed groups or between such groups.


 	Nothing in paragraph 2 (c) and (e) shall affect the responsibility of a Government to maintain or re-establish law and order in the State or to defend the unity and territorial integrity of the State, by all legitimate means.


Article 9

Elements of Crimes

	Elements of Crimes shall assist the Court in the interpretation and application of articles 6, 7 and 8. They shall be adopted by a two-thirds majority of the members of the Assembly of States Parties.
 	Amendments to the Elements of Crimes may be proposed by: 	(a) Any State Party;
 	(b) The judges acting by an absolute majority;
 	(c) The Prosecutor.




Such amendments shall be adopted by a two-thirds majority of the members of the Assembly of States Parties.

	3. The Elements of Crimes and amendments thereto shall be consistent with this Statute.


Article 10

Nothing in this Part shall be interpreted as limiting or prejudicing in any way existing or developing rules of international law for purposes other than this Statute.

Article 11

Jurisdiction ratione temporis

	The Court has jurisdiction only with respect to crimes committed after the entry into force of this Statute.
 	If a State becomes a Party to this Statute after its entry into force, the Court may exercise its jurisdiction only with respect to crimes committed after the entry into force of this Statute for that State, unless that State has made a declaration under article 12, paragraph 3.


Source: Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (1998). Artices 1 to 11. http://www.icc-cpi.int/nr/rdonlyres/ea9aeff7–5752–4f84-be94–0a655eb30e16/0/rome_statute_english.pdf Used by permission of the United Nations.

5. The Eight Stages of Genocide

Gregory Stanton, past president of the International Association of Genocide Scholars (IAGS), lawyer and anthropologist, and creator and maintainer of the Web site www.genocidewatch.org has presented the concept and practice of genocide as a series of “stages,” whose borders and boundaries are porous, as perpetrators move from one stage to the next. They are (1) classification, (2) symbolization, (3) dehumanization, (4) organization, (5) polarization, (6) preparation, (7) extermination, and (8) denial. It should be noted that these stages are applicable historically, and includes the Herero Genocide, the Armenian Genocide, the Holocaust of World War II, as well as the contemporary genocides of Cambodia/Kampuchea (where much of his scholarly work has been done), Guatemala, the Kurdish Genocide, East Timor, Bosnia, Rwanda, and Darfur.

The 8 Stages of Genocide By Gregory H. Stanton

The International Convention for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide defines “genocide.”

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

	(a) Killing members of the group;
 	(b) Causing serious bodily or mental harm to members of the group;
 	(c) Deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part;
 	(d) Imposing measures intended to prevent births within the group;
 	(e) Forcibly transferring children of the group to another group.”


Acts of genocide

During the Rwandan genocide, the U.S. State Department’s lawyers infamously directed U.S. diplomats to avoid use of the word genocide. Only “acts of genocide” were being committed, they said. It was a distinction without a difference.

The crime of genocide is defined by the Genocide Convention as “acts of genocide.” It does not exist apart from those acts. A pattern of acts of genocide is frequently called “genocide” and evidence of such a pattern of ethnic, racial, or religious massacres is strong evidence of genocidal intent.

The Convention declares the following acts punishable:

	“(a) G enocide;
 	(b) Conspiracy to commit genocide;
 	(c) Direct and public incitement to commit genocide;
 	(d) Attempt to commit genocide;
 	(e) Complicity in genocide.”


The Genocide Convention is sometimes misinterpreted as requiring the intent to destroy in whole a national, ethnical, racial or religious group. Some genocides have fit that description, notably the Holocaust and Rwanda. But most do not. Most are intended to destroy only part of a group. The Genocide Convention specifically includes the intentional killing of part of a group as genocide. It reaffirms this definition when it includes as among the acts that constitute genocide “deliberately inflicting on the group conditions of life calculated to bring about its physical destruction in whole or in part’. Those who shrink from applying the term “genocide” usually ignore the “in part”.

Intent

Intent can be directly proven from statements or orders by the perpetrators. But more often, it must be deduced from the systematic pattern of their acts, a pattern that could only arise out of specific intent.

Criminal law distinguishes intent from motive. A murderer may have many motives—gaining property or eliminating a rival for power. But his intent is determined by the purpose of his act: Did he purposely kill the victim? Genocidal intent is determined by the specific purpose of the act: Did the killer purposely kill the victim as part of a plan to destroy a national, ethnic, racial, or religious group, at least in part?

The motive of the killer to take the victim’s property or to politically dominate the victim’s group does not remove genocidal intent if the victim is chosen because of his ethnic, national, racial, or religious group.

A plan for genocide doesn’t need to be written out. An act of genocide may arise in a culture that considers members of another group less than human, where killing members of that group is not considered murder. This is the culture of impunity characteristic of genocidal societies. In Burundi, Tutsis who kill Hutus have seldom been convicted or even arrested. Massacres are ethnic, intended to destroy parts of the other ethnic group.

Leo Kuper calls such mass killings genocidal massacres. They are acts of genocide even if only a part of a group (the intellectuals, officers, leaders) is targeted.

The Genocidal Process

Prevention of genocide requires a structural understanding of the genocidal process. Genocide has eight stages or operational processes. The first stages precede later stages, but continue to operate throughout the genocidal process. Each stage reinforces the others. A strategy to prevent genocide should attack each stage, each process. The eight stages of genocide are classification, symbolization, dehumanization, organization, polarization, preparation, extermination, and denial.

Classification

All languages and cultures require classification—division of the natural and social world into categories. We distinguish and classify objects and people. All cultures have categories to distinguish between “us” and “them,” between members of our group and others. We treat different categories of people differently. Racial and ethnic classifications may be defined by absurdly detailed laws—the Nazi Nuremberg laws, the “one drop” laws of segregation in America, or apartheid racial classification laws in South Africa. Racist societies often prohibit mixed categories and outlaw miscegenation. Bipolar societies are the most likely to have genocide. In Rwanda and Burundi, children are the ethnicity of their father, either Tutsi or Hutu. No one is mixed. Mixed marriages do not result in mixed children.

Symbolization

We use symbols to name and signify our classifications. We name some people Hutu and others Tutsi, or Jewish or Gypsy, or Christian or Muslim. Sometimes physical characteristics—skin color or nose shape—become symbols for classifications. Other symbols, like customary dress or facial scars, are socially imposed by groups on their own members. After the process has reached later stages (dehumanization, organization, and polarization) genocidal governments in the preparation stage often require members of a targeted group to wear an identifying symbol or distinctive clothing—e.g. the yellow star. The Khmer Rouge forced people from the Eastern Zone to wear a blue-checked scarf, marking them for forced relocation and elimination.

Dehumanization

Classification and symbolization are fundamental operations in all cultures. They become steps of genocide only when combined with dehumanization. Denial of the humanity of others is the step that permits killing with impunity. The universal human abhorrence of murder of members of one’s own group is overcome by treating the victims as less than human. In incitements to genocide the target groups are called disgusting animal names—Nazi propaganda called Jews “rats” or “vermin”; Rwandan Hutu hate radio referred to Tutsis as “cockroaches.” The targeted group is often likened to a “disease”, “microbes”, “infections” or a “cancer” in the body politic. Bodies of genocide victims are often mutilated to express this denial of humanity. Such atrocities then become the justification for revenge killings, because they are evidence that the killers must be monsters, not human beings themselves.

Organization

Genocide is always collective because it derives its impetus from group identification. It is always organized, often by states but also by militias and hate groups. Planning need not be elaborate: Hindu mobs may hunt down Sikhs or Muslims, led by local leaders. Methods of killing need not be complex: Tutsis in Rwanda died from machetes; Muslim Chams in Cambodia from hoe-blades to the back of the neck (“Bullets must not be wasted,” was the rule at Cambodian extermination prisons, expressing the dehumanization of the victims.) The social organization of genocide varies by culture. It reached its most mechanized, bureaucratic form in the Nazi death camps. But it is always organized, whether by the Nazi SS or the Rwandan Interahamwe. Death squads may be trained for mass murder, as in Rwanda, and then force everyone to participate, spreading hysteria and overcoming individual resistance. Terrorist groups will pose one of the greatest threats of genocidal mass murder in the future as they gain access to chemical, biological, and even nuclear weapons.

Polarization

Genocide proceeds in a downward cycle of killings until, like a whirlpool, it reaches the vortex of mass murder. Killings by one group may provoke revenge killings by the other. Such massacres are aimed at polarization, the systematic elimination of moderates who would slow the cycle. The first to be killed in a genocide are moderates from the killing group who oppose the extremists: the Hutu Supreme Court Chief Justice and Prime Minister in Rwanda, the Tutsi Archbishop in Burundi. Extremists target moderate leaders and their families. The center cannot hold. The most extreme take over, polarizing the conflict until negotiated settlement is impossible.

Preparation

Preparation for genocide includes identification. Lists of victims are drawn up. Houses are marked. Maps are made. Individuals are forced to carry ID cards identifying their ethnic or religious group. Identification greatly speeds the slaughter. In Germany, the identification of Jews, defined by law, was performed by a methodical bureaucracy. In Rwanda, identity cards showed each person’s ethnicity. In the genocide, Tutsis could then be easily pulled from cars at roadblocks and murdered. Throwing away the cards did not help, because anyone who could not prove he was Hutu, was presumed to be Tutsi. Hutu militiamen conducted crude mouth exams to test claims of Hutu identity.

Preparation also includes expropriation of the property of the victims. It may include concentration: herding of the victims into ghettos, stadiums, or churches. In its most extreme form, it even includes construction of extermination camps, as in Nazi-ruled Europe, or conversion of existing buildings—temples and schools—into extermination centers in Cambodia. Transportation of the victims to these killing centers is then organized and bureaucratized.

Extermination

The seventh step, the final solution, is extermination. It is considered extermination, rather than murder, because the victims are not considered human. They are vermin, rats or cockroaches. Killing is described by euphemisms of purification: “ethnic cleansing” in Bosnia, “ratonade” (rat extermination) in Algeria. Targeted members of alien groups are killed, often including children. Because they are not considered persons, their bodies are mutilated, buried in mass graves or burnt like garbage.

Denial

Every genocide is followed by denial. The mass graves are dug up and hidden. The historical records are burned, or closed to historians. Even during the genocide, those committing the crimes dismiss reports as propaganda. Afterwards such deniers are called “revisionists.” Others deny through more subtle means: by characterizing the reports as “unconfirmed” or “alleged” because they do not come from officially approved sources; by minimizing the number killed; by quarreling about whether the killing fits the legal definition of genocide (“definitionalism”); by claiming that the deaths of the perpetrating group exceeded that of the victim group, or that the deaths were the result of civil war, not genocide. In fact, civil war and genocide are not mutually exclusive. Most genocides occur during wars.

Prevention

A full strategy for preventing genocide should include attack on each of genocide’s operational processes.

Classification may be attacked either through devaluation of the distinctive features used to classify (e.g. amalgamation of regional dialects and accents by exposure to mass media, standardized education, and promotion of a common language) or through use of transcendent categories, such as common nationality or common humanity. Promotion of mixed categories, such as the financial incentives for inter-caste marriages in Tamil Nadu, India, may help break down group endogamy, but do not combat genocide in bipolar societies where mixed categories have no recognition. In bipolar societies, transcendent institutions like the Catholic Church should actively campaign against ethnic classifications. Special effort should be made to keep such institutions from being captured and divided by the same forces that divide the society, e.g. through hierarchical discipline from Rome for the Roman Catholic Church.

Symbolization can be attacked by legally forbidding use of hate symbols (e.g. swastikas) or ethnic classification words. “Nigger” or “kaffir” as racial expletives may be outlawed as “hate speech.” Group marking like tribal scarring may be outlawed, like gang clothing. The problem is that legal limitations on hate speech will fail if unsupported by popular cultural enforcement. Though Hutu and Tutsi were forbidden words in Burundi until the 1980’s, the prohibition had little effect, since other euphemisms and code-words replaced them. Prohibition may even become counter-productive, as part of an ideology of denial, which prevents people from naming, discussing and overcoming deep cultural divisions. However, without symbols for our classifications, they would become literally insignificant. Yellow stars became insignificant in parts of France and Bulgaria because many Jews refused to wear them and were not turned in by their Christian neighbors, who rejected the Nazi’s classification system. In cultures that reject negative symbolization, resistance can be a powerful preventive tactic. In Denmark, the popular resistance to Nazi classification and symbolization was so strong that the Nazis did not even dare to impose the yellow star, and Danish “fishermen” smuggled ninety-five percent of Danish Jews to safety in Sweden.

Dehumanization should be opposed openly whenever it shows its ugly face. Genocidal societies lack constitutional protection for countervailing speech, and should be treated differently than democracies. Hate radio stations should be shut down, and hate propaganda banned. Although restrictions on free speech are not necessary in a healthy polity, even in democracies hate speech should be actively exposed and publicly opposed. Direct incitements to genocide should be outlawed. Incitement to genocide is not protected speech. Hate crimes and atrocities should be promptly punished. Impunity breeds contempt for law, and emboldens genocidists, who can literally get away with murder.

Organizations that commit acts of genocide should be banned, and membership in them made a crime. Freedom of association in a democratic society should not be misconstrued as protecting membership in criminal organizations. At Nuremberg, membership in the SS was itself prosecuted. Similarly the Interahamwe and other genocidal hate groups should be outlawed, and their members arrested and tried for conspiracy to commit genocide. The UN should impose arms embargoes on governments or militias that commit genocide. Because arms embargoes are difficult to enforce, for Rwanda, the UN established an international commission to investigate and document violations of the arms embargo. The UN may also require member states to freeze the assets of persons who organize and finance genocidal groups.

Polarization can be fought by providing financial and technical aid to the moderate center. It may mean security protection for moderate leaders, or assistance to human rights groups. Assets of extremists may be seized, and visas for international travel denied to them. Coups d’état by extremists should be immediately opposed by targeted international sanctions on their leaders.

Preparation: Identification of victims considerably speeds genocide. When ID cards identify victims’ ethnic or religious group, or when victims are forced to wear yellow stars, the killing is made efficient. As soon as such symbolic markers are imposed, a Genocide Watch should be declared and diplomatic pressure should demand their abolition and impose targetted sanctions on regime leaders. When death lists are drawn up, the international community should recognize that genocide is imminent, and mobilize for armed intervention. Those identified should be given asylum, and assistance in fleeing their persecutors. Had the U.S. or Britain in Palestine accepted all Jewish immigrants, millions of lives might have been saved from the Holocaust.

Extermination whether carried out by governments or by patterned mob violence, can only be stopped by force. Armed intervention must be rapid and overwhelming. Safe areas should be established with real military protection. An intervention force without robust rules of engagement, such as UNAMIR in Rwanda in April, 1994 or UNPROFOR in Bosnia, is worse than useless because it gives genocide victims false hope of security in churches or unsafe “safe areas”, delaying their organization for self-defense. In bipolar societies, separation into self-defense zones is the best protection for both groups, particularly if international troops create a buffer zone between them.

Experience with UN peacekeeping has shown that humanitarian intervention should be carried out by a multilateral force authorized by the UN, but led by UN members, rather than by the UN itself. The Military Staff Committee envisioned in Article 47 of the UN Charter has never been organized, and the UN does not have a standing army. The strongest member states must therefore shoulder this responsibility in conjunction with other UN members. The U.S. is now promoting the organization of an African Crisis Response Initiative composed of African military units coordinated and trained by the U.S., Europeans, and other powers. Regional forces such as those of NATO, ECOWAS, or the EU, or mandated by the African Union or Organization of American States may also effectively intervene if given strong support by major military powers.

Denial, the final stage of genocide is best overcome by public trials and truth commissions, followed by years of education about the facts of the genocide, particularly for the children of the group or nation that committed the crime. The black hole of forgetting is the negative force that results in future genocides. When Adolf Hitler was asked if his planned invasion of Poland was a violation of international law, he scoffed, “Who ever heard of the extermination of the Armenians?” Impunity—literally getting away with murder—is the weakest link in the chains that restrain genocide. In Rwanda, Hutus were never arrested and brought to trial for massacres of Tutsis that began years before the April, 1994 genocide. In Burundi, Tutsi youth gangs have never been tried for killing Hutus. Burundi judges are nearly all Tutsis, as are the army and police. They seldom, if ever, convict their own.

Social order abhors a legal vacuum. When courts do not dispense justice the victims have no recourse but revenge. In societies with histories of ethnic violence, the cycle of killing will eventually spiral downward into the vortex of genocide. In such societies, the international community should fill the legal vacuum by creating tribunals to prosecute and try genocide. That has been done for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda and will soon be done for Cambodia. We finally have the International Criminal Court (ICC) that will have world-wide jurisdiction to try genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity. But the ICC still has no jurisdiction over genocide committed in nations that contain over half of the world’s population because their nations have not become parties to the Rome Treaty of the ICC. The Court must be supported by effective institutions to arrest and imprison those indicted and convicted by the Court. Only such a permanent court will provide a deterrent to those planning future genocides.

The strongest antidote to genocide is justice.

Source: Gregory H. Stanton. Available online at www.genocidewatch.org/images/8StagesBriefingpaper.pdf. Used by permission.

6. Geneva Convention Relating to Prisoners of War (1929)

The following document details the treatment of prisoners of war as outlined at the 1929 Geneva Convention in Switzerland. The Geneva Conventions, referring to a total of four treaties and three protocols, are an important example of international diplomacy, outlining humane treatment of civilians, and prisoners of war as well as the sick and wounded. Though amended in 1949, the Convention relative to the Treatment of Prisoners of War holds the detaining power responsible for the safety, health, and hygiene of captured soldiers. It also allows soldiers to maintain many of their possessions as well as to contact their family, and if need be, their government. Following the conclusion of a conflict, arrangements for the return of POWs are to be made.

Recognizing that, in the extreme event of a war, it will be the duty of every Power, to mitigate as far as possible, the inevitable rigours thereof and to alleviate the condition of prisoners of war;

Being desirous of developing the principles which have inspired the international conventions of The Hague, in particular the Convention concerning the Laws and Customs of War and the Regulations thereunto annexed,

Have resolved to conclude a Convention for that purpose and have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries:

(Here follow the names of Plenipotentiaries)

Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed is follows.

Article 1. The present Convention shall apply without prejudice to the stipulations of Part VII:

	(1) To all persons referred to in Articles 1, 2, and 3 of the Regulations annexed to the Hague Convention (IV) of 18 October 1907, concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land, who are captured by the enemy.
 	(2) To all persons belonging to the armed forces of belligerents who are captured by the enemy in the course of operations of maritime or aerial war, subject to such exceptions (derogations) as the conditions of such capture render inevitable. Nevertheless these exceptions shall not infringe the fundamental principles of the present Convention; they shall cease from the moment when the captured persons shall have reached a prisoners of war camp.


Art. 2. Prisoners of war are in the power of the hostile Government, but not of the individuals or formation which captured them.

They shall at all times be humanely treated and protected, particularly against acts of violence, from insults and from public curiosity.

Measures of reprisal against them are forbidden.

Art. 3. Prisoners of war are entitled to respect for their persons and honour. Women shall be treated with all consideration due to their sex.

Prisoners retain their full civil capacity.

Art. 4. The detaining Power is required to provide for the maintenance of prisoners of war in its charge.

Differences of treatment between prisoners are permissible only if such differences are based on the military rank, the state of physical or mental health, the professional abilities, or the sex of those who benefit from them.

Art. 5. Every prisoner of war is required to declare, if he is interrogated on the subject, his true names and rank, or his regimental number.

If he infringes this rule, he exposes himself to a restriction of the privileges accorded to prisoners of his category.

No pressure shall be exercised on prisoners to obtain information regarding the situation in their armed forces or their country. Prisoners who refuse to reply may not be threatened, insulted, or exposed to unpleasantness or disadvantages of any kind whatsoever.

If, by reason of his physical or mental condition, a prisoner is incapable of stating his identity, he shall be handed over to the Medical Service.

Art. 6. All personal effects and articles in personal use—except arms, horses, military equipment and military papers— shall remain in the possession of prisoners of war, as well as their metal helmets and gas-masks.

Sums of money carried by prisoners may only be taken from them on the order of an officer and after the amount has been recorded. A receipt shall be given for them. Sums thus impounded shall be placed to the account of each prisoner.

Their identity tokens, badges of rank, decorations and articles of value may not be taken from prisoners.

Art. 7. As soon as possible after their capture, prisoners of war shall be evacuated to depots sufficiently removed from the fighting zone for them to be out of danger.

Only prisoners who, by reason of their wounds or maladies, would run greater risks by being evacuated than by remaining may be kept temporarily in a dangerous zone.

Prisoners shall not be unnecessarily exposed to danger while awaiting evacuation from a fighting zone.

The evacuation of prisoners on foot shall in normal circumstances be effected by stages of not more than 20 kilometres per day, unless the necessity for reaching water and food depôts requires longer stages.

Art. 8. Belligerents are required to notify each other of all captures of prisoners as soon as possible, through the intermediary of the Information Bureaux organised in accordance with Article 77. They are likewise required to inform each other of the official addresses to which letter from the prisoners’ families may be addressed to the prisoners of war.

As soon as possible, every prisoner shall be enabled to correspond personally with his family, in accordance with the conditions prescribed in Article 36 and the following Articles.

As regards prisoners captured at sea, the provisions of the present article shall be observed as soon as possible after arrival in port.

Art. 9. Prisoners of war may be interned in a town, fortress or other place, and may be required not to go beyond certain fixed limits. They may also be interned in fenced camps; they shall not be confined or imprisoned except as a measure indispensable for safety or health, and only so long as circumstances exist which necessitate such a measure.

Prisoners captured in districts which are unhealthy or whose climate is deleterious to persons coming from temperate climates shall be removed as soon as possible to a more favourable climate.

Belligerents shall as far as possible avoid bringing together in the same camp prisoners of different races or nationalities.

No prisoner may at any time be sent to an area where he would be exposed to the fire of the fighting zone, or be employed to render by his presence certain points or areas immune from bombardment.

Art. 10. Prisoners of war shall be lodged in buildings or huts which afford all possible safeguards as regards hygiene and salubrity.

The premises must be entirely free from damp, and adequately heated and lighted. All precautions shall be taken against the danger of fire.

As regards dormitories, their total area, minimum cubic air space, fittings and bedding material, the conditions shall be the same as for the depot troops of the detaining Power.

Art. 11. The food ration of prisoners of war shall be equivalent in quantity and quality to that of the depot troops.

Prisoners shall also be afforded the means of preparing for themselves such additional articles of food as they may possess.

Sufficient drinking water shall be supplied to them. The use of tobacco shall be authorized. Prisoners may be employed in the kitchens.

All collective disciplinary measures affecting food are prohibited.

Art. 12. Clothing, underwear and footwear shall be supplied to prisoners of war by the detaining Power. The regular replacement and repair of such articles shall be assured. Workers shall also receive working kit wherever the nature of the work requires it.

In all camps, canteens shall be installed at which prisoners shall be able to procure, at the local market price, food commodities and ordinary articles.

The profits accruing to the administrations of the camps from the canteens shall be utilised for the benefit of the prisoners.

Art. 13. Belligerents shall be required to take all necessary hygienic measures to ensure the cleanliness and salubrity of camps and to prevent epidemics.

Prisoners of war shall have for their use, day and night, conveniences which conform to the rules of hygiene and are maintained in a constant state of cleanliness.

In addition and without prejudice to the provision as far as possible of baths and shower-baths in the camps, the prisoners shall be provided with a sufficient quantity of water for their bodily cleanliness.

They shall have facilities for engaging in physical exercises and obtaining the benefit of being out of doors.

Art. 14. Each camp shall possess an infirmary, where prisoners of war shall receive attention of any kind of which they may be in need. If necessary, isolation establishments shall be reserved for patients suffering from infectious and contagious diseases.

The expenses of treatment, including those of temporary remedial apparatus, shall be borne by the detaining Power.

Belligerents shall be required to issue, on demand, to any prisoner treated, and official statement indicating the nature and duration of his illness and of the treatment received.

It shall be permissible for belligerents mutually to authorize each other, by means of special agreements, to retain in the camps doctors and medical orderlies for the purpose of caring for their prisoner compatriots.

Prisoners who have contracted a serious malady, or whose condition necessitates important surgical treatment, shall be admitted, at the expense of the detaining Power, to any military or civil institution qualified to treat them.

Art. 15. Medical inspections of prisoners of war shall be arranged at least once a month. Their object shall be the supervision of the general state of health and cleanliness, and the detection of infectious and contagious diseases., particularly tuberculosis and venereal complaints.

Art. 16. Prisoners of war shall be permitted complete freedom in the performance of their religious duties, including attendance at the services of their faith, on the sole condition that they comply with the routine and police regulations prescribed by the military authorities.

Ministers of religion, who are prisoners of war, whatever may be their denomination, shall be allowed freely to minister to their co-religionists.

Art. 17. belligerents shall encourage as much as possible the organization of intellectual and sporting pursuits by the prisoners of war.

Art. 18. Each prisoners of war camp shall be placed under the authority of a responsible officer.

In addition to external marks of respect required by the regulations in force in their own armed forces with regard to their nationals, prisoners of war shall be required to salute all officers of the detaining Power.

Officer prisoners of war shall be required to salute only officers of that Power who are their superiors or equals in rank.

Art. 19. The wearing of badges of rank and decorations shall be permitted.

Art. 20. Regulations, orders, announcements and publications of any kind shall be communicated to prisoners of war in a language which they understand. The same principle shall be applied to questions.

Art. 21. At the commencement of hostilities, belligerents shall be required reciprocally to inform each other of the titles and ranks in use in their respective armed forces, with the view of ensuring equality of treatment between the corresponding ranks of officers and persons of equivalent status.

Officers and persons of equivalent status who are prisoners of war shall be treated with due regard to their rank and age.

Art. 22. In order to ensure the service of officers’ camps, soldier prisoners of war of the same armed forces, and as far as possible speaking the same language, shall be detached for service therein in sufficient number, having regard to the rank of the officers and persons of equivalent status.

Officers and persons of equivalent status shall procure their food and clothing from the pay to be paid to them by the detaining Power. The management of a mess by officers themselves shall be facilitated in every way.

Art. 23. Subject to any special arrangements made between the belligerent Powers, and particularly those contemplated in Article 24, officers and persons of equivalent status who are prisoners of war shall receive from the detaining Power the same pay as officers of corresponding rank in the armed forces of that Power, provided, however, that such pay does not exceed that to which they are entitled in the armed forces of the country in whose service they have been. This pay shall be paid to them in full, once a month if possible, and no deduction therefrom shall be made for expenditure devolving upon the detaining Power, even if such expenditure is incurred on their behalf.

An agreement between the belligerents shall prescribe the rate of exchange applicable to this payment; in default of such agreement, the rate of exchange adopted shall be that in force at the moment of the commencement of hostilities.

All advances made to prisoners of war by way of pay shall be reimbursed, at the end of hostilities, by the Power in whose service they were.

Art. 24. At the commencement of hostilities, belligerents shall determine by common accord the maximum amount of cash which prisoners of war of various ranks and categories shall be permitted to retain in their possession. Any excess withdrawn or withheld from a prisoner, and any deposit of money effected by him, shall be carried to his account, and may not be converted into another currency without his consent.

The credit balances of their accounts shall be paid to the prisoners of war at the end of their captivity.

During the continuance of the latter, facilities shall be accorded to them for the transfer of these amounts, wholly or in part, to banks or private individuals in their country of origin.

Art. 25. Unless the course of military operations demands it, sick and wounded prisoners of war shall not be transferred if their recovery might be prejudiced by the journey.

Art. 26. In the event of transfer, prisoners of war shall be officially informed in advance of their new destination; they shall be authorized to take with them their personal effects, their correspondence and parcels which have arrived for them.

All necessary arrangements shall be made so that correspondence and parcels addressed to their former camp shall be sent on to them without delay.

The sums credited to the account of transferred prisoners shall be transmitted to the competent authority of their new place of residence.

Expenses incurred by the transfers shall be borne by the detaining Power.

Art. 27. Belligerents may employ as workmen prisoners of war who are physically fit, other than officers and persons of equivalent statue, according to their rink and their ability.

Nevertheless, if officers or persons of equivalent status ask for suitable work, this shall be found for them as far as possible.

Non-commissioned officers who are prisoners of war may be compelled to undertake only supervisory work, unless they expressly request remunerative occupation.

During the whole period of captivity, belligerents are required to admit prisoners of war who are victims of accidents at work to the benefit of provisions applicable to workmen of the same category under the legislation of the detaining Power. As regards prisoners of war to whom these legal provisions could not be applied by reason of the legislation of that Power, the latter undertakes to recommend to its legislative body all proper measures for the equitable compensation of the victims.

Art. 28. The detaining Power shall assume entire responsibility for the maintenance, care, treatment and the payment of the wages of prisoners of war working for private individuals.

Art. 29. No prisoner of war may be employed on work for which he is physically unsuited.

Art. 30. The duration of the daily work of prisoners of war, including the time of the journey to and from work, shall not be excessive and shall in no case exceed that permitted for civil workers of the locality employed on the same work. Each prisoner shall be allowed a rest of twenty-four consecutive hours each week, preferably on Sunday.

Art. 31. Work done by prisoners of war shall have no direct connection with the operations of the war. In particular, it is forbidden to employ prisoners in the manufacture or transport of arms or munitions of any kind, or on the transport of material destined for combatant units.

In the event of violation of the provisions of the preceding paragraph, prisoners are at liberty, after performing or commencing to perform the order, to have their complaints presented through the intermediary of the prisoners’ representatives whose functions are described in Articles 43 and 44, or, in the absence of a prisoners’ representative, through the intermediary of the representatives of the protecting Power.

Art. 32. It is forbidden to employ prisoners of war on unhealthy or dangerous work. Conditions of work shall not be rendered more arduous by disciplinary measures.

Art. 33. Conditions governing labour detachments shall be similar to those of prisoners-of-war camps, particularly as concerns hygienic conditions, food, care in case of accidents or sickness, correspondence, and the reception of parcels.

Every labour detachment shall be attached to a prisoners’ camp. The commander of this camp shall be responsible for the observance in the labour detachment of the provisions of the present Convention.

Art. 34. Prisoners of war shall not receive pay for work in connection with the administration, internal arrangement and maintenance of camps.

Prisoners employed on other work shall be entitled to a rate of pay, to be fixed by agreements between the belligerents.

These agreements shall also specify the portion which may be retained by the camp administration, the amount which shall belong to the prisoner of war and the manner in which this amount shall be placed at his disposal during the period of his captivity.

Pending the conclusion of the said agreements, remuneration of the work of prisoners shall be fixed according to the following standards:

	(a) Work done for the State shall be paid for according to the rates in force for soldiers of the national forces doing the same work, or, if no such rates exist, according to a tariff corresponding to the work executed.
 	(b) When the work is done for other public administrations or for private individuals, the conditions shall be settled in agreement with the military authorities.


The pay which remains to the credit of a prisoner shall be remitted to him on the termination of his captivity. In case of death, it shall be remitted through the diplomatic channel to the heirs of the deceased.

Art. 35. On the commencement of hostilities, belligerents shall publish the measures prescribed for the execution of the provisions of the present section.

Art. 36. Each of the belligerents shall fix periodically the number of letters and postcards which prisoners of war of different categories shall be permitted to send per month, and shall notify that number to the other belligerent. These letters and cards shall be sent by post by the shortest route. They may not be delayed or withheld for disciplinary motives.

Not later than one week after his arrival in camp, and similarly in case of sickness, each prisoner shall be enabled to send a postcard to his family informing them of his capture and the state of his health. The said postcards shall be forwarded as quickly as possible and shall not be delayed in any manner.

As a general rule, the correspondence of prisoners shall be written in their native language. Belligerents may authorize correspondence in other languages.

Art. 37. Prisoners of war shall be authorized to receive individually postal parcels containing foodstuffs and other articles intended for consumption or clothing. The parcels shall be delivered to the addressees and a receipt given.

Art. 38. Letters and remittances of money or valuables, as well as postal parcels addressed to prisoners of war, or despatched by them, either directly or through the intermediary of the information bureaux mentioned in Article, shall be exempt from all postal charges in the countries of origin and destination and in the countries through which they pass.

Presents and relief in kind intended for prisoners of war shall also be exempt from all import or other duties, as well as any charges for carriage on railways operated by the State.

Prisoners may, in cases of recognized urgency, be authorized to send telegrams on payment of the usual charges.

Art. 39. Prisoners of war shall be permitted to receive individually consignments of books which may be subject to censorship.

Representatives of the protecting Powers and of duly recognized and authorized relief societies may send works and collections of books to the libraries of prisoners, camps. The transmission of such consignments to libraries may not be delayed under pretext of difficulties of censorship.

Art. 40. The censoring of correspondence shall be accomplished as quickly as possible. The examination of postal parcels shall, moreover, be effected under such conditions as will ensure the preservation of any foodstuffs which they may contain, and, if possible, be done in the presence of the addressee or of a representative duly recognized by him.

Any prohibition of correspondence ordered by the belligerents, for military or political reasons, shall only be of a temporary character and shall also be for as brief a time as possible.

Art. 41. Belligerents shall accord all facilities for the transmission of documents destined for prisoners of war or signed by them, in particular powers of attorney and wills.

They shall take the necessary measures to secure, in case of need, the legalisation of signatures of prisoners.

Art. 42. Prisoners of war shall have the right to bring to the notice of the military authorities, in whose hands they are, their petitions concerning the conditions of captivity to which they are subjected.

They shall also have the right to communicate with the representatives of the protecting Powers in order to draw their attention to the points on which they have complaints to make with regard to the conditions of captivity.

Such petitions and complaints shall be transmitted immediately.

Even though they are found to be groundless, they shall not give rise to any punishment.

Art. 43. In any locality where there may be prisoners of war, they shall be authorized to appoint representatives to represent them before the military authorities and the protecting Powers.

Such appointments shall be subject to the approval of the military authorities.

The prisoners’ representatives shall be charged with the reception and distribution of collective consignments. Similarly, in the event of the prisoners deciding to organize amongst themselves a system of mutual aid, such organization shall be one of the functions of the prisoners” representatives. On the other hand, the latter may offer their services to prisoners to facilitate their relations with the relief societies mentioned in Article 78.

In camps of officers and persons of equivalent status the senior officer prisoner of the highest rank shall be recognized as intermediary between the camp authorities and the officers and similar persons who are prisoners, for this purpose he shall have the power to appoint an officer prisoner to assist him as interpreter in the course of conferences with the authorities of the camp.

Art. 44. When the prisoners representatives are employed as workmen, their work as representatives of the prisoners of war shall be reckoned in the compulsory period of labour.

All facilities shall be accorded to the prisoners’ representatives for their correspondence with the military authorities and the protecting Power. Such correspondence shall not be subject to any limitation.

No prisoners’ representative may be transferred without his having been allowed the time necessary to acquaint his successors with the current business.

Art. 45. Prisoners of war shall be subject to the laws, regulations and orders in force in the armed forces of the detaining Power.

Any act of insubordination shall render them liable to the measures prescribed by such laws, regulations, and orders, except as otherwise provided in this Chapter.

Art. 46. Prisoners of war shall not be subjected by the military authorities or the tribunals of the detaining Power to penalties other than those which are prescribed for similar acts by members of the national forces.

Officers, non-commissioned officers or private soldiers, prisoners of war, undergoing disciplinary punishment shall not be subjected to treatment less favourable than that prescribed, as regards the same punishment, for similar ranks in the armed forces of the detaining Power.

All forms of corporal punishment, confinement in premises not lighted by daylight and, in general, all forms of cruelty whatsoever are prohibited.

Collective penalties for individual acts are also prohibited.

Art. 47. A statement of the facts in cases of acts constituting a breach of discipline, and particularly an attempt to escape, shall be drawn up in writing without delay. The period during which prisoners of war of whatever rank are detained in custody (pending the investigation of such offences) shall be reduced to a strict minimum.

The judicial proceedings against a prisoner of war shall be conducted as quickly as circumstances will allow. The period during which prisoners shall be detained in custody shall be as short as possible.

In all cases the period during which a prisoner is under arrest (awaiting punishment or trial) shall be deducted from the sentence, whether disciplinary or judicial, provided such deduction is permitted in the case of members of the national forces.

Art. 48. After undergoing the judicial or disciplinary punishment which has been inflicted on them, prisoners of war shall not be treated differently from other prisoners.

Nevertheless, prisoners who have been punished as the result of an attempt to escape may be subjected to a special régime of surveillance, but this shall not involve the suppression of any of the safeguards accorded to prisoners by the present Convention.

Art. 49. No prisoner of war may be deprived of his rank by the detaining Power.

Prisoners on whom disciplinary punishment is inflicted shall not be deprived of the privileges attaching to their rank. In particular, officers and persons of equivalent status who suffer penalties entailing deprivation of liberty shall not be placed in the same premises as non-commissioned officers or private soldiers undergoing punishment.

Art. 50. Escaped prisoners of war who are re-captured before they have been able to rejoin their own armed forces or to leave the territory occupied by the armed forces which captured them shall be liable only to disciplinary punishment.

Prisoners who, after succeeding in rejoining their armed forces or in leaving the territory occupied by the armed forces which captured them, are again taken prisoner shall not be liable to any punishment for their previous escape.

Art. 51. Attempted escape, even if it is nut a first offence, shall not be considered as an aggravation of the offence in the event of the prisoner of war being brought before the courts for crimes or offences against persons or property committed in the course of such attempt.

After an attempted or successful escape, the comrades of the escaped person who aided the escape shall incur only disciplinary punishment therefor.

Art. 52. Belligerents shall ensure that the competent authorities exercize the greatest leniency in considering the question whether an offence committed by a prisoner of war should be punished by disciplinary or by judicial measures.

This provision shall be observed in particular in appraising facts in connexion with escape or attempted escape.

A prisoner shall not be punished more than once for the same act or on the same charge.

Art. 53. No prisoner who has been awarded any disciplinary punishment for an offence and who fulfils the conditions laid down for repatriation shall be retained on the ground that he has not undergone his punishment.

Prisoners qualified for repatriation against whom any prosecution for a criminal offence has been brought may be excluded from repatriation until the termination of the proceedings and until fulfilment of their sentence, if any; prisoners already serving a sentence of imprisonment may be retained until the expiry of the sentence.

Belligerents shall communicate to each other lists of those who cannot be repatriated for the reasons indicated in the preceding paragraph.

Art. 54. Imprisonment is the most severe disciplinary punishment which may be inflicted on a prisoner of war.

The duration of any single punishment shall not exceed thirty days.

This maximum of thirty days shall, moreover, not be exceeded in the event of there being several acts for which the prisoner is answerable to discipline at the time when his case is disposed of, whether such acts are connected or not.

Where, during the course or after the termination of a period of imprisonment, a prisoner is sentenced to a fresh disciplinary penalty, a period of at least three days shall intervene between each of the periods of imprisonment, if one of such periods is of ten days or over.
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Such restrictions shall, however, only be ordered if the state of the prisoner’s health permits.

Art. 56. In no case shall prisoners of war be transferred to penitentiary establishments (prisoners, penitentiaries, convict establishments, etc.) in order to undergo disciplinary sentence there.

Establishments in which disciplinary sentences are undergone shall conform to the requirements of hygiene.

Facilities shall be afforded to prisoners undergoing sentence to keep themselves in a state of cleanliness.

Every day, such prisoners shall have facilities for taking exercise or for remaining out of doors for at least two hours.

Art. 57. Prisoners of war undergoing disciplinary punishment shall be permitted to read and write and to send and receive letters.

On the other hand, it shall be permissible not to deliver parcels and remittances of money to the addressees until the expiration of the sentence. If the undelivered parcels contain perishable foodstuffs, these shall be handed over to the infirmary or to the camp kitchen.

Art. 58. Prisoners of war undergoing disciplinary punishment shall be permitted, on their request, to present themselves for daily medical inspection. They shall receive such attention as the medical officers may consider necessary, and, if need be, shall be evacuated to the camp infirmary or to hospital.

Art. 59. Without prejudice to the competency of the courts and the superior military authorities, disciplinary sentences may only be awarded by an officer vested with disciplinary powers in his capacity as commander of the camp or detachment, or by the responsible officer acting as his substitute.

Art. 60. At the commencement of a judicial hearing against a prisoner of war, the detaining Power shall notify the representative of the protecting Power as soon as possible, and in any case before the date fixed for the opening of the hearing.

The said notification shall contain the following particulars:

	(a) Civil status and rank of the prisoner.
 	(b) Place of residence or detention.
 	(c) Statement of the charge or charges, and of the legal provisions applicable.


If it is not possible in this notification to indicate particulars of the court which will try the case, the date of the opening of the hearing and the place where it will take place, these particulars shall be furnished to the representative of the protecting Power at a later date, but as soon as possible and in any case at least three weeks before the opening of the hearing.

Art. 61. No prisoner of war shall be sentenced without being given the opportunity to defend himself.

No prisoner shall be compelled to admit that he is guilty of the offence of which he is accused.

Art. 62. The prisoner of war shall have the right to be assisted by a qualified. advocate of his own choice and, if necessary, to have recourse to the offices of a competent interpreter. He shall be informed of his right by the detaining Power in good time before the hearing.

Failing a choice on the part of the prisoner, the protecting Power may procure an advocate for him. The detaining Power shall, on the request of the protecting Power, furnish to the latter a list of persons qualified to conduct the defence.

The representatives of the protecting Power shall have the right to attend the hearing of the case.

The only exception to this rule is where the hearing has to be kept secret in the interests of the safety of the State. The detaining Power would then notify the protecting Power accordingly.

Art. 63. A sentence shall only be pronounced on a prisoner of war by the same tribunals and in accordance with the same procedure as in the case of persons belonging to the armed forces of the detaining Power.

Art. 64. Every prisoner of war shall have the right of appeal against any sentence against him in the same manner as persons belonging to the armed forces of the detaining Power.

Art. 65. Sentences pronounced against prisoners of war shall be communicated immediately to the protecting Power.

Art. 66. If sentence of death is passed on a prisoner of war, a communication setting forth in detail the nature and the circumstances of the offence shall be addressed as soon as possible to the representative of the protecting Power for transmission to the Power in whose armed forces the prisoner served.

The sentence shall not be carried out before the expiration of a period of at least three months from the date of the receipt of this communication by the protecting Power.

Art. 67. No prisoner of war may be deprived of the benefit of the provisions of Article 42 of the present Convention as the result of a judgment or otherwise.

Art. 68. Belligerents shall be required to send back to their own country, without regard to rank or numbers, after rendering them in a fit condition for transport, prisoners of war who are seriously ill or seriously wounded.

Agreements between the belligerents shall therefore determine, as soon as possible, the forms of disablement or sickness requiring direct repatriation and cases which may necessitate accommodation in a neutral country. Pending the conclusion of such agreements, the belligerents may refer to the model draft agreement annexed to the present Convention.

Art. 69. On the opening of hostilities, belligerents shall come to an understanding as to the appointment of mixed medical commissions. These commissions shall consist of three members, two of whom shall belong to a neutral country and one appointed by the detaining Power; one of the medical officers of the neutral country shall preside. These mixed medical commissions shall proceed to the examination of sick or wounded prisoners and shall make all appropriate decisions with regard to them.

The decisions of these commissions shall be decided by majority and shall be carried into effect as soon as possible.

Art. 70. In addition to those prisoners of war selected by the medical officer of the camp, the following shall be inspected by the mixed medical Commission mentioned in Article 69, with a view to their direct repatriation or accommodation in a neutral country:

	(a) Prisoners who make a direct request to that effect to the medical officer of the camp;
 	(b) Prisoners presented by the prisoners’ representatives mentioned in Article 43, the latter acting on their own initiative or on the request of the prisoners themselves;
 	(c) Prisoners nominated by the Power in whose armed forces they served or by a relief society duly recognized and authorized by that Power.


Art. 71. Prisoners of war who meet with accidents at work, unless the injury is self-inflicted, shall have the benefit of the same provisions as regards repatriation or accommodation in a neutral country.

Art. 72. During the continuance of hostilities, and for humanitarian reasons, belligerents may conclude agreements with a view to the direct repatriation or accommodation in a neutral country of prisoners of war in good health who have been in captivity for a long time.

Art. 73. The expenses of repatriation or transport to a neutral country of prisoners of war shall be borne, as from the frontier of the detaining Power, by the Power in whose armed forces such prisoners served.

Art. 74. No repatriated person shall be employed on active military service.

Art. 75. When belligerents conclude an armistice convention, they shall normally cause to be included therein provisions concerning the repatriation of prisoners of war. If it has not been possible to insert in that convention such stipulations, the belligerents shall, nevertheless, enter into communication with each other on the question as soon as possible. In any case, the repatriation of prisoners shall be effected as soon as possible after the conclusion of peace.

Prisoners of war who are subject to criminal proceedings for a crime or offence at common law may, however, be detained until the end of the proceedings, and, if need be, until the expiration of the sentence. The same applies to prisoners convicted for a crime or offence at common law.

By agreement between the belligerents, commissions may be instituted for the purpose of searching for scattered prisoners and ensuring their repatriation.

Art. 76. The wills of prisoners of war shall be received and drawn up under the same conditions as for soldiers of the national armed forces.

The same rules shall be followed as regards the documents relative to the certification of the death.

The belligerents shall ensure that prisoners of war who have died in captivity are honourably buried, and that the graves bear the necessary indications and are treated with respect and suitably maintained.

Art. 77. At the commencement of hostilities, each of the belligerent Powers and the neutral Powers who have belligerents in their care, shall institute an official bureau to give information about the prisoners of war in their territory.

Each of the belligerent Powers shall inform its Information Bureau as soon as possible of all captures of prisoners effected by its armed forces, furnishing them with all particulars of identity at its disposal to enable the families concerned to be quickly notified, and stating the official addresses to which families may write to the prisoners.

The Information Bureau shall transmit all such information immediately to the Powers concerned, on the one hand through the intermediary of the protecting Powers, and on the other through the Central Agency contemplated in Article 79.

The Information Bureau, being charged with replying to all enquiries relative to prisoners of war, shall receive from the various services concerned all particulars respecting internments and transfers, releases on parole, repatriations, escapes, stays in hospitals, and deaths, together with all other particulars necessary for establishing and keeping up to date an individual record for each prisoner of war.

The Bureau shall note in this record, as far as possible, and subject to the provisions of Article 5, the regimental number, names and surnames, date and place of birth, rank and unit of the prisoner, the surname of the father and name of the mother, the address of the person to be notified in case of accident, wounds, dates and places of capture, of internment, of wounds, of death, together with all other important particulars.

Weekly lists containing all additional particulars capable of facilitating the identification of each prisoner shall be transmitted to the interested Powers.

The individual record of a prisoner of war shall be sent after the conclusion of peace to the Power in whose service he was.

The Information Bureau shall also be required to collect all personal effects, valuables, correspondence, pay-books, identity tokens, etc., which have been left by prisoners of war who have been repatriated or released on parole, or who have escaped or died, and to transmit them to the countries concerned.

Art. 78. Societies for the relief of prisoners of war, regularly constituted in accordance with the laws of their country, and having for their object to serve as intermediaries for charitable purposes, shall receive from the belligerents, for themselves and their duly accredited agents, all facilities for the efficacious performance of their humane task within the limits imposed by military exigencies. Representatives of these societies shall be permitted to distribute relief in the camps and at the halting places of repatriated prisoners under a personal permit issued by the military authority, and on giving an undertaking in writing to comply with all routine and police orders which the said authority shall prescribe.

Art. 79. A Central Agency of information regarding prisoners of war shall be established in a neutral country. The International Red Cross Committee shall, if they consider it necessary, propose to the Powers concerned the organization of such an agency.

This agency shall be charged with the duty of collecting all information regarding prisoners which they may be able to obtain through official or private channels, and the agency shall transmit the information as rapidly as possible to the prisoners’ own country or the Power in whose service they have been.

These provisions shall not be interpreted as restricting the humanitarian work of the International Red Cross Committee.

Art. 80. Information Bureaux shall enjoy exemption from fees on postal matter as well as all the exemptions prescribed in Article 38

Art. 81. Persons who follow the armed forces without directly belonging thereto, such as correspondents, newspaper reporters, sutlers, or contractors, who fall into the hands of the enemy, and whom the latter think fit to detain, shall be entitled to be treated as prisoners of war, provided they are in possession of an authorization from the military authorities of the armed forces which they were following.

Art. 82. The provisions of the present Convention shall be respected by the High Contracting Parties in all circumstances.

In time of war if one of the belligerents is not a party to the Convention, its provisions shall, nevertheless, remain binding as between the belligerents who are parties thereto.

Art. 83. The High Contracting Parties reserve to themselves the right to conclude special conventions on all questions relating to prisoners of war concerning which they may consider it desirable to make special provisions.

Prisoners of war shall continue to enjoy the benefits of these agreements until their repatriation has been effected, subject to any provisions expressly to the contrary contained in the above-mentioned agreements or in subsequent agreements, and subject to any more favourable measures by one or the other of the belligerent Powers concerning the prisoners detained by that Power.

In order to ensure the application, on both sides, of the provisions of the present Convention, and to facilitate the conclusion of the special conventions mentioned above, the belligerents may, at the commencement of hostilities, authorize meetings of representatives of the respective authorities charged with the administration of prisoners of war.

Art. 84. The text of the present Convention and of the special conventions mentioned in the preceding Article shall be posted, whenever possible, in the native language of the prisoners of war, in places where it may be consulted by all the prisoners.

The text of these conventions shall be communicated, on their request, to prisoners who are unable to inform themselves of the text posted.

Art. 85. The High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each other, through the intermediary of the Swiss Federal Council, the official translations of the present Convention, together with such laws and regulations as they may adopt to ensure the application of the present Convention.

Art. 86. The High Contracting Parties recognize that a guarantee of the regular application of the present Convention will be found in the possibility of collaboration between the protecting Powers charged with the protection of the interests of the belligerents; in this connexion, the protecting Powers may, apart from their diplomatic personnel, appoint delegates from among their own nationals or the nationals of other neutral Powers. The appointment of these delegates shall be subject to the approval of the belligerent with whom they are to carry out their mission.

The representatives of the protecting Power or their recognized delegates shall be authorized to proceed to any place, without exception, where prisoners of war are interned. They shall have access to all premises occupied by prisoners and may hold conversation with prisoners, as a general rule without witnesses, either personally or through the intermediary of interpreters.

Belligerents shall facilitate as much as possible the task of the representatives or recognized delegates of the protecting Power. The military authorities shall be informed of their visits.

Belligerents may mutually agree to allow persons of the prisoners own nationality to participate in the tours of inspection.

Art. 87. In the event of dispute between the belligerents regarding the application of the provisions of the present Convention, the protecting Powers shall, as far as possible, lend their good offices with the object of settling the dispute.

To this end, each of the protecting Powers may, for instance, propose to the belligerents concerned that a conference of representatives of the latter should be held, on suitably chosen neutral territory. The belligerents shall be required to give effect to proposals made to them with this object. The protecting Power may, if necessary, submit fur the approval of the Powers in dispute the name of a person belonging to a neutral Power or nominated by the International Red Cross Committee, who shall be invited to take part in this conference.

Art. 88. The foregoing provisions do not constitute any obstacle to the humanitarian work which the International Red Cross Committee may perform for the protection of prisoners of war with the consent of the belligerents concerned.

Art. 89. In the relations between the Powers who are bound either by The Hague Convention concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land of 29 July 1899, or that of 18 October 1907, and are parties to the present Convention, the latter shall be complementary to Chapter 2 of the Regulations annexed to the above-mentioned Conventions of The Hague.

Art. 90. The present Convention, which shall bear this day’s date, may be signed up to 1 February 1930, on behalf of any of the countries represented at the Conference which opened at Geneva on 1 July 1929.

Art. 91. The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible.

The ratifications shall be deposited at Berne.

In respect of the deposit of each instrument of ratification, a ‘procès-verbal’ shall be drawn up, and copy thereof, certified correct, shall be sent by the Swiss Federal Council to the Governments of all the countries on whose behalf the Convention has been signed or whose accession has been notified.

Art. 92. The present Convention shall enter into force six months after at least two instruments of ratification have been deposited.

Thereafter it shall enter into force for each High Contracting Party six months after the deposit of its instrument of ratification.

Art. 93. As from the date of its entry into force, the present Convention shall be open to accession notified in respect of any country on whose behalf this Convention has not been signed.

Art. 94. Accessions shall be notified in writing to the Swiss Federal Council and shall take Effect six months after the date on which they have been received.

The Swiss Federal Council shall notify the accessions to the Governments of all the countries on whose behalf the Convention has been signed or whose accession has been notified.

Art. 95. A state of war shall give immediate effect to ratifications deposited-and to accessions notified by the belligerent Powers before or after the commencement of hostilities. The communication of ratifications or accessions received from Powers in a state of war shall be effected by the Swiss Federal Council by the quickest method.

Art. 96. Each of the High Contracting Parties shall have the right to denounce the present Convention. The denunciation shall only take effect one year after notification thereof has been made in writing to the Swiss Federal Council. The latter shall communicate this notification to the Governments of ill the High Contracting Parties.

The denunciation shall only be valid in respect of the High Contracting Party which has made notification thereof.

Such denunciation shall, moreover, not take effect during a war in which the denouncing Power is involved. In this case, the present Convention shall continue binding, beyond the period of one year, until the conclusion of peace and, in any case, until operations of repatriation shall have terminated.

Art. 97. A copy of the present Convention, certified to be correct, shall be deposited by the Swiss Federal Council in the archives of the League of Nations. Similarly, ratifications, accessions and denunciations notified to the Swiss Federal Council shall be communicated by them to the League of Nations.

In faith whereof the above-mentioned Plenipotentiaries have signed the present Convention.

Done at Geneva the twenty-seventh July, one thousand nine hundred and twenty-nine, in a single copy, which shall remain deposited in the archives of the Swiss Confederation, and of which copies, certified correct, shall be transmitted to the Governments of all the countries invited to the Conference.

Annex

I. Guiding Principles for Direct Repatriation or Accommodation in a Neutral Country

A. 'Guiding Principles for Direct Repatriation'

The following shall be repatriated directly:

	Sick and wounded whose recovery within one year is not probable according to medical prognosis, whose condition requires treatment, and whose intellectual or bodily powers appear to have undergone a considerable diminution.
 	I ncurable sick and wounded whose intellectual or bodily powers appear to have undergone a considerable diminution.
 	Convalescent sick and wounded, whose intellectual or bodily powers appear to have undergone a considerable diminution.


B. 'Guiding Principles for Accommodation in a Neutral Country.'

The following shall be accommodated in a neutral country:

	Sick and wounded whose recovery is presumable within the period of one year, which it appears that such recovery would be more certain and more rapid if the sick and wounded were given the benefit of the resources offered by the neutral country than if their captivity, properly so called, were prolonged.
 	Prisoners of war whose intellectual or physical health appears, according to medical opinion, to be seriously threatened by continuance in captivity, while accommodation in a neutral country would probably diminish that risk.


C. 'Guiding Principles for the Repatriation of Prisoners in a Neutral Country.'

Prisoners of war who have been accommodated in a neutral country, and belong to the following categories, shall be repatriated:

	Those whose state of health appears to be, or likely to become such that they would fall into the categories of those to be repatriated for reasons of health.
 	Those who are convalescent, whose intellectual or physical powers appear to have undergone a considerable diminution.


II. Special Principles for Direct Repatriation or Accommodation in a Neutral Country

A. 'Special Principles for Repatriation'

The following shall be repatriated:

	All prisoners of war suffering the following effective or functional disabilities as the result of organic injuries: loss of a limb, paralysis, articular or other disabilities, when the defect is at least the loss of a foot or a hand, or the equivalent of the loss of a foot or a hand.
 	All wounded or injured prisoners of war whose condition is such as to render them invalids whose cure within a year cannot be medically foreseen.
 	All sick prisoners whose condition is such as to render them invalids whose cure within a year cannot be medically foreseen.


The following in particular belong to this category:

	(a) Progressive tuberculosis of any organ which, according to medical prognosis, cannot be cured or at least considerably improved by treatment in a neutral country;
 	(b) N on-tubercular affections of the respiratory organs which are presumed to be incurable (in particular, strongly developed pulmonary emphysema, with or without bronchitis, bronchiectasis, serious asthma, gas poisoning, etc.):
 	(c) Grave chronic affections of the circulatory organs (for example: valvular affections with a tendency to compensatory troubles, relatively gave affections of the myocardium, pericardium or the vessels, in particular, aneurism of the larger vessels which cannot be operated on, etc.);
 	(d) Grave chronic affections of the digestive organs;
 	(e) Grave chronic affections of the urinary and sexual organs, in particular, for example: any case of chronic nephritis, confirmed by symptoms, and especially when cardiac and vascular deterioration already exists; the same applies to chronic pyelitis and cystitis, etc.;
 	(f) Grave chronic maladies of the central and peripheral nervous system; in particular grave neurasthenia and hysteria, any indisputable case of epilepsy, grave Basedow’s disease, etc.;
 	(g) Blindness of both eyes, or of one eye when the vision of the other is less than 1 in spite of the use of corrective glasses. Diminution of visual acuteness in cases where it is impossible to restore it by correction to an acuteness of 1/2 in at least one eye. The other ocular affections falling within the present category (glaucoma, iritis, choroiditis, etc.);
 	(h) Total bilateral deafness, and total unilateral deafness in cases where the ear which is not completely deaf cannot hear ordinary speaking voice at a distance of one metre;
 	(i) Any indisputable case of mental affection;
 	(k) Grave cases of chronic poisoning by metals or other causes (lead poisoning, mercury poisoning, morphinism, cocainism, alcoholism, gas poisoning, etc.);
 	(l) Chronic affections of the locomotive organs (arthritis deformans, gout, or rheumatism with impairment, which can be ascertained clinically), provided that they are serious;
 	(m) Malignant growths, if they are not amenable to relatively mild operations without danger to the life of the person operated upon;
 	(n) All cases of malaria with appreciable organic deterioration (serious chronic enlargement of the liver or spleen, cachexy, etc.);
 	(o) Grave chronic cutaneous affections, when their nature does not constitute a medical reason for treatment in a neutral country;
 	(p) Serious avitaminosis (beri-beri, pellagra, chronic scurvy).


B. 'Special Principles for Accommodation in a Neutral Country.'

Prisoners of war shall be accommodated in a neutral country if they suffer from the following affections:

	All forms of tuberculosis of any organ, if, according to present medical knowledge, they can be cured or their condition considerably improved by methods applicable in a neutral country(altitude, treatment in sanatoria, etc.).
 	All forms necessitating treatment of affections of the respiratory, circulatory, digestive, genito-urinary, or nervous organs, of the organs of the senses, or of the locomotive or cutaneous functions, provided that such forms of affection do not belong to the categories necessitating direct repatriation, or that they are not acute maladies (properly so called) susceptible of complete cure. The affections referred to in this paragraph are such as admit, by the application of methods of treatment available in the neutral country, of really better chances of the patient’s recovery than if he were treated in captivity.
 Special consideration should be given to nervous troubles, the effective or determining causes of which are the effects of the war or of captivity, such as psychasthenia of prisoners of war or other analogous cases.
 All duly established cases of this nature must be treated in neutral countries when their gravity or their consitutional character does not render them cases for direct repatriation.
 Cases of psychasthenia of prisoners of war who are not cured after three months’ sojourn in a neutral country, or which after that period are not manifestly on the way to complete recovery, shall be repatriated.

 	All cases of wounds or injuries or their consequences which offer better prospects of cure in a neutral country than in captivity, provided that such cases are neither such as justify direct repatriation, nor insignificant cases.
 	All duly established cases of malaria which do not show organic deterioration clinically ascertainable (chronic enlargement of the liver or spleen, cachexy, etc.), if sojourn in a neutral country offers particularly favourable prospects of final cure.
 	All cases of poisoning (in particular by gas, metals, or alkaloids) for which the prospects of cure in a neutral country are especially favourable.


The following are excluded from accommodation in a neutral country:

	All cases of duly established mental affections.
 	All organic or functional nervous affections which are reputed to be incurable. (These two categories belong to those which entitle direct repatriation).
 	Grave chronic alcoholism.
 	All contagious affections during the period when they are transmissible (acute infectious diseases, primary and secondary (syphilis, trachoma, leprosy, etc.).


III. General Observations

The conditions stated above must, in a general way, be interpreted and applied in as broad a spirit as possible.

This breadth of interpretation must especially be applied in neuropathic or psychopathic cases caused or aggravated by the effects of war or captivity (psychasthenia of prisoners of war), and in cases of tuberculosis in all degrees.

It is obvious that camp doctors and mixed medical commissions may find themselves faced with many cases not mentioned amongst the examples given under Section II above, or with cases that cannot be assimilated to these examples. The above-mentioned examples are only given as typical examples; a similar list of surgical disabilities has not been drawn up because, apart from cases which are indisputable on account of their very nature (amputations), it is difficult to draw up a list of specified types; experience has shown that a list of such specified cases was not without inconvenience in practice.

Cases not conforming exactly with the examples quoted shall be determined in the spirit of the guiding principles given above.

Source: International convention relative to the treatment of prisoners of war. Geneva, July 27, 1929. United States Statutes at Large 47, Stat. 2021.

7. Geneva Convention Protocol II (1977)

This Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of August 12, 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of Non-International Armed Conflicts (Protocol II), expands upon Article 3 of the 1949 Geneva Convention. Protocol II, added in 1977, is to be applied in cases of non-international armed conflict. It is not designed to affect national sovereignty, but to protect the liberty, health, and safety of the civilian population threatened by armed conflict. The protocol bans forced relocations as well as the use of starvation as a combat decision. It also awards protection to medical and relief workers in the conflict zone.

Preamble

The High Contracting Parties, Recalling that the humanitarian principles enshrined in Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, constitute the foundation of respect for the human person in cases of armed conflict not of an international character,

Recalling furthermore that international instruments relating to human rights offer a basic protection to the human person,

Emphasizing the need to ensure a better protection for the victims of those armed conflicts,

Recalling that, in cases not covered by the law in force, the human person remains under the protection of the principles of humanity and the dictates of the public conscience,

Have agreed on the following:

Part I. Scope of this Protocol

Art 1. Material field of application

	This Protocol, which develops and supplements Article 3 common to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949 without modifying its existing conditions of application, shall apply to all armed conflicts which are not covered by Article 1 of the Protocol Additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, and relating to the Protection of Victims of International Armed Conflicts (Protocol I) and which take place in the territory of a High Contracting Party between its armed forces and dissident armed forces or other organized armed groups which, under responsible command, exercise such control over a part of its territory as to enable them to carry out sustained and concerted military operations and to implement this Protocol.
 	This Protocol shall not apply to situations of internal disturbances and tensions, such as riots, isolated and sporadic acts of violence and other acts of a similar nature, as not being armed conflicts.


Art 2. Personal field of application

	This Protocol shall be applied without any adverse distinction founded on race, colour, sex, language, religion or belief, political or other opinion, national or social origin, wealth, birth or other status, or on any other similar criteria (hereinafter referred to as “adverse distinction”) to all persons affected by an armed conflict as defined in Article 1.
 	At the end of the armed conflict, all the persons who have been deprived of their liberty or whose liberty has been restricted for reasons related to such conflict, as well as those deprived of their liberty or whose liberty is restricted after the conflict for the same reasons, shall enjoy the protection of Articles 5 and 6 until the end of such deprivation or restriction of liberty.


Art 3. Non-intervention

	Nothing in this Protocol shall be invoked for the purpose of affecting the sovereignty of a State or the responsibility of the government, by all legitimate means, to maintain or re-establish law and order in the State or to defend the national unity and territorial integrity of the State.
 	Nothing in this Protocol shall be invoked as a justification for intervening, directly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the armed conflict or in the internal or external affairs of the High Contracting Party in the territory of which that conflict occurs.


Part II. Humane Treatment

Art 4 Fundamental guarantees

	All persons who do not take a direct part or who have ceased to take part in hostilities, whether or not their liberty has been restricted, are entitled to respect for their person, honour and convictions and religious practices. They shall in all circumstances be treated humanely, without any adverse distinction. It is prohibited to order that there shall be no survivors.
 	Without prejudice to the generality of the foregoing, the following acts against the persons referred to in paragraph I are and shall remain prohibited at any time and in any place whatsoever: 	(a) violence to the life, health and physical or mental well-being of persons, in particular murder as well as cruel treatment such as torture, mutilation or any form of corporal punishment;
 	(b) collective punishments;
 	(c) taking of hostages;
 	(d) acts of terrorism;
 	(e) outrages upon personal dignity, in particular humiliating and degrading treatment, rape, enforced prostitution and any form or indecent assault;
 	(f) slavery and the slave trade in all their forms;
 	(g) pillage;
 	(h) threats to commit any or the foregoing acts.


 	Children shall be provided with the care and aid they require, and in particular: 	(a) they shall receive an education, including religious and moral education, in keeping with the wishes of their parents, or in the absence of parents, of those responsible for their care;
 	(b) all appropriate steps shall be taken to facilitate the reunion of families temporarily separated;
 	(c) children who have not attained the age of fifteen years shall neither be recruited in the armed forces or groups nor allowed to take part in hostilities;
 	(d) the special protection provided by this Article to children who have not attained the age of fifteen years shall remain applicable to them if they take a direct part in hostilities despite the provisions of subparagraph (c) and are captured;
 	(e) measures shall be taken, if necessary, and whenever possible with the consent of their parents or persons who by law or custom are primarily responsible for their care, to remove children temporarily from the area in which hostilities are taking place to a safer area within the country and ensure that they are accompanied by persons responsible for their safety and well-being.




Art 5. Persons whose liberty has been restricted

	In addition to the provisions of Article 4 the following provisions shall be respected as a minimum with regard to persons deprived of their liberty for reasons related to the armed conflict, whether they are interned or detained; 	(a) the wounded and the sick shall be treated in accordance with Article 7;
 	(b) the persons referred to in this paragraph shall, to the same extent as the local civilian population, be provided with food and drinking water and be afforded safeguards as regards health and hygiene and protection against the rigours of the climate and the dangers of the armed conflict;
 	(c) they shall be allowed to receive individual or collective relief;
 	(d) they shall be allowed to practise their religion and, if requested and appropriate, to receive spiritual assistance from persons, such as chaplains, performing religious functions;
 	(e) they shall, if made to work, have the benefit of working conditions and safeguards similar to those enjoyed by the local civilian population.


 	Those who are responsible for the internment or detention of the persons referred to in paragraph 1 shall also, within the limits of their capabilities, respect the following provisions relating to such persons: 	(a) except when men and women of a family are accommodated together, women shall be held in quarters separated from those of men and shall be under the immediate supervision of women;
 	(b) they shall be allowed to send and receive letters and cards, the number of which may be limited by competent authority if it deems necessary;
 	(c) places of internment and detention shall not be located close to the combat zone. The persons referred to in paragraph 1 shall be evacuated when the places where they are interned or detained become particularly exposed to danger arising out of the armed conflict, if their evacuation can be carried out under adequate conditions of safety;
 	(d) they shall have the benefit of medical examinations;
 	(e) their physical or mental health and integrity shall not be endangered by any unjustified act or omission. Accordingly, it is prohibited to subject the persons described in this Article to any medical procedure which is not indicated by the state of health of the person concerned, and which is not consistent with the generally accepted medical standards applied to free persons under similar medical circumstances.


 	Persons who are not covered by paragraph 1 but whose liberty has been restricted in any way whatsoever for reasons related to the armed conflict shall be treated humanely in accordance with Article 4 and with paragraphs 1 (a), (c) and (d), and 2 (b) of this Article.
 	If it is decided to release persons deprived of their liberty, necessary measures to ensure their safety shall be taken by those so deciding.


Art 6. Penal prosecutions

	This Article applies to the prosecution and punishment of criminal offences related to the armed conflict.
 	No sentence shall be passed and no penalty shall be executed on a person found guilty of an offence except pursuant to a conviction pronounced by a court offering the essential guarantees of independence and impartiality.


In particular:

		(a) the procedure shall provide for an accused to be informed without delay of the particulars of the offence alleged against him and shall afford the accused before and during his trial all necessary rights and means of defence;
 	(b) no one shall be convicted of an offence except on the basis of individual penal responsibility;
 	(c) no one shall be held guilty of any criminal offence on account of any act or omission which did not constitute a criminal offence, under the law, at the time when it was committed; nor shall a heavier penalty be imposed than that which was applicable at the time when the criminal offence was committed; if, after the commission of the offence, provision is made by law for the imposition of a lighter penalty, the offender shall benefit thereby;
 	(d) anyone charged with an offence is presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law;


 	(e) anyone charged with an offence shall have the right to be tried in his presence;
 	(f) no one shall be compelled to testify against himself or to confess guilt.


	A convicted person shall be advised on conviction of his judicial and other remedies and of the time-limits within which they may be exercised.
 	The death penalty shall not be pronounced on persons who were under the age of eighteen years at the time of the offence and shall not be carried out on pregnant women or mothers of young children.
 	At the end of hostilities, the authorities in power shall endeavour to grant the broadest possible amnesty to persons who have participated in the armed conflict, or those deprived of their liberty for reasons related to the armed conflict, whether they are interned or detained.


Part III. Wounded, Sick and Shipwrecked

Art 7. Protection and care

	All the wounded, sick and shipwrecked, whether or not they have taken part in the armed conflict, shall be respected and protected.
 	In all circumstances they shall be treated humanely and shall receive to the fullest extent practicable and with the least possible delay, the medical care and attention required by their condition. There shall be no distinction among them founded on any grounds other than medical ones.


Art 8. Search

Whenever circumstances permit and particularly after an engagement, all possible measures shall be taken, without delay, to search for and collect the wounded, sick and shipwrecked, to protect them against pillage and ill-treatment, to ensure their adequate care, and to search for the dead, prevent their being despoiled, and decently dispose of them.

Art 9. Protection of medical and religious personnel

	Medical and religious personnel shall be respected and protected and shall be granted all available help for the performance of their duties. They shall not be compelled to carry out tasks which are not compatible with their humanitarian mission.
 	In the performance of their duties medical personnel may not be required to give priority to any person except on medical grounds.


Art 10. General protection of medical duties

	Under no circumstances shall any person be punished for having carried out medical activities compatible with medical ethics, regardless of the person benefiting therefrom.
 	Persons engaged in medical activities shall neither be compelled to perform acts or to carry out work contrary to, nor be compelled to refrain from acts required by, the rules of medical ethics or other rules designed for the benefit of the wounded and sick, or this Protocol.
 	The professional obligations of persons engaged in medical activities regarding information which they may acquire concerning the wounded and sick under their care shall, subject to national law, be respected.
 	Subject to national law, no person engaged in medical activities may be penalized in any way for refusing or failing to give information concerning the wounded and sick who are, or who have been, under his care.


Art 11. Protection of medical units and transports

	Medical units and transports shall be respected and protected at all times and shall not be the object of attack.
 	The protection to which medical units and transports are entitled shall not cease unless they are used to commit hostile acts, outside their humanitarian function. Protection may, however, cease only after a warning has been given, setting, whenever appropriate, a reasonable time-limit, and after such warning has remained unheeded.


Art 12. The distinctive emblem

Under the direction of the competent authority concerned, the distinctive emblem of the red cross, red crescent or red lion and sun on a white ground shall be displayed by medical and religious personnel and medical units, and on medical transports. It shall be respected in all circumstances. It shall not be used improperly.

Part IV. Civilian Population

Art 13. Protection of the civilian population

	The civilian population and individual civilians shall enjoy general protection against the dangers arising from military operations. To give effect to this protection, the following rules shall be observed in all circumstances.
 	The civilian population as such, as well as individual civilians, shall not be the object of attack. Acts or threats of violence the primary purpose of which is to spread terror among the civilian population are prohibited.
 	Civilians shall enjoy the protection afforded by this part, unless and for such time as they take a direct part in hostilities.


Art 14. Protection of objects indispensable to the survival of the civilian population

Starvation of civilians as a method of combat is prohibited. It is therefore prohibited to attack, destroy, remove or render useless for that purpose, objects indispensable to the survival of the civilian population such as food-stuffs, agricultural areas for the production of food-stuffs, crops, livestock, drinking water installations and supplies and irrigation works.

Art 15. Protection of works and installations containing dangerous forces

Works or installations containing dangerous forces, namely dams, dykes and nuclear electrical generating stations, shall not be made the object of attack, even where these objects are military objectives, if such attack may cause the release of dangerous forces and consequent severe losses among the civilian population.

Art 16. Protection of cultural objects and of places of worship

Without prejudice to the provisions of the Hague Convention for the Protection of Cultural Property in the Event of Armed Conflict of 14 May 1954, it is prohibited to commit any acts of hostility directed against historic monuments, works of art or places of worship which constitute the cultural or spiritual heritage of peoples, and to use them in support of the military effort.

Art 17. Prohibition of forced movement of civilians

	The displacement of the civilian population shall not be ordered for reasons related to the conflict unless the security of the civilians involved or imperative military reasons so demand. Should such displacements have to be carried out, all possible measures shall be taken in order that the civilian population may be received under satisfactory conditions of shelter, hygiene, health, safety and nutrition.
 	Civilians shall not be compelled to leave their own territory for reasons connected with the conflict.


Art 18. Relief societies and relief actions

	Relief societies located in the territory of the High Contracting Party, such as Red Cross (Red Crescent, Red Lion and Sun) organizations may offer their services for the performance of their traditional functions in relation to the victims of the armed conflict. The civilian population may, even on its own initiative, offer to collect and care for the wounded, sick and shipwrecked.
 	If the civilian population is suffering undue hardship owing to a lack of the supplies essential for its survival, such as food-stuffs and medical supplies, relief actions for the civilian population which are of an exclusively humanitarian and impartial nature and which are conducted without any adverse distinction shall be undertaken subject to the consent of the High Contracting Party concerned.


Part V. Final Provisions

Art 19. Dissemination

This Protocol shall be disseminated as widely as possible.

Art 20. Signature

This Protocol shall be open for signature by the Parties to the Conventions six months after the signing of the Final Act and will remain open for a period of twelve months.

Art 21. Ratification

This Protocol shall be ratified as soon as possible. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with the Swiss Federal Council, depositary of the Conventions.

Art 22. Accession

This Protocol shall be open for accession by any Party to the Conventions which has not signed it. The instruments of accession shall be deposited with the depositary.

Art 23. Entry into force

	This Protocol shall enter into force six months after two instruments of ratification or accession have been deposited.
 	For each Party to the Conventions thereafter ratifying or acceding to this Protocol, it shall enter into force six months after the deposit by such Party of its instrument of ratification or accession.


Art 24. Amendment

	Any High Contracting Party may propose amendments to this Protocol. The text of any proposed amendment shall be communicated to the depositary which shall decide, after consultation with all the High Contracting Parties and the International Committee of the Red Cross, whether a conference should be convened to consider the proposed amendment.
 	The depositary shall invite to that conference all the High Contracting Parties as well as the Parties to the Conventions, whether or not they are signatories of this Protocol.


Art 25. Denunciation

	In case a High Contracting Party should denounce this Protocol, the denunciation shall only take effect six months after receipt of the instrument of denunciation. If, however, on the expiry of six months, the denouncing Party is engaged in the situation referred to in Article 1, the denunciation shall not take effect before the end of the armed conflict. Persons who have been deprived of liberty, or whose liberty has been restricted, for reasons related to the conflict shall nevertheless continue to benefit from the provisions of this Protocol until their final release.
 	The denunciation shall be notified in writing to the depositary, which shall transmit it to all the High Contracting Parties.


Art 26. Notifications

The depositary shall inform the High Contracting Parties as well as the Parties to the Conventions, whether or not they are signatories of this Protocol, of:

	(a) signatures affixed to this Protocol and the deposit of instruments of ratification and accession under Articles 21 and 22;
 	(b) the date of entry into force of this Protocol under Article 23; and
 	(c) communications and declarations received under Article 24.


Art 27. Registration

	After its entry into force, this Protocol shall be transmitted by the depositary to the Secretariat of the United Nations for registration and publication, in accordance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.
 	The depositary shall also inform the Secretariat of the United Nations of all ratifications, accessions and denunciations received by it with respect to this Protocol.


Art 28.—Authentic texts

The original of this Protocol, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the depositary, which shall transmit certified true copies thereof to all the Parties to the Conventions.

Source: Protocols additional to the Geneva Conventions of 12 August 1949, International Committee of the Red Cross, Geneva, 1977. Available online at http://www.icrc.org/ihl.nsf/INTRO/475?OpenDocument

8. Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1987 (1988)

Approved November 4, 1988, the Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1987 is a U.S. law which implements the International Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide. This law relates to genocide committed by U.S. citizens as well as genocide committed in the United States. It defines genocide, also defining terms used within this definition, and provides guidelines for the punishment of genocide offenses, which range from imprisonment for life and $1,000,000 to five years in prison or a fine of $500,000.

	An Act
 	To implement the International Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of Genocide
 	Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representative of the United States of America in Congress assembled, Section 1. Short Title
 	This Act may be cited at the “Genocide Convention Implementation Act of 1987(The Proxmire Act)”.
 	Sec. 2 Title 18 Amendments
 	(a) In General-Part 1 of title 18, United States Code, is amended by inserting after Chapter 50 the following: Chapter 50A -G enocide
 	sec
 	1091 G enocide
 	1092 Exclusive remedies
 	1093 Definitions
 	1091. G enocide


	(a) Basic Offense-Whoever, whether in time of peace or in time of war, in a circumstance described in subsection (d) and with the specific intent to destroy, in whole or substantial part, a national, ethnic, racial, or relgious group as such— 	(1) kills members of that group;
 	(2) causes serious bodily injury to members of that group;
 	(3) causes the permenant impairment of the mental faculties of members of the group through drugs, torture, or similar techniques;
 	(4) subjects the group to conditions of life that are intended to cause the physical destruction of the group in whole or in part;
 	(5) imposes measures intended to prevent births within the group; or
 	(6) transfers by force children of the group to another group; or attempts to do so, shall be punished as provided in subsection (b).


 	(b) Punishment for Basic Offense—The punishment for an offense under subsection (a) is 	(1) in the case of an offense under subsection (a)(1), a fine of not more that $1,000,000 and imprisonment for life; and
 	(2) a fine of not more than $1,000,000 or imprisonment for not more than twenty years, or both, in any other case.


 	(c) I ncitement Offense—Whoever in a circumstance described in subsection (d) directly and publicly incites another to violate subsection (a) shall be fined not more than $500,000 or imprisoned not more than five years, or both.
 	(d) Required Circumstance for Offenses—The circumstance referred to in subsections (a) and (c) is that— 	(1) the offense is committed within the United States; or
 	(2) the alleged offender is a national of the United States (as defined in section 101 of the Immigration and Nationality Act(8 U.S.C.1101)).


 	(e) Nonapplicability of Certain Limitations—Notwithstanding section 3282 of this title, in the case of an offense under subsection (a)(1), an indictment may be found, or information instituted, at any time without limitation.


1092. Exclusive remedies

Nothing in this chapter shall be construed as precluding the application of State or local laws to the conduct proscribed by this chapter, nor shall anything in this chapter be construed as creating any substantive or procedural right enforecable by law by any party in any proceeding.

1093. Definitons

As used in this chapter—

	(1) the term ‘children’ means the plural and means individuals who have not yet attained the age of eighteen years;
 	(2) the term ‘ethnic group’ means a set of individuals whose identity as such is distinctive in terms of common cultural traditions or heritage;
 	(3) the term ‘incites’ means urges another to engage imminently in conduct in circumstances under which there is a substantial likelihood of imminently causing such conduct;
 	(4) the term ‘members’ means the plural;
 	(5) the term ‘national group’ means a set of individuals whose identity is distinctive in terms of nationality or national origins;
 	(6) the term ‘racial group’ means a set of individuals whose identity is distinctive in terms of physical characteristics or biological descent;
 	(7) the term ‘religious group’ means a set of individuals whose identity is distinctive in terms of common religious creed, beliefs, doctrines, practices, or rituals; and
 	(8) the term ‘substantial part’ means a part of a group of such numerical significance that the destruction or loss of the part would cause the destruction of the group as a viable entity within the nation of which such group is a part.


	(b) Clerical Amendment—The table of chapters at the beginning of part 1 of title 18, United States Code, is amended by inserting after relating to chapter 50 the following new item:


50A Genocide 1091

Approved November 4, 1988.

Source: Public Law 100–606-Nov. 4, 1988. 102 STAT.3045.

1. Another term could be used for the same idea, namely, ethnocide, consisting of the Greek word “ethnos”—nation-and the Latin word “cide. ”

1a. See Violation of the Laws and Customs of War: Reports of Majority and Dissenting Reports of American and Japanese Members of the Commission of Responsibilities, Conference of Paris, 1919. Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Division of International Law, Pamphlet No. 32 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1919), p. 39.
 2. See Garner, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 77.
 3. As classical examples of wars of extermination in which nations and groups of the population were completely or almost completely destroyed, the following may be cited: the destruction of Carthage in 146 b.c.; the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus in 72 a.d.; the religiou s wars of Islam and the Crusades; the massacres of the Albigenses and the Waldenses; and the siege of Magdeburg in the Th irty Years’ War. Special wholesale massacres occurred in the wars waged by Genghis Khan and by Tamerlane.
 4. “Since the State in itself is for us only a form, while what is essential is its content, the nation, the people it is clear that everything else must subordinate itself to its sovereign interests.”—Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf (New York: Reynold & Hitchcock, 1939), p. 842
 5. See Alfred Rosenberg, Der Mythus des 20. Jahrhunderts (München: Hoheneichenverlag, 1935), pp. 1–2: “History and the mission of the future no longer mean the struggle of class against class, the struggle of Church dogma against dogma, but the clash between blood and blood, race and race, people and people.”

6. The German genocide philosophy was conceived and put into action before the Germans received even a foretaste of the considerable dimensions of Allied aerial bombings of German territory.
 7. See Hitler’s statement to Rauschning, from The Voice of Destruction, by Hermann Rauschning (New York, 1940), p. 138, by courtesy of G. P. Putnam’s Sons:
 “ . . . The French complained after the war that there were twenty million Germans too many. We accept the criticism. We favor the planned control of population movements. But our friends will have to excuse us if we subtract the twenty millions elsewhere. After all these centuries of whining about the protection of the poor and lowly, it is about time we decided to protect the strong against the inferior. It will be one of the chief tasks of German statesmanship for all time to prevent by every means in our power, the further increase of the Slav races. Natural instincts bid all living beings not merely conquer their enemies, but also destroy them. In former days, it was the victor’s prerogative to destroy entire tribes, entire peoples. By doing this gradually and without bloodshed, we demonstrate our humanity. We should remember, too, that we are merely doing unto other as they would have done to us.”
 8. Mein Kamff, p. 588.
 9. See “Administration,” above, pp. 9–10.
 10. Mein Kampf, p. 931: “. . . the National Socialist movement has its mightiest tasks to fulfill . . . it must condemn to general wrath the evil enemy of humanity [Jews] as the true creator of all suffering.”
 11. Ibid., p. 590, n. “. . . The Polish policy in the sense of a Germanization of the East, demanded by so many, rooted unfortunately almost always in the same wrong conclusion. Here too one believed that one could bring about a Germanization of the Polish element by a purely linguistic integration into the the German nationality. Here too the result would have been an unfortunate one: people of an alien race, expressing its alien thoughts in the German language, compromising the height and the dignity of our own natronality by its own inferiority.” As to the depopulation policy in occupied Yugoslavia, see, in general, Louis Adamic, My Native Land (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1943).
 12. For Luxemburg, see order of August 6, 1940, below, p. 440.

13. See order concerning the change of first and family names in Luxemburg, of January 31, 1941, below, p. 441.
 14. Verordnungsblatt, 1940, p. 60
 15. As to Poland, see order of October 29, 1941, below, p. 552.
 16. As to Norway, see order of September 25,1940, below, p. 499.
 17. See above, chapter on “Finance.”
 18. See above, chapters on “Law” and “Courts.”
 19. See below, p. 440.
 20. “It is the task of the director to orient and conduct the school systematically according to National Socialist principles.” See announcement for execution of the order concerning the elementary school system, February 14, 1941, promulgated in Lorraine by the Chief of Civil Administration, below, p. 388.

21. Verordnungsblatt, 1941, p. 100. See below, p. 386.
 22. As to or organization of the Reich Chamber of Culture, see law of November I, 1933, Reichsgesetzblatt, I, p. 979.
 23. See note of the Polish Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Polish Government-in-Exile to the Allied and neutral powers of May 3, 1941, in Polish White Book: Republic of Poland, Ministry of Foreign Affairs, German Occupation of Poland-Extract of Note Addressed to the Allied and Neutral Powers (New York: The Greystone Press [1942]), pp. 36–39
 24. Frankfurter Zeitung, Wochen-Ausgabe, March 28, 1941.
 25. See above, chapter on “Legal Status of the Jews.”
 26. See ordinance promulgated by the German Trustee of the Polish Savings Bank published in Th orner Freiheit of December 11, 1940

27. See “Property” above, p.38
 28. See Report of Primate of Poznan to Pius XII, The Black Book of Poland (New York: G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1942), p. 383.
 29. That the separation of males from females was preconceived by Hitler as an element of genocide is obvious from his statement: “We are obliged to depopulate,’ he went on emphatically, 'as part of our mission of preserving the German population. We shall have to develop a technique of depopulation. If you ask me what I mean by depopulation, I mean the removal of entire racial units. And that is what I intend to carry out—that, roughly, is my task. Nature is cruel, therefore we, too, may be cruel. If I can send the flower of the German nation into the hell of war without the smallest pity for the spilling of precious German blood, then surely I have the right to remove millions of an inferior race that breeds like vermin! And by” remove “I don’t necessarily mean destroy; I shall simply take the systematic measures to dam their great natural fertility. For example, I shall keep their men and women separated for years. Do you remember the falling birthrate of the world war? Why should we not do quite consciously and through a number of years what was at that time merely the inevitable consequence of the long war? There are many ways, systematical and comparatively painless, or at any rate bloodless, of causing undesirable races to die out.’ ”—Rauschning, op.cit., pp. 137–38, by courtesy of G.P Putnam’s Sons.
 30. See order concerning the granting of child subsidies to Germans in the Government, of March 10, 1942, below, p.553.
 31. See order of July 28, 1942, concerning the subsidizing of children of members of the German armed forces in occupied territories, Reichsgesetzblatt, 1942, I, p. 488:
 “To maintain and promote a racially valuable German heritage, children begotten by members of the German armed forces in the occupied Norwegian and Dutch territories and born of Norwegian or Dutch women will upon the application of the mother be granted a special subsidy and benefit through the offices of the Reich Commissioners for the occupied Norwegian and Dutch territories.”
 32. See order of February 28, 1941, below, p.474
 33. See below, p. 428

34. See New York Times, October 5, 1942, p.4, col.6.
 35. The figures quoted in this and the following two paragraphs have been taken, with the permission of the Institute of Jewish Affairs, from its publication entitles Starvation over Europe (Made in Germany); A Documented Record 1943 (New York, 1943), pp. 37, 47, 52.
 36. Ibid., p.37
 37. Ibid., p.47
 38. Ibid., p.52. For further details, see League of Nations, World Economic Survey (Geneva, 1942), pp. 90–91
 39. See Hitter’s Ten-Year War on the Jews (Institute of Jewish Affairs of the American Jewish Congress, World Jewish Congress, New York, 1943), p. 144.
 40. League of Nations, Monthly Bulletin of Statistics (Geneva, 1942), Nos. 4, 5, 6.
 41. Nowy Kurjer Warszawski (Warsaw), August 29, 1941.
 42. Die Nation (Bern), August 13, 1942.
 43. Poland Fights (New York), May 16, 1942.
 44. Hitler’s Ten-Year War on the Jews, p. 144.

45. See the Joint Declaration by members of the United Nations, issued simultaneously in Washington and in London, on December 17, 1942:
 “The attention of the Belgian, Czechoslovak, Greek, Jugoslav, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Soviet, United Kingdom and United States Governments and also of the French National Committee has been drawn to numerous reports from Europe that the German authorities, not content with denying to persons of Jewish race in all the territories over which their barbarous rule has been extended, the most elementary human rights, are now carrying into effect Hitler’s oft -repeated intention to exterminate the Jewish people in Europe.
 “From all the occupied countries Jews are being transported in conditions of appalling horror and brutality to Eastern Europe. In Poland, which has been made the principal Nazi slaughterhouse, the ghettos established by the German invader are being systematically emptied of all Jews except a few highly skilled workers required for war industries. None of those taken away are ever heard of again. The able-bodied are slowly worked to death in labor camps. The infirm are left to die of exposure and starvation or are deliberately massacred in mass executions. The number of victims of these bloody cruelties is reckoned in many hundreds of thousands of entirely innocent men, women and children.
 “The above-mentioned governments and the French National Committee condemn in the strongest possible terms this bestial policy of cold-blooded extermination. They declare that such events can only strengthen the resolve of all freedom-loving peoples to overthrow the barbarous Hitlerite tyranny. They reaffirm their solemn resolution to insure that those responsible for these crimes shall not escape retribution, and to press on with the necessary practical measures to this end.” The United Nations Review, Vol. III (1943), No. I, p. I.
 46. Hitler’s Ten-Year War on the Jews, p. 307.
 47. See order of December 9, 1940, below, p. 438.
 48. Ibid.

49. Under Polish law, 1919–39, gambling houses were prohibited; nor did they exist on Polish soil when it was under Russian, German, and Austrian rule before 1914, See The Black Book of Poland, pp. 513, 514.
 50. “No conqueror has ever chosen more diabolical methods for gaining the mastery of the soul and body of a people.”—Manchester Guardian, February 28, 1941.
 “We know that there is no war in all our history where such ruthless and deliberate steps have been taken for the disintegration of civilian life and the suffering and the death of civilian populations.”—Hugh R. Jackson, Special Assistant to the Director of Forein Relief and Rehabilitation Operations, U.S. Department of State, in an address before the National Conference of Social Work, New York, March 12, 1943; printed in Department of State, Bulletin, Vol. VIII, No. 194 (March 13, 1943) p. 219
 51. The idea of a nation should not, however, be confused with the idea of nationalism. To do so would be to make the same mistake as confusing the idea of individual liberty with that of egoism.

52. See Raphaël Lemkin, “Terrorisme,” Acts de la Ve Conférence Internationale pour I’Unification du Droit Pénal (Paris, 1935), pp. 48–56; see also Lem-kin, “Akte der Barbarei und des Vandalismus als delicti iuris gentium,” Internationales Anwaltsblatt (Vienna, November, 1933).
 53. See statement of President Roosevelt, White House Press Release, July 30, 1943, Department of State, Bulletin, Vol. IX, No. 214 (July 31, 1943), p. 62.
 54. Adequate protection of minority groups does not of course mean that protective measures should be so stringent as to prevent those who so desire from leaving such groups in order to join majority groups. In other words, minority protection should not constitute a barrier to the gradual process of assimilation and integration which may result from such voluntary transfer of individuals.

55. Of course such an offender could never be tried twice for the same act.
 56. Research in International Law (Under the Auspices of the Faculty of Harvard Law School), “Part II. Jurisdiction with Respect to Crime,” (Edwin D. Dickinson, Reporter), American Journal of International Law, Supp., Vol. 29 (1935), pp. 573–85.
 57. Since not all countries agree to the principle of universal repression (as for example, the United States of America), the future treaty on genocide might well provide a facilitative clause for the countries which do not adhere to this principle.
 58. League of Nations, Treaty Series, Vol. 118, p. 343.
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Glossary

Aktion Aktion can be best understood as a term used predominantly by the SS (Schutzstaffel or “security police”) and their allies to describe the nonmilitary campaign of roundups and deportations of Jews and other “undesirables” in the eastern territories under German occupation. The two most significant of these aktionen were (1) Aktion Reinhard, after the assassination of RHSA (Reichssicherheitshauptamt, “Reich Security Main Office”) chief Reinhard Heydrich on May 27, 1942, in Prague, Czechoslovakia, whose purpose was to murder all the Jews in the five districts of the Generalgouvernement (general government) encompassing Krakow, Warsaw, Radom, Lublin, and Galicia, and later expanded to include all Jews deported to occupied Poland; and (2) Aktion 1005, which was developed in the summer of 1942 to obliterate all traces of the Nazi Endlösung (final solution) by the use of slave laborers, including Jews who were subsequently murdered, to both exhume and burn the bodies of the Nazis’ victims. Nearly 400 anti-Jewish aktionen took place between November 1939 and October 1944.

Arabism Arabism refers to the concept held by some Arabs that Arabic culture, religion, language, dress, and societal norms are superior to any others. Arabism has existed to one extent or another for centuries, but only a relatively small minority of Arabs subscribe to this way of thinking. Arabism developed mainly as a reaction to colonial subjugation of Arab populations, especially in the Middle East. More recently, Arabism has been a significant contributing factor to the Darfur Genocide in the western region of Sudan. Years prior to the Darfur Genocide, the Arab-dominated Sudanese government had systematically oppressed and discriminated against Sudan’s non-Arab, black indigenous population. Blacks in Darfur were routinely marginalized as subhumans, and frequently referred to as slaves or dogs. This government-sanctioned oppression tended to encourage Arabs within Sudan to treat black Africans with disdain. Clearly, many of Sudan’s Arabs believed that their cultural and societal norms were superior to those of the black Sudanese population. In February 2003, several non-Arab rebel groups rose up in revolt against the Sudanese government. This triggered a brutal war of reprisal on the part of the Sudanese government, the Janjaweed (an Arab militia force), and other allied groups that soon became a campaign of genocide against the Darfuri people.

Aryan Term taken from Sanskrit that initially referred to a nobleman, or gentleman, in portions of India. By the 1920s, German Nazis, including Adolf Hitler, began to employ the term when referring to the “master race,” the allegedly pure Germanic/Nordic race of people who were supposed to be racially, physically, and intellectually above “lesser” peoples. This was part of the Nazis’ larger and deeply flawed theories involving “racial hygiene” and race. The Aryan ideal was a Nordic type—tall, with blond hair and blue eyes. Ironically, many Nazi leaders, including Hitler, did not fit this set of physical characteristics.

Beneath the “master race” were various Indo-European–speaking peoples, who were deemed “partly Aryan” because they had mixed or intermarried with “inferior” races. Jews, along with blacks, Roma (Gypsies), Indians, and other peoples from the subcontinent and Asia, were not considered Aryans and were thus undesirables. The concept of the Aryan race helped drive and rationalize the Holocaust against Jews and other minorities.

Asocials Asocials was the general Nazi term for those persons declared outside the community of the Volk, the latter of which was used to indicate a highly mystical understanding of membership. Asocials included criminals, prostitutes, drug addicts, juvenile delinquents, homosexuals, vagrants, and the Roma peoples. The Nazi orientation toward such persons was that their behaviors were genetically and racially determined and, therefore, beyond correction. Once inside the concentration and death camps, asocials were forced to wear black triangles on their clothing, whereas pink triangles designated homosexuals and brown triangles designated Romas.

Assimilation Assimilation is the process whereby members of an ethnic group replace their cultural practices with those of the dominant culture in a society. When this conversion is imposed upon an entire group of people by the state, it is often referred to as “cultural genocide” because while members of the group being assimilated might not be systematically killed, their culture is often effectively destroyed. Assimilation policies are often a common precursor of genocide because they can be used by the perpetrators in the initial stages as a way to delegitimize or dehumanize the victims by portraying them as “nonhumans” from a “backward” culture in need of reintegration into society. This can also be used later on during the genocide as a way for the perpetrators to “justify” the use of increased brutality against their victims if assimilation is seen as an ineffective method for achieving their goals.

Atrocities The term “atrocities” refers to appalling acts that are extremely brutal or cruel in nature. Within the context of genocide, “atrocities” refer to acts of extreme violence or cruelty typically carried out against civilians, though atrocities can also be committed against military forces on either side. Examples of atrocities that tend to occur during genocide include murder, massacres, torture, rape, starvation, extreme deprivation, forced marches, enslavement, brutal violence, and systematic extermination.

Awlad Al-Beled This Arabic term literally means “children of the country.” A self-given sobriquet of the riverine Arabs living in Sudan, it denotes that they are “the true Sudanese” within Sudan. It is a term, then, that separates them from, for example, the black Africans of Darfur, who are not considered to be “true Sudanese” by the riverine Arabs.

BAKIN BAKIN, an Indonesian acronym for the State Intelligence Coordination Body (Badan Koordinasi Intelijen Negara), was established by Suharto’s presidential decree on May 27, 1967. It stood at the pinnacle of the Indonesian intelligence community and was a vital pillar of Suharto’s power along with the Operations Command for the Restoration of Security and Order (KOPKAMTIB) and the covert intelligence organization Special Operations (OPSUS). It targeted domestic opposition groups and also conducted various overseas intelligence operations. BAKIN was not part of any government department but reported directly to the president. It received funds officially through the state secretariat and unofficially through offline funding. Its duties included the coordination of Indonesian intelligence activities in respect of the reopening of China’s embassy in Jakarta, the supervision of army, navy, and air force attachés who collected intelligence overseas, and the conduct of intelligence liaison with foreign states. It also screened government employees who required security clearances and organized physical security arrangements for Indonesian dignitaries traveling abroad.

Black Africans Black Africans is a term used to describe non-Arab people living in the Darfur region of Sudan. It has taken on a pejorative meaning in Sudan because the Arab-dominated Sudanese government, along with the Janjaweed (an Arab militia force), view themselves as culturally, socially, and religiously superior to black Africans. In 2003, several non-Arab rebel groups rose up in revolt against the Sudanese government. This triggered a brutal war of reprisal on the part of the Sudanese government, the Janjaweed, and other allied groups that soon became a campaign of genocide against the Darfuri people.

Blue Scarf The Khmer Rouge leadership of Communist Kampuchea (1975–1979) reportedly issued a blue scarf to each cadre member from the country’s Eastern Zone who they forcibly relocated to the northwest province of Pursat. The blue scarf marked them—and ostracized them—as “impure Khmers” who were destined to be murdered.

Bystander A bystander is an individual, group, or even an entire country that is present at or aware of a potentially genocidal event, but chooses not to get involved. During a genocide, bystanders are aware of atrocities being committed and yet, for a variety of reasons, decide to not intervene.

Chap teuv Chap teuv is the Cambodian phrase for “taken away, never to be seen again.” In the context of the Khmer Rouge–perpetrated genocide (1975–1979), it referred to those individuals who disappeared abruptly, were taken somewhere—for no apparent reason—by the Khmer Rouge, and were never to return. Such disappearances served the purpose of instilling chilling fear in people of not following the exact orders they were given by the Khmer Rouge /or doing something “wrong” or “incorrectly.”

“Clearing the Bush” “Clearing the Bush” is a euphemistic term for the mass killing of Tutsis at the order of the Hutu-dominated government in Rwanda. It is believed that the term was first employed in late 1963. During December of that year, a few hundred well-armed Tutsi guerillas infiltrated southern Rwanda from neighboring Burundi. They managed to advance within 12 miles from the capital city of Kigali, but were turned back by Rwandan army forces. To prevent further such incidents, and to punish Tutsis living in Rwanda, the Rwandan government issued an order to “clear the bush,” meaning that government-backed forces would eliminate subversive and opposition elements in the country. It is estimated that by the end of December, some 14,000 Tutsis had been killed in the southern province of Gikongoro. This set the stage for further violence, which culminated in the 1994 Rwanda Genocide.

Concentration Camp A concentration camp is a secure compound run by the state where people, usually ethnic or religious minorities, political prisoners, or prisoners of war, are held and forced to endure brutal conditions. Most concentration camps serve as detention facilities, labor camps, or exterminations centers, though most usually function as a combination of all three. While concentration camps are usually associated with the Holocaust, they are a common feature of genocide because they provide a way to detain a large group of victims who can then be used as labor or be easily disposed of in large numbers.

Crimes against Humanity A crime against humanity is an instance when an atrocity is committed against civilians on a large scale during wartime. This can take the form of massacres, forced marches, deportations, mass starvation and deprivation, torture, and rape, among other things. Prior to the coining of the term “genocide” by Raphael Lemkin in 1944, the kinds of acts now considered to be genocide fell under the category of crimes against humanity. However, Lemkin and others felt that crimes against humanity did not sufficiently account for atrocities carried out with the intention of destroying entire ethnic groups as well as the fact that such events could occur during peacetime. Thus, while crimes against humanity do occur during genocide, the two terms are not equivalent.

Death Squads A “death squad” is a team of assassins contracted to carry out politically motivated killings and forcible disappearances. Although civilians can use death squads, they are most often associated with government efforts to eliminate political opponents, and they are usually comprised of active or former members of government security forces (elite army or police squadrons specially trained in terror tactics). Hiding such violence behind the term “death squads” allows the government to deny its own involvement in the repression. During Guatemala’s armed conflict, most of the death squads were controlled by military intelligence, although they had names like “Secret Anti-Communist Army” and “Jaguars for Justice.” The Guatemalan Army kept careful records of its death squad activity, and some of these records have recently come to light, including one internal military log that documents the fate of 183 disappeared people, and which human rights groups have dubbed the “Death Squad Dossier.”

Democratic Kampuchea Immediately upon its takeover of Cambodia in 1975, the revolutionary Communist Khmer Rouge renamed the country Democratic Kampuchea. The use of the word “democratic” was both ironic and cynical, as there was nothing democratic about the ironclad, totalitarian state that eventually became infamous for its genocidal policies and “killing fields.”

Displacement Displacement is when an individual or group is forced to leave their home and move to another location. In the context of genocide, displacement generally occurs when members of an ethnic group are forced by the state to leave their homes or the land that their people have traditionally occupied and move to another location. Though displacement can also occur when the violence reaches areas where members of the group being persecuted live, leaving them no choice but to flee. In most cases, victims are forced to move to a state-designated location, often enduring long, brutal marches along the way. Policies of displacement are used during genocide in order to free up land that can be settled by members of the same ethnic group as the perpetrators as well as to make it easier to carry out their policies of extermination. Displacement is especially common in cultural genocide since when a group is forced to leave their traditional homeland, much of their culture and traditions are left there to fade into the past.

Dohuk Fort Dohuk Fort is located in the north of contemporary Kurdish-controlled Iraq. The fort itself, an enormous concrete structure modeled after a 1970s Soviet-style fortification that included a prison facility, was intended to intimidate the local population as much as send a warning to hostile neighbors. On its roof, Saddam Hussein’s regime installed antiaircraft batteries to increase his army’s ability to defend itself against potential air assaults. The Baathist regime used the fort as a holding compound and transit station for thousands of Kurds eventually murdered by Hussein’s forces during the waves of the al-Anfal genocide campaign. As in other detention sites such as Topzawa, men, women, children, and the elderly were segregated and then brutally interrogated. Physical and emotional torture was systematically applied, food and water withheld, and nearly all men who arrived in Dohuk Fort disappeared and were later found dead in ditches and shallow graves. Many had been shot dead in mass executions.

Eastern Zone An area in Kampuchea (Cambodia) where Communist dictator Pol Pot looked askance at the relative autonomy of the people residing there and sent in Khmer Rouge troops in May 1978 to “purify” the zone. The “purification” resulted in massacres of the Khmer Rouge’s own cadre members, a much more brutal work schedule for those who were allowed to live and remain in the area, and the deportation of tens of thousands to provinces in the northwest.

Eliticide The systematic killing of political and religious leaders, intellectuals, professionals, and other individuals of stature in a particular group or locale. The term is a mixture of French (élite, meaning the “chosen” or “select”) and Latin (caedere, meaning to “cut” or “kill”). Eliticide often commences at the beginning of a genocide. It is intended to neutralize individuals who are most likely to attempt resistance and to instill confusion, panic, and a sense of loss among the group being targeted. Eliticide was employed before and during the Armenian Genocide (1915–1923), the Cambodian Genocide (1975–1979), and most recently during the ethnic cleansing in the former Yugoslavia in the 1990s. As Serbs targeted Muslims for ethnic cleansing, Serbian troops would locate local Serbs who would single out the educated and elite Muslims in a given village or town. They would then be rounded up and shot.

Famine A famine is when food becomes extremely scarce which usually results in widespread hunger and sometimes death. While famines tend to occur during genocide, this is not always intentional as famines can be caused by drought or other unfavorable weather conditions as well as poor farming practices. However, famines are sometimes intentionally induced during genocide in order to weaken and torture victims, pacify resistance, or exterminate entire populations through starvation.

Gacaca Law Gacaca Law is a traditional, indigenous justice system instituted in March 2001 in Rwanda to deal with the many thousands of Rwandans accused of having participated in the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. By that time, it is estimated that as many as 120,000 Rwandans suspected of genocidal crimes were incarcerated in prisons and jails awaiting trial. The slowness of the Rwandan justice system meant that it would require nearly 100 years to try all of the suspects. Thus, the Rwandan government decided to establish Gacaca Law, which is based on communal law that had its antecedents in the precolonial era. In addition to giving the Rwandan people themselves more involvement in prosecuting crimes related to the genocide, the system promotes national healing and forgiveness. The establishment of the Gacaca Law has helped reduce the backlog of genocide-related criminal cases.

Gacacas are organized at the village or communal level and may try any genocide suspect except for those who are accused of having planned or supervised the mass killings or those accused of rape. Those individuals are tried in regular Rwandan courts or in the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda. Most of the suspects are tried in the same locale in which their alleged crimes were committed. All villagers and victims are given the opportunity to speak or testify at the proceedings. The judges, along with other court personnel, number about 250,000 nationwide, and they have all received at least some training in criminal and court-room procedures. The first cases were not adjudicated until March 2005. Since then, about 20 percent of the defendants have been acquitted. The rest were either found guilty or were released because of lack of evidence or some other procedural error. The Gacaca legal system also permits defendants to confess to their crimes and ask for sincere forgiveness. Those who do so are given more lenient sentences, sometimes as much as half of the prescribed penalty.

Genocide Genocide is the “deliberate and systematic destruction, in whole or in part, of an ethnic, racial, religious, or national group” as defined by the 1948 United Nations Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide. Critics of the term differ on what exactly constitutes “part” of a group, making this a contentious definition.

Hollerith Machine Electric machine that employed punch cards to tabulate and compile statistics and other information. Pioneered by the U.S.-based International Business Machines (IBM) Company, the Hollerith machine was named for the German Hollerith Machine Company, which manufactured the machines in Germany during 1922–1945. The punch cards that were fed into the machines were made of stiff paper that had hundreds of small holes in each one; the number and position of the holes were read by the machine and represented specific digital information. The cards themselves were made by IBM and were sold to the Hollerith Company. It is estimated that IBM supplied as many as 1 billion punch cards per year to the Germans. The machines, which were precursors to modern computers, were used to tabulate German census figures and a wide variety of other government statistics. Some were used to track Jews and others. The Hollerith machine thus played an important role in Nazi racial policies and the Holocaust.

Inyenzi Inyenzi is a Kinyarwanda (Rwandan) word that translates as “cockroaches.” In the early 1960s, after the Hutus overthrew the Tutsi monarchy and established Hutu-dominated rule in Rwanda, exiled Tutsis who called themselves inyenzi because of their stealth and resilience launched many raids into Rwanda. Beginning in 1990, with the full flowering of the Hutu Power Movement and the advent of the Rwandan Civil War, Hutus began referring to all Tutsis residing in Rwanda as inyenzi. This was a demeaning and derogatory term that was intended to dehumanize and humiliate Tutsis. Pro-Hutu propaganda radio, television, and newspapers employed the term frequently, and when the Rwandan Genocide began in 1994, many Hutus called for the extermination of the Tutsis, just as one would exterminate cockroaches.

Jash The Jash forces, officially known as the Fursan Salah al-Din (Knights of Saladin), were Kurdish tribal militias that collaborated with the Iraqi regime. They frequently engaged in fierce skirmishes with tribal competitors or nationalists allied with Mullah Mustafa (Mustafa al-Barzani). The term Jash itself is intended to be derogatory and translates as “small donkey.” It referred to a Kurdish collaborator who accepted payments from the central government in exchange for targeting rival Kurdish units.

By the mid-1980s, estimates suggested that more than 150,000 Kurdish men had signed up to serve in the Fursan units, mostly to avoid military service in the deadly Iran-Iraq War. Often, Fursan militias consisted of poorly trained and underequipped units that served the Iraqi regime by managing basic security duties. They checked transit papers at road blocks and kept an eye on local villages. Members of the Kurdistan Democratic Party and the Patriotic Union of Kurdistan accused each other as serving as Jash forces under Saddam Hussein at different times.

Machete Genocide General term used to describe the 1994 Rwandan Genocide. It was known as the Machete Genocide because a great number of the Tutsis who were murdered by the Hutus died from blows and cuts from machetes. A machete is a large knife shaped like a cleaver (12 to 21 inches in length) that is typically used to cut through undergrowth or harvest certain crops, especially sugarcane. The Hutus used the machete as a symbol of their power; in 1992, a pro-Hutu newspaper ran a photo of a machete with the message: “What Shall We Do to Complete the Social Revolution of 1959?”

Mandi Laut Indonesian; literally “gone for a swim.” A euphemism used by Indonesian soldiers to refer to those East Timorese who “disappeared” (mid-1970s into the 1980s). More specifically, the term referred to those people who had been taken prisoner and were flown by helicopter out to sea and then dumped with weights bound to their legs and feet to die a watery death.

Massacre A massacre is when a large number of people, typically unarmed or unresisting, are brutally killed. Massacres are a common occurrence during genocide since they are one of the most effective ways for the perpetrators to carry out their goal of annihilating an entire or a large part of an ethnic population. Massacres can also fall under the category of crimes against humanity if the intent of the perpetrator is not the destruction of an ethnic group.

Mischlinge German, literally “hybrid” but understood in the Nazi context to mean something like “mongrel,” “half-breed,” or “mixed breed.”

Once the Nazis were in power, the Nazi agenda during the Third Reich would, ultimately, evolve to the extermination of the Jews. The initial step was that of definition, and the infamous Nuremberg Laws of 1935 was the legal attempt to clarify who was, in fact, a Jew, who was not (a so-called Aryan), and who fell in-between, in line with the Nazi obsession with “racial purity.” Thus, persons with four Jewish grandparents were “full Jews.” Persons with three Jewish grandparents were “three-quarter Jews.” Persons with two Jewish grandparents were considered Mischlinge of the First Degree, provided they were not identified with the Jewish religion and not married to Jewish spouses; and persons with only one Jewish grandparent were Mischlinge of the Second Degree. In 1935, such persons in the latter two categories were said to number anywhere between 100,000 and 350,000. Mischlinge were not permitted to join the SS, nor were they permitted to advance in the officer ranks of the Wehrmacht (Germany’s military). For the most part, Mischlinge of the First Degree were classified as Jews; those of the Second Degree were absorbed into German society, albeit with restrictions and discriminations.

Mogadishu Line The Mogadishu Line was a metaphoric term coined by General Sir Michael Rose, commander of the United Nations Protection Force for Bosnia, to describe the situation whereby UN peacekeepers become directly involved in a local conflict, as was the case in Somalia in the early 1990s, between government military and rebel forces. Violation of this “line” is thus at the heart of the United Nations’ perception of its own military role as “observers,” “neutrals,” or “peacekeepers,” whose task is to intervene only in cases of uprising, armed conflict, or genocide. The most tragic expression, however, of its own failure to “cross this line” is the case of Rwanda in the early 1990s where Lieutenant General Roméo Dallaire’s, commander of the United Nations Assistance Mission for Rwanda (UNAMIR), request submitted to UN Headquarters for an additional 5,000 troops to prevent what he truly believed would become a genocide was denied for internal political and bureaucratic reasons. Ultimately, between 500,000 and 1 million Tutsis and moderate Hutus were slain in 100 days between April and July 1994.

Mustard Gas Mustard gas is a chemical warfare agent first used by the German Army during the Battle of Passchendaele in 1917 and employed by both sides of World War I thereafter. The gas is a colorless, oily compound of carbon, hydrogen, sulfur, and chlorine, and was dispersed by spraying from tanks and aircraft or loaded into the payload of artillery and bombs. Mustard gas destroys the mucous membrane of the bronchial tubes, causes blistering of the skin and lungs, and temporary blindness. The Geneva Protocol formally outlawed the use of mustard gas in 1925, but it was most recently used by Iraq against Kurdish rebels in 1988. The improvement of gas mask defenses, the inability to control its direction after dispersing, the fear of its use in retaliation on unprepared civilians, and its general ineffectiveness in causing death ended the military viability of mustard gas prior to 1925.

Nationalism Nationalism is a sense of loyalty or devotion to one’s nation, especially above all other nations, groups, or one’s own individual interests. Nationalist feelings can play an important role in initiating genocide as states will often use them as a rallying point in order to “justify” reeducation policies as well as the expulsion or elimination of an ethnic group that is seen as a threat to national cohesion within a state.

“Ordinary Men” The phrase “ordinary men” is taken from the title of Christopher Browning’s 1992 book Ordinary Men: Reserve Police Battalion 101 and the Final Solution in Poland and refers specifically to the very ordinariness of the 500 middle-aged, lower- and lower-middle class family men from Hamburg, Germany, drafted into Reserve Police Battalion 101 (the so-called Order Police) and who were active in murdering the 1,800 Jews of Josefow, Poland, and the surrounding area in July 1942 and beyond. Estimates of their overall involvement in such death-related activities run as high as 38,000, with commensurate transportation responsibilities in the hundreds of thousands. Why did the majority of these nonmilitary combatants engage in this genocidal behavior when others in their unit, perhaps 10 to 20 percent, did not (and did not suffer punishments because of their refusal) remains, even today, deeply troubling and deeply disturbing. Although Browning presents a variety of hypotheses regarding the motivation behind their behavior—wartime brutalization, racism, segmentation and routinization of task, special selection of perpetrators, careerism, obedience to authority and orders, deference to that same authority, ideological indoctrination, conformity, quasi-military status, and a sense of elitism (perhaps for many for the first time)—he also asserts, reasonably, that no one explanation provides either the answer or the key insight. That the men themselves, after being interviewed (more than 400 interviews were conducted), could not themselves explain their own behavior remains equally troubling and reveals quite starkly how little we continue to understand about the psychological totality and capacity of the human person to engage in horrific behaviors and to rationalize such activity.

Peace Patrols In November 1905, the incoming governor Friedrich von Lindequist introduced a new strategy to deal with the threat posed to the German settler by Herero communities still hiding out in the expansive bushlands of central Namibia. He tasked the Rhenish and Catholic missions with the pacification and collection of the Herero. Groups of Herero prisoners, who were considered to be loyal to the mission, did the actual work. There were typically 10 men to a group. They were issued guns and enough food to last them for a few weeks. Their most potent weapon, however, was a letter from the governor offering peace and food if the Herero communities were to surrender and report themselves at the strategically placed collection points, placed at former mission stations. Because they were ostensibly doing the work of peace, the missionaries dubbed the groups of loyal Hereros working for the mission, the Peace Patrols. From the missionary collection points more than 12,000 Herero people who surrendered to the Peace Patrols were eventually ushered into concentration camps.

Porrajmos Porrajmos is the Romani term for the experience of the Sinti, Roma, and Lalleri (colloquial terms for “Gypsies”) people under the Nazis. The Roma and Sinti were targeted for extermination by the Nazis and perished in the tens of thousands as a result of mass murder and horrific treatment in concentration camps and death camps. A quarter of a million Gypsies were killed, and proportionately they suffered losses greater than any other group of victims except the Jews.

Racial Hygiene Designation introduced and developed in 1894 by German physician Alfred Ploetz (1860–1940) and adopted by many others in the early part of the 20th century. Racial hygiene was a concept that had at its base the notion of eugenics, the branch of science dealing with the production of genetically superior human beings through improvements in their inherited qualities. Some translated this into proposals calling for the compulsory sterilization of physically and psychologically “inferior” humans; others called for additional measures designed to control the breeding of those with criminal tendencies, with incurable diseases (or even those that were curable but perceived as an aberration, such as venereal disease), or with social abnormalities such as chronic alcoholism or mental illness. The fear of degeneration of the German “race” should such “maladies” go unchecked became a crucial element of Nazi ideology, and was attractive to the racial thinking that dominated the National Socialist worldview, to such a degree that sterilization and, later, compulsory euthanasia became state policy for the purpose of ensuring the health and virility of the German people in the future.

Rassenkampf Rassenkampf (German for “racial fight” or “racial struggle”) is the Nazi conception that all human life constituted an ongoing confrontation for supremacy between competing races of people. In the Nazi understanding, this struggle was both typified by and expressed at its most extreme by a conflict between the “Aryan race” and the Jewish “race”—a conflict forced, the Nazis asserted continually, by the Jews for the purpose of subverting what the Nazis considered to be a perfect world order in which the Aryans should (by virtue of their superiority) rightly predominate. According to Nazi beliefs, the rassenkampf was relentless and had to be fought until the death of one of the two parties. Resolution of the struggle, in the Nazi worldview, would see either an ideal future for the world under the unchallenged rule of the Aryans or a hopeless future dominated by the forces of darkness unleashed by the so-called satanic Jew. For the Nazis, the race struggle, of necessity, had to be genocidal in scope; neither compromise nor mercy would ever be possible if the required victory was to be achieved.

Rassenschande Rassenschande (German for “race shame” or “racial defilement”) referred to any act of a sexual nature between a Jew and a non-Jew (in the Nazi conception, an “Aryan”), even those who were intermarried. Under the Nuremberg Laws of 1935, various relationships between Jews and non-Jews were proscribed, and sexual relations were banned. It was the Nazis’ understanding of such that it would pollute, and thereby weaken, the “purity” of the Aryan race, especially if children resulted from the sexual liaison. This ruling also applied to sexual contact between German Aryans and Slavs. By February 1944, such sexual contact was made a capital offense.

Rasseverrat The term rasseverrat (German for “racial treason”) was used earlier than rassenschande by the Nazis, but with the same meaning: the perceived illicit sexual relationship between Jews and German “Aryans.” Such “bedroom legislation” on the part of the Nazis, as reflected in the Nuremberg Laws of September 1935, is a clear indicator of how seriously the Nazis perceived the racial construct of “the Jews” as the enemy of the Third Reich.

Refoulement Refoulement (French for “forcing back”) was a policy that refers to the return of a person to a country or territory that he or she has left due to the fear of being harmed in some grievous manner and where he or she may be at risk of being persecuted upon return. Refoulement is a violation of the principle of non-refoulement and thus constitutes an infraction or breach of customary international law and refugee law.

Righteous among the Nations The term used to designate those non-Jews who risked their lives, and at times the lives of their families, to save Jews during the Holocaust. The term is taken from the Talmud: “The righteous of all nations have a share in the world to come.” Since the early 1960s, Yad Vashem, Israel’s Holocaust Memorial Authority in Jerusalem, has honored such persons by the planting of a tree with a plaque, the casting of a medal, and the presentation of a certificate. The criteria by which such persons can be so honored are based on the following: (1) actual incident of rescue, (2) carried out at personal risk, and (3) no gain or benefit, financial or other, received. As of 2014, more than 25,000 such individuals have been so honored.

Rubanda Nyanwinshi Rubanda Nyanwinshi is a Kinyarwanda phrase, which came to be understood colloquially in pregenocide Rwanda as a political philosophy of sorts that meant “the Hutu majority.” Following the so-called social revolution of 1959 (in which the Hutu majority revolted against, overthrew the Tutsi monarchy and carried out massacres of Tutsis, precipitating a mass exodus of Tutsis into exile), adherence to this “philosophy” resulted in a situation that circumvented the fundamental tenets of democracy. That is, from that point forward, Tutsis were treated as second-class citizens by the government, schools, and fellow citizens who were Hutus.

Sarin Nerve Gas Sarin nerve gas is classified as extremely toxic. Once exposed to Sarin, a victim develops difficulty breathing, and suffers nausea and vomiting. The person then loses control over all bodily functions and frequently experiences uncontrollable shaking and twitching before suffocating in convulsive spasms. Soil samples obtained by international human rights organizations and records revealed during Saddam Hussein’s trial indicated that planes and helicopters of the Iraqi military dropped a combination of nerve gas agents such as Sarin, Tabun, VX, and mustard gas on unsuspecting communities in Iraq (and Iran). During the 1988 al-Anfal campaigns, the Kurdish area of Halabja was targeted for several days with chemical cluster bombs, causing 5,000 Kurdish civilians to be severely injured and about 7,000 to perish in agony. Several U.S., European, and Asian companies provided the Baathist regime with both the technical know-how and materials to produce these chemical weapons. Survivors of the gas attacks as well as their offspring suffer from increased rates of cancers and other serious illnesses today.

Schreibtischtater The term schreibtischtater (in German; colloquially “desk murderer”) has been used by some historians and commentators in recent times to refer to those bureaucrats, primarily in the Berlin offices of the SS, who maintained the paper flow of documents with regard to the Nazis’ mass murder of European Jewry. Such documents would have information related to personnel and resource allocations, contracts, transportation schedules, and so on. Such persons, however, were never instrumentally involved in the actual execution or extermination process themselves, never experienced the events, and, more often than not, never even visited the sites of the various killing centers.

Shoah Shoah is a Hebrew word used to describe the mass murder of several million Jews by the Nazis and their allies during the 1930s and 1940s. It is a synonym for the Holocaust. Shoah may be translated as “devastation,” “destruction,” or “catastrophe.” In recent years, an increasing number of scholars, Holocaust researchers, and Jews themselves have begun to eschew the use of the term Holocaust, and have been substituting it with the word Shoah. One of the problems with the term “Holocaust” is that it was a label given to the genocide of the Jews largely by non-Jews. The other problem with the term is that it is derived from the Old Testament (the Torah) concept of offering a complete and consumable burnt offering to God for the expiation of sins. The Holocaust was certainly not an offering to God, so scholars and others sought a better descriptor for the genocide of the Jews. The word Shoah can be found in the Book of Isaiah (10:3), and in that context refers to the day of reckoning that will precede the final judgment of the Israelites. Although Shoah is perhaps closer than the word Holocaust in describing the Nazi-inspired genocide of European Jews, it too does not fully describe the events of the 1930s and 1940s, which were not set into motion by God, but rather by evil-minded human beings. The term Shoah was first used in print in 1940, and it was popularized in 1985, when French filmmaker Claude Lanzmann released a 10-hour documentary film by the same name that examined the events of the Holocaust and its aftereffects through a series of interviews with witnesses and survivors.

Sjambok The sjambok was a heavy whip traditionally made of hippopotamus (or occasionally rhinoceros or giraffe) hide, though modern versions are typically of plastic. The word is also a verb for beating someone or something with a sjambok. The sjambok is not plaited from multiple thongs but consists of a single, tapering leather strip rolled lengthwise into the form of a stout but flexible rod, approximately three to five feet in length and attached to a handle. It is not cracked like a bullwhip but is swung like a stick to strike its target and therefore requires little expertise to use. The sjambok has many uses, particularly driving cattle and killing snakes, but it has been used most notoriously by whites in southern Africa to coerce obedience and labor from blacks and to mete out punishment.

Sniper Alley Sniper Alley is the nickname given to a stretch of road in Sarajevo, the capital city of Bosnia-Herzegovina, during the Bosnian War of 1992–1995. In reality, it is one long arterial road that officially undergoes a name change as it gets closer to the city, from Bulevar Mese Selimovica to Zmaj od Bosne, just prior to entering the central business district where once more it changes to the Oblala Kulina Bana. “Sniper Alley” is thus the major approach road from Sarajevo’s western industrial suburbs to the city center. During the Siege of Sarajevo, long sections of the road were an easy target for Bosnian Serb snipers in the hills surrounding the city, which resulted in hundreds being killed as they attempted to traverse the vulnerable sections of the road/city. As one of the primary “no-go” areas leading to downtown, Sniper Alley was a road on which drivers were strongly discouraged to travel. If a journey absolutely had to be made, drivers were encouraged to speed, dodge, weave, and do anything else they could do to avoid being hit by gunfire. It was most certainly not a place for pedestrians, even though many found no alternative but to use the thoroughfare in going about their daily business. Sniper Alley became symbolic of the Siege of Sarajevo, littered with burnt-out and shot-out wrecks of motor vehicles and with makeshift barriers of all kinds from which pedestrians would run from one to another seeking cover. There are proposals that Sniper Alley will at some time in the future undergo a beautification process that will restore its dignity as a major thoroughfare while paying respect to all those who lost their lives along its precincts during the siege.

Somalia Factor On October 3, 1993, while engaged in an attempt to track down members of Mohammed Farah Aidieed’s militia who had killed 24 Pakistani UN peacekeepers who were deployed in Somalia in an attempt to keep the peace, U.S. Army Rangers and Delta special forces were ambushed by the militia. Eighteen U.S. soldiers were killed, 73 were wounded, and the pilot of a Black Hawk helicopter was kidnapped. Newscasts around the world showed the members of the militia dragging the naked, dead body of a U.S. Ranger through the streets of Mogadishu. Both the attack and the brutal aftermath caused such great consternation among U.S. citizens and politicians that it impacted future U.S. foreign policy decisions. More specifically, U.S. foreign policymakers became extremely tentative about deploying any U.S. troops in violent conflicts far from home in which the United States ostensibly had little to no real “interests.” Ultimately, due in large part to this “Somalia factor,” U.S. president Bill Clinton and his administration consciously decided not to attempt to prevent, let alone attempt to halt, the 1994 Rwandan genocide that took the lives of between 500,000 and 1 million Tutsis and moderate Hutus in 100 days during April, May, June, and July 1994.

Tetum Tetum, an Austronesian language that is indigenous to East Timor, has two major variants: Tetum-Prasa (market Tetum), also known as Tetum-Dili (after the capital, Dili); and Tetum-Terik, which is also understood in Indonesian West Timor. Indonesia banned the use of Portuguese in liturgical services a few years after the invasion. However, instead of using Indonesian in church services, the local Catholic Church replaced Portuguese with Tetum, which became more widely used. Since independence, Tetum has been designated as East Timor’s national language. Liturgical Tetum is widely understood today but more informal versions are used in everyday conversations in much of the territory.

Timor Gap The Timor Gap is the seabed area between Australia and East Timor. The “gap” refers to the seabed area not covered by the 1972 Seabed Agreement between Australia and Indonesia, which delineated their maritime boundary based on a natural prolongation of the continental shelf. This had set the boundary much closer to Indonesia than to Australia, giving Australia the lion’s share of any resources. Portugal had not been a party to these negotiations. It preferred to wait, knowing that the negotiating texts of the United Nations Third Conference on the Law of the Sea were moving away from the continental shelf principle. The maritime boundary was therefore incomplete, resulting in what was known as the Timor Gap. In December 1989, Australia and Indonesia signed the Timor Gap Treaty in order to exploit East Timor’s energy resources. The treaty provided a framework for petroleum and gas exploration in the maritime zone between Australia and East Timor and for the division of any resulting royalties between Australia and Indonesia. When Indonesia withdrew from East Timor in October 1999, the transitional administration in East Timor renegotiated the terms of the treaty with Australia.

Topzawa The army base of Topzawa became a detention facility during the al-Anfal Campaign of the late 1980s near the city of Kirkuk, Iraq. Upon arrival by truck from their remote villages, hungry, dehydrated, and injured prisoners were forced to assemble in the sprawling parade area of the base. Adult males and boys who stood accused of treason for having cooperated with Kurdish fighters faced particularly brutal treatment. Separated from other prisoners, they were forced into overcrowded and filthy cells. Most men received little water and food, and experienced vicious torture before their executions. Women and children also endured hideous conditions. They only occasionally received food and security guards randomly separated children from their mothers. The bodies of these infants and small children ended up in a pit outside the base. Iraqi soldiers frequently forced women to witness the daily torture of their male relatives, many of whom did not survive. On average, Iraqi forces held between 4,000 and 5,000 people at Topzawa during the height of the Kurdish Genocide.

Urbicide Term used to describe the deliberate destruction of a city or urban environment, particularly during a war. Urbicide is derived from Latin (urbs [city] and caedere [cut or kill]). The term was first employed in the 1960s by critics of urban renewal and restructuring in the United States. Certainly the deliberate bombing of European and Japanese cities during World War II can be categorized as urbicide, but the word took on a somewhat different meaning during the war in Bosnia during the 1990s.

Vernichtung The German term vernichtung (extermination) was used in various ways to describe Nazi actions, primarily against Jews: vernichtung durch arbeit (destruction through work), vernichtungsanstalt (extermination facility), vernichtungskommando (extermination or death squads), and vernichtungslager (death camp).

Vernichtungslager Vernichtungslager was the German term for the death camps, primarily in occupied Poland, wherein the majority of Europe’s Jews (and others such as the Roma) were murdered by the Nazis and their collaborators during World War II via gassings (the use of the insecticide Zyklon-B), beatings, torture, starvation, and other forms of brutalization, all as part of the “Final Solution to the Jewish Problem.” The main centers of death were Auschwitz-Birkenau (where 1.5 million Jews were murdered), Belzec (600,000 Jews), Chelmno (320,000 Jews), Majdanek (360,000 Jews), Sobibor (250,000 Jews), and Treblinka (870,000 Jews). Overall, it is estimated that more than 3.5 million Jews were murdered in these locations, many upon their immediate arrival, others only after nearly (and in many cases, literally) being worked to death, and still others as the result of diseases such as typhus and dysentery.

Volk The concept of Volk (German for “the people”) constitutes the almost mystical understanding of the Nazis (and others) of the ties that bound the German people as a separate and distinct entity from others, best expressed by the German expression Blut und Boden (blood and soil), but equally reflecting a sense of both racial purity (Aryanization) and a uniquely distinctive Germanic culture. The term Volk, itself, first surfaced in the 19th century among German romantics as a self-description of the nation-state as an organic living entity. Once adapted, it was able to provide an ideological foundation for the Nazi-inspired and Nazi-driven “Final Solution,” and, thus, the elimination of those “undesirables” who could never be part of the German people.

War Crimes A war crime is a violation of the laws governing conduct during war, entailing individual criminal responsibility under international law. Both genocide and crimes against humanity fall under the category of war crimes as they include acts that are flagrant violations of international law, with the crime of genocide being the most severe.

White Arm Bands I n Bosnia in the mid-1990s, Serb paramilitary forces forced Muslims to wear white arm bands in order to distinguish them from their neighbors. It was a method, much like the badges the Nazis forced the Jews to wear, of singling the Muslims out, as well as being a way of humiliating them. The practice varied from place to place and was employed at different times in different locations.

Wilde-KZ Abbreviation for the longer German term Wilde-Konzentrationslager, alluding to unauthorized places of incarceration established in Germany by local Nazis in the earliest stages of the Third Reich. These camps frequently operated without any apparent system or direction. There was little in the way of planning or procedure. Often, the very location of these places was impromptu. For example, Dachau was a former gunpowder factory, Oranienburg was originally a brewery (and later a foundry), and Borgermoor and Esterwegen were initially simply rows of barracks set down on open expanses of marshy heathland. Elsewhere, prisoners had to build their own habitations and begin their camp life living in tents. The Wilde-KZ were rapidly established, highly improvised affairs. Little regard was paid to administration, discipline, or utilization. Some were run by SS officers; many were staffed by SA men, often locals, who knew or were known by those they were guarding. The essential function of these camps was to gag political opposition to the new Nazi government of Germany (which was appointed to office on January 30, 1933), and generally to intimidate the wider population through the camps’ reputation for arbitrary brutality. Only with a more coordinated approach to political incarceration, through the establishment of the Inspectorate of Concentration Camps in mid-1934 under Theodor Eicke, did the Wilde-KZ give way to a unified form of administration, discipline, and ethos. Most of the Wilde-KZs had closed down by the spring of 1934.

Year Zero In 1975, following the Khmer Rouge’s overthrow of the Cambodian government, Pol Pot, the leader of the Khmer Rouge, declared that Kampuchea (the new name the Khmer Rouge gave Cambodia) marked the “Year Zero,” signaling that more than 2,000 years of Cambodian history had come to an end. Wanting to create a totally new Cambodia (one that was agrarian, totally self-sufficient, and adhered to the dictates of the Communist Party of Kampuchea), Pol Pot and his cronies set out to totally destroy Cambodia’s past by wiping out its cities; destroying all aspects of religious life (which included the mass murder of Buddhist monks); disassembling families; forcing all its people to work with their hands (mostly in the fields to raise food); and killing off those who were suspected of being intellectuals, educated, or tied in any way to the leadership of the fallen Cambodian regime. Eventually, the Khmer Rouge leadership began turning on its own members, carrying out vicious, large-scale, and deadly purges.

Zurug Zurug is a highly derogatory and offensive term used by Arabs in Sudan in reference to non-Arab, indigenous black individuals, particularly in the western region of Sudan. The word is derived from Arabic and translates very roughly as “dark.” The term is an integral part of the concept of Arabism in Sudan. Arabism refers to the concept held by some Arabs that Arabic culture, religion, language, dress, and societal norms are superior to any others. Arabism has existed to one extent or another for centuries, but only a relatively small minority of Arabs subscribe to this way of thinking. Arabism developed mainly as a reaction to colonial subjugation of Arab populations, especially in the Middle East. More recently, Arabism has been a significant contributing factor to the ongoing Darfur Genocide in Darfur region of Sudan, which commenced in earnest in 2003.

Zyklon-B Zyklon-B was a pesticide used in the gas chambers of various Nazi concentration camps to kill Jews during the Holocaust. A commercial form of hydrocyanic acid, it was manufactured by the German firm Degesch for use as a disinfectant and pesticide. Zyklon-B was brought to Auschwitz for those purposes in 1941 but was soon being used to kill the prisoners of the camp. Zyklon-B was pumped into the gas chambers through vents in the ceiling and entered the body through the mouth, respiratory organs, or pores of the skin, and killed most of its victims immediately.
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